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EQU lTY CASES 
ARGUED AND DETERMINED 

IN THE 

S U P R E M E  COURT 

NORTH CAROLINA 

DECEMBER TERM. 1834 

GEORGE N. ALLEN AND ROLEPH J. WYCOFF v. THE STATE BANK OF 
NORTH CAROLINA. 

1. The owners of lost bank notes may in equity recover the amount upon 
offering bond and security to save the bank harmless from all claims 
for or on account of such notes. 

2. Whether a recovery upon lost notes can be effected at law. Quere? 

3. The cutting a bank note in two, for transmission by mail, is not a volun- 
tary destruction of i t ;  and if, in the course of transmission, one of the 
halves be lost, the owner upon producing the other half, and offering an 
indemnity, may recover the amount of the whole note. 

THIS bill was filed in the court of Equity for the county of WAKE 
and removed to this Court for a final hearing. 

The plaintiffs charged that they were copartners in trade; that in 
the collection of debts due them in this State the plaintiff Wycoff had 
received certain notes issued by the defendants, payable to bearer on 
demand at the bank, amounting in the whole to the sum of five hundred 
dollars, of which notes they set forth a description list; that on 8 Febru- 
ary, 1831, the said Wycoff, for the purpose of securing the safe trans- 
mission of the said notes, and according to the usage of merchants on 
such occasions, cut each of the notes into two parts, and on that day 
enclosed the first 'halves thereof in a letter addressed to the plain- 
tiff Allen at New York, and on the same day forwarded the ( 4 ) 
letter by the public mail; that on the 10th of the same month 
he transmitted in like manner, by mail, the other halves; that the first 
parcel duly came to hand, but that the second had not been received, 
but was lost; that as soon as 'this loss was ascertained the plaintiffs 
sent an account of the numbers, letters, and the places where the bills 

11 
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were payable to the principal bank of the defendants, to all their 
' 

branches, and to the different banks in  this State and in Virginia; that 
they presented to the defendants the halves received, offered an in- 
demnity against any loss which the defendants might sustain by reason 
of the missing halves, and required payment of the whole amount due 
upon the notes; that the defendants paid the plaintiffs one-half of this 
sum, but utterly refused to pay more. The bill prayed that the defend- 
ants might answer to the matters charged, and upon having a proper 
indemnity executed, might be compelled to pay the residue of the 
money due upon the notes, with the interest which has zccrued thereon. 
since the payment was demanded and refused. To this bill, which 
was verified by the affidavits of the plaintiffs taken before a Master 
in Chancery in Xew York, the defendants put in an answer under the 
seal of the corporation, in  which they denied the partnership of the 
plain$iffs, their possession and ownership of the bank notes referred 
to, the cutting and transmission of them, and the loss of the second 
halves thereof as charged. I n  this answer they insisted that if the 
facts alleged mere true the plaintiffs, by the voluntary cutting of the 
notes for their own convenience, took upon themsel1.e~ the risk of loss, 
and could not require payment without presentation of the entire notes. 
They further alleged that it had been their custom to pay the holder 
of a half note on presentation at  their counter one-half of the amount 
of the note, which custom was known to their dealers, and particularly 
to the plaintiffs; that this custom was adopted from regard to public 
convenience and not upon the supposition of their liability; for they 
contended that at law no recovery could ever be enforced, but on pre- 

sentation of the entire note; and that a court of Equity would 
( 5 ) give no relief where the loss has been occasioned by the volun- 

tary act of the holder in dividing a note. The defendants further 
answered that in  May, 1831, one P. Lemesurier sent to their cashier 
in  a letter, a copy whereof was annexed, the halves of bank notes, 
amounting to five hundred dollars, i n  behalf of a friend, and requiring 
payment of the whole sum, and in this letter there were others referring 
to the plaintiffs as the owners, and they stated that in  answer to this 
the cashier wrote to Lemesurier, stating the usages of the bank; trans- 
mitting a draft on the United States Bank in  New York in  payment of 
two hundred and fifty dollars; returning the letters enclosed in Leme- 
surier's communication, and requiring of him if this arrangement were 
not satisfactory to return the draft, whereupon the cashier promised 
to return the half notes received; that receiving no reply, and hearing 
no complaint from Lemesurier, they some time afterwards destroyed 
these halves as useless; that in  about a fortnight or three weeks after 
this transaction with Lemesurier the plaintiff Allen called on the cashier 
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and inquired respecting the half notes, and the cashier informed him 
of the payment made by draft, and that he expressed no dissatisfaction 
further than saying "that he thought the bank ought to pay the whole." 
The defendants denied that any indemnity was ever offered or demand 
made in any other way before suit brought; denied also that a descrip- 
tion list of the notes mas sent to their principal bank or its branches; 
insisted that if the plaintiffs were entitled to the payment of the notes 
they were bound, when payment of half was made, t o  notify the defend- 
ants that they refused the same as a discharge of their demand, but 
claimed to hold it as a partial payment; that they were bound also 
to furnish the defendants with a particular description of the lost 
notes; to make a distinct demand of payment of the whole amount, and 
to tender to then1 an additional indemnity, especially as they allege 
that, being about to close their business, they have burned and destroyed 
a large amount of their notes, half, as well as whole notes, and it was 
impossible for them to ascertain whether they may not have paid off 
the other halves of these notes received in pursuance of their 
usage, and destroyed them as useless; and they objected, finally, ( 6 ) 
that having delayed to bring their bill more than two years after 
the transaction between the defendants and their agent Lemesurier, 
the plaintiffs came too late to ask the aid of a court of Equity. To 
this answer there was a general replication, and the only proof taken 
on either side is to be found in the deposition of Benjamin J. Spruill, 
a witness examined by the plaintiffs. This witness fully proved that 
the plaintiff Wycoff, on 8 February, 1831, had the possession of the 
notes set forth in  the list attached to the bill; that he cut the notes in  
two; that on that day he forwarded by mail the first halves, in a letter 
directed to the plaintiff Allen at  New York, and that on the 10th of 
the same month he forwarded the other halves by mail, in the same way. 

Devereux f o ~  plaintiffs. 
Badger for defendants. 

GASTON, J., after stating the case as abore, proceeded: These are the 
allegations and this the testimony on which the cause is brought to a 
hearing. I t  is to be regretted that the proofs hax~e not been more full, 
as i t  is quite probable that by reason of this defect we are not possessed 
of that accurate knowledge of the facts which would enable us to do 
precise justice between the parties. Upon that testimony, however, as 
connected with the pleadings, it is our duty to pronounce the facts such 
as they appear to us either by direct proof or by fair inference. I t  
may not be amiss here to notice an objection that has been taken to the 
affidavit annexed to the bill of the plaintiffs. I t  is said to be irregular, 
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because sworn to, not before any commissioner appointed under the 
authority of this State, but before a Master in Chancery in New York, 
and that were it regular in point of form, it is not evidence on the 
hearing. If the objection to the irregularity of the affidavit, merely 
as an affidavit, were well founded, it should have been availed of by 
the defendants before answering the bill, and comes too late afterwards. 

But considered as an affidavit, it is sufficiently regular according 
( 7 ) to established chancery usage. Brahnrn v. Bowes ,  1 Jacob & Wal., 

296. We do not regard it as evidence upon the hearing. When 
a bill is brought, not for discovery merely, but also for relief, the prac- 
tice of the Court generally requires that an affidavit of the loss of the 
written instrument should be annexed; because it is this loss which 
constitutes the reason for changing the forum and transferring to a 
court of Equity an ordinary case for relief in the courts of law. The 
want of such an affidavit would be a good ground of demurrer. But 
when matters of fact are charged and denied by the pleadings of the 
parties, and the court is to ascertain the truth of the matters thus put 
in issue, the proof must come from competent witnesses; and as a gen- 
eral rule a man is not more competent to prove his own case in a court 
of Equity than in a court of law. 

The Court is satisfied that the plaintiffs were the lawful holders of 
these notes. There is no question but that one of them had the b o r n  fide 
possession of the notes, cut them in two, and transmitted to the other 
plaintiff the respective halves by mail on different days, viz., on 8 and 
10 February, 1831. The next information which we have about them 
is on 18 May, following, when the first set of half notes was sent to the 
bank at Raleigh by Lemesurier, claiming them as the agent of the .. 
plaintiffs, and requiring payment of the whole amount in their behalf, 
or if this was, refused, to return the half notes. There is no proof of 
what was done upon this demand, but it is alleged by the plaintiffs 
that they received a partial payment of onshalf of the amount, and 
the defendants allege that they paid one-half to Lemesurier in discharge 
of the entire demand. The fact of an actual receipt of one-half by the 
plaintiffs from the defendants on account of these notes is therefore 
not disputed, although the character oS this payment is very differently 
represented by the parties. I n  defect of any other explanatory or con- 
tradictory evidence, the necessary inference from these facts is that 
the notes belonged to the plaintiffs. The proof of Zoss has been objected 

to as defective and insufficient. I f  the case were one of the 
( 8 ) Zoss of an entire note, the possession whereof might expose the 

bank to a rightful demand of payment from a subsequent born  
fide holder, where there might be an obvious motive and a strong tempta- 
tion for pretending a loss which had never happened, we should prob- 
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ably require more full proof. This we suppose might be obtained 
through the postoffice establishment at New York, which could show 
whether the parcel mailed at Scotland Neck on 10 February reached 
New York; and if it did, whether the letters enclosed corresponded to 
those set forth in the way-bill. The division of the notes-their being 
sent by different mails-the production of and delivery t o  t h e  defendants 
of the first set of half notes by the plaintiffs, the lapse of time without 
any presentation of or demand by anybody on account of the other 
set, and the want of any rational motive for keeping back the letter, 
if it had come to the hands of the plaintiffs, constitute a mass of evi- 
dence which induces us to pronounce this allegation fully proved. I t  is 
in truth rather a case of des tmct ion  than of loss of the notes. There 
is no proof on the part of the plaintiffs of a descriptive list having been 
forwarded to the bank and to its branches, or of an indemnity being 
offered previously to suit; and none on the part of the defendants of 
the usage of the bank to pay on half notes half the sum for which the 
notes were given, nor, if such usage existed, that it was known to the 
plaintiffs; nor of the halves received having been burned by the bank, 
nor of any circumstances rendering it probable that the other halves 
may have been received and destroyed also. The Court, therefore, 
must regard all these alleged facts, if they be material, as not existing 
in the case. 

The defendants have not in their answer, nor upon the hearing, 
objected to the jurisdiction of a court of Equity, because that the plain- 
tiffs, if entitled to relief, had remedy at law. On the contrary they 
insist that there is'no remedy a t .  law for the holder of a note who, by 
any mischance, is unable to present the note itself for payment, and 
that whenever he is entitled to redress he can obtain i t  only through 
the intervention of that court whose peculiar ~rovince it i s  to 
relieve against accident. There are few subiects on which there ( 9 ) 

u . , 

have been such inconsistent decisions, and on which such marked 
changes of judicial opinion have occurred, as the competency of courts 
of law to give relief in cases of lost instruments, and the right of a 
court of Equity to take jurisdiction of such claims. Up to the period 
of our separation from the mother country it was considered as beyond 
question that no action would lie at law upon a lost bond because of 
the indispensable necessity in every such action to make a profert of 
the instrument declared on; and it was the invariable usage to seek 
relief in equity which, in a proper case, never refused to give it. Within 
the last fifty years courts of law in England have allowed such actions 
to be maintained, holding it sufficient to dispense with the necessity of 
a profert, to state that the obligation has been lost by time and acci- 
dent, or destroyed by other casualty. Notwithstanding this assumption 
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of jurisdiction by courts of law, the courts of Equity have continued 
to hold cognizance of such demands, because they once had acknowledged 
jurisdiction of them; because of the ability of these courts, where there 
are more persons than one liable to the same debt with mutual remedies 
against each other, to make a complete and effectual adjustment among 
all the parties liable; and because of, the difficulty at law of securing 
an adequate indemnity. With regard to bills of exchange and other 
negotiable instruments, there were many inconsistent adjudications in 
both courts. I n  the case of Tenesy v. Gory, decided in the reign of 
Charles 11, and quoted with approbation by Lord Hardwicke in Walms- 
ley v. Child, 1'Ves. Sen., 345, a bill of exchange was drawn on the de- 
fendant and endorsed to the plaintiff, by whom it was lost or mislaid, 
as appeared by the affidavit annexed, and the bill prayed that the 
defendant might be decreed to pay the plaintiff the money, the plaintiff 
first giving the defendant security to save him harmless, which was so 
decreed, but without damages or costs. I n  1749, in the case of Walrnsley 
v. Child, above mentioned, Lord Hardwicke entertained no doubt but 
that an action at law would lie on lost bank notes, but thought that 

the plaintiff might also sustain a bill in equity for relief, upon 
( 10 ) annexing an affidavit of the loss and submitting to give security. 

I n  Glynn v. Bank of England, 2 Ves. Sen., 38, he stated that 
upon a.lost note there was a clear relief at law, and that a man is not 
entitled to bring a bill in equity i n  general on a lost note, but that he 
might do so under special circumstances. What these are he does not 
state, but he seems disposed to exercise jurisdiction ,in the case before 
him, which was that of a bill brought .by the representatives of a dead 
man touching several bank notes alleged to be lost, praying a decree 
for the payment of them, upon offering to give security to refund and 
indemnify the defendants in case any other claim should be made upon 
them. I n  1810, in Mossof v. Eadon, 16 Ves. Jun., 430, where a note 
before it became due was cut in two and one of the halves lost, Sir 
Wdl iam Grant refused to give relief, notwithstanding a full conviction 
that the merits were with the plaintiff, because there was clear relief 
at law, and that he was fearful to break down the barriers which 
separated the jurisdiction of courts of law and courts of Equity. In  
1817, in Davies v. Dodd, 4 Price, 176, Chief Baron Richards gave a 
decree in favor of an endorsee against an acceptor of a lost bill of 
exchange, stating that it did not become him to say whether the plaintiff 
had or had not a remedy at law, for if he had, he has also a remedy 
in equity; and if he had commenced an action at law, the defendant 
might have restrained him by injunction from proceeding, because a 
court of law could not compel him to give security which a court of 
Equity would hold that he was entitled to. He added: "There are 
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many cases of this nature, particularly where bonds have been lost, . 

where the parties have come into equity on that very ground, and the 
case of a negotiable bill is yet stronger." 

There were many adjudications at law in which plaintiffs recovered 
upon lost bills and notes, and among the latest, one before Lord Tenter- 
den (then Chief Justice Abbott) in 1826. Glover v. Thompson, Ryan 
& Moody, 403 (and 21 'Eng. C. L. Rep., 472). But in 1827, in the 
case of Hansard v. Robinson, 7 Bar. & Cres., 90 (and 14 Eng. 
C. L. Rep., 20)) the Court of King's Bench, through Lord Tenter- ( 11 ) 
den, pronounced their unanimous judgment that an endorsee 
could not recover at law against an acceptor on a bill lost, after it 

I became due, and after the plaintiff had required payment and offered 

I 
an indemnity. The Court declare that it was impossible to reconcile 
the decisions, and therefore recourse must be had to principle; that 
according to the custom of merchants, the holder of the bill was to 
present the instrument at its maturity to the acceptor; demand pay- 
ment of its amount, and upon receipt of the money deliver up the bill; 
that the acceptor paying the bill had a right to the possession of the 
instrument for his own security, and as his discharge and voucher pro 
tanto in his account with the drawer; that he who has lost the bill and 
cannot give the possession thereof to the acceptor, has not a legal r?ght 
to require its payment; and that his remedy must be tp tender a suffi- 
cient indemnity to the acceptor, and if it be refused, then enforce pay- 
ment in a court of Equity. Since this adjudication the courts of Equity 
in England have had no scruples in exercising jurisdiction in cases of 
lost bills and notes, giving adequate relief thereon. See Macartney v. 
Graham, 2 Sim., 285. I t  is not surprising that during the clashing of 
judicial decisions in England similar differences and repugnances should 
have occurred in this country. I n  many, we believe in most of the 
States of the Union, suits on lost bills and notes are brought at law- 
in some tliey are brought in equity; but we are not aware of any 
adjudication in any State having distinct courts of law and equity 
that such claims are not within the jurisdiction of a court of Equity. 

We do not decide whether an action on a lost bill or note can or 
cannot be brought at law. When it is considered that all written engage- 
ments for the payment of money, whether with or without seal, whether 
payable to order or not payable to order, are by our laws negotiable; 
that many of these, and among them the bank notes which constitute 
the currency of the State, are for sums to6 small to render them fit 
subjects of a controversy in a court of Equity; that there may be a 
difference between .the loss properly so called and the destruction 
of the negotiable instrument -nay, between a demand against 
one who is ultimately chargeable thereon and him who on pay- ( 12 ) 
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ment thereof has a right to charge it in account against another-we 
should weigh well all the.bearings and consequences of the adjudication 
of such a question and make it, when it becomes necessary and is the 
direct point involved in the controversy, and not before. But however 
this may be, we have no difficulty in sustaining the jurisdiction of a 
court of Equity. Accident is one of the peculiar and proper grounds 
upon which its aid may be rightfully invoked. - I t  can give redress better 
suited to the nature of the controversy, more safe for all the parties 
concerned, and rendering unnecessary an application to it from any 
of them for relief against a harsh judgment at law. I f  therefore the 
claim might have been prosecuted at law, it is nevertheless a proper 
subject of equitable cognizance. If it could not be sued on at law, it 
may be prosecuted in equity for that very reason. 

The plaintiffs, having been the lawful owners and possessors of these 
notes, if the same have been lost or destroyed without their fault, have 
a right to recover what is justly due upon them. I n  the case of Walms- 

I 
I ley v. Child an objection was raised because of the import of the con- 

tract, the notes being payable to bearer, and transferable without assign- 
ment; but, observed the great Judge who decided that case, this "is 
carrying i t  too far to say in any case, for undoubtedly one having lost 
his note or security is no reason why he should lose his debt; but a 
note lost in thqt manner is a strong reason why the defendant should 
hold his hand and receive the fullest satisfaction that it would never 
be demanded of him." But it is objected in the present case that the 
loss or destruction was occasioned by the volun.tary act of the plaintiffs, 
and therefore they cannot any more in equity than at law entitle them- 
selves to demand payment thereof without the presentation of the entire 
notes at the places where the same were payable. We think this objec- 
tion unfounded. The cutting of a note into two parts, unless done with 
the intent to destroy the note, is not of itself a destruction of it. While 

the two parts exist, and are retained by the lawful holder, the 
( 13 ) rights and liabilities of the parties remain precisely the-same 

as before the division. If one of the parts be afterwards lost 
or destroyed, the right of the former holder of the note and the obliga- 
tion of the maker are the same as though the whole note had been 
destroyed. Had the notes in this case been put into the mail in their 
original state, and then the loss occurred, i t  might with equal plausi- 
bility have been urged that the plaintiffs for their own convenience 
took upon themselves the risk of loss, and can therefore demand pay- 
ment only according to the letter of the engagement. I f  the law war- 
ranted such an usage as that alleged by the defendants, of paying upon 
a half note, by whomsoever presented, half the amount of the note, the 
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risk of injury to one or the other of the parties would be the same in 
the transmission by mail of a divided as of a whole note. I n  the former 
case there would be indeed a double chance of casualties, but only the 
danger of half of a loss upon each casualty. Such an usage however 
is wholly unsupported by law. The holder of a half note, as such, has 
no right to any part of the money. Such an usage has a pernicious 
tendency to facilitate the receipt of money by the dishonest holders of 
half notes, and thereby creates or multiplies temptations to dishonesty. 
The transmission of divided notes by several mails diminishes the 
danger of injury as to one. of the parties, and does not increase it as 
to the other; is for the benefit of commerce; affords additional security 
against dishonesty by lessening the inducement to commit it, and ought 
in no manner to affect the rights of the lawful owners of the notes. 

