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they relied on the cafes of Rex vs.
/dL LEAcHi, C. C. 187. Rex vs.

dichur/?, ib. 178. Rex vs. Newland
ib. 350. Rex vs. T.7,rntci, ib. 723.
Rex vs. R:pl, ib. 10.

The Attorney General, mn anfwer,
adriitted the general principle, that
the persn, whose namne is char-gcd to be
f»-ged, is not an admiffible Witnefs;
but he contended, ·that this was not
the cafe with Mr. Grant, he faid he'
did nôt produce hii to prove, that
his niame had been forged ; on the
contrary, he adnitted the fignature
ta be his own: and therefore, Mr.
Grant was not within the letter of
the cafes èîted. Ie ftood upon the
common grounid, and the imiquiry as
had been fettled in Abraaam's qui tan,
os. Bunn, 41. BJurr. 2254. and lm Be//
vs. Harmod, .. Term. Rcpts. 30S.
was, whether the Witnefs was under
the biafs of intereif or influence, or
in:other wvords, whether 'the objec-
tion fhould go to his competency or.
to 1 is.credi't. Ín the cafe of Re,. vs
Witing, SALK. 283, where the de-

fendant by:fome flight, got his mo-
ther-in-law's hand ta a note for 100.
iirtead of £ 5, it had indeed been.
rulec by Hio/t. Cb. h //, that the
riothr--in-law (who as in the prefent
cafe admitted her fignature) could
not be a. Writefs ; but this cafe was
no longer held to bc law.in Rex vs.
Bray, (H.iLRr 17S) Lord Hard-
wicke llook its authority, and it vas
afterwards overuled by Lee Ch. Ju-
tice in Rex, vs. Br:;ightn 2 S-rR.
1229. and by Lord Mansfied in .-
brahamnï vs. Bum: fo that thefe were
c-afes which by doing aw'ay the;prih-
ciple on whiîch alonQ Mr. Grant could
be refufed, had virtuillv decided that
hé otight;to be heard; He had no di-
re& intereif, for the Receipt had
bëen withdrawn fro m the fy'les of the-
K. -B. as foonias the «n crptia a
fwx,"v as, iade; and could not be
agiin ufed In that a&ion. Tlhere was
therÇford no nore tharithe baré pos-

Cibility of his being liable to'anothèr
aion, which was fnot fufficient ta
make hiin incompetent, whatever ef-
fe& it might have upon his eredit;
for which, he cited. Carter vs. Pearce,
1 Term, Repts. 163. He contend-
ed further that Mr. Grant ought to
be heard from the neceffity of his
tefLimony, which frequently happen-
ed.i Criminal cafes. He cited in
fupport of this . principle: Leach
I-awk.. vol. 4. p. 443. Re> vs. Mc-
Carty, Salk. 286. Rex. vs. Fox. Str.
652. and Rex :vs. Moise Strange,
59.5,'where the defendant was in-
diaed for tearing a .note,. and the
profecutor was adiitted to pros-e the,
fa&, though it vas objeaed, that lie
"-as fwearing ta fet up.his ow'n de-
mand. He further urged the Pro-
priety of admiting Mr. Grant's tefni-
nony, becaufe the uclion w'hich hiad

been pending inm Court was then coni-
pronifed, and concluded by frating,
that Juries were the proper judges
of facIs, of Witneiles, their tcfimony
and condua ; that the whole tenor of
modem decifions tended ta reftore to
thein this. right ; and that, im the
fpir;t of this idea, Lord Mansfield
had declared m. the cafe of Abra--
/Asns and Bunn ; ' that where the
matter w-as doubtful the Witnefs
flîould be heard, and the obje&ion
go to his credit only."

Ir. Stuart argued in reply, that in
the cafes cited by Mr. Ker. The per-"
fons whofe naies hiad bleen forged had
been declared to be incompetent wit-
neffes upon the ground of interea.
They were interefled, becaufe it ivould
be for their advantage if tiheinfru-
ment fiould be decared a forgery;
that Mr. Grant was in like, niannér
interefted in the prefent quefrion, for
n itatterd not whether he Was caled
ta prove that lie never figned the re-
ceipt, or that it was altered after he did
figin i; If it w'as declaredd b a for-
gery on either of ihoft principles, the
advantage ta hiin was the.famne..;
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