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abandoned without canso, and to the good order aud docen-
cies of society, will freqnonlly go unpunished. Presumptions
wo luivo scon are somellmes admit led in crimiiml as in civil

oasop. Iu the Queen v. LonylUe, argued before us in 1SG4,
tho first marriage was celebrated by an ordained minister of
the Preabylorian body -Ihoro was no proof either of license

or publication of bann.^—yet we all held that the one or the
other was to bo presumed from the lapse of timo and that
the marriage was valid. And why should we not presume
upon the principle of om/u*a nVJ a(/a that the public officer

who issued, and, alter it was issued, recognif.ed this license,

and the minister whoso good faith is unimpoached, dis-

charged their several duties as they ought? It is surely a
most violent presuroplioa that such a paper could be forged
and eacapo tho observation of botli. Wo think, therefore,

that thero is sufficient prool of tho liconso having been issued
aod returned, and of tlio Bocond marriage having been duly
solomnired.

The conviction of tho defendant is for those reasons uphold,
and DO judgment having been given, wo order pursuant to

section 101, chapter 171, Uevised rflatutos, that judgment shall

bo given thereon at tho next term of tho Supremo Court at
Amherst, tho priaoner; iu the meanwhile^ to be detained in

castodv.

WiLKiNS, J. intimated that ho had somo doubts whether
there was sufliciont proof of tho second marriage having been
duly solemnized.

Conviction ausiained.

Attorney for the Crown, IHanchard, Q. (J,

Attorney for tho defendant, Towmheml,
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