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waswhoin bankruptcy,interest thetopassed assignee
thereforeandname,ownentitled to sue in histhereupon

dis-wasthe of the bankruptto sue in the nameright
placed.

the as-The in conferred uponbankruptcyproceedings
theand, incident,asthe thesignee of bankrupt,property

Themore.action,of butappropriate rightnothingrights
recoverof the to itin action wasto the chosebankrupt

for,sum it wasfirst to theupon pledgedSteelepaying
shouldand the whatrecover of Steelefurther toright

remain from its avails.after himselfhe had satisfied
and suchinterest,wasSuch the extent the bankrupt’sof

ofis, officialcourse, the interest of his assignee.
divests theWhen the whichevent is shown to happen

trust,interest cestui to sueof and his as queSteele fight,
the with theto exclusion all from intermeddlingof others

suit, then the with itsof the appropriateassignee,rights
but not before.attaches,remedy,

The that the action isis,conclusion therefore well
and there mustthat bobrought,

theJudgment plaintiff.for
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award, theobjection party objectingis a to an that isIt not sufficient
ofinthereby charged liquorsof sold violation law.pricewith the

intoentered theAward a rulereferees, by par-by upon
The defendant toreturnable this court.ties, objectsto

thethe ofacceptance report:
andinto consideration1. Because tookthe referees
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to Davis theallowed amount of a certain notepromissory
which was for thegiven ofprice spirituous liquors.

2. Because the referees took into consideration other
and theclaims, allowed same to which wereDavis, wholly

for the ofprice spirituous liquors.

Hale, theChristie,forWiggins plaintiff.$

for theMarston, defendant.

Gilchrist, J. If the suit were the ornote,upon upon
the other claims in a court of the defendantlaw, might

the sale of theobject,‘'that articles which the con-formed
sideration of the and thenote, claims,of the otherground
was theprohibited by statute, and could not furnish
foundation of a thenThe rule wouldjudgment. apply,
that a cannot be whoheard in a ofparty court justice

•bases his to thel’ecover the violation ofright upon
law; and this is of theirrespective question,altogether
whether the' violated law be founded or bemorals,upon

amerely for the of either classmunicipal regulation; laws
the laterare, inby decisions, alike thisregarded partic-

ular.
But the have elected theirparties owmtribunal. They

have chosen to submit the to a tribunal whichcontroversy
atwas to theliberty law, and make its own viewdisregard

theof between theequity the inparties its decision.guide
4 H.Greenough v. Rolfe,N. 357.Rep.

haveThey might thatthought between these parties
the had theplaintiff stronger There isequity. nothing
in such a toview raise the of orpresumption partiality
corruption. well haveThey'might enough thatthought
as the defendant had received what he be ofsupposed'to
value, and that which had a value, like other articleany

commerce, and that,of as the hadplaintiff with itparted
the defendant’supon to for hepromise pay should beit,
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exMadbury, parte.

with it in the account. have deemedcharged They might
it fairas that the defendant should be with thosecharged
items, as thethat should be withplaintiff others.charged

theThat had theprohibited sale, underlegislature except
some does not showcircumstances, that there might not
be an in of thefavor which theequity plaintiff, arbitrators,
whom the have toparties empowered tojudge according

owntheir views of the wellmight haveright, regarded.
isIt not findus, however,for to to sustaingrounds their

indecision, the absence ofsince, orcorruption ofmistake,
iswhich neither arethe boundsurmised, parties it.by

theonJudgment report.

ExMadbury, parte.

acquiredA husband,who the settlement of bywoman her necessary
inference lost her she byown. Nor restored towas it the Julyoflaw

1841,3, which, by vacating acquiredall settlements under passedlaws
1796, deprivedto ofprior her the settlement of her husband.

Pauper QuestionClaim. transferred to this court.
Isaac Small was marriedlawfully to Mary ofCummings,

in the of someBridgewrater, county Grafton, time in 1825.
At the time of the he ahadmarriage settlement in the

of thetown in ofMadbury, county heldStrafford, under
his father, which was to thegained 1796.prior year

the late lawSince was allpassed, rendering settlements
void to thegained prior year 1796, it thatappears Small

no inhas settlement this State. The ifquestion is,
aSmall’s who hadwife, settlement in the oftown Bridge-

water, sincegained lost that1796, settlement her mar-by
with Small.riage
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