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hegan to
petition put his case very ‘clearly
he said, wonld show that the ciremmstan

ces of the two criwes were so mach alike

that they must have been comitted by
the same wan, and he gave partienlars of

ed that since

the similarity He also s

he 1 been in Pern, when Smith was tri
od and sentenced. and al vhen the crim
wes of 1877 were commiite he  conld not
be Smith, nor conld he have comiaitted
these s Fhese ta une be
foré the conrt at Mr, Beck’s trial. It is
trae that they wer i 1 v the
jndyge but it was also plain, if Ahey
conld be established.  that innocent
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Mr. Beck 14 s med to be
Mr. Swity, and was g the letters and
pumber previoasly given to Swmith which

hmplied that he had beea previonsly con
victed

In 1808, however, after aucther petition
from Mr. ideck’s solicitor, the Home Office
made inguires of the prison anthorities
and discovered that Mr, Beck certainly
was not Smith since Smith was a Jew and
Mr. Beck was not.  This fact the Home
Office did not think fit to communicate ei
ther to the police or the Public Prosecutor;
though il they had done so, as the report
remarks, Mr. Beck could not have been

wron “ly convieted a second time.  Thay
did. however, refer the matter to Sir For

rest Falton. The whole question by this
time chvionsly was whether jrhe fruuds of
which Mr Beck had been convicted .l
really been committed by Smith, and there
were doenments waiting at the Central
Criminal Office to prove that they had
The Home Office made no meuntion of thess
a nor did
they even convey to him the fact that M

Beck ahd Mr. Smith had been proved to
be different persons, for Sir Forrest Fulton

cuments to Sir Forrest Foiton,

in a report unfavorable to the petition said
that he had very little doabt that Mr k
It shonld have been clear

was Mr Suith
to a very moderate intelligerce that a re
port based on an assnmption 8o demon
stiably false was not of mach value

[t was not elearSto the Home Office, and

o ofticial wrote a minute stating that Sn
Forrest Kulton had not the slightest doabt
thut Mr. Deck was the man who comnit
ted the crime of 1894, adding the astound
also the man

offenct

1« «imilar

this

but is re

doubt

| mmaterial, as Beck is being puoish
i ly the oftend proved in 1896
It ! ute. ot Course makes 11
that the man wi vrote 10 was guite g
it of the tacts of the case on which he
A its report The winate was read and
nirial v Sir Kenelm Digby, the chiet
of the department It is, therefore, also

quite clear that he, too, must have heen
in a state of ignorance which made his re
ading of it perfectly useless Thus, al

thongh tacts which ' proved the innocence
of the prisoner were actually obtrauing
themselves upon the Home Office, the only
step they took was to recommmend that he
shonla be given a fresh prison number,

“5o that his identity with Smith should
not be afivwed, The report of the com

mitte naturally comments npoa a system
under which such things are possible. v
is described in that repurt as & y-_\'nm
delegation. So many petitions from prison

ers represented that they cannot possibly
by dealt-with by subordinate officials  and
the more difficalt are passed upwardswith
explanatory minutes until they reach. if




