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Brown v. Collins.

If Straw bad tbetestified, as seems tbatprobable, por-
tions of tbe mill to wbicb tbe of re-testimony Duxbury
lated were in condition and when &repairgood Kennedy
Co. took tben tbat bad apossession, testimony tendency
to contradict bim. If be bad not so tbetben tes-testified,

oftimony tbeunlessDuxbury, competent, upon general
grounds before adverted tbeasto, bearing upon compara-
tive of tbe time &condition mill at tbe Co. tookKennedy

andpossession it,when left immaterialwasthey entirely
and irrelevant; but, not to tbecalculated prejudicebeing

inplaintiffs tbat can itsany way we perceive, improper
admission would furnish for aside tbeno settingground

,33verdict. 519;v. H. H.Winkley 28 N. C. N.Foye, S.
171; v. 38 318.Center,Center H.N.

Tbe taken tbe trial must thereforeobjections beupon
all and rendered tbe verdict.overruled, bejudgment upon

Brown v. Collins.

Massachusetts,insolvency,A indischarge obtained under the oflaws ais
ingood givena this a noteuponhar to suit State in byMassachusetts

New-York,to of and by expresscitizens of that citizens itsState terms
payable in Massachusetts.

a made datedAssumpsit, band,note of and atupon
Massachusetts, 1858,October for tbe sumLowell, 14, of

andtbe defendants as$485.38, by copartners, pay-signed
to tbe of tbe at tbe Merchants’ Bankable order plaintiffs,

in said three months date. tbeLowell, Plea,after general
a of a ofbrief statementissue, dischargeaccompanied by

under tbe of Massachusetts.the defendants insolvent laws
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v.Brown Collins.

facts were theThe upon parties:following agreed by
at the time was were mer-the note given,The plaintiffs,

New-York;and in the ofresidingpartners, citychants
the thedefendants, at same time and afterthe untiland

ofhereafter and set forth in said briefspokendischarge
saidwere merchants and instatement, partners, residing

The note wasMassachusetts. forLowell, given goods
defendants andof the selected bar-one personallywhich

at wereNew-York,the and whichfor of plaintiffsgained
atto the defendants Low-the plaintiffs, by express,sent by

them there from said and thereceivedandell, by express;
theof the was sentafter the receipt throughnote, goods,

mail at 28,the New-York. Onto plaintiffs September
of the defendants obtained a underdischargeboth1859,

“Massachusetts,laws of from all and eachinsolventthe
individual,”whether ordebts, partnership, joint,of their

under in suitlaws,said the noteprovablethat were —and
estatelaws;under said that the andgoodswas provable

defendants in this State were attached on theof theoneof
in set inthe manner forth the officer’sin thiswrit action

werewrit and officer’s returnwrit,on this whichreturn
this last factcourt,in of theto; if, the opinionbutreferred

the defendants denieddecision,to thematerialshould be
to either of andthem,attachedthe belongedthat property

that fact thecontest beforeto jury.were

■ theforStevens, plaintiffs.Sawyer$

for the defendants.JEastman,I. A.

thisThe caseJ.Nowler, presented byquestionsingle
a a note insuit here, upon promissory givenwhetheris,

thecitizens of that to citizens ofStateMassachusetts by
inits termsNew-York, and by express payableofState

of its makersis thebarredMassachusetts, by discharge
andof Massachusetts, regu-dulythe insolvent lawsunder
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M’Gregor.i>.State

has beenobtained. so consid­recentlyThislarly subject
in case v.ered this tbe of 35court, Whitney Whiting,by

H. 457,N. that it can be to adverthardly necessary again
theto of the offoundation contractsexemptiongeneral

between different States from thecitizens of ofoperation
State hasinsolvent laws. Such been under-exemption
stood to rest on the of theprohibition Con-solely positive

States; and,stitution asof the United that wasprovision
intended for the of citizens of one credi-protection State,

oftors those isof it clear that itanother, bemay waived
those entitled its Andto weby think itadvantages. quite

if the citizens of onethat, Stateapparent, be-voluntarily
come and of ato contract with citizensparties accept of

toState,another its terms beexpressly executedby within
of mustState,the limits that other be holden tothey have

waived their constitutional extra-territorial therights; laws
the terms,of State its it is towhere, express beby executed,

must determine the and of avalidity such con-obligation
tract; and its the laws of that State, mustby bedischarge,

as an effectual and valid of itregarded discharge every
where, without to the domicil of the to it.regard parties
. to the theofAccording provisions case, thereagreed
must, therefore, be

theJudgmentfor defendants.

M’Gregor.State v.

of in only advantage byaddition an indictment can be taken of aWant
abatement,quash, plea arraignment;motion to or a in upon tbe defect

is aby general appearance guilty.cured and of notplea
bouse,An for tbekeeping bawdy respectsindictment a not ownership, but

and, therefore,jthe criminal ofmanagement tbe bouse evidence that