I n  England and in  the States of this Union the propriety of this 
course of remittance has been again and again recognized, and we 
cannot therefore admit that the plaintiffs have lost the notes through 
their fault. 

I t  has been seen that the parties differ materially as to the circum- 
stances under which payment of part of the money was made, and that 
we are without the means of ascertaining to whose representations 
greater faith is due. Had the answer been on oath, it might have 
been evidence for the defendants. But it is not on oath, and 
therefore can be viewed only as a denial of the allegation of the ( 14 ) 
plaintiffs and as an allegation of facts on their side. I t  would 
seem, however, from the letters of Lemesurier, distinctly requesting if 
the bank should not comply'with the requisition made for a full pay- 
ment to return the half notes, that the first irregularity was on the part 
of the defendants in keeping these and sending half the amount claimed. 
I f  a binding agreement could have been made (which we greatly doubt) 
to receive this sum in discharge of the whole claim, such an agreement 
is not proved. The time which elapsed before the filing of this bill is 
clearly not such as to affect the plaintiffs with laches, or to afford any 
valid objection to relief. 

The defendants had certainly a right to ask a satisfactory indemnity, 
and also prima facie evidence of the loss pf the other half notes before 
the plaintiffs could in conscience insist on payment. No such evidence 
appears to have been given, and no such indemnity offered, before the 
filing of this bill. This omission does not destroy the right of the 
plaintiffs, but it affects their claim to damages and costs. Following 
the example in the old case of Tenmy v. Gory, we shall decree for them 
the unpaid part of the principal of the notes only, and the parties must 

.respectively defray their own costs. The sum decreed to be paid, when 
bond shall be given in the penal sum of five hundred dollars, with such 
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sureties as shall be approved by the clerk of this Court, with condition 
to save the defendants harmless from all claims for or on account of 
the notes set forth in the list annexed to the bill. 

PER CURIAM. Decree for the plaintiffs. 

Cited: Carter v. Jones, 40 N. C., 199; Fisher v. Carroll, 41 N. C., 
485; Streator v. Bank, 55 N.  C., 32; Barringer v. Alzdrews, 58 N. C., 
350; Fisher v. Webb, 84 N. C., 46. 

WILLIAM McKINNIE v. WALTER B. RUTHERFORD. 

1. A defense which is good in equity against the assignor of a note or judg- 
ment is available against his equitable assignee. 

2. To a bill brought by the assignee of a judgment the assignor is a neces- 
sary party. 

THE CASE made by the bill, answer and proofs was that one Sackett 
sold a tract of land to the defendant Rutherford. The land was 

( I 5  ) under mortgage, of which Rutherford was ignorant at the time 
of the purchase. To secure the purchase-money Rutherford gave 

four several promissory notes payable to Sackett or bearer, which the 
latter afterwards pledged to the plaintiff for money borrowed of him. 
After the notes became due, suit was brought on them in the name of 
Sackett, and judgment obtained, Rutherford knowing at that time that 
McKinnie had an interest in them. After the  judgments were obtained, 
Rutherford, discovering for the first time that the.lands which Sackett 
had conveyed to him were under mortgage, filed his bill against Sackett 
alone, praying an injunction, which at the hearing was perpetuated. 
The plaintiff then filed this bill against Rutherford, omitting to make 
Sackett a party, claiming to be the equitable assignee of the notes, and 
to be entitled to the beneficial interest in the judgments, and seeking 
to be made a pa~tygdefendant with Sackett to the former suit. 

N o  coumel appeared for either party. 

DANIEL, J., after stating the case as ahove, proceeded : I f  the plaintiff 
had had the legal interest in  the notes, as he pretends, he  should have 
brought suit at  law in his own name as bearer, and then Rutherford 
could not have proceeded in his bill without making him, as well as ' 
Sackett, defendant. But he did not sue at  law in his own name, but in 
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that of Sackett, which is strong proof that he had not the legal title in 
the notes, but was only a pledgee. The judgments have merged the sim- 
ple contracts on the notes, and the plaintiff's interest, if any, is purely 
equitable. The plaintiff contends that Rutherford had notice of the 
mortgage at the time of the sale of the land, but there is no proof of 
that; and if he had notice afterwards, he could not have set it up as a 
defense at law in the actions brought on the notes; therefore, his suffer- 
ing judgments to be taken upon them operates nothing against him in 
equity. I f  Rutherford had an equity against the notes, or the judgments 
on them, as tq Sackett, he must, as it seems to us, have the same 
equity against the plaintiff, the equitable assignee. Again, it is ( 1 6  ) 
a rule in equity that where a bill is brought by the assignee of a 
judgment, $he assignor is a necessary party. Cuthcart v. Lewis, 1 Ves. 
Jun., 463 ; 2 Mad. C. P., 148. But in such case the bill is not ordinarily 

c 

dismissed, but the case will be ordered to stand over with liberty for the 
plaintiff to amend by adding parties upon paying the cost of the day 
( 2  Mad. C. P., 142). But, because of the defects of the bill, and the great 
irregularity of the proceedings in this cause, we deem it idle to retain 
the bill, and therefore direct that it be dismissed with costs, but without 
prejudice to the plaintiff to bring a new bill if he thinks proper. 

PER CURIAM. Bill dismissed. 

CHARLES M. FORD v. JAMES P. WHEDBEE ET AL. 

A legacy to the wife of the testator, payable two years and three months 
after his death, during which time land for a residence was devised 
to her, and the executor was directed to sell other land, so as to have 
the money ready to pay her at the expiration of that time, and which 
was expressed to be in lieu of her dower, upon her death before the time 
of payment, survives to her representative. 

THE plaintiff set forth the will of James Whedbee, of which the fol- 
lowing parts only need be stated: '(I give unto my beloved wife, Jane 
J. Whedbee, all the property that came to me by her in marr iage tha t  
is to say, all the household and kitchen furniture, etc. (repeating the 
particulars at length). 

"I give unto my beloved wife, for her year's support, one hundred 
and fifty barrels of corn, etc. (repeati~g a variety of articles of ordinary 
household consumption). I leave her the plantation and buildings, 
either where I live or where my son, Lemuel Whedbee, lived and de- 
ceased, for the full space of two years and three months, at the expira- 
tion of which time my administrator is herein directed to pay out of 
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my estate one thousand dollars, the one half cash, the other half in 
good and safe obligations then due, and no other. To raise that sum 
of money, he shall be at liberty to sell all the land which, etc. (describ- 

ing it),  which he may sell as soon after his qualification as time 
( 11 ) will admit, upon the longest credit that can be given, so as to 

have the money ready for her use immediately after two years 
and three months is expired. Which said thousand dollars is to be to 
her a full satisfaction for, and in lieu of, her taking thirds out of my 
land." The testator then gave to his son, James P. Whedbee, property 
which he particularly described, and estimated to be worth nine thou- 
sand dollars, and proceeded as follows: "all of which will include all 
and every part of my estate intended, meant, and allotted to him as the 
whole of his portion thereof." e 

After making a provision for his grandson, James N. Whedbee, the 
testator proceeded: "all of which is to complete his share of my estate, 
unless the d&th of some one or more of his connections should entitle 
him to heir from them." 

The bill, after setting forth these parts of the will, charged that, there 
being no person appointed executor, administration with the will an- 
nexed had been committed to the plaintiff; that the plaintiff, in the 
execution of his office, had experienced great difficulty, and he prayed 
that his administration might be conducted under an order of the court. 

I n  explanation of the difficulties he had encountered, the plaintiff 
stated that Jane J. Whedbee, the widow of the testator, died before the 
expiration of two years and three months after his death. That her 
administrator (who was a defendant) claimed the legacy of one thou- 
sand dollars, but that the next of kin of the testator insisted that the 
legacy was contingent, and had failed in consequence of her death 
before it fell due. Upon this subject the plaintiff prayed a declaration 
of the opinion of the Court. 

Another question which arose was, how the surplus should be divided, 
there being no residuary clause in the will. The widow claimed to be 
entitled to a share of it, but her claim was denied by the next of kin, 
who insisted she was only entitled to that provision which the testator 
had made for her, as she had not dissented from the will. Among the 
next of bin a question also occurred, there being six of them; four con- 

tended that it should be divided between them, as the testator had 
( 18 ) expressly excluded James P. and James N. Whedbee, while the 

latter, the two Whedbees, contended that, as the testator had not 
disposed of the residue, it was to be distributed by law, and that a dis- 
tribution by law included them. The plaintiff also stated that he had 
been appointed guardian to Joseph Nauby, who had been the ward of 
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the testator, and that difficulties had arisen in stating the account be- 
tween the infant and the testator, and he prayed that it might be settled 
under a reference made by the court. 

The several answers admitted the allegations of the bill to be true. 

Badger for plaintif. 
Iredell and Devereux for the administrator of the widow. 
Kinney for James P. and James iV. Whedbee. 

GASTOE, J. This bill is filed by the administrator with the will 
annexed of James Whedbee, to obtain the advice of the Court on several 
questions arising under the will of his testator, which are likely to pro- 
duce controversies and delay a settlement of the estate. The first of 
these is whether the bequest of one thousand dollars to the testator's 
wife be a vested or contingent legacy. Questions of this kind are fre- 
quently very perplexing, and, with a view to the determination of them 
with uniformity, the courts have established rules involving refined and 
almost verbal distinctions, but all designed to eviscerate and to execute 
the intention of the testator. I f  it be his purpose to pass an immediate 
interest to the legatee, postponing only the time of enjoyment, then is 
the legacy vested. But if it be to render the title to the legacy depend- 
ent on the event of the legatee being in a condition to receive it when 
due, the legacy is contingent. The will which we are called upon to 
expound is exceedingly inartificial and untechnical in its language, and 
calls for the indulgence of a liberal criticism. 'The intention of the 
testator in any particular disposition is frequently not to be collected 
but by a careful examination of the entire clause containing it, and 
sometimes, indeed, not without a comparison of different clauses. I t  
commences with making a suitable provision for his wife, and it 
is apparent that the testator had in view the provision which ( 19 ) 
the law would make in case he died intestate, and substitutes for 
it that which his sense of propriety and the convenience of his estate 
recommends. I n  the event of intestacy the claims of the widow would 
be of three kinds-first, a year's allowance out of his crop, stock, and pro- 

, visions; secondly, dower in his real estate; and thirdly, a distributive 
share in his personal property; the two first claims to be urged immedi- 
ately on his decease; the last, a claim which could not be pressed before 
the time which the law allows for settling the estate. With much dis- 
tinctness of purpose he first makes the year's allowance, following the 
several subdivisions of crop, stock, and provisions; then he allots dower, 
or gives a substitute for i t ;  and lastly, he sets apart to her specifically a 
share of his personal estate. I t  is perfectly clear that the year's allow- 
ance was to be delivered over immediately upon his death; it is made 
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by him as a year's allowance in lieu of that made by the law. I t  is 
natural to expect that what is given as dower, or in lieu of dower, should 
be also given immediately.; and upon examining the details of the pro- 
vision for that purpose, we find much to justify that expectation. The 
gift in lieu of dower consists of two parts. He first lends to her the use 
of either of two plantations for the term of two years and three months 
after his decease, and then directs that at the expiration of this term 
there shall be paid (the will is silent as to whom) the sum of one thou- 
sand dollars, half in cash and half in good obligations then due. The 
limitation of the term for two years and three months is a very unusual 
one, and prompts the inquiry, what could have suggested i t ?  The 
motive seems to be developed in what follows. I n  order to raise the 
thousand dollars, the administrator is authorized, as soon after his 
qualification as time will permit, to sell certain lands which the testator 
designates, and upon the longest credit that can be given, so as to have 
the money ready for her use at the expiration of the term so limited. 
The administrator cannot qualify but in the County Court, and as its 

terms are quarterly, three months might elapse after the death of 
( 20 ) the testator before qualification, while two years is a reasonable 

period of credit to enable lands to be sold at a full price and the 
vendor to collect half of the purchase money. The duration of the term 
is then with a view to the ulterior disposition, and is accommodated to 
the arrangements provided for effectuating that disposition. The term 
is but a temporary provision, while the receipt or enjoyment of the main 
gift is deferred. I t  isfin the nature of interest for delay in the payment 
of principal. The payment of the money given is to take place at the 
moment when compensation for its detention is to cease. This is not 
like the cases in which the postponement of payment is because of the 
age, or person, or character of the legatee; her fitness to enjoy, her 
capacity to dispose. of, and her right to expect a suitable provision did 
in no manner depend upon the contingency of her surviving her husband 
for two years and three months. The postponement manifestly is for 
the convenience of the testator's estate, and on account of the circum- 
stances of the property to be sold for raising the money. The testator 
imposes it as a duty on the administrator to sell the lands immediately 
upon his decease, in order to have the money ready for her when the 
day of payment shall come, but makes no disposition of the money in 
case she dies before pay-day. The language, "to have the money ready 
for her use immediately upon the expiration of the two years and three 
months," is that of one making arrangements for discharging with 
punctuality a debt certain, then existing, though solvendurn in futuro. 
The omission of an ulterior disposition in the event of her dying before 
the time of payment tends to show that the title to the money was not 
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ntade dependent on that event. The testator closes the clause with this 
declaration, "which thousand dollars is to be to her a full satisfaction 
for and in lieu of her taking thirds out of my lands after the above- 
mentioned two years and three months." What thousand dollars does 
he allude to? The thousand dollars directed to be raised immediately 
upon his death by a sale of specific property, charged also as a debt upon 
his whole estate, and to be ready for her at the moment when the use of 
the thirds loaned shall cease. When is it to be a satisfaction? 
Dower is an immediate right, and in cases of testacy must be ( 21  ) 
immediately demanded. The widow is to choose between that 
given by will and that which she can demand by law within six months 
after probate. Not only then, from the words used, but from the pur- 
pose in contemplation the inference is strong that he intended that she 
should elect at his death between his gift and a legal provision. I t  is 
in satisfaction of thirds after the term of two years and three months, 
for during that term "thirds" (as he terms dower) is absolutely pro- 
vided, and should she dissent, it can' only be because a satisfactory pro- 
vision is not made thereafter, and she could only demand so much, in 
addition to what is unconditionally given, as will make up the full value 
of legal dower. We are satisfied, from these considerations, that by the 
will an immediate gift was made of th'e legacy, although its payment 
was postponed, and declare the legacy vested and not contingent. 

The advice of the Court is also prayed in relation to the distribution 
which ought to be made of the residuum of the personal estate not dis- 
posed of by the will. The cases of Craven v. Craven, 2 Dev. Eq. Cas., 
344, and Redmond v. Coffin, ib., 437, must be considered as conclusively 
establishing that, in consequence of the peculiar enactments of our acts 
of Assembly, a widow f6r whom her husband's will makes a provision in 
real or personal estate must dissent therefrom, or she foregoes and relin- 
quishes all further claims upon his property as widow. The adminis- 
trator of the widow is therefore not entitled to a share of this undis- 
posed residuum. I t  must be distributed amongst the next of kin, includ- 
ing James P. Whedbee and James N. Whedbee. They cannot be ex- 
cluded, however strongly the testator has expressed his determination to 
give them no further part of his estate. Their claim to that with respect 
to which he died intestate is wholly independent of his intention, and is 
founded on the statute of distributions. What the testator has left 
undisposed of, the law must dispose of for him. I t  is hardly necessary 
to add that the legacies given to any of the next of kin are not to be 
regarded as advancements. Wilson v. Hightower; 3 Hawks, 76. 

The administrator also prays that it may be ascertained, under ( 22 ) 
the sanction of the Court, what is justly due from the estate of 
his testator to Joseph Newby, an infant, to whom the plaintiff is 
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guardian, and accounts have been taken for the purpose of enabling the 
Court to ascertain the amount due. The Court, however, must decline 
to make any declaration with respect to the subject-matter of this prayer. 
I t  is against the course of the proceedings to pass judicially upon an 
account involving adversary interests, where the same person represents 
both parties, and of course manages both sides of the account. The 
defendants, James P. Whedbee and James N. Whedbee, have asked for 
the opinion of the Court upon certain matters not set forth in the bill, 
and in regard to which, therefore, the Court is advised of the allegations 
of the respective parties to this suit. The Court declines to make any 
declaration thereon. 

The case appears to be one in which the administrator had a right to 
bring the parties before the Court in order to determine the questions 
which embarrassed the settlement of the estate. and therefore the Court 
declares his costs to be a charge on the assets of that estate. 

PER CURIAM. Decree accordingly. 

Cited: Brown v. Brown, 27 N. C., 137; Redmond v. Van Hook,  38 
N. C., 587. 

JAMES H. TATE ET AL. V. DAVID TATE ET AL. 

An advancement to the children of a first marriage, made before a second 
was contemplated, is not a fraud upon the second wiTe9s right to dower, 
and this as well where she knew of the deed before her marriage, as 

! where she was ignorant of it. 

THE plaintiffs alleged that David Tate, the elder, on 16 August, 1814, 
executed a deed of bargain and sale, by which he conveyed to his chil- 
dren all his land in fee; that the bargainees being infants, the deed was 
delivered to Hugh Tate, their uncle, to keep for them; that it remained 
in the custody of Hugh until his death, which happened in the year 
1816, when the bargainor, having after its execution intermarried with 

Christian Tate, a defendant, went to the widow of Hugh and 
( 23 ) obtained the deed before it was registered, and canceled it, by 

tearing off his signature and that of the witnesses; that, after- 
wards, David, the elder, mad'e a voluntary conveyance of a part of the 
same land to his son, the defendant, David, and one of the bargainees 
in this first deed; that he made similar settlements upon Samuel W. 
Tate, also a defendant, and to Rebecca Woodward, a plaintiff, who were \ 

his children and bargainees in the canceled deed. 
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The canceled deed was filed as an exhibit, having been found among 
the papers of David, the elder, after his death. The plaintiffs were the 
children of David Tate, the elder, by his first wife; the defendants were 
his widow and a child born of her, and those of the issue of his first 
wife, who have received other deeds for part of the land included in the.  
first. The prayer was to have the deed set up, to enjoin the suit of the 
widow for an assignment of dower, for an account of the rents and 
profits, and for a partition. 

