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'fﬁguetified ng 1n£erenoe -on_the part of the 1ury that the erose,
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I don't remember how much she paid me, and the next week they
paid me- §3.50 and‘the*nextiweek*they“paid me $6.50, .and tHe
next week they paid me $4+ and the next week they paid.me $4. .
One week, I don't remember which one, ¥rs. Selig gave me §5, but:
it wasn't for my work, and they didn't tell me what it was for,
ehe Just said "Here is #5. Winola.n"

The Court permitted this part of the affidavit to be reaa to

| the Jury over the objections above stated, and in doing 80 erred

for the reasons statad.

vho affiaav1t of thes witness ¥inola MeKnight vo be reaa vo the
Jury vo vransaciviuns betweon horsolt ana vhe Scligge with
which Frank haa no connection, but which the Solicitor General in-
818%oa showed that Frank's relgt1Vee Wwere seeking to influence
this darkey by paying her money in addition tvo thav which she
@rncus 1he Seligs anu WKinola NeKmignu hau bool as8kew OnN cross
cXaminavson 1f those state@ents in this affidaviy were truoc,
and had doniea that vhoBo STatemenis were TIUc.

¥ 69. ( ppp) Because the Court erred in perémitting Vr. Hooper,
for the State, to argue to the jury that the failure of the
_defenae-to croes examine the female witneseeefw@g! in behalf of

the State, had testified to the bad character of Frank for

lasciviousness, was strong evidence of the fact that, if the

€.
1ndividua1 incidents of immorality on the part of Frank, that

-defendant had cross examined them, they would have testified to | -

the defendants knowledge that they would bring out such inci-
denta wae the reason for not cross examining the witnesses; and
that the Jury could, therefore, reasonably know that Frank had
been guilty of epecific incidents of immorality other than those

brought out in the record.

- Thedefendant strenuously objected to this line of argument

on the part of ¥r. Hooper and urged the Court to etate to the -

Jury that the failure‘to cross examine any of sald witnesses

exa%ggitiOn, 1f had, would have»brought out anf%hing"hurtful to
the general character of Franks

Thie the COurt declinea to do and permitted the argument, and,
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