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RHEA V. STATE. 
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Opinion delivered June 25, 1956. 

CRIMINAL LAW—LARCENY--OTHER OFFENSES.—Trial court's admission 
of evidence of other offenses in prosecution for larceny held re-
versible error. 

Appeal from Saline Circuit Court ; Ernest Maner, 
Judge ; reversed. 

Kenneth C. Coffelt, for appellant. 
Tom Gentry, Attorney General, Ben J. Harrison, 

Asst. Atty. General, for appellee. 
. SAM ROBINSON, Associate Justice. Appellant was 
convicted of the crime of grand larceny; he was charged 
with stealing an automobile. On appeal, it is contended 
that the trial court erred in admitting evidence that ap-
pellant committed other crimes similar to the one for 
which he was on trial. In arguing before the trial court 
the admissibility of evidence of other crimes, the prose-
cuting attorney said: " The purpose of calling said wit-
ness is to show a scheme or design on the part of de-
fendant in the commission of crimes and for no other 
purpose. It is a separate and distinct offense." Over 
the objection and exception of the appellant, the State
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was then permitted to introduce evidence that the ap-
pellant had stolen two other cars at times subsequent 
to the offense for which he was then on trial. 

In many cases, this court has been confronted with 
the question involved here. In Alford v. State, 223 Ark. 
330, 266 S. W. 2d 804, a judgment of conviction was re-
versed because evidence of the commission of another of-
fense of a similar nature was admitted at the trial. In 
that case, it was pointed out that the question had been 
considered by us more than one hundred times, and prior 
decisions were reviewed extensively. We can add noth-
ing to what was said in the Alford case, and it is con-
trolling here. The evidence of other offenses was not ad-
missible. 

Reversed. 
Mr. Justice MCFADDIN concurs. Mr. Justice MILLWEE 

dissents.


