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DDNOT DISEUSS
CULT OF FRANK

Blakely Men in Depositions
Deny That Juryman Hens-
lee Made Statements At-
tributed to Him,

That Attlcus H. Uenslee, the ven-
triloquist on the Frank jury, did not
Hiscuss with them Leo M. Frank's con-
nection with the murder of Mary Pha-
Kian, or make any remarks about what
he would do In caso he should he placed
an lhu'jury. was the sworn statement
of L. K. Black and Walter Thomas, two
citizens of Makely, (3a., whosé depost-
tions swera filed In superlor court by
Attorneys R. R.-Arnold and 1. Z. Ros.
ser for the defense,

It wag stated recently that these men
Would awear that Henslee, while In
Blakely as a traveling saleaman, had
sald that If he ever got on the jury
that he would remain there until
Christmas before he would turn Frank
loose, but both men denled that ho cver
made the remarks bafore them.

This was to ne one of the strong
noints in .the demand for n new trial
for the man convicted of the murder,
the tiearing of which is set for Octaber
4. From present indfcations, although
the defense {s working steadily pre-
baring its complete motfon, it is not
ballaved that the hearlng will be pos-
a.ble before November 1,

Should the defense be ready hy Oc-
tober 4. which is Saturday week, the
state will probably require time in
which to meet their clolma and it is
not belleved that a hearing will be had
until later., The postponement means
apparently that not Judge 1. 8. Roean,
the tria) judge, but some other mem-
her of“the superlfor court, possibly
Judge B. H. Hill, will presida at the
hearing, '

Judge Rean is due to take his place
on the court ¢f appeals by October 11
and on that date Judge Il {s due o
take "his seat on the superior court
bench. One of the Fulton judged will
hear the appes] and it is beljeved that
Judge HIL will-be thn one.

Refused to Aunswwer Queattons,

According to the defense the twd
Blakely men refused to answor any
auestions. in regard to. what My, Hens-
lee had sald before them and an_crder
wag taken requiring thein to go bhe-
fore W. W, right, a notary public
of Early county, In which Blakely is
situated, and make tholr depositions,

Both the men declared that ienslee
had never sald anything which would
.show hiin prejudiced.” According to
their answers to the questions, Hens.
lee and Thomas, the latter n Aruggist,
were dlscuulmf the casa some timo
befora the trial and Black o¢verheard
the conversation,

Both' admitted that Ifensfec and
Thomas had discussed the evidence as
brought out fn the newspapers, but
both  the Blakely meon detjed that
fenslee had sajd anything thdt would
Ilgtllc;i‘to his' opinton in ‘regard - {o
CrAanK. : . ¥

The defense made u requdst Thurs.
day for certaln documonts?in the pos-
sesglon of the state, and {these were
taken to them by . A, Stephens, ase
sistant to Sollcitor Hugh M. Dorsey,.
‘Firey were various documents used
during  the trin), and of which the
defense had no copy. . .

HBoth ‘Sldes Confldent.

Both aides are hard at sworlk, the
state confident that no’ new trial will
be granted, and the defense taking
the opposite view. In case the nu-
perfor court judge should refuse a new
trial, it §s known that Lhe defense
will carry tie ease.fo tho supreme
court for a declsion. . .

Should a new trial bo granted In
any of the courts, an interesting
proposition will arise, It {8 kunown
thut Sollcitor -Dorscy has certain ovi-’
dence not secured in Hue to use in
the first trial, and §t Is stated that
the defense has nlsd secured evidenco
that tends to corroborate their plea ot
Frank's innocence, Un what Airoumlq
the new trial- would bo fought out,
and whethor features that went into
the first trlal would be introduced {n
the sccond, aro already causing specu-
Intion among those who have follow-
«d the case. .

it is regarded as certain that the
defense would object to that part of

© Jhm Conley's story which referred to
alleged previous incldonts with wom.
en In Frank's office, ®hd that this
would probably bu ruled out, ns Judge
tioan, In allowing it bofore, sald that
had the defense objected at once, and
nut atter they had sought to bregk
it down, that he would have had to
rute it out. The question hns also
Lbeen ralsed as to whether or not char-
weter would be an issue.

It Is also belfoved that the defenso
would not make the utiack on Conley
that was previously made, bul would
ask him a few guestions and thep dis-
miss him, with the lden of conveying
te the Jjury that the ncgro’s mass of
lies was not worth thelr notice.
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