The answers and the proofs are so fully stated in the opinion of the 
Chief Justice as to render any abstract of them useless. 

Badger for plaintiffs. 
Pearson for defendants. 

RUFPIN, C. J., after stating the substance of the bill as above, pro- 
ceeded: That such a conveyance will be established against the donor - 
himself if i t  was completed as a deed, was the point of the decision in 
Tolar v. Tolar, 1 Dev. Eq. Rep., 456, and upon principles that are clear 
beyond doubt. The equity is not in the nature of $he right, but to have 
the benefit of a legal title, of which the evidence has been lost by spolia- 
tion. The relief is a reconveyance with covenants against intkrmediate 
encumbrances, or acts of parties making it. 

The first question is whether the instrument ever was a deed. The 
answer of the youngest child disclaims, of course, all knowledge on her 
part, and against her the plaintiffs must prove their case strictly. 
Enough remains on the paper to satisfy us, upon inspection, that it was 
once executed. A part of the signature of one of the subscribing 
witnesses is still to be seen; and the widow of Hugh Tate proves ( 24 ) 
that her husband had i t  in his possession for safe-keeping in the 
form of a deed, and that upon his death the donor applied for it and 
took it away. These circumstances are not necessary in the case, except 
as confirmations of the positive testimony of Ezra N. Tate to this point. 
That witness is one of the donees, and assigned his share to the. others 
to render him competent. 

He provw that the deed was drawn by the late Judge Paxton, then at 
the bar; was executed by his father in compliance with a dying request 
of his mother; was attested by John Paxton and Hugh Tate, the brother 
of the donor; and was then delivered to Hugh Tate for the benefit of 
the children mentioned in it, and to be kept for them. The witness 
states that he was the eldest of those children, and was then about 
eighteen years old, and that the youngest was about the age of three 
years; that his father was not embarrassed, though somewhat indebted, 
and that he retained other property amply sufficient to pay his debts. 
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This evidence is precise and full, to the execution of the deed by sign- 
ing, sealing, and actual delivery. When supported by the existence of 
the paper itself, by the appearances on it indicating execution, and by 
the testimony of Mrs. Tate that her husband had it in his custody as a 
deed, it seems to be entitled to full credence, notwithstanding the rela- 
tion the witness bore to the instrument and bears to the parties. But 
whatever doubt might be raised, from those circumstances, of the credit 
to whkh this witness is entitled, it is dissolved by the answers of the 
defendants. That of Mrs. Tate states that at the date of the deed her 
husband, as he told her after her marriage, was indebted, and, for the 
purpose of securing his property to his children, that he executed'the 
deed; but as he had extricated himself, that he should tear, or had torn, 
off his name, for the consideration had failed, and "therefore the deed 
ceased to have any legal or binding effect upon him." She adds, indeed, 
that she did not understand that the deed was delivered for the benefit 
of the bargainees; and that she is convinced "if it was delivered, as 

stated by the plaintiffs, it was conditionally to be redelivered to 
( 25 ) the donor if he should be able to discharge himself from his 

debts." The ?pinion of this defendant, as expressed in the latter 
extract from the answer, is of little avail, as it is inconsistent with the 
words she gives as those of her husband, and with his professed object.' 
I f  the deed ever had any "legal or binding effect," it could not "cease" 
to have it for any of the reasons or by any of the acts mentioned by 
him; and if the design really was to defraud creditors, the only opinion 
that can be entertained is that the parties would at least give to the 
transaction all the forms of a perfect and-executed conveyance. The 
answers of the other defendants admit, almost by necessary implication, 
a delivery to Hugh Tate for the donees. They do, iu express terms, 
admit the formal execution, attestation, and delivery to Hugh Tate. 
They do not expressly iay that it was delivered to him for  the donees, 
but that is almost a necessary inference from other parts of the answer. 
For the point insisted on is the insufficiency of such a delivery, in point 
of law, to give effect to the end. They say "that as all the children were 
under 'age, and some of them of very tender years, the deed was handed 
to Hugh Tate, to be kept by him until the said children should arrive 
at age and be capable of receiving said deed; and they insist that the 
donor had a right to cancel the paper, as it had never become his deed, 
by delivery to the bargainees themselves, or by their assenting to the 
delivery to Hugh Tate." I n  a subsequent part of the answer these 
defendants state more explicitly "that they are advised that as all the 
children were under age at the time the conveyance was made, the hand- 
ing the deed to H. Tate did not amount to a legal delivery, but required 
the assent of the children to such delivery after their. arrival at age, and 
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that before such assent, the father had a right to cancel the instrument." 
We are obliged to read this answer as putting the defense upon the legal 
points that, to the validity of a delivery, it is essential that it should be 
made to the party himself, or, if to a third person, that the party should 
expressly assent to it, and that no such assent was given here, or could 
be given, because the donees were infants. I t  does not deny that there 
was a delivery by the donor of the instrument as his deed pri- 
vately, nor that the delivery to Hugh Tate was for the donees, ( 26 ) 
and that he might keep the deed on their behalf; but, on the con- . 
trary, the affirmative upon those points is taken to be admitted, not 
simply as being tacitly yielde.d, but as necessarily implied from the man- 
ner of stating the facts in the answer. But, whether the answer be 
viewed as barely not denying those facts, or as impliedly admitting 
them, is but of little consequence in this case. The case is not heard on 
the answers, but the facts are established by proof of witnesses. The 
answers are resorted to as tests of the witnesses' credit, and to that pur- 
pose they are equally effectual, whe$her they admit or evade the charges 
in the bill. 

Upon the testimony of the witness, an absolute delivery for the benefit 
of the children is clearly established. That was intended to be a delivery 
to the children, one of whom, the witness Ezra, was present and assent- 
ing. The points made in the answer upon the legal effect of such a 
delivery do not admit of discussion. When the maker of a deed parts 
from the possession of i t  to anybody, there is a presumption that it was 
delivered as a deed for the benefit of the grantee; and it is for the maker 
to show that it was on dondition, as an escrow. Such a delivery to 
a third person is good, and the deed presently operates, and infants 
may assent to such a deed to themselves, and their assent is presumed 
until the contrary appears. Here one assented at the time; the plain- 
tiffs have since assented, and no express dissent by any one of them 
appears. The defendants have taken several conveyances for parcels of 
the land, but this is not a dissent to the instrument as a whole. Even 
if it were, it is not seen how their refusal to accept the estate conveyed 
to them could defeat the deed as to the other grantees. The doctrine is 
found in the old cases. Jaw v. Bury,  2 Dy., 167; AZford and Lea's Case, 
2 Leon, 110; Butler's and Boker's Case, 3 Rep., 26; Whisydale's Case, 
5 Rep., 119. And the learning upon the point is all collected in the 
modern cases of Souverbye v. Arden, 1 John. C. C., 240, and Dbe v. 
Knight, 5 Bar. & Cres., 671 (12 Eng. Com. Law Rep., 351). The 
plaintiffs are therefore entitled to the relief they ask for, unless pre- 
cluded by the other matters brought forward in the answers. I n  
the opinion of the Court, none of the objections are sufficient for ( 27 ) 
that purpose. 
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The first to be considered is that of the widow, that there was much 
disparity in the ages and health of the grantor and herself, and that she 
had no knowledge of the deed at the time of the marriage, but supposed 
the property to be in the donor from his retaining the possession; and 
therefore that the deed will, if set up, be a fraud on her. This position 
is founded on the act of 1184, which provides that conveyances made 
fraudulently to children, or otherwise, with the intention to defeat the 
widow of dower, shall be void as against her. The statute embodies the 
spirit of the decisions upon the customs of York and London upon this 
subject. I t  is not certain that it embraces the case of any conveyance 
made even during the marriage, whereby the donor actually divests him- 
self of all property in the land conveyed, and intended primarily on 
advancement made to a child, although it may have the effect of defeat- 
ing the widow. But if this case depended on this view of the question, 
we should consider more particularly the effect of the donor's remaining 
in possession, and the secrecy of the transaction as evidence that the 
purpose of advancing the children was merely colorable as against the 
wife. I t  is a further question whether any deed is within the act but 
one made during the marriage. I t  may be that the right of the widow 
must be inchoate at least before the deed can be construed to be intended 

' to defeat her dower. I incline to say for myself that a deed made in 
contemplation of marriage is within the statute. I t  is, indeed, in Eng- 
land, the rule of equity as well as at law, that the widow is barred of 
dower if the husband puts his estate into trust immediately before the 
marriage, and expressly with a view to defeat her. But that rule has 
been disapproved of in point of justice, and Pit rests upon the ground 
that conveyancers had so long acted on that mode of barring dower, 
when there was a settlement, that it would be dangerous to overturn it. 
There, settlements are almost universal, and the wife and her friends 

look to one as a provision. But it has bken more than once 
( 28 ) doubted whether the same effect would be given to any trans- 

action not technically within the rule, and whether a long legal 
term iipon a nominal rent, likely to last beyond the life of the wife, 
created just before marriage, and for the sole purpose of defeating her, 
would be sustained in that country. 2 Powell Mort., 486 (Coventry's 
edition). With us there is no habit of marriage contracts, and a woman 
has a right to expect to enjoy the marital rights promised by the law to 
a wife, as much as the husband to look to those given to him. The 
statute ought to receive a liberal construction in suppression of the 
fraud forbidden by it, and be made commensurate with the principle of 
equityt which protects the husband from her covenous practises, at least 
as far as the conveyance of the husband is for his own benefit, or ex- 
pressly to defeat the wife, and not truly for the advancement of chil- 
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dren. But were these parties reversed, and the wife had made this deed, 
the husband could not be relieved against it. There was no intention to 
defraud the wife, nor any other woman. The witness proves a different 
purpose in the party's mind-that of advancing the children by a 
former wife, by whose labor the estate had chiefly been accumulated. 
There is no evidence that the donor then had a second marriage in view 
with any woman; much less the one afterwards consummated, which 
did not take place until the expiration of two years. The Court cannot 
say that a deed, upon a meritorious consideration, in favor of children, 
is void as against every woman &om the donor may happen to marry 
at any distance of time, to whom notice of it cannot be brought. She 
takes her husband in his actual circumstances as they are while address- 
ing her, and must by reasonable inquiries satisfy herself beforehand of 
the prudence of her choice. 8he may be deluded by appearances, it is 
true, but the deed cannot be said to have been intended to defeat her, 
unless it can in some way be connectedj by the time of its execution, or 
otherwise, with the purpose of marrying some woman, and perhaps the 
one actually married. Cotton v. King, 2 P. Wms., 357, 674; 
Strathmore v. Bowes, 2 Cox's Ca., 28, and Goddard v. Snow, ( 29 ) 
1 Russ. Ch. R., 485. 

The widow and her daughter likewise insist that the deed was in 
fraud of creditors, and that it is iniquitous in the plaintiffs to set -it 
up against them. How far an unlawful interest, which does not take 
effect on the original objects of it, can be alleged to vitiate the act into 
which it enters, in respect to third persons whose rights are incidentally 
affected by it, we need not here inquire. There is a clear answer to the 
objection-upon the facts of this case, whatever may be the law. The 
only epidence of the donor's indebtedness is in the deposition of his son; 
and he states that his father reserved an ample fund for that purpose, 
and there is no proof that a single creditor then existing remains un- 
satisfied. 

I t  is stated in some of the answers that the father became insane in 
1830, and then the two sons, who are defendants, were appointed his 
guardians, and leased to one of the plaintiffs a house and lot in Mor- 
ganton, which is part of the estate conveyed; and this is relied on in 
the argument as acquiescence in the destruction of the deed, especially 
when coupled with the delay in bringing this suit. 

The first circumstance is disposed of by saying that there is no evi- 
dence of the lease. There is no charge in the bill respecting it, to which 
the answer is rksponsive. The answer in this respect is not therefore 
evidence, but merely pleading, and the defendants must support it by 
proof. The averments by the defendant David of the consideration on 
which the subsequent deed to himself was given, is subject to the same 
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remark. He admits that the land was conveyed to him part$ as a gift, 
but he says it was partly for the price of five hundred dollars paid by 
him for his father. On this statement he claims to be a purchaser, and 
that under statute 27 Eliz., the deed of 1814 is void as to the lands con- 
veyed to him. A colorable consideration will certainly not make a pur- 
chaser under the statute. Whether an inadequate one, known and under- 
stood to be so at the time, will suffice to convert a transaction meant 
mainly to be a gift into a purchase for any purpose, may also be at least 

doubted. But one who claims as a purchaser must at all events 
( 30 ) prove that he paid the money? and does not establish it by his 

deed or by his own answer. 
Then, as to the length of time as evidence of acquiescence, to give it 

that effect there must appear to have been a knowledge by the parties of 
their rights, and no incapacity to sue, nor any circumstance to account 
for the delay upon any other ground but the presumption of a satisfac- 
tion or renunciation of the right, The deed was canceled in 1816 or 
1817, and the bill was filed in 1832, and during the greater part of the 
intervening sixteen years the plaintiffs were either femes covert or 
infants. I t  is not surprising that as they came of age they should not 
assert their title against their father, and especially during his unhappy 
and helpless state for several of the last years of his life. The time 
itself is not long enough to bar the plaintiffs, against whom can only be 
presumed a willingness that the father should enjoy during his life, and 
whose possession as their natural guardian they regarded as their own. 

The lapse of time can have no other effect; for the statute of limita- 
tions is not pleaded, nor relied on in the answer. If it were, it could 
not, as urged in the argument, avail the defendants, David and Samuel, 
under the deeds to themselves, because there is no evidence of the length 
of their possession under those deeds. 

The last point taken is, that the defendants, David and Samuel, are 
creditors of their father to a large amount. They state that they were 
his guardians during his lunacy, and administered upon his estate after 
his death, and in those capacities have made advances to creditors under 
the belief that the lands now in dispute were his and had descended. 
Upon this point also there is a total defect of proof. But if the fact had 
been established, i t  would not bar nor delay the relief of the plaintiffs. 
If those defendants be creditors, they cannot object to the relief for an 
indefinite period. They must be active in the assertion of their claim, 
by their own bill, to which the decree in this cause will be no obstacle. 
They cannot use the fact by way of defense here. Indeed, it appears 
there is other estate, and that may be sufficient without resorting to 

the settled lands, and is liable before them. The claim for those 
( 31 ) debts arises upon an independent equity, and would not, we 
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suppose, be barred by this decree. But for greater safety, the defend- 
ants may insert in it a clause that it shall be without prejudice to them 
in that respect. 

The execution and deliverv of the deed of 1814 must be declared to 
be established, and that it vlsted the title of the lands in all the donees 
therein named, as mentioned in the bill. The decree will be that the 
widow be perpetually enjoined from proceeding at law for dower in 
any of those lands; that the defendant Mary A. E. Tate, upon coming 
of full age, release, under direction of the master, all the said lands to 
the donee in the deed of 1814 or their heirs, with liberty to her to 
show cause against the decree within six months after full age; that 
partition be made between the plaintiffs and the defendants of all the 
said lands included in the deed of 1814, according to their several 
shares under the same, and that in such partition the tract of land 
conveyed to Baker Woodward be allotted to the plaintiff Nancy H. 
Woodward as for or in part of her share, according to its actual valua- 
tion at the period of partition, and that a commission issue for that 
purpose. The decree will not direct conveyances for the present, as 
they can be more conveniently executed as mutual releases upon the 
return of the partition. There must also be an account of the rents 
and profits since the death of the donor, David Tate, deceased, received 
by any of the parties; and the annual value of the land conveyed to 
Woodward must, for the same period, be treated as profits received by 
Mrs. Woodward under her submission in the bill. 

The infant heir, Mary A. E. Tate, must have her costs, to be paid 
by the plaintiffs and the defendants David and Samuel equally; and 
as between the other parties no costs are given. 

PER CURIAM. Decree accordingly. 

Cited: Littleton v. Littleton, 18 N. C., 329; Morrow v. Alexander, 
24 N. C., 392; Thomas v. Thomas, 32 N.  C., 125; Gaskill v. King, 
34 N. C., 216; Cmmp v. Black, 41 N. C., 323; Tyson v. Hawington, 
id., 331; Phillips v. Houstom, 50 N. C., 303; Robbins v. Roscoe, 120 
N. C., 81. 

Dist.: Barnes v. Roper, 90 N. C., 191. 
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( 32 
JANE JOHNSON v. GORDON CAWTHORN. 

Whether the vendor of the land has a lien upon it for the purchase-money, 
and if any, its nature and extent, are unsettled questions in this State. 
But it is clear that if the lien does exist against volunteers and pur- 
chasers with notice, it does not against a creditor of the vendee, enforc- 
ing the collection of his debt, or a purchaser clothed with the rights of 
such a creditor. 

THE case made by the bill, answer and proofs was that in Feb- 
ruary, 1826, the plaintiff sold a tract of land in  Warren to Robert 
R.  Johnson for fifteen hundred dollars, and took from him three 
bonds, payable at intervals of one year each, for the security of the 
purchase-money ; that Johnson died before the first bond became due; 
that his administrators paid that bond, but his estate being exhausted, 
the plaintiff had never received anything upon the others; that before 
the second bond fell due the guardian of the infant children of John- 
son procured an order of the County Court of Warren for the sale 
of the land of which he died seized; that under this order a sale 
was made of the land formerly belonging to the plaintiff, when it was 
purchased by the defendant, who had notice of the fact, that one thou- 
sand dollars of the purchase-money was unpaid, and also that the 
plaintiff looked to the land as a security for it, and intended to enforce 
her lien if she had one. The prayer of the bill was that the land might 
be subjected to the satisfaction of the two bonds of Johnson, held by 
the plaintiff. On the Fall  Circuit of 1830 an interlocutory decree was 
pronounced by Swain, J., establishing the right of the plaintiff and 
directing an account of her debt and a sale of the land. At the ensuing 
term, a final decree having been entered according to the principle 
settled by the interlocutory order, the defendant appealed. 

T h e  Attorney-General for defendant. 
Badger for plaint i f .  

