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'Id Certainly the admission of irrelavent testimony on a collateral matter will
Ilot j stify the granting of a new trial, if the fact sought to be proved was not

fl1troverted : Crosby v. Fitchz, 31 Arn. Dec., 745
'r uch e imi case the court says : The range of cross-examination, and extent

coudh uc questions should be allowed, depend upon the appearance and
CnUct of the witness, and ail the circumstances of the case, and necessarily

'n"ISt be regulated by a sound judicial discretion. It is only where there has been
ý.u "buse of this exercise of the discretion by the court, resulting to the prejudice

the, Party complaining, that error will lie" State v. Pfefferle, 9 Crim. Law
.222, 36 Kans., go. See, also, State v. Bacon, 13 Or., 143.

Thse -eCase of State v. Miller, cited and relied upon by the court in the Olds

on"~ '8 'lot authority for the rules there laid down. In the Miller case two ques-CourtwVere submitted to the court for decision, as follows : First, Did the TrialCre err in permitting the letter written by Miller at the police station, and at
al 3fes of the officers there, after he waS arrested, to be admitted in evidence

so9',nto the jury ? Second, Did said court err in admitting testimony to
1that the defendant had been guilty of forgery and larceny? 3 N. W. Rep.,

47 Wis., 5;30.
1ýaCh of these questions was answered in the affirmative; but there was no
0 110f raised or passed upon relating to the cross-examination of à witness

Uo Collateral matter, or to what extent such cross-ex amination might be per-4litted.

It he Case of State v. LaPage, 57 N.H., 245, 24 Amn. Dec., 69, is not in point.
8eCiMTPly decides that, when the defendant was on trial for murder and the pro-

Io'Q atternpted to show that the mnurder was cornmitted in an attempt to

sos ,ometent. that the prisoner had committed rape upon another per.

Upaiusthe cross- exami nation of a witness to show prejudice against the party
kafet. t Wvhom he testifies, or interest in the party calling him, for the purpose of

be"1 is testirnony, or the weight to be given thereto.
the 01,,case of Com. v. Camp bell, 7 Allen, 545, 83 Am. Dec., 705, also cited in

etc hcase, holds that a party cannot be proved guilty of one offence by ev1-
theceat, at a different time and place, he was guilty of committing a similar

e, and is not in point.
Wit 1 "rer v. State it is held that "on an indictment charging the prisoner

show POlSo1ling A in December, 1851, it is error to permit evidence in chief to

t - at She poisoned B in the month of August previous ": 2 Ohio St., 54.
~ta. . therefore apparent that four of the cases cited by this court do not sus-
Id t ltention, or, in other words, are flot authority for the doctrine there

4 1 ýn The other cases cited 1 have not at present before me.
]p11the Olds case, Strahan, J., speaking for the majority of the court, says:

rousiha Plirpose was such evidence offered ? Manifestly for the purpose of
feeîil9I rjdc ntemnso h jury against the prisoner, and of exciting

1 efl of hostility against him, growiiig out of the fact that lawless and im-
People Were actively interesting themselves in his defense. 0f course, we


