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Medico-Legal Notes.

REX V. ALBERT THOMAS RUDGE.

THIS case was tried at the Monmouth Assizes on November i,

1926, before Mr. Justice Swift, The prisoner is a farm labourer,

aged 29 years. He was accusedof murderinga girlnamed Doris
Byard, aged 19 years. He lodged at the house of the girl's mother.
He had been engaged to the girl.She had, however,broken off
the engagementâ€”a circumstance which appears to have greatly
upset him. On September 12 he picked up a gun from a corner,
inwhich he had placediton the previousevening,went intothe
orchard,and shotthegirlbeforehermother'seyes. Afterthishe
made an attempt at suicide.The factswere not disputed,the
defencebeingthatofinsanity.

A police constable, who arrested the prisoner, stated that the
prisonerhad,almostimmediately,askedâ€œ¿�Ismy darlinggirldead?â€•
The witnessproduceda letter,writtenby theprisoner,and found
in the dead girl'spossession,in which the prisonerthreatenedto
take his own life.Another constable,who was guardingthe
prisonerin thehospital,on the day of the crime,statedthatthe
prisonerhad said,â€œ¿�Wehad a row intheorchard,and thatgotmy
temperup.â€•
The prisonergave evidenceon hisown behalf. He statedthat

he had no memory of any quarrelin the orchard,nor did he
remember takingthegun,orshootingthe girl.His memory only
returnedwhen he found himselfin the hospital.He statedthat
the letter referred to had only been intended to frighten the girl,
and so to induce her to return to him. He had only attained the
thirdstandardatschool.
The prisoner'sfatherdeposedthattheprisonerhad a cuton his

head at theage of6 months,and,later,an illnesswhich affected
hishead,and made him â€œ¿�unaccountablefor hisactions.â€•Dr.
S. B. Wyborn, Whitchurch,regardedthe whole of the prisoner's
familyas a littledeficientin intellect,but he did not thinkthat
the prisoner was insane in the legal sense. Dr. E. B. White, Medical
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Superintendent of Bristol City Mental Hospital, had examined the
prisoner, and had found him apathetic, confused and with defective
memory. He considered that the prisoner's story of loss of memory
was possible,but he would notgo furtherthanthat.
Dr.R. FitzroyJarrett,MedicalOfficerofCardiffPrison,who had

kepttheprisonerunderobservation,was called,by theProsecution,
as rebutting evidence. He stated that he had been unable to find
any evidence that the prisoner was insane.

The judge's summing-up appears to have been strongly against
the theory put forward by the Defence. But the jury found a
verdict of â€œ¿�Guiltybut Insane,â€• and seem to have made use of.the
expression â€œ¿�temporaryinsanity.â€•

REX V. LESLY GARDINER.

THIS case was tried at the Central Criminal Court on November

15, 1926, before the Common Sergeant. The accused is about

30 years of age, and the wife of a wealthy man. She was charged

with stealing a dispatch box, and other articles, from an establish
ment in the West End of London. The stolen property was valued
at Â£320.The theftoccurredon October 7. There were other
charges of stealing from a London club. Some of the stolen
property had been sold, but it was stated that the owners had been
compensated by the accused's husband. There had been a previous
conviction for larceny in 1914, when she had been â€œ¿�boundover.â€•
The facts of the case were not disputed.

It was urged by the Defence that the accused, although not
legally insane, was of disturbed mind. Dr. Porter Phillips stated
that he had had her under his care since October. She had recently
undergone two operations, and was in a bad state of blood-poisoning.
He would not describe her case as one of kleptomania, but he
considered that she had a morbid desire to acquire other people's
property under an irresistible impulse. The judge remarked that
â€œ¿�irresistibleimpulseâ€• was not a term accepted by that court.
Dr. Taplin,of Liverpool,saidthat he examined the accusedin
1914, after her previous act of stealing, and came to the conclusion

that she was suffering from what might be called moral insanity.
The judge asked what was meant by â€œ¿�moralinsanity,â€• adding
that he had not heard that expression before. The witness replied
that it was a term, well known in medicine, to cover that condition
in which people have a bent in a certain direction, and are not able
to control it.

The judge declined to accept the view put forward on behalf of
the woman. He stated that he could not treat her as a first offender,
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