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Goodmanthis defendant ? Not manany, everywhich who sends
world,aout securil the and wliichnegotiable y into everya.Kastman «i

bills,issues inreposebank that does not all those into
whose hands come. Thethey may repos­confidence he

theed in Harford was which allconfidence who issue
in thenegotiable paper repose public confidence that—a

the not feloniouslywill bepaper altered. And if this de­
case,fendant be held incan this the principle by which

must be heldhe will renderchargeable, every man who
and sends into the worldsigns negotiable paper, and

every bank which bills,issues toanswerable innocent
holders for sum toany which bethey may altered felo-­
niously. For, repeat it,wé this defendant has reposed
no confidence in Harford which one whoevery sends
abroad his name upon negotiable paper does not repose
in all those into whose it mayhands come. This view
of the subject seems to us to be decisive. The payee
has been defrauded,deceived and not by ofany abuse
the confidence which Harford,the defendant inreposed
and for which the defendant to be responsible, butought

aby forforgery, which he is not 5 B.responsible. &
C. 750, Hall v. Fuller.

We are therefore of that thereopinion, must be
on theJudgment verdict.

Solomon Hall versus Jane Hall.

Where a Wife has committed a cohabitation with byadultery, hersubsequent
the husband, with a knowledge of her isaguilt, remission of the offence,

aand bar to a divorce.

This awas libel for a divorce. The wascausealleged
adultery, comrnitted theby said Jane, the ofwife the
libellant, on the 1st August, 1825, and on divers other
days, between that day and the 1st December, 1825, with
son* person to the unknown.libellant
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HallforQuincy, the libellant.
Bell, for Hall.Jane

theBy court. case,It from evidence inappears the this
that the parties were on the 27tli December,married
1822,and have togetherresided sincegeneralin that
time, in the Rumney, in this county.town of

1825,April,In the month of the libellant left his wile
and went to someRumney, Boston,in nearplace in

Massachusetts, laborer,where he was aasemployed
December, 1825,until the 1st when he toreturned his

TheRumney.wife in byevidence adduced libellantthe
renders it heimprobable, that could have hadhighly any
access to his wife between the months of and De-April

;cember and in the wife,of the it is virtuallyaffidavit
admitted, that hadhe no access period,during that

1826,On the 27th the wife hadMay, a child. The
relieslibellant on these circumstances as ofevidence the

adultery, and aretheyalleged which wouldcircumstances
be to inlikely suspicion mind of husband,awaken anythe
and are to their due in theweightentitled ques?settling
tion, whether the cause for a divorce isalleged proved,
4 356, Saul;E.D. & v. East, 193,8Goodright The King

;v. 112.Phillips’ Ev.Luffe­
letter,The libellant has produced a which topurports

bybe wife,the andsigned to be to him,directed in which
she theconfesses adultery. But the letter is without
date, not inis her hand and nowriting, evidence is ad-

toduced orprove, render it probable, that she ever saw
it. Nor is any account of the manner ingiven which
the husband possessedbecame of have,it. We there-
fore no hesitation in that it isholding, entitled to no

inweight the decision of the cause.
But the answer which the respondent has togiven this

application renders it thatunnecessary, ex­we should
press any opinion theupon question, whether the evi­
dence is sufficient to sustain the of the libel-­allegations
lant. Because even if it be admitted that the adultery
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that, under the cir­Hall are ofweproved, opinion,fullyis
tonot be de­acumstances, case, divorce oughtof thisHail. !creed.

bethat if sheis, guilty,the respondentThe answer of
hasof herlibellant, guilt,a fullstill, knowledgewiththe
pre-therefore beher, and mustwithcohabitedsince

the offence. Andand remittedhave pardonedtosumed
Itsufficientlyis sustained the evidence.byanswerthis

that even has beensince this contestclearly provedis
the much to-parties,between have beentheyongoing

; sheintimacyof and states in heron terms greatgether
have inaffidavit, oftenthey sleptthat conse-together,

she him.byof has become pregnantwhichquence
she makes in her affidavit is not deniedstatementThe

no truthhimyand we see its should beby cause why
doubted.

settled,well a subse­We consider the as thatprinciple
wife,cohabitation with the a ofquent with knowledge

aa bar di­her is remission of the offence and a toguilt,
;;6 5 ditto, 320,147­Mass. North v. North­Rep.vorce.

Williamson,488,1 Ch. WilliamsonRep.Johns. v.
Decreethat the takelibellant hisnothing by petition.

Judge Hinds.Elishaversusof ProbateThe

minor,a in aguardianof a oftheforoccasion appointmentIf there be an
tojurisdictionhasfor theofjudge county,the probatecounty,particular

not.orin theresidethe minor county,whethermake such appointment,

defendant,thebond, bygivena probateDebt upon
de-Lucy Roby,ofthe estateofadministrationwhen

of probatetheby judgehimceased, towas committed
county.in this

courtof thedecisionto thesubmittedwasThe cause
facts.theupon following