GASTON, J. We have delayed the decision of this cause in the hope 
of being able, with satisfaction to ourselves, to settle questions of great 

public interest involved in  it, viz.: the existence in this State, 
( 33 ) and if it exist, the extent of the rule that the vendor of land 

has a lien thereon for the unpaid purchase-money. The case 
of W y n n  v. Alston, 1 Dev. Eq. Ca., 163, has been generally considered 
as establishing that the vendor here has a lien against the vendee, and 
against volunteers and purchasers under him with notice, and that it 
was so established by the adjudication of Judge  Hall  and Judge Hen- 
derson against the dissenting opinion of Chief Justice Taylor. From 
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the published report it appears that Judge Hall and the Chief Justice, 
respectively, filed opinions, and as none was filed by Judge Henderson, 
and as i t  was known that the decree for the plaintiff cbuld not have 
been rendered without his sanction, it was a natural inference that he 
concurred for the reasons stated by Judge Hall. I t  was known, how- 
ever, to some of the individuals who now constitute the Court that 
there is reason to doubt whether this inference be correct. Some years 
after the decision of Wynn v. Alston there came on for hearing the 
case of Xelly v. Perry in which the plaintiff set up the lien, and founded 
upon it her claim to relief. I n  the'argument the defendant's counsel 
admitted the general doctrine of the vendor's lien as supposed to be 
established in Wynn v. Alston, but contended that it did not apply to 
the case then under consideration. Judge Henderson remarked from 
the bench that the rule was not established in that case, as supposed, 
for that, although he concurred with the decision, his judgment had 
rested upon other grounds than those taken by Judge Hall. The bill 
in Kelly v. Perry was dismissed, and the judgment of the Court, as 
delivered by Judge Hall, seems to admit that the rule was not yet set- 
tled. "How far (I take the words from the opinion) the vendor of 
land has a lien on the purchase-money in the hands of the purchaser 
from the vendee with notice need not be the subject of examination in 
this case, because it does not appear that anything was due from Tay- 
lor (the vendee) to the plaintiff as part of the purchase-money." * 
Under these circumstances we were solicitous to examine the 
record in Wynn's case, to see the allegations, the proofs and the ( 34 ) 
decree, and thus satisfy ourselves what were the points authori- 
tatively decided by it. But 'with every exertion on our part, and on 
the part of the officers of the Court, we have been unable to do so. I n  
the conflagration of the State-house the books and papers of the clerk's 
office were saved as they coul$be-in much hurry and confusion; and 
although it is believed that none were actually destroyed, yet they were 
so scattered that one book of our records and the original papers in 
some of the suits are yet missing. A hope is indulged that these will 
yet be obtained, but we do not think ourselves justified in postponing 
any longer on that account the decision which the parties to this con- 
troversy have a right to require. 

On the general question, whether this doctrine of lien ought to be 
considered as a part of the equity jurisprudence of North Carolina, 
we all of us feel the force of the argument in the dissenting opinion 

*The reporters have re6xamined the oginion of Judge Hall in Kelly Q. 

Perru and believe, with the exception of the above quotation, he confines 
himself to the question of fact, whether Taylor, the vendee of the plaintiff, 
owed any part of the purchase-money. 
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of Chief Justice Taylor. I t  is difficult to resist it, especially when we 
see the "inconvenient state," to adopt the language of Lord Eldon, in 
hfackwreth v. Simmom, 15 Vesey, 350, i n  which this doctrine, after all 
the corrections and improvements i t  has received in England, has ulti- 
mately placed the titles to lands in  that country. Whether there be 
or be not a lien, whether the purchaser from the vendor be or be not 
liable for the original purchase-money, is not there a "dry question" 
depending upon the existence or nonexistence of any fact, but depends 
upon the peculiar circumstances of each case, accordingly as these cir- 
cumstances may induce the Court to infer, either that the lien was in- 
tended to be reserved to the vendor, or that credit was given, and 
exclusively given, to the vendee. A doctrine leading to such results 
ought to be well considered before it is adopted, or if already adopted 
should, if possible, be well guarded lest i t  should be followed by the 
same consequences. But upon this question the rules by which it is 
our duty to be guided are exceedingly different, accordingly as the doc- 
trine may or may not have been sanctioned by our predecessors. An 

adjudication by them is a precedent which we are bound to 
( 35 ) regard as evidence of the law, unless it can be conclusively 

shown to be erroneous, and by which we must be guided even 
when so shown, if a departure from it occasions greater public incon- 
venience than the error itself. Where there is no such precedent, we 
then ascertain the true rule by the deductions of reason from settled 
principles. After several conferences we are unable to agree upon 
this general question, and as a determination of it is unnecessary in  
the present case, we must leave it, reluctantly leave it, in  the state in 
which we find it. 

I f  we should attempt to decide this case (supposing the doctrine of 
lien to exist here) by Lord Eldow's rule-drawing from the peculiar 
circumstances of the transaction an ilzfe~ence that the lien was intended 
to be reserved to the vendor, or the opposite inference, that credit was 
intended to be given exclusively to the v e n d e e i t  is questionable, at 
least, whether there would be more harmony in  opinion than there is on 
the general question. 

There is, however, one point in the case upon which there is no 
difference of sentiment among the members of the Court. Whatever 
may be the lien as between vendor and vendee, or between vendor and 
volunteers or purchasers with notice under the vendee, we deny its 
existence against creditors enforcing the collection of debts by legal 
process. I f  a vendor claiming such a lien will not reduce i t  to a legal 
form, and give i t  the notoriety of registration, which our laws require 
for the validity of legal liens, it cannot prevail against creditors. Pur- 
chasers under execution sales represent creditors, and buy all that the 
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creditor has a right to sell. The purchaser in this case is to be con- 
sidered as a purchaser under a sale by execution. The sale was made 
by order of the Court, under the fifth section of the act of 1789, for 
the satisfaction of creditors, and the proceeds thereof are assets in  the 
guardian's hands for the benefit of creditors, and the purchaser at  
such a sale necessarily represents these creditors. 

The plaintiff is evkently not pursuing these assets, as she has not 
filed her bill against the vendee's heirs for any surplus after paying 
debts, but against the purchaser at  the judicial sale. She asks 
that the sale so made in  order to satisfy creditors should be ( 36 e) 

declared null, so fa r  as it affects her eqktable lien upon the ' 

thing sold. This would be in  effect to set up such a lien against 
creditors. 

The decree below is to be reversed and the plaintiff's bill dismissed 
with costs in  both courts. 

PEX CURIAM. Decree below reversed. 

Cited: Harper v. Cazcthonz, post, 379; Womble  v. Battle, 38 N. C., 
184. 

DANIEL LINDSAY ET AL. V. ELIZABETH ETHERIDGE ET AL. 

Where, upon the bill and answer, it appears the defendant can claim under 
the mills of two testators, and no election nor any fact which puts him 
to one is charged, none will be decreed. 

THE plaintiffs in  their bill alleged that Sampson Etheridge, their 
father, by his will gave all his property to the defendant Elizabeth, 
his wife, for life, with remainder to them; that he died in 1822, and 
that the defendant Elizabeth, being appointed executrix, proved the 
will, and had sold a slave, late the property of the testator, to Nathan 
Etheridge, also a defendant, who had removed him out of this State, 
and that she threatened, upon a claim of absolute property, to make 
a similar disposition of others. The plaintiffs averred that the sale 
was not necessary to pay the debts of the testator, and prayed that the 
defendant Nathan might be enjoined from paying the purchase-money 
for the slave to the defendant Elizabeth, and that she might be enjoined 
from selling other slaves, and that those in remainder might have the 
usual security for the forthcoming of the property, to which they were 
entitled upon her death. 

The answer of the defendants admitted the death of the testator and 
the provisions of his will, as set forth in  the bill. But the defendant 
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Elizabeth stated that the slaves in question never belonged to her late 
husband but were the property of her father, Jonathan Dough, by 
whom they were lent to her husband, upon the expectation of a future 
gift. That her father survived her husband, and by his will, dated in 

1824, gave them to her. That being advised that the slaves 
( 37 ) belonged to her, she bad sold one of them. She denied any 

intention of selling the others out of the State. 
Upon the coming in of the answers his Honor, Judge Seawell, at 

Currituck, on the Fall Circuit of 1833, dissolved an injunction which 
had been granted at the filing of the bill, and the plaintiffs appealed. 

K i n n e y  for plaintiffs. 
Iredell  for def enda,nts. 

GASTON, J. Under the act of 1831 the judges of the Superior Courts 
may permit an appeal to this Court from an interlocutory judgment 
or decree, and an appeal so allowed does not remove the record of the 
cause into this Court, but brings before i t  so much only of the matter 
in controversy as shall be certified by the court below, as necessary 
for the consideration of the question on the appeal. I t  is under this 
act that the plaintiffs bring up this appeal from a decretal order of the 
Court of Equity for the county of Chrrituck, dissolving an injunction. 

The gravame'h, upon which the injunction issued is set forth in the 
bill of the plaintiffs, as follows: Sampson Etheridge died in 1822, 
having duly made his last will and testament, and therein appointed 
the defendant Elizabeth executrix, who proved the will, and took upon 
herself the duty of executing it. By this will the testator bequeathed 
to her all his estate, real and personal, during her natural life, and, 
subject to this disposition, gave certain negro slaves to his children, 
the plaintiffs. The bill charges that the defendant Elizabeth, holding 
the negroes under this bequest, has nevertheless sold one of them as 
her absolute property, to her codefendant, Jonathan Lindsay, and is 
threatening to sell the others out of the State, and that the plaintiffs 
fear that should this be done they will suffer irretrievable loss. Upon 
this statement of facts the defendant Lindsay was enjoined from pay- 
ing over to the defendant Elizabeth the price of the negro sold, and 
she was enjoined from selling the other negroes. 

The defendant Elizabeth, in her answer, denies that her husband 
owned the nagroes in question; says they belonged to her father, 

( 38 ) Jonathan Dough, and by his permission, and under the expecta- 
tion of a future gift from the said Jonathan, her husband had 

the use of them at his death and when he made his will; that her 
father died in 1824, and by his will bequeathed these negroes absolutely 
to her; that, being advised they were thus her undisputed property, 
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she sold one of them to meet a demand which she had for money, but 
that she has no intention to sell the others out of the State. Upon the 
coming in of this answer the injunction was dissolved. 

I t  is a general rule that where a defendant's answer denies all the 
equity of the plaintiff's bill the injunction ought to be dissolved, but 
where, admitting the equity therein charged, it brings forward a new 
fact in avoidance of it, the injunction shall be continued until the 
hearing. I t  is insisted here, on the part of the plaintiffs, that the 
answer in this case is of the latter description; th'at the whole matter 
which it alleges in relation to the negroes having been the property 
of the defendant's father, and becoming her's under a testamentary 
disposition from him, is new matter set up to avoid the equity on the 
part of the plaintiffs. Certainly the answer does bring forward new 
matter, but does it admit the equity charged? The bill is not very 
precise in its language, but we must understand it, not as setting forth 
evideme but as charging facts, otherwise it would be radically defect- 
ive. I t  charges, then, that the negroes in question were the property 
of the defendant's husband, bequeathed to her for life, and in remainder 
to his children, and it seeks for the relief which a court of Equity gives 
to those having a residuary interest in personals, against the immediate 
holders, who are making away with the property to their injury. The 
answer denies that the negroes were the property of her husband, and 
of course denies that she is tenant for life, and that the plaintiffs have 
any residuary estate in the negroes. This is a denial of the very ground 
on which the biIl rests. But it is urged by the counsel for the plaintiffs 
that notwithstanding this denial still there is an equity undisputed, 
for that the defendant has taken under the will of her husband, and 
shall not be allowed to disappoint its provisions, or that she 
should now be compelled to elect whether to take the property ( 39 ) 
bequ6athed by her husband or that derived under her father's 
will. We forbear from expressing an opinion-for it would be prema- 
ture-whether the plaintiffs can make out a case, either by way of 
amended or supplemental bill, disclosing such an equity. I f  they can, 
they will not be precluded from doing so, or from then obtaining appro- 
priate relief. But this bill does not present such a case. I t  contains 
no allegation that the defendant has made an election, and charges no 
matters upon which an election is prayed, or can be decreed. Were the 
cause brought to a final hearing upon the present allegations of the 
parties, no relief could be given to the plaintiffs unless the negroes in 
question were part of the personal estate of the defendant's husband, 
and passed by his will, as charged in the bill. Relief must be not 
according to the proofs merely, but according to the allegations as 
sustained by the proofs. 
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The Court directs that i t  shall be certified to the court below that 
the interlocutory decree appealed from is correct, and that said court 
be instructed to proceed thereon according to the usages in equity and 
the rights of the parties. 

PER CURIAM. Decree affirmed. 

Cited: Hewett v .  Outland, 37 N. C., 441; Kerns v .  Chambers, 38 
N. C., 579; Strong v. Menzies, 41 N. C., 546. 

MARY LANIER v. GREEN ROSS. 

As all the acquisitions of a ferne covert made by her own act during the 
coverture inure to her husband, a bill seeking to enforce the execution 
of an agreement for the purchase of property, and a conveyance of it 
to the sole and separate use of a married woman, her husband not 
joining in it, will be dismissed. 

THE case made by the bill was that Thomas Lanier, the husband of 
the plaintiff, having become insolvent and his property being about to 
be sold under execution, the defendant agreed with the plaintiff to 
purchase a certain share for her separate use, and upon being secured 
in the purchase-money to convey it to a trustee for such use. That 

the purchase was made according to the agreement, and that 
( 40 ) the defendant, upon being tendered the amount of his purchase 

and requested to convey according to his agreement, had refused 
to do so. 

The bill was filed during the life of Lanier, the husband of the 
plaintiff, she suing by her next friend, and sought to enforce the agree 
ment, but the husband was not a party. The defendant denied the 
agreement charged, and relied on the coverture of the plaintiff as a 
defense. 

Upon the proofs, the agreement stated in the bill was fully made 
out. I t  appeared also that a brother of the plaintiff's at the sale of 
her husband's slaves had purchased a number of them, and left them 
with her for her use. 

Devereux for plaintiff. 
Badger and W.  H .  Huywood for defendant. 

RUBBIN, C. J., after stating the substance of the bill as above, pro- 
ceeded as follows: The Court is of opinion that such a bill cannot be 
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LANIER v. Ross. 

sustained. The contracts of a wife during coverture are void as to 
herself, and inure to the benefit of the husband. She cannot acquire 
property by her own earnings or upon her own engagement as a pur- 
chaser distinct from her husband. This is the general rule in equity 
as well as at law. But it is said that in equity she may have a separate 
estate, and that in respect to that she is regarded as a feme sole. Where 
she gets an estate to her separate use by devise or donation, in which 
cases the owner may give to any purposes and upon any conditions 
that to him may seem meet, she is as to such estate thus vested a feme 
sole. But by aWbargain of her own, and especially by a mere.exec&ory 
contract, she cannot constitute herself a feme sole. If she could, the 
marital rights of the husband would virtually cease to exist in equity. 
I t  is said in this case that she had other separate estate which was 
purchased by a brother to her separate use; and that in respect of that, 
and on the credit of it, she might make the contract that is the subject 
of this suit. After the creation of a separate estate the wife may bind 
it, and herself in respect of it, by a contract touching or encumbering 
it. But such an estate does not give her the power of contract- 
ing generally any more than she had before; that is to say, upon ( 41 ) 
any subject but the separate estate. There is no proof, how- 
ever, that even the articles purchased by the brother are in a situation 
to be viewed as the wife's separate property. The brother seems to 
have purchased and merely allowed the use to his sister of his property, 
as his, by way of charity. But if there be actually a conveyance it 
can make no difference, because this contract had no connection with 
that estate, and was not entered into upon the faith of it, and, more- 
over, because the bill does not allege any such separate estate. The 
bill is founded solely upon the idea that this slave is her separate prop- 
erty, and that she is constituted a fenze sole as to it, by force of the 
contract with the defendant above. I f  it were the law, then every con- 
tract of the wife would be valid in equity, both as against the person 
with whom she contracts and against her husband, which cannot be 
pretended. She cannot make an executory agreement, and thereby 
constitute herself a feme sole. The interest is in the husband and not 
in her. 

The bill must therefore be dismissed, but without costs. The evi- 
dence satisfies us that the defendmt has deceived the plaintiff and her 
friends. H e  did agree to purchase for her, and under the general 
belief of that fact the creditors of the husband allowed him to purchase 
at or under value, and he now appropriates the profit to himself. He  
has therefore no merits which entitle him to recover costs. 

PER CURIAM. Bill dismissed. 
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ALLEN GILL ET AL. v. AMOS WEAVER ET AL. 

A legacy to a wife "until my youngest living child becomes of age," and 
"if she dies before my youngest living child," etc., then "to be equally 
clivided among my living children," but if she lives until my youngest 
child, etc., "she shall have an equal share of my estate as is mentioned," 
does not vest in the children until the youngest arrives at full age, or 
until the death of the wife. 

WILLIAM GILL died in the year 1797, ,having first duly made and 
published his will, in  which, after providing for the payment 

( 42 ) of his debts, he proceeded as follows: "I bequeath to my wife 
all my personal and real estate, to have the sole use of until my 

youngest living child comes of age as is prescribed by law, provided 
she (my wife) lives. I f  she dies before my youngest living child comes 
of age, then all my property, both real and personal, shall be equally 
divided among my living children, male and female, except Judith 
Donaldson, my eldest child; I have already given her a full share. I t  
is my desire that if my wife does live until my youngest living child 
comes of age she shall have an  equal share of my estate as is men- 
tioned." 

The widow of the testator lived until thg youngest child who sur- 
vived him attained full age. But one of his daughters, Susannah 
Tomlinson, died before that time, leaving issue. The object of the 
bill was to obtain the opinion of the Court whether the share of Mrs. 
Tomlinson survived to her personal representative. 

Nash and Pearson for the administration of Nrs. Toml' L Y I S O ~ .  

Devereux contra. 

RUFFIN, O. J. The inclination of the courts is to construe legacies, 
and especially provisions for children, to be vested and transmissible 
if the words will possibly admit of i t ;  and they are most reluctantly 
held to be contingent. Hence the general rule is that if a legacy be 
given to two or more, or the survivors or survivor, equally to be divided 
between them, the  period to which the words are referred is the death 
of the testator. I f  the gift be immediate, that is to say, without any 
previous interest in the subject to another person, there is nothing to 
denote any other period but that at  which the will first speaks. At 
that time the legacy vests, and the division is made or ought to be 
made, and the persons then answering to the description must take 
their shares absolutely, or there would be survivorships indefinitely 
until all comes to the last survivor, which is inadmissible without the 
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most unequivocal words. But if a previous life estate be given, ( 43 ) 
the period of division is the death of the tenant for life; and 
the survivors at that time take the whole, either as not having vested 
before or if vested at the death of the testator, as being divested 
by the death of one of the legatees, and surviving to the others. Upon 
this last point, however, the cases are not all reconcilable. I t  is not 
surprising that they should not be. The question does not turn on 
words having a technical and precise legal meaning, like heirs or the 
like; but the Court is to determine upon the apparent intention, to be 
collected both from the particular disposition and the other parts of 
the will, and the context varies with almost every will. Hence there 
are numerous cases in which the survivorship is sometimes referred to 
the death of the testator, notwithstanding a previous interest to another, 
and sometimes to the period of distribution. I t  is not proposed to 
enumerate or to classify those cases, because i t  is thought upon the 
whole of them the principle is indisputably established that if, upon 
the whole will, the certainty of the shares in their amount, or rather 
the proportion of the estate to which each legatee should be entitled, 
could not be conclusively determined upon the death of the testator, 
then the will must be construed as referring the survivorship to the 
event on which the legacy is to vest in possession. 

