| ¥yrtie Cato, Mrs. C. Do Donagan, MWrs. He. B,_Johpson,1¥iss”Marie
Karst, WMiss Nellle Petts, Miss Vary Davis, N¥rs. Nary E.
Wallace, Miss Carrie Smith and NMiss Estelle Winkle to testify

. &

that they were acquainted with the general character of Leo

'U.<Fréh§“§ribr to April g6, 1913, with reference to laeciviousnesé
and hies relations t0 women and girls and that it was bad.
The Court admitted this evidence over the objections above
stated, and in doing so erred for the reasons herein stated.
In determining general character in cases of murder, lasciviousd
ness or misconduct with women is not one of the traits of

character involved. The traits of character involved are

peaceableness, gentleness, kindness, and it is utterly immaterial
to prove bad character for lasciviousnees in a mirder trial.

To permit this evidence was highly prejudicial to the de-
fendant. It attacked his moral character and while such attack woq
uld not tend to convict him of murder nor show him a perscn of
such character as would likely commit murder, its introduction prg
judiced the jury against him.

57. BRecause the Court permitted the witness Viss Dewie Hewell,
over the objection of the defendant that the same was.irrelevant,
iematerial, incompetent, illegal and dealt witp separate and
distinct matters and iaguea from this case, to testify:

i ".—1_5&‘Hoﬁ“été?iﬁg“in‘thé‘Stathh“Houpez—?efore—{-eame~¢£F——n
Atlanta to testify I wae in Cincinnati, Ohio, in the Home of the
Good Shepaéa. I worked at the Pencil Company during February and
March, 1913, I quit there in Warch. I worked on the fourth
floor and worked iﬁwfhe metal room, too. I have seen Mr. Frank
hold his hand on ¥ary'!'s shoulder. He would stand pretty close-to
{ ¥8&ry when he would talk to her, he would lean'over in her face."
The Court permitted this ;;stimony over the objection of the |
defendarnt, made as.is above stated, and in doing so committed err¢
This wgs prejudicial to the defendant, because it was introduced .
] to show an gffort to be criminally intimate with Vary and |
vt iaion ol winila (BB RSy T T T T AN e

58. Because the Court permitted the witness, ¥issCato,

over the objection.of the defendant that the same was incompetent

;lf;gal'and inmaterial, to testify substantially aé‘foliowpzﬁ.
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