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linnend. that it is an unwarranted and an incorrect statement of the law. The
fo decisions which begins with Re Hogran (ubi sup.) are certainlv no authoritX'

~TiO F CRýoss-EXAMINATIION IN (CaIMuINAI, CASES ON COLLA'ERAL, MAT-

With"11 aritninal case a witness for the defence, on cross-exarninatiofl, and
Ptl jection testified that Fie had collected rnoney in Seattle, Tcia n~Ot and to aIssj5t in the defenice ; that he hiad raised between $8oo and $900 for

as t ps;ta the witness had contrjbuted about $500 to that fund.Th ieSh n asked by the district attorney, " Who were the parties here iii PortlandWh 'tribttd to that fund ?" Tothis (luestion an objection 'vas made, but
çverrule and an exception taken. WitneSs answered "Sliter." The witniesS

(J etibid Uluer like objections and exceptions, tint Sliter and McNaînaraCo1trib Utd$100; that John Russell kcpt a', saloon on Washington street, and
also eQ ' fund ; that "The Mascot " also contributed that Paul Fuhr

thrOtrbtd$100, but n Portland ;that 19renchy Grattoncotbtd

Pa .i ýh Oo f $200, and that lus business asgarnbling. None of the
ne.ted referred to were witnesses in the case, nor Nvere thev in any inanner con-

~ef~d iththe trial any further than contributing sums of rnoney to aid the
aut, ,Who xN'as, on trial for the inurder o f Emil \Veber.

thaPPears from the disseîîting opinion of Lord, J., the record disclosed "lthat
bg t"Iblers of the city of Portland were divided into two factions-one headed

err dfe , Olds, the other by EîI-il Weàer-betw%,eeniwoitfeeei
~erfen ed, which finally culminated in the death of Weber at the hands of the
tCrsant, 0Gl0S." And it further apppars that the wvitness, a portion of whose

bll 'e3l 'ation by the district attorney has been given, was " a gambling rnan,'
fato WO ,itness for the defence, it is fair to presurne that hie belonged to the

Th ~ gan1blers headed ly the defenidant, Olds.
sro58 e 9esti01n presented to the supremne Court was, - whether or not the

suc e'ýan"lIlation above referred to., and to which objection had been taken, w~as
4th hrror as called for a reversai of thejudgrnent of the court below, the defend-

1 aVîng been convicted of inurder iii the lirst (legree, and sentenced to death."94o).e Court, in
94ç) .ý G 1 npassing on this question says (State v. Olds, '22 Pac. Rep.-,

Il tha State had. the n ght, on the cross-examination, toask this witness any-
thea Vd shodan his interest in the result of the trial, and anvthing he did

Yrýi Ofteighenan about the trial, for the purpose of enabling the jury to
id Igh his evidence, and to intelligently pass upon his credibility. ThisWid t ho'ut objection. . . . Was it Colnpetent for the State to prove, aslqq 'ntfacts, that certain saloonkeepers and gamblers in the city of Port-

~ (f j in makirîg a defence in this case ? This question may be
0thed Y referring to one or two of the Plainest and simplest elemnentary rules
rýe ý of evidence. And it is an established mIle, which we state as the first

Pritid eru1n the production of evidence, that the evidence offered must corre-

ýecI tle A legations, mnd be confined to the point in issue.' i Greeni. on
Afew cases rnay be cited in which this mule has been indirectly or