By this will the estate is to be divided upon the death of the wife, 
or the arrival at age of the youngest living child, which shall soonest 
happen. I n  the former c&se the estate is to go to all the "living chil- 
dren" except Mrs. Donaldson. I n  the latter, it is to be divided between 
the wife'and "all my children, as is mentioned," that is, all the living 
children, except Mrs. Donaldson. 

I f  this had been an absolute disposition to the wife for life, and 
then to be equally divided between surviving children, the question 
would be open to discussion upon the conflicting cases allu4ed to. I t  
may be, also, that there is no difference between the words "to my 
children or the survivors of them" and the expression here used, "to 
my living children," if standing by themselves, though the latter seems 
more emphatically to say them living. But there are other cir- 
cumstances here affixing a future meaning to the word, which ( 4 4 )  
seem to be uncontrollable. 

The testator applies the term "living" four times to his children, in 
some of which he most certainly refers to events succeeding his death; 
and it is not easy to see how it can be said he used the word in a differ- 
ent sense in the other instances, although it might be doubtful what 
his meaning was in these latter dispositions, if they stood by themselves. 
The will begins with a bequest to the wife of the whole estate, "until 
my youngest living child comes of age, provided my wife lives"; and 
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afterwards says, "if my wife do live until my youngest living child 
comes of age, she shall have an equal share of my estate with my 
living children." What child is the "youngest living child," upon 
whose arrival at age the wife's estate in the whole was to cease and a 
share vest in her? I t  cannot be the one who happened to be the young- 
est at the making of the will or the death of the testator, for then the 
provision would be for a division at a certain period at all events, 
namely, when that child came of age; or in case of its death, when it 
would have come of age. But that is clearly not the intention, for the 
gift of the whole to the wife is obviously to keep the estate together 
for the support of the family and the education of the younger chil- 
dren, as long as there was a living infant child and no longer. The 
whole is given to the mother, because there is a child living who is not 
of full age. Whenever that should not be the case, he meant that the 
property should not be kept together but be divided. The sense of 
"my youngest living child," as here used, is the same as if the words 
had been transposed and the expression was "my youngest child living," 
that is, then living or alive. The period of division is contingent, de- 
pending, first, upon the life of the wife, and next, upon the living of 
the children until all come of age, or the dying of the younger ones, 
until none.were left but those of full age. If "living" has that mean- 
ing in the clauses quoted, how can it receive a different one when used 
as descriptive of the persons to take? If "youngest living child" de- 
notes the event on which the estate is to vest' in possession to be when 

there is no infant child alive, it would seem that th? "living 
( 45 ) children" amongst whom the division is to be made must be 

those then alive. 
But this is the stronger from the express contingency on which the 

wife's share depends and the particular words in which i t  is expressed. 
They are,."if she dies before my youngest living child comes of age, 
then all my property shall be divided between my living children"; 
"but if she lives until my youngest living child comes of age, she shall 
have an equal share with my children, as is mentioned"; before this 
it was altogether uncertain what share each child should have until 
either the wife's death or the arrival at full age of all the children, or 
of the last one that was living. I f  the wife died before the latter 
events, she took nothing, by force of the word die applied to her; but 
if she lives until the youngest livifzg child attains full age, then she and 
all the living children take equally. "Living," in reference to the chil- 
dren, as strictly ties up the disposition to those living at the period of 
division as "if she live" does, when applied to the wife. Doubtless 
there would have been a difference in the mind of the testator between 
a provision for the issue of his children and the future issue of his 

44 



N. C.] DECEMBER TERM, 1834. 

wife, if the case had occurred to him. But it did not, and he has for- 
gotten to provide for the death of a child leaving issue, and has put 
the wife and children upon the same footing, and nearly in the same 
words, by giving an equal share to each, if living at the period of dis- 
tribution, and nothing if not so living. Any other reading would strike 
the word "living" out of the will altogether. As Mrs. Tomlinson died 
before her mother and before the full age of all the children, she was 
not entitled under the will. 

PER CURIAM. Decree accordingly. 

Cited: Sunder1i.i~ v. Deford, 47 N.  C., 78. 

ANDREW ALLISON v. GEORGE L. DAVIDSON ET AL. 
( 46 1 

Serving an executor with process for the plaintiff's own demand does not, 
in equity, restrain his power of preferring other debts of equal dignity; 
But the rule is different when the object of the bill is to have an account 
of debts and assets, and for all the creditors to come in under the decree. 

AFTER the decree made in this case at June Term, 1831, against the 
defendant Davidson (vide 2 Dev. Eq. Ca., 79), the question between 
the plaintiff and the executors of Simonton and of Worke were subse- 
quently moved. 

The master, in his report upon the administration of Simonton's 
assets, had allowed his executors for payments to the amount of ten 
thousand eight hundred and forty-three dollars and twenty-five cents, 
made just before taking the account, upon sundry judgments quundo, 
which were entered up against them at February Term, 1827, of Iredell 
County Court, upon process sued out in August and November previous. 
These payments were partial, and the master returned a separate report 
upon those judgments, from which it appeared that there was still a 
balance of fifteen thousand two hundred and sixteen dollars and twenty- 
one cents due uDon them. 

The executors of Simonton and Worke were made parties to this 
suit sci. fa., which was served in November, 1826. 

The master in his report allowed the executors of Simonton three 
thousand three hundred and fifty-seven dollars and fifty-four cents, 
which the plaintiff contended was for payments upon simple contract 
debts made after they were served with process in this suit. 

There were to this report many exceptions taken by the plaintiff, 
but the seventh and eighth-referred to the two allowances above men- 
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tioned, and it was admitted that if these two were against the plaintiff, 
or if the judgments quando had a preference over his claim, it was 
useless to consider the others, as the judgments would absorb every- 
thing with which he could by them, if they were sustained, charge the 
executors. 

Similar questions arose upon the report concerning the admin- 
( 47 ) istration of Worke's assets, which need not be stated. But on 

this part of the report a question was made by an exception of 
the plaintiff, founded on the fact that the executors of Worke, after 
his death, received from the executors of Simonton his full share of 
the profits of the partnership, amounting to three thousand six hundred 
dollars. The plaintiff contended that the sum was not of the assets 
of Worke, but was partnership effects with which his executors were 
liable, as they came to their hands specifically. 

The questions made by these exceptions were argued several times by 

Badger and Devereux for plaintiff, and by 
Gaston and Winston for the executors. 

% 

RUFBIN, C. J., after stating the facts as above, proceeded: The two 
exceptions may be considered together, so far as they involve the effect 
of payments actually made by the executors. The Court believes from 
a cursory examination that the last is not founded in fa@, where it 
treats the debts as being due on simple contracts. But the case is not 
decided on that question of fact because, deeming i t  immaterial, the 
inquiry has not been thoroughly pursued. Assuming them to be on 
simple contracts, their grade is the same with the demand of the plain- 
tiff, which is but a simple contract, being the claim of a partner with- 
out articles. The argument of the plaintiff is that filing the bill or 
serving process upon the executors is a restraint upon their power to 
give preference to other creditors in like degree. We do not think that 
is the rule in  a court of equity. I t  is so at law after a plea, and in 
&me instances after a process served. I n  equity, also, when a creditor 
sues on behalf of himself and the other creditors, a decree to account 
ties up the hands of the executors from giving or allowing preferences. 
The creditors must come in under the decree, which all can do according 
to their legal priorities, but if the executor voluntarily pays a creditor, 
he will not be allowed it in his account. Perry v. Philips, 1 Ves. Jun., 

251; 10 ib., 34; Paxton v. Douglas, 8 ib., 521. But a mere 
( 48 ) decree, much less the filing of a bill for an account of the plain- 

tiff's own demand, or for an account of the assets to satisfy the 
single debt of the plaintiff, is not an obstacle to the payment of judg- 
ments by the executor, nor, it seems, other demands of equal dignity 
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with the plaintiff's; but the plaintiff's decree must, to that purpose, be 
final. Thus Sir John Leach lays i t  down in  ~ V a l t b y  ti. Russell, 2 Sim. 
& Stu., 227, upon the authority of the House of Lords, reversing the 
decree in  Davison, v. Lord Oxford, Pr .  Chanc., 188, and the Vice-Chan- 
cellor allowed the executor in  account the payments made by him to 
other creditors, after the bill filed, with the view of giving them the 
preference. This the creditor may prevent by filing his bill on behalf 
of all the creditors, which perhaps, in fairness, he ought; and if he 
will not do so, equity will not help him to a preference upon any less 
ground than his a final decree, which is in the nature of a 
judgment. For  this reason the second, se~yenth, and eighth exceptions 
of the plaintiff must be overruled. 

But the seventh exception could not be supported for another reason. 
The accounts have not been taken with a view to ascertain the state 
af assets at the time the quando judgments were taken, and i t  does not 
appear with precision. But an examination of the account satisfies 
the Court that the executors were largely in advance for the estate at 
that time, and that assets to a much larger amount than all those judg- 
ments have come to the executors' hands since the judgments were 
rendered, which have been applied partly to the previous absolute judg- 
ments, partly to the yuando judgments, and partly remain to be applied 
to the same judgments. When applied, more than fifteen thousand 
dollars will remain unsatisfied of principal and interest. At law, the 
defendants would be fixed with those assets when the plaintiffs shall 
sue out scire facias, and of course they would be made to pay them 
twice, if decreed against them here. I t  is a mistake to suppose that 
assets to a much larger amount than all the quando judgments have 
not been received since they were entered up. The payments on them 
were therefore proper, and the balance in the executors' hands 
must yet be paid to those now unsatisfied; and so the decree ( 49 ) 
will declare. 

The decision of these points render it useless to go through the plain- 
tiffs' other exceptions, since if they were all allowed the sums excepted 
against would not form a fund equal to the balance due on the pre- 
ferable and unsatisfied judgments, and the Court is unwilling unneces- 
sarily to conclude any person in respect to the other matters of the 
account. 

I t  was formerly ordered in this cause that the estate of Robert Worke 
must account with the plaintiff for the sums received as his part of the 
profits of the partnership from Simonton's executors. That money 
was received by the defendants, Worke's executors, after his death, and 
pending this suit. A question presents itself whether, as the character 
of the fund was not changed in respect to the plaintiff, those defendants 
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are personally bound to answer to him upon their own receipt of the 
money. The Court has formed no conclusive opinion on the point as, 
whatever may be the rights of the parties, the plaintiff, we think, 
cannot in  the present proceedings treat that sum otherwise than as 
assets of the testator, Worke, and must abide in this suit by their 
administration as such. The defendants are brought in  by scire fucias 
as executors merely, and are not charged by any supplemental bill 
upon their own acts. Taking it to be assets, i t  has been duly admin- 
istered. Whether the defendants can be made personally liable in 
equity in  another proceeding we give no opinidn on, nor have we 
formed one. 

We suppose the points ruled to be decisive against the relief of the 
plaintiff against either set of executors, and therefore, without passing 
upon any of the other exceptions of either party, direct the bill to be 
dismissed as against the executors of Simonton and of Worke, without 
costs to either side. 

PER CURIAM. Decree accordingly. 

Cited: X a ~ ~ d r i d g e  v. Spurgeon, 37 N. C., 277; Wadsworth v. Davis, 
63 N. C., 253; Wilson v. Bynurn, 92 N. C., 724; 8. p. Georgia Co., 112 
N.  C., 43. 

STATE BASK O F  KORTH CAROLINA v. AMBROSE KKOX ET AL. 

A court of Equity never assists a creditor who has been guilty of usury, and 
where, according to the bill, usurious interest was incorporated in a 
note by the fraudulent contrivance of the debtor, for the purpose of 
taking advantage of it, and avoiding the debt, relief was refused. 

ASA ROOERSON owed the plaintiffs six thousand dollars, which was 
secured by a promissory note signed by him as the principal debtor, 
and the defendants Knox and McMorine as sureties. Rogerson 
also owed the plaintiffs another debt for about one thousand dollars, 
for which they had no security except his personal responsibility. 
Rogerson became embarrassed, and conveyed his estate to Knox and 
McMorine to secure them against loss by reason of the above-mentioned 
debt, and also two other small notes for which they mere his sureties. 

The note for six thousand dollars being unpaid, suit was instituted, 
judgment recovered for the amount, and execution pressed against the 
sureties. They, through their attorney, applied to the attorney of the 
plaintiffs for indulgence to enable them to realize the value of Roger- 
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son's property conveyed for their indemnity; but this was refused 
unless they consented to make a new note for the amount of both the 
debts due the plaintiffs by Rogerson. The attorney of Knox and 
NcMorine asked if this incorporation of the debt to which they were 
not sureties, with that for which they were bound, would not render 
the new note usurious, and was answered that it would not, as Rogerson 
would sign the renewal note as the principal debtor. After some diffi- 
culties, made by the defendants, this arrangement was completed. But 
Rogerson having in  the meantime absconded, the new note was signed 
by Knox and McMorine as the principal debtors. An action was sub- 
sequently commenced on this note, which was defeated upon the plea 
of usury. 

The plaintiffs by this bill sought, first, to have the debt established 
against Knox and McMorine, alleging that the usury was consented to 
by them with the intention of subsequently avoiding the security, and 
was therefore a fraud upon them. Second, they insisted that 
the property of Rogerson having been conveyed to Knox and ( 51 ) 
McMorine, to secure the debt of six thousand dollars, they had 
a right in equity to follow i t  and procure from it satisfaction of that 
debt. I t  was stated in  the bill, and admitted by the defendants, that 
Rogerson died in a distant State, insolvent, intestate, and that no one 
had sued out administration upon his effects. The attorney of Knox 
and McMorine was made a defendant. 

Badger  for p l a i n t i f s .  
Iredel l  and Devereux  for defendants .  

GASTON, J. We see no ground on which this bill can be supported. 
The plaintiffs allege that the defendants, Knox and MclMorine, became 
indebted to them by reason of their having executed a note for six 
thousand dollars with one Asa Rogerson, and as his sureties; that to 
enable the said defendants to renew this note and discharge also a 
demand which the plaintiffs had against Rogerson alone, the plaintiffs 
discounted a new note of Knox and McMorine for an amount sufficient 
to cover both claims, and thereupon surrendered the note for six thou- 
sand dollars; that the plaintiffs afterwards brought an action upon 
the new note, but were defeated of a recovery upon the plea of usury. 
They further charge that this usury consisted in their requiring of 
Knox and McMorine, as a condition of indulgence upon the debt for 
which they were responsible, to make themselves liable also for that 
on which they were not responsible; that the plaintiffs, at the time of 
proposing and making this arrangement, believed that it would not be 
liable to the imputation of usury, and that they were entrapped into 
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this arrangement by a disingenuous artifice of the attorney of Knox 
and McMorine, whom they have also made a defendant, and who, as 
the plaintiffs say, discovering their opinion and believing i t  erroneous 
for the purpose of confirming them in error, declared that his clients 
would and ought to assent to it. The bill also charges that Rogerson 
had, before this arrangement, by a deed of trust made between himself 
and the said defendants Knox and McMorine, conveyed a large aniount 

of real and personal estate in trust, to be sold, and to apply the 
( 52 ) proceeds to the securing of Knox and McMorine against their 

responsibility on the note of six thousand dollars and on two 
other notes on which they were his sureties. The bill states that Roger- 
son is dead, and has died insolvent, and insisting that the debt of six 
thousand dollars still remains due, for that the note was surrendered 
on the supposition that the new note was valid; prays for an accounl 
of the trust funds, which ought to be applied to the satisfaction of 
this debt, and secondly, a personal decree for the money truly due 
thereon against Knox and McMorine, because of the alleged fraud in  
drawing then1 into an usurious contract and then setting up the objec- 
tion of usury. 

The original liability of Knox and XcMorine, which this bill seeks 
to enforce against them, is founded solely on their having executed a 
note as the sureties of Rogerson, and to us it seems clear, upon the 
showing of the plaintiffs, that this liability has been extinguished. 
The plaintiffs discounted their note for the purpose of enabling them 
to pay off this demand and one other, on which Rogerson alone was 
indebted. The money raised by this discount was the money of Knox 
and McMorine, and as such w a s  applied in payment of the note then 
held by the bank and on which they were debtors. That note was then 
extinguished at law, and if so, it cannot be set up in equity. The 
lender has no claims upon a court of Equity to relieve him from the 
legal consequences of usury. A contract tainted with usury is de- 
nounced by statute as corrupt and utterly void, and every court must 
treat it as holding the character which the Legislature has stamped 
upon it. An usurious contract is also regarded by the settled law of 
every court as an  oppression, practiced or attempted by the lender 
upon the borrower. A court of Equity cannot, therefore, be invoked 
to aid such a contract, in whole or in part, or to redress the oppressor, 
because the meditated injury has, by the artifice of the intended victim, 
been made to recoil upon himself. Oppression cannot demand help, 
e-ven against fraud. The Court is not at liberty to array its imagined 

wisdom against the legislative will, or to defeat public policy, 
( 53 ) by a recourse to the code of honor or morality. 
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* 
But it is insisted that if the bill cannot be sustained so far  as it 

asks a personal decree against Knox and McMorine, it may be up- 
held in its demand of an account of the funds of Rogerson assigned 
for their security, and an application of these funds to the reimburse- 
ment of the plaintiffs. I t  is argued that the demand of the plaintiffs 
against Rogerson is founded upon the original dealings by which he 
became their debtor, and this demand yet subsists against him because 
it has nelTer been satisfied. I f  this proposition could be maintained, 
which we are not prepared to concede, this bill nevertheless cannot be 
sustained. The funds cannot be pursued as the funds of Rogerson 
until a debt against Rogerson has been established. A court of Equity 
is not the proper forum for establishing such a debt. I f  it were a fit 
forum, a debt cannot be established in any proceeding to which the 
debtor is not a party. 

The bill must be dismissed, and although the plaintiffs appear to 
have been heavy sufferers in the transaction of which they complain, 
yet as that loss is but the penalty which the law inflicts, and their claim 
for relief is, upon their own showing, uiifounded, it must be dismissed 
with costs. 

