™y

3 “tient described" in the hypothetical statement

~was soppression® of urine; but nbjeGHO_n was

" thaf the jury be tétired: Thej jury waﬂ accord-

‘he had seen it, and tonfine’ hlmself to tha hy-
pothetieal statement. - = ~il: "

- o2 lnan ation,' but it had been since modi--
~ in_ ‘Baltimore - during" Clagt "year,:-or

- Wharton’s, ‘and - I hﬁa -of mno ucases of
| eerelm snmal ‘meningitis in the northwestern

"natural esuse.’” -

- restheaia was present in ‘General Ki.'s case,

. wereé all I heard.
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but I do not remember hearing of any specific| Mr. Syester Isaid the offer the State pro-
caxes; to the best of my recollection I did not | posed to make was a simpleone. The ex-
hear the pmfeaswn speak of any other cases; I | perts for the defence had asSailed the analyses
attended Mr. Edward Saugston, who lived in { of Professor Toury, and said his resnlts were
Monument street, and 1 certified to the insur- | insnficient. Professor Toury had made

o

ance company that he died of meningitis; I | further tests, and had now the metallic anti- -

found kim in a convulsion in the morning, he | mony in the Court which, he wis willing to
rallied a little and then died; he lived at the | submib to the Court and jury. and to the tests
northwest corner of Monument and Calvert | of the experts of the defence. The State’s
streets; I did notobserve opiathatonas; he was | ofhcers  considered 1t admissible on
out walking with his wife the evening be- | two grounds, first, that it was new matter
fore; 1 should call his convulsion of an|discovered since the commencement of the
epileptic form; I found him ip a dying state | trial, and second, that it was strietly in re-
and 1 did not nwest.lgate the condition of his buttal Professors McCnllogh, Genth, Reese
urine; a8 soon as he was taken his father| and White had declared on their oaths that
came for me; 1 dressed quickly, went with | the results obtained by Professor Tonry were
him, and stayed with bim until he died; Mrs. | insufficient, and that the spots which he de-
Chesborough died recently in Balmmore of | clared were antimonial, were not antimonial
cerebro spinal meningitis. and that there was no aﬂtlmouy in G‘-enerai
Mr. Syester objected, as the case had oc--{ K.sliver or kidneys; the State’s chemist had
curred since the trial had been in progress. | now pursued the same tests as he first used
He would walve his objection if the defence | onthe first portion of the liver, and he now
would allow the Statﬁ to mveatlgatﬁ into the | had the metal in Court to be subjected 10 the
new matter. tests of the experts of the defence,
Mr. Steele dld nﬁt mmat and’ Pro-|and to make certain that which they
fessor Johnston  continued—] “have ne | had declared uncertain. The State had pro-
recolleetion of ‘having “heard cerebro spinal | duced the metal, and he considered tha.t 1t
meningitis apoker of ‘either as epidemic or | would put to flig ht the theories of the experts
endemie in Baltimore during the last vear. - | for the dafence. .The testimony was clearly
Po Mr. Revell—Mr. ‘SBangston’s digease was | admissible alsoon the ground that it had been
]mmtnblg not cerebro spinal meningitis. discovered mnce the Btate had closed ita case.
‘Williams 'was again recalled, and | Dr. Warren, the chief medical witness for the
testified—I have read the hypothetma.l Btate-- defence, had confessed: that - f an timony had
ment of the defence.’” been discovered in General ‘K.’s stomach it
‘The Court ®aid Dr. Wlllmma muat now di— would put to flight his belief as to the camse

veust lamself of all knnwledge of the case as | of General K.’s death. - The 8tate counld mot
have poaseased itself sooner of this testimony,

and i1t was dae to the S8tate that all fthe facts
should be eliminated and brea ht forward.

{

Mr. Hagner objected, and Ba.ld Dr Wﬂhams

. was called upon 111 reahty to pass upon hig | Even thoungh the trial had closed and the jury
' -own testimony. -

had returned a verdict: of: guilty against t.ha

reatest eriminal in the annals of time, the
'discovery of new evidence would be sufficient
sgrounds upon which to mova for. . a new trial.

The Chief Judge said it eou]d be'dond if doe
diligence had been used m dlseﬂvering the

new evidence. - |
Mr. Syester contlnueﬂ to argue tha.t the taa-

tmo;}g wag admissible’ on- the second ground

he had named.” It might be contended fhat

tha State ¢ould have come beéfore armed with

this testitmony, but no one could have dreamed

taat it would 1c-ontended ‘hy ‘the-defence

> ‘that the metal ghovld ,pe’; roﬂliceq tha*bookﬂ
am not 80 lay it/down, ©F = ieintig

1 ‘Zhe Chief Judga aaid; iha.t I;eahﬂn 0011141 be
“Mr. Byester pext M’ked ‘I;ha mtneﬂmf hype- arzued before the jury 4

Mr. Syegter. rephed that ha wauld hrgue it
before the jury,. -s.q ...° -

The Chiaf .J udge amd it ha.d allnwed an op-
portanmty before: the State had closed; its case
‘for Professor Tonry to. make acomplete analy-

. To Mz, Steéle -1 a‘htendad one 'cdse 0f cere- | 8ig, because - the: Counrt ‘thought the ends of
'bms pinal meningitis, bat ‘by general eonver- | jnstice-- demanded: i$.:: The: Court .was . now
mtmn” how of ﬁt]lﬂl‘ 4 & leamed {rom -the | dealing with aquestion.of; mbuttal evidence,
Iﬁad ing<in ' our Medidal “Association' -of -:Dr.
Arnold’s article them were other caaes, thoae

. The Court said Dr Wltllama bad gwen hlﬁ
piniom of the case simply a8 it came under

gsan Jacobs’:testimony. “+1io s
illm:na continned—I am fa.mllmr with

ee:rebm ppinal meningitis; it was not ﬂpldemw

‘preceding yea.r, “that I'hknow of |
1 y]"):e about - uare - - from - Mrs.

section of Baltimore“ 1 do mot think the pa-

' died of . ﬁerebm épmal muhlngiﬁla, or *Qf

f‘.'- ;l!.r

“Thiat oljection was mada hy h:[r Steele, and the I

Courtmled it out. - w8t |
Mr. Syestet hext’ a.sked tha w:tnem 11’ them'

made and sustained by the Couart: e T 4l

The testimony : prepared: o be offered went to
the very heart of the case,and was not strictly
in ralmttalﬂ The death had ocenrred in June,
‘and & plenty:of time had been allowed for the
investigations; . :If the Court admitted Prof.
Tonry’s testimony - it ~we¢uld entirely reopen

‘Mr. Byester now ﬂalﬂ ﬂm Btate had ‘ad-
dﬂ;wnal teshmony to offer] and suggested

]Jlglj"tﬂ]red. TR Tl Esyivy VIR I Slitie s vl

\
%

and must view.rit: alone in-that conneection.



