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Norton versus Ladd.

A is to have that hewho and avowed had noprovedperson openly repeatedly
God,belief in the existence of a in acannot be admitted to court oftestify

justice.

atIn cause,this while on before the thisjurytrial
a onterm, one John Hunter as witnesswas offered the

part of the On theplaintiff. the of defendant itpart
witness,Hunterwas that aobjected, competentwas not

ahe did not in the of God.because believe existence
times,And it that he had several within aprovedwas

trial, had noshort time before the stated that he belief
ain the of God.existence

Cushman,Williamsand for the plaintiff.
Barnard,Bell and for the defendant.

He,the court. who deliberatelyandBy openly avows
God,that he has no in the ofbelief existence a furnishes

clear and himself,evidencesatisfactory that heagainst
is bound, tie,ofincapable tobeing by any speakreligious

truth,the and is in aof credit court ofunworthy any
This witness is to haveproved repeatedlyjustice.

sentiment,asuch and no hesitationavowed we have in
Cowen,ahim as no 2person of credit.worthyrejecting

; 18431, 98, ;Butts v. Swartwood­ v.Johns. Jackson Gridley­
538, Omichundv. Barker.Rep.Willes’

versusS. admin. JacobTillotson,Thomas
Grapes.

of a aconsideration noteWhere the was thepromiseonly prornmissory by
tract landnote,to to the on of the amaker, of if theconvey paymentpayee

it, asas heown and if to it of the owner couldnot,should cheapbuypayee
the diedhave it what cost —and insol-let the maker for it shouldand payee

the land —it wasdue,the note became without title to heldvent, before any
havingasmightof the note be considered failed,that the consideration totally

righthad a to treat it as amakerand that the nulity.

Assumpsit 10, 1820,forupon anote dated March$15,
Tillotson,M. intestate,to John in threetheand payable

interest annually.years, with


