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incidentally applied: Camnpbell v.' State, 8 Tex. App., 84 ; Watsoii v. CGfl-' 95
Pa. St., 418 ; Césure v. State, i Tex. App., 19;'Pickfoid v. State, 13 Tex. ApPP'
468 ; State v. Lapage, 57 N. H., 245 ; Farrar v. State, 2 Ohio St., 54; State1 VMiller, 47 Wis., 530, 3 N. W. Rep., 31 ; Coint. v. Canp bell, 7 Allen, 54 , fiaiVState, 51 Ala., 9 ; Brock v. State, 26 Ala., 104 ; Rogers v. State, 62 Ala., 170. orlit is equally well settled that this rule exeludes ail evidence of collateral factS,
those which are incapable of affording any reasonable presumption or inferefl0c
as to the principal fact or matter in dispute-" ra1oIcteeBut a strict enforcement of this rule xvould exclude ahl evidenceofola.
facts, and such as had not a direct or indirect tenden-cy to prove the rnatter r
dispute. Evidence of this character, however, is not admitted for the purpqof
proving or disproving the fact in dispute, but for the sole purpose of affectiflg th
credibility of the witness, and the weight to be given by the jury to bis evidence'
and while it is undoubtedly truc that the general1 rule is that the cross-exaruina,
tion will be confined to matters and things about wbich the witness testified 01
bis examination in chief, yet - wherc a party is a witness, or an unwilling witress
is under examination, the Trial Court may, in its discretion, allow, the crosse
arnination to take a wider range, which will be reviewed onlv for abuse "' I1ia1llC
ctt v. Kimnbark, 7 N. E. Rep., 491, 118, Ill., 121 ; sec, also, Lawson V. Ietdersolty
14 Pac. Rcp., 164, 

. i0SAnd in Stevens v. State, 3 Tex. L. J.5 139, it is said "Cross-exaflillal

should ordinary be restricted with respect to the interest, motives and prejU d'e
of a witness, his means of knowlcdge, bis powers of discerniment, mefri0ry' at'l
the like." The extent to which a cross-cxaminatiorî, relating to collateral pat'
ters, may be carried, is within the discretion of the presiding judge: Stat! V.
]?ollinis, i East. Rep., 584. 

VJ udge Thompson, in bis excellent work on " Trials," quotes from Wa'tsottFwomnbly, 6o N. H.-, 49 1, 49,3, as follows: How far justice requires a tribuna to*
go from tbe issue for the trial of collateral questions how nftl'
time should be spent in the srial of such questions ; wvhat evidence may.be eX'

et-'cluded for its remoteness of time and place ; and what evidence is otherwls btrivial to justify a prolongation of the trial-are often questions of fact toredetermined at the trial." And hc then adds : " It follows, where this rule p brvails, that the decision of the judge, in the exercise of this discretion, is flot st fject to review, except in cases of mnanifest injustice or abuse" - ThoflP5Ofl 0%
Trials, Sec. 464. 

IeAnother question that arises is this : Should a judgment be reversed, a setrial awarded, and great additional expense thereby incurred unless there iSheleast reasonable ground to believe that the result of the new trial will be gdthan that of the former; or that the evidence admit ted over objection waS w
by the jury and affected their verdict ?tet

" It is wvell settled that a new trial wilI not be awarded because illegal te1)1mony was admitted, if wholly irrespective of that testimony, there wa SPla4 4land obviously suffic .ient evidence to justify the finding" Stephen v. CraefOr4
Am. I)ec., 683.


