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In Erskine v. -Davis, sup)ra, Caton, C. J., said: " The objection
to the execuf ion of the decd by Margaret is that ber narne in the
body of the dced is written Margaret A. Gittingcs, and ber
signature to the dced is Margaret S. Gittings, whieb i8 the real
naine of the party who owned that interest in the land, and wbo
designed to convey the ipterest by the deed shte thus cxecuted.
The rniddlo maine migbt, have been wholly omitted in thc bôdy of
tbe deed or in the signature, and the conveyance stili be held
gl(od if the party t(!tu.ally owning the preinises and intending to
convev thern was intended te lie described in tlie deed and she
actually signed if. In tlue I:iw the rniddle letter of a naine is no
part of the name. It niay be diopped and resurncd or changed
at pleasur-e, and the only ilquiry is one of substance-was the
deed in fiict executed by the proper par-tyý?"

ln Franklin v. Talinadge, 5 Jolins. 84 (1809), ant action of tres-
pass quare clau.sumi creqt, the îpIaiitiffs pro(lI1ed a perfewt titie to
William T. 1Pobinson andl others. Tic. defendants obýjecfed to
the deed o11 accoitnt of the variance as to the naine of WVilliamn
iRobinîson namred in the declarafion. Pl;îintii.s offered to pi'ove
that one of' tlic 1laintiffs was aîs weIl known bv thec name of
WXilliam iZohinson as iv the naine of William T. Rinson; and
iliat be was sometimes called by the one naine an(l sornetinies by
the other. The Cour-t ruled a4gainst the plaintitfis, who were non-
siuited. The Bon-suit was siilseqiiently set asi(lc and1 ICw trial
awa rded, the Cour-t saying: " The additioni of flhc letteî' T.
betwecn the Christian naie and surname of the plaint utr did flot
.affect the grant, wlîieh was to bce taken bcnignly for the grantee.
It was nlo part of' his naine, for thec law knows only of one
Christian naine, aîîd if was perfectly coînpefent for the plaintiff
te have showîi, if neressary, that one of the 1lailitiflis xvas kçnown
as weIl with as withotit tic insertion of tlic letter T. in the
middle of» bis naine, though even that was nef requisite in the
first instance nor uniess made necessary by tesfimony on the
part of the defendaiît."

To thc same eflèct are: Gaines v. Dunn, 39 U.S. %322 (1840),
and &hofield v. Jennings, Adm'r, 68 Ind. 232 (1879), where fthc
earlier cases are collected.

In Van Voorhis v. Budd#, 39 Barb. 4ý79 (1863), an action brougrht
to, recever damages fer seizure and sale of a ioi'se, the defendant
jusfified under a fax warrant. Tic fax 'vas assessed te Hlenry
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