PER CURIAM. Bill dismissed. 

Cited: H in t x  v .  Spruill, 22 N. C., 99; Ballinger v. Edz~~ards ,  39 
N. C., 453; Moore v .  Beaman, 112 N. C., 665. 

MEMORANDUM. 

At the last session of the General Assembly JOHN J. R. DANIEL, Esq., 
of Halifax, was elected Attorney-General, vice R. M. SAUNDERS, Esq., 
who resigned. 
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WILLIAM C. BIRD v. KATHAN CHAFFIN. 

A creditor who, by a misrepresentation, induces another person to execute 
a bond as surety for his debt, will not be permitted, in equity, to subject 
the latter to its payment. 

THE facts were that one John A. Chaffin, being indebted to the de- 
fendant in  the sum of two hundred and twenty-five dollars, the latter 
called upon him to execute a bond, with surety, for the amount. John 
A. Chaffin executed the bond, and asked the defendant if the plaintiff 
would be a satisfactory surety, to which the latter replied in  the affirma- 
tive, and supposing himself authorized by this conversation to apply 
to the plaintiff to execute the bond, he did so, telling the plaintiff that 
i t  was in consequence of the directions of John A. Chaffin. The plain- 
tiff executed the bond, and upon mentioning the fact to John A. Chaffin, 
the latter disavowed the authority to the defendant. 

The defendant having obtained a judgment at law, the plaintiff filed 
this bill praying for an injunction. 

His  Honor, Judge Seawell, on the last circuit at  Rowan, perpetuated 
the injunction, and the defendant appealed. 

Badger for defendant. ( 56 ) 
Nash for plaintiff. 

GASTON, J. This case comes before us on appeal from a decree ren- 
dered in the court of Equity in  the county of Rowan, upon bill and 
answer, by which decree the defendant is perpetually enjoined from 
collecting a judgment, which he had recovered against the plaintiff as 
the surety of one John A. Chaffin, on a bond executed by the said John 
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and the plaintiff to the defendant. The gravamen of the bill is that 
the plaintiff had been induced to execute the bond by a misrepresenta- 
tion of the defendant, that John A. Chaffin had authorized him to 
request the plaintiff to become the said John's surety. The answer 
admits that such a representation was made by the defendant to the 
plaintiff. I t  denies, indeed, that this was done with a fraudulent 
intent, and sets forth all that passed between the said John and the 
defendant, from which the defendant inferred that an authority to 
make such request had been given. This inference was not communi- 
cated to the plaintiff as an inference, but stated as a fact. I t  appears 
to us that this inference was unfounded; that such an authority was 
not given, and that the representation therefore was not true. I f  the 
plaintiff should be compelled to pay this bond, he could have no redress 
against tha principal, because he did not execute the bond at the in- 
stance or request of the principal. I t  is against conscience that the 
defendant should enforce a recovery upon an engagemelit which the 
plaintiff would not have contracted but upon the belief that he was 
entitled to an indemnity from his principal; which belief was a clear 
mistake, and which mistake was occasioned by an incorrect representa- 
tion of the defendant himself. 

The decree below is to be affirmed with costs. 
PER CVRIAM. Decree affirmed. 

ELIZABETH ELLIOTT v. JAMES T. ELLIOTT, ADMINISTRATOR OF 

MARTIN ELLIOTT ET AL. 

A deed whereby a husband conveyed to his wife several slaves, without the 
intervention of a trustee, will not be set up in .equity where the parties 
lived unhappily, where there is no evidence of a delivery, except the 
production of the deed by the wife after the death of her husband, aud 
where she had never claimed the slaves during the husband's life, but 
had permitted them to be sold by his administrator, and had purchased 
some of them. 

THE bill charged that a marriage had taken place between the 
plaintiff and the defendant's intestate; that i t  was very unequal, 
the plaintiff being a young woman and her husband a very infirm old 
man;  that for the plaintiff's kindness and attention to him, the defend- 
ant's intestate frequently promised to make provision for her over and 
above that allowed by law; that, in execution of this promise, he, on 
10 April, 1827, in the presence of two witnesses, executed a deed 
whereby he conveyed directly to the plaintiff five negroes; that on 
20 November, 1828, he executed another deed whereby he conveyed all 
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his land, and all his personal estate mentioned in a schedule thereto, 
to the defendant James, upon trust for the intestate during his life, 
and then for the plaintiff's dower, and by an interlineation in the 
schedule directed several negroes, among whom were those which he 
had by the deed of 10 April, 1827, conveyed directly to the plaintiff, 
to be held for her use. The bill then set forth the death of the husband 
in March, 1831; the administration upon his estate by the defendant 
James, and averred that he had sold all the slaves intended for the 
plaintiff. 

The heirs and next of kin of the intestate were made defendants; and 
the prayer was that the deed of April, 1827, might be set up, and that 
the defendant might have her dower assigned; and for an account of the 
personal estate, and distribution thereof. 

The deeds mentioned in the bill were filed as exhibits. That of April, 
1827, was a deed by Martin Elliott to the plaintiff, whereby, "in con- 
sideration of the love and natural affection I had for my beloved wife, 
Elizabeth Elliott, I have giuen, granted, and delivered the fol- 
lowing negro slaves," etc. I t  was attested by Samuel S. Gedney ( 58 ) 
and John McIntire, and was registered in July, 1832. 

The deed of 20 November, 1827, was in  the usual form; the use, after 
payment of debts, declared to be to "the said Martin Elliott during his 
natural life, then equally to be divided among the lawful distributees of 
said Martin." Endorsed o r  this was the following, bearing the same 
date, and signed by the defendant's intestate: '(An inventory or schedule 
of the negroes, stock, etc., referred to in the annexed deed, viz., Jim, 
Kate," etc. After mentioning several, among them those included in 
the deed of April, 1827, the followihg words were interlined: "all to be 
to my wife, Elizabeth, and their increase." 

By another endorsement, dated 20 April, 1828, after mentioning other 
articles of property, it proceeded: "and now my will and desire is that 
all the above-named property, and the balance of my estate, shall be sold 
by James T. Elliott, and equally divided between my lawful distribu- 
tees." 

The defendants submitted to have the plaintiff's dower assigned, and 
also to an account and distribution of the personal estate, but they sev- 
erally objected the following facts as a defense to her claim to have the 
deed of April, 1827, established: That the marriage between the plain- 
tiff and the intestate was very unequal, and probably very interested, she 
being seventeen years of age, and her husband upwards of eighty, she 
being very poor, and he possessed of considerable estate; that the match 
was an unhappy one, the plaintiff being an undutiful wife; that she had 
been in  the habit of despoiling his house of furniture, and had been 
accused by him of breaking open his desk and stealing his money and 
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notes; that they had frequently quarreled and parted, and that two 
months after the date of the deed of April, 1827, he had advertised her 
as having left his house, and cautioned all persons from harboring her or 
contracting debts with her; and it was insisted that the intestate's rea- 

son was impaired by age, and either that the deed never had been 
( 59 ) delivered, or was unfairly obtained. I n  support of this defense, 

it was stated that, after the death of the husband, the plaintiff 
attended a public sale of the slaves of the intestate, made by the 
defendant James, at  which the negroes included in the deed of April, 
1827, were sold, when she made no claim to them, but, on the contrary, 
actually purchased two of them. All the facts above mentioned were 
established by proof. 

Samuel S. Gedney proved the signature of the deed of April, 182?, by 
the intestate. He stated that i t  was signed at the house of the intestate, 
and that he, the witness, attested it at  his, the intestate's, request; no 
other person being present, and nothing being said of its contents, and 
that after the attestation the intestate took it into his possession. The 
other attesting witness, McIntire, swore that the intestate came into his 
store, about twenty miles from his, the intestate's, residence, alone, with 
the deed in  his possession, and requested him, the witness, to attest i t ;  
that he did so, and handed i t  back to the intestate, who requested that 
the matter might not be mentioned, saying that he always intended to do 
something for his wife, but did not wish his Eamily to know it until after 
his death. 

The attesting witness to the deed of November, 182'1, proved that the 
intestate signed and sealed it in his presence, and directed him to retain 
it in his custody; that upon two different occasions he called for it, and 
at  the first made the interlineation, and at the second executed the last 
endorsement. 

( 60 ) Devereux  for de fendan t .  
Badger ,  with w h o m  m~as Iredel l ,  for plaint i f f .  

( 61 ) RUFFIN, C. J. The piaintiff seeks to set up the deed of 10 
April, 1827, and also to have her dower in the real estate of her 

husband, and her distributive share in his personal estate, according to 
the trusts of the deeds of 20 November, 1828. The defendants resist 
the first claim, upon the grounds stated in the answers. But they sub- 
mit to the second, and state that they have always been willing to ac- 
count with the plaintiff upon the footing of the latter deed as i t  was 
originally drawn, or as it was modified and left by the husband at the 
time of his death. Accordingly, dower has been allotted to the plaintiff 
by an interlocutory decree in this cause, without resistance on the part 
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of the defendants. The only dispute, therefore, really existing between 
the parties is upon the validity of the deed of 10 April, 1827. 

That is a deed purporting to convey several slaves presently ( 62 ) 
from her husband to the plaintiff absolutely. I t  is insisted that 
such a deed is s-alid in  this Court as a complete disposition, not subject 
to the husband's revocation; and the Court is bound to protect the sepa- 
rate interests of the wife under it. as absolute rights, in  the same manner " ,  

and upon the same principle that the rights of any other cestui que tmst 
are enforced against a trustee. 

The Court does not entertain that opinion. I n  England i t  has been 
certainly held that a gift from the husband to the wife, without the 
intervention of a trustee, may be made under such circumstances as to 
render i t  valid in  equity and induce that court to constitute the husband 
himself the trustee. No case of that sort has occurred in  this State; 
and perhaps the Court might not feel the obligation to encourage the 
obtaining such donations, or the creation of separate interests in the 
wife, subject to her immediate and absolute control during the marriage, 
by an act between the husband and wife themselves, which is inoperative 
at law. But it is not necessary, nor do we mean to deny the proposition 
in this case. I f  the Court would in any case support such a transaction, 
we think the circumstances before us are insufficient to raise any equity 
for the plaintiff. 

As the contract is void at law, the case in this Court must always be 

I that of an application to aid a defective conveyance. The wife cannot 
have that assistance unless she shows herself to be meritorious. and shows 
further a clear intention that what was done should have the effect of 
divesting the interest of the husband and of creating a separate estate 
for her, which she should have the immediate power to dispose of as she 
chose, and that the estate thus intended for her was but a reasonable 
provision. Hence, although the doctrine that equity will recognize such 
transactions, under circumstances, is laid down in the books, there are 
very few cases, indeed, in which a gift by the wife to her husband of 
her separate estate, once well constituted, or a gift by the husband to 
the wife, have been made effectual. They almost all fail, either from 
the extravagance of the gift or the insufficiency of the evidence 
to establish the intent of an  actual gift by what was done. It ( 63 ) 
is plain that a court of equity cannot, by way of aiding a defect- 
ive conveyance, carry i t  further than the parties intended i t  should 
operate, although its terms may be broader. I n  Walter v. Hodge, 
2 Swans., 97, the wife set up a par01 gift of six hundred pounds in  bank 
notes by her husband in  his last illness, accompanied with actual delivery. 
I t  was insisted that it was good, either as a donatio causa mortis, or to 
her separate use. The case failed in  the first aspect. As to the other, 
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Sir Thomas Plumer said there was great difficulty in establishing such 
a transaction, whereby the husband parts from his property in his life- 
time and puts i t  under the immediate control and to the separate use of 
the wife. H e  calls it a suspicious case, and says the Court requires sat- 
isfactory evidence of an act constituting a transfer of the property and 
a sufficient transmutation of the possession. There was none such there, 
because the ~ossession of the wife was that of her husband. H e  ruled 
against the wife, because her answer stated the gift to be absolute and 
immediate, and her only witness proved it to be conditional and post- 
poned to the husband's death. In 11lcLean v. Longlands, 5 Ves., 1, Lord 
Alvanly said that nothing less mould do than some clear and distinct 
act of the husband, by which he divests himself of his property and 
engages to hold as trustee for the separate use of the wife. Declarations 
of an intention or of a disposition of property to the use of his family, 
if admitted, would be a sort of evidence, and upon a principle that would 
have a most extensive effect. Suppose, said the Court, that the husband 
had given to Callender (who had the funds in his hands) distinct direc- 
tions-to pay to her and her separate use, does that vest it in her?  Could 
she in this Court compel execution of such a trust? The Court refused 
an  issue to try the fact of the gift. I n  such cases as the gifts of trinkets, 
or the borrowing by the husband of the wife's savings of her pin money, 
the transactions are supported on the manifest intent. So, in what Sir 
Thomas Plumer calls "the single case" of an actual transfer in the stock 

books of one thousand-pounds South Sea annuities by the hus- 
( 64 ) band to the wife, and in her name, the Court thought that so 

decisive an act as amounted to an agreement by the husband that 
the property should become hers. I t  could not be mistaken. I t  was a 
clear and distinct act which, he thought, operated immediately, which 
he plainly intended should so operate and divest him of the property. 
The two first cases, i t  is true, were transactions by parol, and in that 
respect differ from that before the Court. But they are cited for the 
reasoning, and to show how reluctant the Court is to extend this extraor- 
dinary assistance to any cases where there is the shadow of a doubt of 
the intention, or where it cannot be seen that the parties had done all 
that was intended to be done, and that they believed that sufficient had 
been done to effectuate their purpose to change the character of the hus- 
band's interest immediately. Such dealings are suspicious. I t  is not 
easy to admit into the mind the belief of such an intention on the part 
of the husband freely, actually and immediately to part from the prop- 
erty and to vest it in the wife, she living with him and comfortably pro- 
vided for by him, and both contemplating that will continue to be the 
case. Why should he thus convey slaves to her under those circum- 
stances? 1 t  cannot be supposed in  this case that it was with a view of 
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separating then? from his own and letting the profits accumulate for 
her. Nothing of the sort was in fact done. No such intention is stated 
in  the bill, nor any reason given for everything's remaining after the 
deed as i t  was before. I t  is not pretended that the plaintiff set up any 
right to the slaves in her husband's lifetime, nor, indeed, until long after 
his death, when the trustee had sold them for the purposes of division. 
The deed has this effect: i t  proves what was then in the husband's 
mind-that is, that he thought of providing for his wife, and how far  he 
would go if he did it at all. I f  there had been a change of the posses- 
sion of the slaves, if the plaintiff had exercised or asserted any dominion 
over them, if the husband had even acknowledged her authority to do so, 
there might be something to show that he intended to divest himself of 
the property, and thought he had done so. I f  even there were 
clear e~idence of the delivery of the deed to the plaintiff, or any ( 65 ) 
person for her, there might be room for a presumption that the 
husband was parting from the property, though the possession and per- 
ception of the profits continued as before. I t  is said that the execution 
of the deed, and the subsequent production of, it by the wife, is sufficient 
evidence of its having been perfected by delivery. And that, even if the 
maker of a deed retain the possession until his death, after a formal 
execution, which was intended as a delivery, that will make it effectual. 
The cases on that subject relate to deeds effectual at law. I f  a father 
make a deed to advance an infant child, and formally execute it, and 
put it away in his desk for safe-keeping, that will be his deed. I t  can 
operate at  law between the parties, and there is a presumption from the 
nature of the transaction that it was intended it should. But the rule 
is otherwise between husband and wife. The deed from one to the other 
cannot operate, and there is no presumption that he means to give her a 
separate estate during his life. A father may wish to advance a child 
before marriage, but a husband seldom wishes to put his wife on an 
independent footing; he may perhaps do so, but it requires clear proof. 
The bare and formal signing and sealing a deed to her and having it 
attested cannot in such a case be taken for a delivery or as having been 
intended for one. There must be proof of some further act-delivery, 
in  fact, or the production of a deed by the wife, with evidence at least 
of such acts on her part in relation to the property, in his lifetime, as 
would induce the belief that she had the deed in his lifetime and by his 
consent. This is the more necessary, as the intimate relation between 
the parties, and her means of access to his papers, afford opportunities 
to her to possess herself of the instrument without his consent or knowl- 
edge. The ordinary presumptions, therefore, do not reach such a case. 
But  here the circumstances are very strong to rebut them, if they did. 
The deed was executed in April, 1827, and witnessed by Gedney, without 
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anything passing between the parties but the bare signature and attesta- 
tion. The plaintiff was not present, and the husband did not state the 

nature of the paper, but kept it himself. The bill charges that 
( 66 ) he had frequently declared his intention to make such a deed, 

and that he executed i t  i n  the presence of two witnesses. The 
bill states the case as if the deed had been attested by both witnesses at 
once and immediately delivered to the plaintiff. The latter fact is not 
directly averred; nor, indeed, is any delivery charged, except as implied 
in  stating the execution of the deed. The bill is silent upon the delivery 
and possession of the deed or slaves. Some time afterwards, the hus- 
band, at some distance from home, produced the deed and requested 
Mr. McIntire to attest it, and he did so. H e  stated to the witness that 
he always intended to do something for his wife, but did not wish his 
family to know i t  until after his death, and therefore desired him to 
keep it secret. The husband took the deed again. Nothing more is 
heard of i t  until: July, 1832, when i t  was proved and registered, though 
the husband died in March, 1831, and the defendant James T.  Elliott, 
as his administrator and trustee, soon afterwards sold the estate, includ- 
ing the negroes conveyed in  this deed, and the plaintiff was present at  
the sale and made no objection, but purchased two of them. I t  might 
be possible that she thought the deed ineffectual, and therefore did not 
assert a right under it. But why should she think so? Would she not 
have taken advice on i t ?  Nothing of that sort is proved, nor does any 
witness prove its intermediate existence. 

