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thev relied on the cafes of Rex vs.
Dadd:;. LI‘ACH, . C.o187. Rexvs.
Akehurft, ib 178, Rex vs. Newland
i5. 850. Rex vs. Thornten, ib: T23.
Rex vs. P.je/, 5. '10. '

The Attorney General, in anfwer,
admitred the general prmc1ple, that
ths person, awhose name is charged to be
f;;_gm’ is notan admifiible - \\‘uneﬂ,
bit he contended, ‘that this -was not
the cafe with Mr. Graxr, he faid he
did not produce him to prove, that
his name had been forged; on.the

contrary, he admitted the ﬁgnatuxc'

to- be his own : and therefore,” Mr.
Grant wis not w ithin the' letter of
the cafes’ cited.  He ftood upon the
comman ground, and the’ mquuv as
had been fctded in Abrabani’s qm tam,
ws. Bunn 4. ])’m;'. 2254 and in el
s, Har 'w‘,ot/ 3. Term: Repts. 308.
was, whether the \Vlmcfs was under

the biafs of intereft or “influcnce; or’
in-other “words, fwhether ‘the” objee~

tion fhould go, 10 his competency or
-6 hiscredit.. -In the cafc of Rex . vs
Whiting, Savk. 283, where the de-
fendaut b) fomc ﬂxght, got his mo-
ther-inlaw’s hand to'a note for /£ 100.
inftead ‘of £ 5;.- it ‘had -indeed; been’
ruled . by flolt.. . Ch. 71//’ that. the
mother _in-lave (who as'in the prefent
-cale admitted hér ﬁgmmre) could
not be a Witnels 3 but this cafe was
no lonqcr held to be l'u\' in Rex vs.

Biay, (IIIL,\R\" 11%) Lord . Hard= -

wicke {hook its authority, and, it was
afterwards overuled by Lee Ch. Tuae-
tice: - Red, vs. Bryug bt 2 STR.
1229. and’ by Lord M:mf‘ﬁcld in /-
brabams vs.. Bunn: {o that thcﬁ. werc'
cafes. whlch by. domg -away’ the prin-
ciplé on'which along Mr.. Grans could

be refufed,. ‘had. virtually decided’ that.

“He had no di-
he . 'Recexpt had

he ou'glit 'to’ b‘e ‘heard
reft’ intéreft;. for:

" béen thhdm Wi a from the fyles: of the
K. -Bias’foon-as-the <€ Jascription en

ﬁum, vas’ ‘made;- and could not be
) qg.\m ufed in that aéhon ~There’ was

‘| fupport - of - this ..

£ 10 morc than the bnre pos-
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fibility.'of his bemg lxable to another
altion, . which .was" not fufficient. to-
make -him mcompetent, whatever ef-
fe& it might have upon his ecredit;: .
tor which, he cited. C(rrter vs: Pearce,.

I Term, Repts. '163. - He contend-""
ed further that Mr. Grant ought to |
be heard from the necéffity of his!
teftimony, which frequently happen-" °
ed.in .Criminal cafes. - He cited in- - -
prmc1ple - Leach:
Hawk. vol. 4, p. 448: Rex vs. Me-
Carty, Salk. 286. Rex . vs: “Fiox, Str.

6352. and' Rex.:vs. Moise. Strange,-
5395, 'where the defendant was. . in-:
dited for tearing .a note, 'md “the
profecutor wus adnntted to prove the:

fadt; though it was objected, that he~

was fivearing to fet up his own de-
mand. e furthér urged the -Pro~

priety of admiting Mr. Grant’s tefti--
mony, becaufe thc adtion which had~ .. °
been pendingin Court was then conmy="- " #+
‘promifed, and concluded by ﬁ‘ttmg,
that - Juries . were the proper judges-
of faéls, of Witnefles, their teftimony.-
‘and conduét;- that the whole tenor of+
modern decifions tended to reftore to -
them this rights “and that, in the
.fpxr.t of ' .this. 1dea, Loxd l\I:msﬁeld
had “declared . in’. the cale of Abra-.
hums and: B: i 3 ¢ that where the:
matter- was oubtful the - Whnefs :
flould be heard, and . the obJet‘hon
go ‘to his_credit only '

Mr. Stwart- 1rqued in 1eply, that in’
the cafes cited by Mr. Ker. - The per-"
fons whofe names had been forged had™ .
been' declared to be mcompctent witer
mefles. upon “the’ gxound of intereft. ..
They were interefted, becaufe it w ould. -
be for their advannge if the dnftru-.”
ment f{hould be de l'u'ed a forgery,
that Mr. Grant was in like. manneér !
interefted in thie prefent- queﬂxon, for
it nnttexd not whether he was. ca]lcd
to prove that he never: ﬁgned the'r
ccxpr, or that it was altered after he. did
fign its If it was, declared to be'a fo
gery.on either of tho{'é prmcxples,
adv.mcage to. lum was. tlu.famc.




