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15) Hadfield’s Case, 27 How. St. Tr. 1281 (1800).
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18) Clark v. Arizona, 548 U.S. 735 (2006); Leland v. Oregon, 343 U.S. 790 (1952); Powell v. Texas,

392 U.S. 514 (1968).



3
>

ioh ey

=
(¢}

T2 7

ki3

By F8

sl

3

A -3

=
T

= A A

1o] oue}

0
JJo
®

nr

o|]
g
oy

e

IR

d

o

= A ARAll

701 =%

o

5

X
=

|

A

]
{
o

O

i
]

o)

o

ﬂ
)

—

% shjolt.

T
M
ol

Nfo
o)
T
B

o] o™

S



