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Stateitreceived;was butmoney voluntarilyIn this case the

Howard.process,of the service of and itlegalas partwas received
'tosubjection the penaltiesno other thanobligationimposed

withof to require-of the law in cases itsneglect comply
circumstances raise no or im-promise, expressments. The

of the in case the attendancemoneyof repaymentplied,
should be Thereshould or refused.unnecessary,become

bemust, therefore,
theJudgment for defendant.

State vs. Howard.

ageneralis offered to the character of witness forimpeachWhere testimony
theare not limited to the character of witness tothe priortruth, enquiries

of of theto the time the examination witness.but extendthe suit,

of as tois the witnessgeneralthewhatare, reputationThe enquiriesproper
testifyingsuch the wouldgeneralfromand personwhether, reputation,truth,

in general.under oath as soon as menbelieve such witness

knowledge characteras to the means of of thecross examination,On enquiries
generally such re-?againstof him—howoriginof the witness—the reports

from and when heard are ad-have them,whom, theyprevailed—andports
missible.

arson,said Howard,was an indictment foragainstThis

and out of onethe dwelling-house buildingsburningin
Freedom, in said The testi-Andrews, county.inThomas

Betsyand Mrs.George Hodgdon,of Thompson,Johnmony
of the to sus-introduced on theTowle, part government,was

the prosecution.tain
defence set theby respondentof were upVarious points
not of the madecharge againsthe was guiltyshow thatto

ofof a numberother the evidence; and, among things,him
of thethe testimonyintroduced to discreditwitnesses was

on theTowle, groundand Mrs.Hodgdon,said Thompson,
and veracity.not of truththey personsthat were
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State On to theas ofgeneralenquiring said individ-reputation
Howard. asuals to truth and wasobjection taken as to evi-veracity,

ofdence declarations the character of said wit-any against
and since the ofveracity,nesses for truth made pendency

the and theagainstthe present prosecution respondent;
as to the of said wit-ruled that declarations charactercourt

been made to the ofhave commencementpriornesses must
itforder to admissible to;be which rulingsaid prosecution,

to evi-and a introduceobjected, rightclaimedthe respondent
as to of said witnesses updence of the characterdeclarations

of trial.to the time
anda verdict of the respondentThe returned guilty,jury
abe and newaside,verdict set trial granted,that themoved

theof misdirection of the court in rejectingont he ground
offered as aforesaid.testimony

theand for state.Lovell,Gove, attorney general,

and James for theEastman, Bell, respondent.I. A.

that thelong rule,J. It has been the settledUpham,

bemaywitness evidence as to hisbya impeachedofcredit
character, that he is oftending to show unworthygeneral

oath.underbelief
in are heldenquiries such case to be—“ WhatThe proper
of the forwitness truth andreputationthe veraci­generalis

“ what knowyoufrom of theand, general?” reputationty
truth, would believeyoufor him underwitness oathof the

?” 1men inwould Phil. Ev.you general ;as 229quickas
143 4; ;146 Ev. State Tr. 693,Ev. Rock­1 Star. Swift’s

102,4; Mawson vs.case Hartsink.Esp.wood’s
stated,as relate to theenquiries,These character of the

time examination. We findwitness at the no authoritiesof
as to the of aenquiriesthe character witnesslimiting to a
suit,to the as was done thisanterior on trial.period

that thesaid witnessesIt has been in thisimpeached case
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Statewere above until after the of thissuspicion pendency prose-

Howard.cution, and that since its therecommencement was reason
to believe a concerted had been made individualsattempt by
interested in the to create unfavorabledefeating prosecution,

to in orderthem, to defeatreports relating their testimony.
This have been the case but themay ; facts totending

ashow of this tobe shownconspiracy description may fully
the on cross-examination of the witnessesjury introduced
for this or directby such inten-purpose, testimony, showing

:tion and this isa sufficient a combinationprotection against
of this kind.

ruleA different would valid objectionsprevent against
witnesses whose character for truth had become bad subse-

suit,to a withoutquent such cause.any
impression suggestedThe athat different frompractice

to be correct,we hold hadwhat in state,thisprevailed must
enquiriesarisen from made onhave cross-examination.

as toThe rule cross-examination is well settled, that
evidence iswherever general thegiven, impeaching credit

witness, theof a aopposite may intoparty go cross-examina-
to ascertain the of thetion unfavorablegrounds ex-opinion

“: and in thatdoing may the witness aspressed interrogate
for theto his character ofopportunities knowing the im-

witness, how and howlong generally thepeached unfavor-
have and whatprevailed,able from indi-reports particular

4heard them.”theyviduals Wend. 358, The vs.People
theAny testimonyMather. andshowing origin character

isreputation,of such admissible.general
theThis is all can ask. The in thisparty ruling case,

the as to ofenquiry the character the witnesses tolimiting
a to the erroneous,time was and thereprevious prosecution,
must be A new granted.trial


