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Before an appellate Court will interfere in a sentence 

i~posed it must be shown that the sentence was wrong in 

principl e , or manifest l y excessive. 

The learned sentencing judge took account of the 

successful defence of provocation a n d of the ~risoners 

~illlngness to ad~i t responsibilicy for the homicide . 

ln ~o;,1e cases or provoc :.:icion ._,,nere the appellant 

acted on a sudden impul se before there was time fo r pas sion 

to c oo l considera ble leniency is allowed . 

3ut chis was not suc n a case . It was not un- premeditated . 

Vio lence ~as prol o nged and the worst [eacure was tne us e of a 

deudly weapon - the knife is resorted t o fa r too frequently 

i n this country . One can more readily g ive favourable 

consideration t o the man who in o u trage has battered another 

~,,i t: h bare ha nds . 



2. 

Perhaps a sentence of 8 years was at the higher 

e nd of the scale in the circums t ances here but we a re 

not prepa red to say it was manifestly excessive. 

We were invited to give some general directions 

concerning an appropriate range of sentences in such 

cases . We decline to do so for circumstances vary 

infinitely. It would be inappropriate to inhibit the 

f lexibility which must be a vailable to trial judges in 

this type of case . 

Appeal dismissed. 
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