wde

partieulnrs of the churge, If the faots are, or cuonnot be,scandalons
as the evidenae discloses,then they sh wuld hove been shown in the
partieulars. The facts 'h{ch make this a worse kind of consorting
are 87 important, they should have been stated in the partleulars,
and L 4t 1is htn} left until the evidence hus been heard, then this
is nothing but a flehing sxpedition to find out more,

JUDGE ADVOCATE:

; You eoannot certainly say that any officer of the Cansdian
Army fho' by his conduet, causes a man under his command, and

this man's wife to quarrel) does not commit an ol ‘snoe . "
DEFENCE s

It 18 not seandalouk.

L]
'8 ! tha orime ¢
the neighbouring sedtbne, It
eonduet.,

JUDGE ADV CATE:

. Will you note the part that says “unbegoming the character
of an officer and gen leman," The eharscter of the officer and

gentlenen connected with the erime 1is what gonstitutes the offence. .

iy bjectl is that the offencs nrge

-

an of fence wunder Seetion 16 or under the Arns Act and thet 4 it
lepervis on the aevidence ringing out the more or Lase seriousness
of the offence alleged, those facts should have been atsted in
the partieulars, but they are not

PRESTDENT &

» Is your point not covered by Para 2 of fn 1 to this Bection:

' The addition of an alternative charge under s 40 vill mset a case
where the evidance, 88 ultl-u1¥"1nn before the court, may gustify
s more lenient viev of the case.

DFFENCE ¢

*No, sir, I am sttacking the first charge, I was mot referring %o
the second charge.

PRESTDENT 3
. httnthvsyluwhth-morlmhum’“u.'
DEPENCR &

It is o legal argusent, I a= submitting.
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