I t  is clear, however, from Mr. McIntire's testimony, that the husband 
did not intend the deed to operate immediately. H e  did not intend the 
possession to change, but did intend everything to remain as it was until 
his death. Upon the deposition of this witness of the plaintiff, an imme- 
diate delivery of the instrument, which upon its face is to have an 
immediate operation, cannot be presumed, but such a presumption is 
disproved. That there was an actual delivery, the plaintiff ought to 
furnish clear evidence. She does not; but her depositions and the 
circumstances show that a delivery was not intended when the husband 
last spoke of the instrument, and that it was not made. Besides those 

already adduced, i t  is clear that the parties united themselves, 
( 67 ) unfortunately, from motives of the most interested kind on her 

part, and that they lived unhappily together. Just two months 
after the deed is dated, and probably a few days after McIntire's attes- 
tation, the plaintiff left, and her husband advertised her. I f  she had 
then been in  possession of the deed, is i t  not probable she would have 
shown i t  to some person? After that period there seems to have been 
little probability of his executing any kind intentions to her. On the 
contrary she frequently left him after violent altercations, and carried 
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off bed linen and other movables; and, as charged by him, opened his 
desk and plundered him of money. I n  November, 1828, he executed 
the deed of trust by which he conveyed all his estate, including the 
slaves mentioned in  the deed to the wife, and making therein for her 
just the provision to which she was legally entitled. I t  i s  said, how- 
ever, that the interlineation subsequently made, whereby those slaves 
and two others were assigned to the wife as her share, shows that the 
donor either considered or meant the deed of April, 1826, to be obliga- 
tory. That does not seem to be a just inference. A11 that can be in- 
ferred is that he wished her share to consist of those particular slaves, 
for certainly he did not intend that she should hold them under the 
one deed and to take one equal share with his children of his other 
property under the other. But it is certain that the provisions of the 
last deed are altogether inconsistent with the first, as now set up. Under 
the deed of April the wife takes an immediate separate estate. That 
of November subjects those negroes, in common with the other estate, 
to the payment of the debts; and the use for life in the whole is re- 
served to the husband. These provisions show that whatever else he = 

may have intended by the interlineation he could not intend thereby 
to confirm the first deed which conyeys an immediate estate. 

I n  a case, therefore, where the Court expects satisfactory and clear 
evidence that the deed was delivered, and that her husband meant to 
make thereby such a separate provision for her as the deed purports 
to create, that is immediate, and to make himself her trustee, instead 
of being the beneficial owner, the plaintiff has not only not 
supplied the proof, but the evidence tends the other way to ( 68 ) 
establish that he did not intend to part from the property; that 
the paper was merely deliberative, and that it never was delivered, but 
obtained at some time surreptitiously by the plaintiff and kept con- 
cealed by her. 

I f  the plaintiff had prored such a case as has been supposed, other 
difficulties of a very serious kind would be presented to her relief. A 
wife must have merits to make the Court active in her behalf. She 
is not like a purchaser for value. She must yield to creditors, and 
only stands before other volunteers, and not before them, unless her 
conduct entitles her to the bounty of her husband. The aid of the 
Court is discretionary under all the circumstances. I n  Stoit v. Ayloff, 
1 Ch. Rep., 60, the plaintiff filed her bill on a promise of the husband 
to settle one hundred pounds on her, but she had separated from her 
husband and the bill was brought sixteen years after the promise, and 
was dismissed. I n  Beard v. Beard, 3 Atk., 72, the husband gave by deed 
all his substance to his wife; Lord Hardwicke refused relief because 
the law will not permit a man to convey to his wife, and equity will 
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not suffer the wife to have the husband's estate while he is living because 
it is not in the nature of a provision, which is all she is entitled to. 
I n  England the wife is dependent upon the husband's good will for a 
provision, unless secured by contract. Here the law secures it to her, 
against his will. 

But  the clear ground is that there is a defect of evidence of the 
actual intent, in respect of the deed and of its delivery by the husband. 
For  that reason the bill must be disniissed, as far as it seeks relief 
upon the footing of the deed of 10 April, 1836. 

The plaintiff is entitled to an account under the deed of 20 Novem- 
ber, 1828, and the subsequent memorandum dated 20 April, 1829. I t  
might be a question, were it not for the latter memorandum, whether 
the interlineation of the words "all to be to my wife," in  the schedule, 
after the execution of the deed, could control the provisions of the deed 

itself. Being a voluntary conveyance and settlement on the 
( 69 ) family of the donor, and kept for the donor by his friend, sub- 

ject to his order, and never delivered to the trustee until all the 
- alterations had been made, perhaps it might be considered unfinished 

until then. But it is unnecessary to discuss the question because, if 
the donor was at liberty to make the first alteration, he could also make 
the second, and the last reinstates the provisions of the body of the 
instrument, adding only other property. 

PER CURIAM. Decree accordingly. 

Cited: Xteel v. Steel, 36 N. C., 456; Paschal1 2;. Hall, 58 N.  C., 109; 
Collins v. Collins, 62 N .  C., 157; Warlick v. White, 86 N.  C., 141; 
Taylor v. Eatman, 92 N. C., 605; Walton v. Parish, 95 X. C., 262. 

I ZADOCK RICE, ADMINISTRATOR OF JOHN G. RICE, v. SOLOMON SATTER- 
WHITE ET AL., EXECUTORS OF JAMES SATTERWHITE. 

In a bequest of a slave to A., the words "but should he die without an heir 
the aforesaid slave to return to my family, and be equally divided 
amongst the rest of my children," refer to an indefinite failure of issue, 
and consequently the limitation is too remote. 

THE bill charged that James Satterwhite, by his will, among other 
things, bequeathed as follows: "I give and bequeath to my beloved 
grandson, John Green Rice, one negro girl, Liney, and one hundred 
dollars, one folding table and one feather bed and furniture, after the 
death of my beloved wife, Frankey Satterwhite; to remain in the hands 

62 



N. C.] JUNE TERM, 1835. . 

of my executors until he become of age, with'out any expense or charge 
to the aforesaid John Green Rice; but should he die without an heir, 
the aforesaid Liney and her increase to return to my family, and be 
equally divided among the rest of my children"; that by a subsequent 
clause he gave to his wife the use of all his property during her life, 
and at her death directed the same to be equally divided anlong his 
children; that the defendants were appointed executors, and had proved 
the will; that the legatee, John G. Rice, had died without issue and 
under age, and that the plaintiff was his next of kin and had taken 
out letters of administration upon his estate, and that the defendants 
denied the plaintiff's right to the negro Liney and the other property 
above mentioned. The prayer was that the plaintiff's title might be 
established and be i n  some way secured in the successism, upon 
the death of the widow of the testator. ( 70 

The defendants in  their answers admitted the allegation of 
the bill, and the only question between the parties was upon the con- 
struction of the will. 

D e v e r e u x  for p l a i n t i f .  
N a s h  for  defendants .  

Gas~om, J., after stating the facts as above set forth, proceeded as 
follows: I t  is proper to remark that the will of the elder Satterwhite 
was made and proved before our act of 1827 (ch. 7) on the subject of 
co~t ingent  limitations went into operation." 

No  question has been made here upon the seeming repugnance be- 
tween the particufar disposition made by the testator of the negro 
Liney, in  the clause above recited, and the universal disposition of his 
property after the death of his wife to all his children. None such 
could with propriety have been taken, for as it is the duty of the court 
to reconcile the various dispositions in  a will, .wherever it can be done, 
the latter and general bequest must be understood as impliedly subject 
to the former and special bequest of this property. 

I t  is apparent that but for the words limiting the negro Liney, in 
the event of John Green Rice dying "without an heir," his estate must 
be regarded as an absolute one. The gift of a chattel by will is the 

*By this act, all contingent limitations made to depend upon the dying of 
any person "without heirs, or heirs of the body, or without issue, or issue 
of the body, etc., shall be held and interpreted to be a limitation to take 
effect when such person shall die not having such heir, etc., living at the 
time of his death, or born to him within ten months thereafter, unless the 
intention of such limitation be otherwise expressly and plainly declared on 
the face of the deed or will creating it." 
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gift of the testator's entir'e interest therein, unless a different intent is 
expressed or can be implied from the will. The question presents 
itself whether this limitation over has the effect of making the gift a 
defeasible or modified gift. I t  is clear that John Green Rice could 

not die "without an heir," in the legal sense of that word, while 
( 71 ) his uncles and aunts or any of their descendants remained in 

being. The word "heir" must then be understood in some other 
than its legal sense, and the most obvious one is issue. I t  is a question 
of construction, whether this dying without issue imports a failure of 
issue at  any determinate time, or a failure of issue at  any time. I f  the 
latter be the true construction, the limitation over is too remote and 
therefore void. I f  the former, then the limitation may be good, pro- 
~ i d e d  that the contingency be such as, if it happen a t  all, must occur 
within a life or lives in being, and twenty-one years and a few months 
thereafter. Now it has been settled by innumerable cases, which cannot 
be departed from without doing violence to the law, that expressions 
referring to a dying without issue, unless explained by the context, do 
import a general indefinite failure of issue, that is, a failure of issue 
at any period. We can discover nothing i n  the context to change the 
legal meaning of these expressions. There is no room for supposing 
that the contingency contemplated was the legatee's dying under twenty- 
one years of age, for i t  qualifies the gift to him, and not its retention 
in  the hands of the executors, during his minority. I t  has been insisted 
that the context shows that the testator meant to tie up the failure of 
issue to the moment of the legatee's death, and that the legatee shall 
keep the negro if he has issue surviving him, and not otherwise. We 
must have something in the will sufficiently expli'cit to warrant the 
interpretation or we dare not make it. To die "without an heir" is 
equivalent to dying without heirs. I n  Mattheus v. Daniel, 1 Mur., 42, 
the phrase, "if she shall depart this life without heir lawfully begotten 
of her body," and in  Bryant v.  Deberry, 2 Hay., 356, the phrase, "if 
no heir,'' and in  Bailey v. Davis, 2 Hawks, 108, the phrase, "shall die 
without lawful heir," were all construed to import an  indefinite failure 
of issue. The expressions, to "return to my family, and to be equally 
divided amongst the rest of my children," leave the dime when Liney 
and her issue are thus to return and to be divided as indefinite as the 
dying without issue. This is to be done whenever that failure shall 

occur, whether at  the death of the legatee or a t  any subsequent 
( 72 ) period. I n  the case of R e d y  v. Fowler, 3 Bro. P. Ca., 299, i t  

is supposed to have been decided that words importing that on 
the death without issue the property was to return to the executors, to 
be by them distributed, tied u p  the contingency to the lives of the execu- 
tors, because they implied a personal trust, to be executed by the execu- 
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tors. This case and the ground to which it was referred have met the 
decided disapprobation of a great chancellor. See Bigge v. Bensley, 
1 Bro. Ch. Ca., 187. But however that may be, the decision cannot 
affect the question here. I11 the case under consideration there is no 
personal trust. The property is limited over to the testator's family, 
which he explains to be his children, and if the limitation were good, 
the interest is a transmissible one, and would pass to and vest iu the 
representatives of these children whenever the contingency should 
happen. 

The plaintiff is entitled to the declaration which he prays for, and a 
decree should be made accordingly. 

PER CURIAM. Decree accordingly. 

REDDICK GATLIRT, ADMI~YISTRATOR JAMES GATLIK, v. WILLIAN 
DARDEN ET AL. 

Where an administrator made a mistaken distribution of slaves, and after- 
wards a decree was pronounced against him in favor of those really 
entitled, correcting the mistake, his bill, filed more than three years 
after its discorery, seeking to recover the s la~~es from those to whom 
he had improperly assigned them, is barred by the statute of limitations. 

JOSEPH SPEIGHT died in  the year 1792, possessed of certain slaves, 
which he bequeathed by will (the construction whereof has been settled 
in  this Court, vide 2 Dev. Eq. Ca., 5) to his widow, Ann, for life; re- 
mainder to his sons Francis and Henry forever. The widow received 
the slaves from the executors, and enjoyed them until her death in 
1819; the two legatees in reniainder died before. The plaintiff's intes- 
tate, James Gatlin, was the administrator of one of these legatees, 
Henry, and upon the death of the widow took out letters of 
administration upon her estate, and became administrator d e  ( 73 ) 
bonk non, with the will annexed, of Joseph Speight. H e  applied 
for advice to a professional gentleman in  relation to the title and dis- 
position of these negroes, who was of opinion that the residuary inter- 
est, after the estate for life to the widow, was undisposed of by the will, 
and that they were distributable as a part of the said Joseph's prop- 
erty, with respect to which he had died intestate. Confiding in the 
correctness of this opinion, the plaintiff's intestate inimediately caused 
the negroes to be valued, and a division thereof to be made into four 
equal shares. One he retained for the next of kin of his intestate, 
Henry; one he delivered over to the representatives of the other legatee, 
Francis; another he delivered to the representatives of Catharine Dunn, 
a deceased daughter of Joseph Speight; and the remaining fourth, 
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consisting of two negroes, Stephen and Elijah, was set apart for the 
defendants, then and still infants, who were the grandchildren of 
Susanna Darden, another daughter of the said Joseph. These two 
negroes were received into possession by Jethro Warren, since deceased, 
but then guardian of the defendants. The plaintiff's intestate having 
died, a bill in equity was brought by the next of kin of Henry against 
the plaintiff in  1824 which, after much delay, was finally heard in 
1831 ( v i d e  2 Dev. Eq. Ca., 5) ,  and a decree rendered for the plaintiffs 
therein, correcting that erroneous division. The true construction of 
the will was definitely settled, and the plaintiff, as administrator of 
James Gatlin, was decreed to account for the ~esidue of the share of 
Henry Speight, which had not been retained and accounted for by his 
intestate. The plaintiff thereupon filed this bill, seeking an account 
of the negroes improperly received by the defendants, and of their 
hires, which he alleged on account of the mistake should be considered 
as having been held in trust for the plaintiff's intestate. Besides the 
two negroes, an account was demanded of a sum of money alleged to 
have been paid over under the same circumstances, but the proofs 
showed that this was paid and received as part of Ann Speight7s per- 

sonal estate, and it did not appear that it was improperly paid 
( 74 ) as such. 

W i r ~ s t o n  for plaintif f .  
N o  counsel appeared for defendants .  

GASTON, J. Several defenses have been set up to this bill, and. among 
others the ordinary statute of limitations. 

The legal interest in the negroes, subject to the life estate, had vested 
in Francis and Henry Speight. After the mistaken division, there was 
no impediment to an action of detinue by the administrators of those 
estates to recover the possession of them. The statute makes three 
years a bar to that action, and it is an established rule of equity that 
mhere~er  a legal claim is there presented, as it may be in some cases, 
it must be presented within the time prescribed as a bar to the an- 
alogous legal action. I f  the mistake can furnish an equitable ground 
for suspending the operation of the statute (of which me say nothing), 
bringing of the suit by the next of kin of I3enry was distinct and express 
notice and warning to the plaintiff's intestate that such mistake had 
been committed. After this, he cannot be permitted to allege ignorance 
of the mistake or ask of the court to remove out of his way a statutory 
bar, arising from his own subsequent neglect. 

From the proofs it appears that one of the negroes, Elijah, died in  
the hands of the former guardian, and before any profits were or could 
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be received. As to the other negro, it would seem from the testimony 
that he had been left by the former guardian, after the bill brought 
by Henry Speight's next of kin, in  the plaintiff's possession to await 
the decision that might be made in  that suit. I f  the present bill had 
been framed with reference to that state of things, and the representa- 
tives of the deceased guardian been parties thereto, a decree might 
probably have been had declaring the property in  that negro. But 
in the present state of the bill we cannot do so. Our decision in this 
case, however, will not prevent the plaintiff, should the defendants 
attempt to reco17er possession of that negro, from showing the 
truth of the case and setting up such defense and obtaining ( 75 ) 
such protection against that claim as may be just. 

I t  is the opinion of the Court that the bill must be dismissed. 
PER CURIAM. Bill dismissed. 

STATE BANK, Ex PARTE. 

Upon a sale of land under order of the court of Equity, the clerk and master 
has no power to execute a deed, except under the acts of 1812 and 
1818 (Rev., chs. 847, 982), where the land is condemned for public pur- 
poses or where the sale is for partition. 

THE petitioners stated that in a case removed into this Court from 
Wake, between A. S. H. Burgess and Thonias Henderson, plaintiffs, 
and John Stewart and others, defendants, for the redemption of a lot 
of ground in  Raleigh, which had been conveyed in mortgage to Stewart, 
an order was made for the sale by the clerk of the mortgaged premises; 
that at the sale they purchased tm7o subdivisions thereof; had paid the 
purchase-money, and the sale had been confirmed, and that they never 
had received a deed for their purchases, and the prayer vas  that the 
clerk might be directed to convey to them. 

Upon a reference as to the facts, the clerk reported that they were 
truly set forth in the petition. 

Badger f o r  petitioners. 

DANIEL, J. Where directions for the sale of real estate are made by 
the English Court of Chancery, the decree usually runs in  the follow- 
ing form: "It is ordered that the said estate, or a sufficient part thereof, 
be sold with the approbation of the master, to the best purchaser or 
purchasers that can be got for the same, to be allowed of by the master, 
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wherein all proper parties are to join as the said master shall direct. 
And in order to such sale, the parties are to produce before the said 

master, upon oath, all deeds and writings in their custody or 
( 76 ) power relating to the said estates." Seaton's Forms, 26. I f  

the defendants or any of them are infants, and not acting as 
trustees. the decree runs thus: "And the defendants are to join in the 
conreyance of the said estate to any purchaser or purchasers thereof, 
when they shall attain their respective ages of twenty-one years, unless 
they, being served with a subpcena to show cause against the same, shall, 
within six months after he shall attain his age of twenty-one years, 
show unto the court good cause to the contrary. And in the meantime 
it is further ordered that any purchaser of the said estate, or any part 
thereof, do hold and enjoy the same against the said defendants till 
they shall respectively come of age." Seaton, 211. I f  any loose prac- 
tice in this State has been indulged in of permitting the clerk and 
master to execute deeds of conveyance to purchasers of estates, when 
ordered to be sold by the court of Equity, in any other cases than those 
expressly directed by the Legislature, we must say such practice is not 
warranted by law. The legal title which the purchaser wishes to obtain 
is not, by such a conveyance, divested from the former owner. By the 
act of 1818 (Rev. Ch., 982) it is enacted that whenever any joint ten- 
aiits or tenants in common, or the guardians of such, shall on oath or 
affirmation, and by petition or bill, state to a court of Equity that the 
lands thus held are required for public purposes, it shall be lawful for 
the said court to order a sale of all such parts of the land as it may 
judge necessary. The second section authorizes the clerk and master 
to make conveyances to purchasers in all -cases accruing under this 
act or which have arisen or shall arise under the act passed in the year 
1812 (ReT. Ch., 847), entitled an act relative to the power of courts 
of Equity i n  cases of partition. These are a set of particular and 
enumerated cases, where the Legislature has altered the law and course 
of the court of Equity in  making conveyances of title to purchasers 
of lands ordered to be sold by that court. The case before us is not 
within that class of cases, and therefore must be governed by the com- 
mon law of the court. The petition must be dismissed. 

PER CURIAM. Petition dismissed. 
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JAMES GRAh'T, BD~XISTRATOR PATIENCE PITTS, v. THOMAS BUSTIN, 

ADMIXISTRATOR BEKJAMIN BUSTIhT. 

Next of kin, born before the time when distribution is to be made, are not 
entitled under the statute unless they were in ventre sa mere at the 
death of the intestate. 

