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ec aw The
[\ —_— , 3 tatement of the law.
]il]et t t it is an unwarranted :md an ncorr ts

inly no authority
for ! decisiong which begins with Re Hogan (ubi sup.) are certainly no aut
it aw Times,
- TERAL MAT-
Exricgy OF CRoss-ExaMINATION IN CRIMINAL CASES ON (/()[’I‘A'l;;t?(l)ll and
TFR.\ na criminal‘c"tse a witness for the defence, on_ cr(?ss-exan}lf oma, nd
oo objection tes;iﬁed that he had collected money in beat.tle’ ; ii{ 'ﬂig(;o for
tOTtlan » to assis; in the defence; that he had raised between ?80(1) d’l‘hc' witness
tat \TPOse; that the witness had contributed about #s0otothat func ¢ in Portland
Vag thep asked by the district attorney, “ Who were the parties here et
Whe Contribyteq {yo that fund ?”  To this question an ob‘je‘cFloll ’:\-aérr;ll: wi,tuess
ed and up exception taken. Witness an:%wered Pf §llhlter.'md MoNamara
o tesﬁﬁed, under like objections and exceptions, that ,S tter « street, and
o Fibuteq $100; that John Russell kept a saloon on Washington ~P' : ,Fuhr
cOntributed to thé fun(d : that ““ The Mascot ” also COIltI‘ibl‘lted ; that c’ll‘:uted o
::]SO cOntributed $100 l;llt not in Portland ; that Frenchy (,rat'?on Cogt:)':le of the
° leig borhood of ‘."szoo, and that his business was gaml‘)lmg-' - ner con-
f:afti > Teferreq ¢, wertle witnesses in the case, nor were they in any Ir,ldtn aid the
d’ECt With the trig] any further than contributing sums of money to :
efenda » Who was on trial for the murder of Emil Weber. d disclosed ““that
th S 2Ppeqars from the dissenting opinion (?f Lord,. J., the record dis headed
bye Ambey of the city of Portland werek.dlv‘ided into two fact}:ons;ltze o ted
aﬁz};: ®fendant, Olds, the other by Emil Weber—between whom

de d c € W f the
fE[]d » which finally culminated in th death of / eber at thetihands 07
e ] i rcher d ss, a portion of whose
QI‘OSs. b IOS-” And it furthe appears that the witne p

i “a g ing man,
g, 3Mination by the district attorney hé.ls been given, w}allst hl {i,)irll(l)igzg e
| factt belng Witness for the defence, it is fair to presume tha
o §amblers headed by the defendant, Olds, « whether or o the
¢ question presented to the Supreme Court was, © w elt) er oot e
Sy 8s-e “Mination above referred to, and‘ to which objection had eeynthe de’fend-
arl(t:h STror as called for a reversal of the judgment of the court below ,d e
haviﬂg €en convicted of murder in thfi first degree, and sentence p(:lc Rens
940) : court, in passing on this question says (S.tate V. Old‘;,. 22 itne.«;s o
thip . The State had the right, on the crOSS-eXammatlon,.to askdt is vtvhing. s amy
In ai%t At would show his interest in the result of the trial, and any

. v to
Brg € defendant about the trial, fOf the purpose of f&ﬂablxgﬁf}:e Ju{l}"his
Wag ¢ Weigh his evidence, and to intel‘llgently pass upon his c‘rc’edl t1 i yl;Ove e
illde € Withoyt objection. . . . Was 1t competent for the_ State .(t> pOf Pc;rt-
landpe 0t facts, that certain saloonkeepgrs apd gamblers in the (;1 yn g be
gy, Contribllted in making a defence in t‘hlS case ?. This ques 10tar Y
of th Y referring to one or two of the p!amest and sm_aplest elelilegs tﬁ/e o
Tulg . Olevidence. ‘And it is an established rule, which we state

| i i evidence offered must corre-

g ?rnlng the production of ev1der;iceédt}t1att£he c'v1tde£ ¢ offered must corre
1th the a)1e ations, and be confined to the poin > 1G on
S A fe‘i cases, may be cited in which this rule has been indirectly o
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