THIS was a case for the distribution of the property of the plain- 
tiff's intestate, originally commenced in Halifax Court of Equity. 
I n  the progress of the cause a question occurred whether the 
intestate of the defendant, viz., Benjamin Bustin, was entitled to any 
part of the assets in  the hands of the plaintiff, it being admitted that 
he was the half-brother of intestate, Patience, born ten months and a 
half after her death. His  Honor, Judge Martin, on the Fall  Circuit 
of 1833, thinking that the defendant was not entitled, made an inter- 
locutory order, directing the clerk and master to exclude him from the 
distribution, and upon the prayer of the defendant an appeal was 
allowed, and the abore facts certified. 

Badger for defendant. 
No counsel appeared for plaintiff. 

GASTON, J. The only question presented by this appeal is whether 
Benjamin Bustin, the half-brother of the intestate, Patience Pitts, 
born ten months and a half after her decease, is entitled under the 
statutes of distribution to a share of her personal estate, in common 
with her brothers and sisters living at  her death. This statute is in  the 
nature of a will framed by the Legislature for all such persons as die 
without making one for themselves, and directing the disposition to 
be made of the property upon the death of its owners. After payment 
of debts the administrator is  ordered to distribute the surplus among 
the lawful friends of the deceased. I n  England he is prohibited from 
making the distribution until a year after the death of his intestate; 
and in this State he cannot be compelled to make distribution until 
two years after his appointment. But the rule, nevertheless, is that 
the right to the distributive share vests at  the death of the intestate. 
Edwards v.  Freeman, 2 P. Wms., 442-446. I t  is said the rule 
is liable to an exception in  the case of a child in ventre sa mere. ( 78 ) 
I n  truth, however, a child in ventre sa mere is held capable of 
taking a distributive share, because for all beneficial purposes it is in  
rerum n a h r a ,  is regarded as actually in esse. Wallis v. Hodson, 2 Atk., 
115; Burnett v. iWann, 1 Ves. Sr., 156; Hill v.  Moore, 1 Murph., 233. 
The very reason on which these adjudications are founded shows that 
one not in  being, and not considered as in being at  the death of an 
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intestate, can, under the statute of distributions, prefer no claim to a 
share of that intestate's estate. I t  is not stated in  this case, nor can 
we infer from the facts set forth, that Benjamin Bustin was in  ventre 
sa mere at the death of Patience Pitts, and we therefore hold that he 
mas not entitled to the distributi~~e share claimed for him in  her per- 
sonal estate. 

The decree below is affirmed, with costs. 
PER CURIAX. Decree affirmed. 

JOSEPH H. BRYAN v. AXARTIN REBD ET - 4 ~ .  

I f ,  upon an agreement for the sale of land, the vendee has a right to the 
possession, both as vendee and lessee, and on the expiration of his term 
refuses to complete his purchase, but tenders the rent, the vendor, by 
accepting it, 17-aives the contract and forfeits his right to a specific per- 
formance. 

THE plaintiff, on 24 January, 1832, filed his original bill against the 
defendant Martin Read, and therein charged that, being the proprietor 
in  fee of a certain lot in  the town of Halifax, subject to an estate for 
life in one undivided moiety thereof in Mrs. Nary Rhodes, he on 31 
December, 1829, entered into a written agreement under seal with the 
said defendant for the sale of the said lot; that by the said contract 
it was stipulated and agreed that, in consideration of the following 
payments to be made by the said defendant, that is to say, five hundred 
dollars in ninety days, for which a negotiable note payable at bank 
was to be immediately executed, and five hundred dollars payable 31 

December, 1831, and five hundred dollars payable 30 December, 
( 79 ) 1832, for which the defendant was to execute his notes, and 

further to secure the payment thereof by a deed of trust on the 
premises; the plaintiff thereby bargained and sold the said lot and 
improvements unto the said defendant, including Mrs. Rhodes' interest 
therein; that a deed from Mrs. Rhodes and the plaintiff was to be 
executed in sixty days thereafter, or as much sooner as was convenient, 
and that the defendant was to take immediate possession and to execute 
the two last-mentioned notes and the deed of trust when the conveyance 
should be executed. The bill further charged that the defendant, under 
and by virtue of this agreement, took possession of this lot and occu- 
pied it for about a year; that the plaintiff, having purchased the con- 
sent of Mrs. Rhodes to the contract, caused a deed executed by her and 
the plaintiff to be tendered to the defendant, but that the defendant 
refused to receive the same or to execute what remained unfulfilled of 

70 



N. C.] JUNE TERM, 1835. 

the contract, alleging that he was not bound to proceed therewith 
because the deed was not tendered within the sixty days after the 
execution of the articles, and pretending that he had not taken the 
possession under the contract but as a tenant under lease from Mrs. 
Rhodes. The plaintiff further charged that if the deed was not ten- 
dered within the stipulated time, which he did not admit, the defendant 
sustained no loss or inconvenience from the delay, and that a strict 
compliance with the time was not material in the estimation of a 
court of Equity, and peremptorily denied the assertion that defendant 
had entered as tenant under Mrs. Rhodes, and not as purchaser under 
the contract. The prayer of the bill was for a specific execution of the 
contract. 

The defendant in his original answer admitted the execution of the 
written agreement as set forth and a tender of a deed executed by the 
plaintiff and Mrs. Rhodes in the month of May, 1530, and a refusal 
on his part to receive the conveyance or to go on with the execution 
of the agreement. The defendant further alleged that before the agree- 
ment he had leased this lot from Mrs. Rhodes for the year 1830 at the 
rent of one hundred dollars; that after the execution of the 
agreement he took possession to hold as purchaser, if the plain- ( 80 ) 
tiff caused the proper conveyance to be made within the stipu- 
lated time, and as the tenant of Mrs. Rhodes, if the plaintiff should 
fail to do so; that in consequence of the failure of the plaintiff to 
deliver the deed at the appointed time, the defendant occupied under 
his lease, and communicated this his purpose to the plaintiff, and make 
known to the common agent of the plaintiff and Mrs. Rhodes his intent 
to pay the rent of one hundred dollars on the first of January, 1831; 
that the agent communicated this notification to the plaintiff, and 
asked his instructions; that the plaintiff instructed the agent to receive 
the rent; that the defendant paid the sum accordingly, relinquished 
the possession to the agent, and considered the agreement as entirely 
waived and abandoned ur~til  he was served with a copy of the plain- 
tiff's bill. 

The defendant having upon affidavit obtained leave from the court, 
put in an additional answer in which he averred that when he entered 
into the agreement with the plaintiff for the purchase of the lot in  
question he had no knowledge or information of certain matters which 
he was advised put it out of the power of the plaintiff to make a good 
title to the lot; that he had been informed, and believed, and so stated, 
that the plaintiff claimed title to an undivided moiety of the lot by a 
purchase at  sheriff's sale, under an execution against the infant daugh- 
ter and only heir at lam of Edward 0. Rhodes, deceased, from whom 
the said lot had descended; that the plaintiff, upon the death of the 
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said Rhodes, administered upon his estate, and by improper manage- 
ment in  purchasing the personal property of his intestate at reduced 
prices, had caused an apparent exhaustion of personal assets to pay 
creditors; that in  consequence of this pretended administration of the 
personal assets the real estate descended to the infant heir had been 
subjected to execution; that the plaintiff promised the relatives of the 
infant that he would purchase this undivided half lot for her;  that 
he averred at  the sale that he was purchasing for her;  that in  conse- 

quence of this avowel other persons refused to bid, and that the 
( 81 ) plaintiff thereupon effected the purchase at the price of one 

hundred dollars. And the defendant insisted by reason of these 
matters, which he offered to prove, the said infant daughter of the 
plaintiff's intestate had a good estate in equity to an undivided moiety 
of the said lot. 

The plaintiff, having obtained leave, then filed his amended bill, in  
which he admitted that he administered on the estate of Edward 
Rhodes, but averred that, upon a full and fair  administration of all 
the personal assets of the intestate, the same fell short of satisfying 
his debts; that it became therefore necessary to sell the real estate 
descended to the heir; that after a sc i re  facim duly issued, the same 
had been ordered to be sold, and that at this sale the plaintiff purchased 
the undivided moiety of the lot in question which had descended to the 
infant heir. The plaintiff admitted that at  this sale he stated to the 
sheriff that if he could purchase the half lot so low as  to make a profit 
of four hundred dollars he would give the same to the infant heir of 
his intestate; and the plaintiff declared that, although this declaration 
was purely gratuitous on his part, and in no way binding, i t  was his 
purpose, should he succeed in enforcing the execution of this contract 
against Read, to let the said heir have the benefit of the profit by con- 
tinuing to furnish her with board, clothing and education. The plain- 
tiff denied that the defendant Read was entitled to an account of his 
administration of the assets of his intestate, but professed himself 
willing to come to such an account if the court thought proper to 
gratify the wish of said defendant; and for the purpose of binding the 
rights of the infant heir of Edward Rhodes (Ann Rebecca Rhodes), 
if any she had, which the plaintiff did not admit, prayed the said infant 
might also be made a party defendant to his bill of complaint. 

To this amended bill the defendant Read answered, and denied that 
the purchase of the infant's interest in the lot was made as charged 
by the plaintiff; and distinctly insisted that at the time the lot mas 
cried the plaintiff announced to the bidders and the persons present 

that he was buying not for himself, but for the intestate's infant 
( 82 ) daughter; that thereupon the persons present desisted from bid- 
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ding at the s'ale; that it. was purchased by the plaintiff at a 
price far below its value, and that but for this declaration of the plain- 
tiff the same would have sold for a much larger price. The infant heir 
answered by her guardian ad litem, denying all knowledge of the alle- 
gations of the plaintiff, praying that he might be put to the proof 
thereof, and that her interests might be protected. 

The plaintiff replied to the answers of the defendants, and the parties 
proceeded to proofs. Those were neither numerous nor complicated. 
I t  appeared that some short time before the agreement entered into 
between the plaintiff and the defendant Read that Mr. Jesse H. Sim- 
mons, as the agent of Mrs. Rhodes, leased the lot to Read for the year 
1830, at  the rent of one hundred dollars, and delivered to him the keys 
of the buildings thereon. The bargain for the purchase was made on 
the day before the year's letting was to commence, and on the day of 
the bargain Read executed his note for five hundred dollars, payable 
a t  ninety days and negotiable at  the bank. I t  did not appear what 
delayed the tender of the conveyance, but it did appear that i t  was 
not made until about two months after the expiration of the time set 
forth in the agreement; that Read, because of the delay in making the 
title, refused to take up the note in  bank, rejected the tender of the 
deed, and claimed to be released from the contract of purchase. Jesse 
H. Simmons, who had made the lease, was also the subscribing witness 
to the agreement and the depository thereof, and kept the same as the 
agent of both parties thereto. Being apprised by Read that he claimed 
to hold the lot under the lease and not under the contract of purchase, 
and that when the rent became due he purposed to pay the same, Sim- 
mons wrote to the plaintiff and asked his advice what to do, to which 
he received the following answer : 

"OXFOECD, 23 December, 1830. 

((DEAR SIR:-I received yours by the last mail, and note its contents. 
I f  Doctor Read should offer you the one hundred dollars, receive 
i t ;  and if he will give you one hundred dollars rent for another ( 83 ) 
year, I will cancel the contract with him. You may state this 
to him. I would never have refused to let the doctor off the contract 
if he had desired me to do i t  as a matter of favor. I t  has been his 
purpose (that I believe) to be off, whether I would or not, hence I 
had come to the determination to force i t ;  but the one hundred dollars 
he owes, with the rent of another year, at  the same price, and the rent 
of the store, which I will get from the present occupant, will be better 
for me than a sale." 

The contents of this letter were communicated by Simmons to Read, 
who remarked that if he had earlier known the plaintiff's wishes he 
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would have rented the lot for the ensuing year at the proposed rent, 
but that he had then provided himself with another place, and declined 
therefore to take it. After this, and on 1 January, 1831, he paid the 
one hundred dollars to Simmons, and delivered up to him the posses- 
sion of the lot; and Simmons thereupon executed, as the agent of the 
plaintiff, a receipt in full to the defendant for the year's rent, and 
immediately thereafter wrote to the plaintiff, communicating the fact 
of the receipt of the rent, and stating that he was ready to pay over 
the same, after deducting the amount of an account which he had 
against the plaintiff. To this he received no answer, and he had no 
further communication with the plaintiff until after this bill was 
filed, when the plaintiff informed him of the suit, and declined receiv- 
ing the money. 

I t  was further in proof, by the testimony of William M. Deford, 
that before the sale of Ann Rebecca Rhodes' undivided moiety of the 
lot in question the plaintiff declared to him his, the plaintiff's, purpose 
to buy it for her benefit, and after the sale informed him that he, the 
plaintiff, had declared that purpose at  the sale, and thereupon those 
who were bidding declined to bid further, and the property was struck 
off to the plaintiff. 

The case was submitted without argument by 

Devereux for plaintiff. 
8. H. Mangum for defendant Read. 

( 84 ) GASTON, J. Upon these pleadings and proofs three questions 
are presented. The first is whether the plaintiff can demand 

a specific execution of the contract, inasmuch as he did not make or 
tender a title within the prescribed time. Second. Has the plaintiff 
waiaed his right to the specific execution of the contract? Third. Can 
the plaintiff now make such a title as the court d l  compel the defend- 
ant Read to receive. 

The first question opens an inquiry upon a subject where we find 
much less precision of doctrine than ought to prevail. Equity will 
in  certain cases enforce the execution of an agreement, notwithstanding 
there has been delay in the performance of what was stipulated on the 
part of the plaintiff, if such delay has not been unreasonable; if it 
has been attended with no practical inconvenience to the opposite party, 
and if the time were not made an essential part of the contract. The 
older cases have been far less strict in exacting attention to the time 
fixed on for the completion of a contract than the more recent ones, 
and perhaps there is cause to regret that equity ever assumed the 
power of dispensing with the performance of any condition in  a con- 
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tract of this kind. No explanation has been given of the causes of 
the delay in this case, nor has it been alleged or shown that such delay 
produced serious inconvenience to the defendant. I t  was, very prob- 
ably, important to him to be assured of the conveyance before his 
note became due in bank; and although the failure to make the title 
before the  expiration of the sixty days might have been of no moment, 
we should feel hesitation in deciding that the delay beyond the ninety 
days was immaterial. As the decision of the cause will not rest upon 
this point, we forbear from any further examination of it. 

On the second point we are of opinion that the plaintiff has waived 
his right to compel the execution of this agreement. I t  was known 
to him that the defendant Read had claimed to be "off" from the con- 
tract, and to occupy as lessee for the year under the lease made by 
the plaintiff's cotenant. Having purchased in  her right, he became 
the sole proprietor of the lot. I f  the contract were binding, the 
entire estate in equity passed to the defendant, and no rent was ( 85 ) 
due. I f  the contract were broken off, then the whole rent became 
due to him. With a perfect knowledge of the facts, he writes to Sim- 
mons the letter which has been recited and which, though not free from 
ambiguity, Simmons interpreted, and, as we think, rightfully inter- 
preted, as authorizing and directing him to receive the one hundred 
dollars, whether Read would or would not agree to rent the lot for 
another year. 

"If Doctor Read should offer you the hundred dollars, receive it." 
So fa r  nothing can be plainer. I t  was known that if offered it would 
be as rent. I f  the bargain were relinquished it would be due as rent, 
and i t  depended upon him whether i t  should or should not be relin- 
quished. He  goes on to add, indeed, ('and if he will give you one hun- 
dred dollars rent for another year I will cancel the contract.'' These 
expressions seem to indicate that he did not believe that the effect of 
receiving the rent would be to cancel the contract, but they in no manner 
qualify the instruction to Simmons to receive the rent if it should be 
offered. Matters had arrived at  that state in which i t  was incumbent 
upon the plaintiff to act decisively in one or the'other character, either 
as landlord or as vendor; and he cannot be permitted, consistently with 
the rights of the other party, to act as landlord, with a reservation to 
himself of the privilege of thereafter clainiing not to have been land- 
lord but vendor. Should the construction put upon this letter be not 
entirely free from doubt, it is the misfortune or the fault of the plain- 
tiff who, at  such a time, ought to have distinctly declared his purpose. 
The payment of rent to Simmons must be regarded as a payment then 
made to the plaintiff, and the more especially as the plaintiff, after 
being informed of the payment of the rent, the abandonment of the 
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possession by Read, and the taking of possession by Simmons, did not, 
for more than one year thereafter, express any dissatisfaction at what 
had taken place. 

We are also of opinion with the defendant Read upon the third 
point. I t  is clear that the court will not compel the purchaser of an 

entire tract or lot of ground to take an undivided part of the 
( 86 ) estate contracted for. I t  is also clear that if, after the contract 

of sale, it be discovered that the vendor cannot make a good 
title to the thing sold, or that his title thereto be doubtful the court 
will not enforce the specific execution against the purchaser. See cases 
cited Sugden on Vendors (5  ed.), 243. The objection which has been 
set up against the plaintiff's title to an undivided moiety of the lot 
upon the proofs now submitted is a serious one. We cannot decree 
for the plaintiff upon these proofs that the infant defendant has no 
estate in that moiety. I f  such a decree were made, the "infant must 
have a day to show cause against it after arrival at full age. We cannot 
now decree that the purchaser, instead of a c'omplete title, shall receive 
an imperfect one and an indemnity against the title of the infant de- 
fendant. We cannot decree that a part of the purchase-money, in con- 
sequence of the consent of the plaintiff, shall be secured to the infant 
in lieu and satisfaction of her interest in the land. As, to say the least, 
we doubt of the ability of the plaintiff to make a complete title, we 
shall, on this ground, also refuse the relief which has been prayed for. 

The bill must be dismissed, and with costs. 
PER CURIAM. Bill dismissed. 

THOMAS SAUNDERS, ADMINISTRATOR FRANCIS SPEIGHT, V. REDDICK 
GATLIN, ADMINISTRATOR JAMES GATLIN. 

Where two decedents were joint owners of slaves, and the administrator 
of one, having obtained possession, distributed them improperly, he is 
liable to account for their value to the next of kin of his intestate, but 
not to those of the other. 

JOSEPH SPEIGHT died in the year 1792, having duly made his last 
will, and thereby bequeathed to his wife for the term of her life five 
negroes and other personal property; and after various other bequests, 
by the last clause in his will, he declared it to be his desire that all the 
remainder of his estate, of every nature and kind whatsoever, should be 
sold on a credit of nine months, and the money arising therefrom 

to go to pay his just debts and funeral charges; and if there 
( 87 ) should be any remainder, for it to be equally divided between 
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his two sons, Francis and Henry Speight, and their heirs forever. 
The slaves and other personal property bequeathed were delivered to 
the widow by the executors of the testator, his two sons and residuary 
legatees above named, and were enjoyed by her until her death, which 
took place in the latter part of the year 1818 or the beginning of the 
year 1819. Francis and Henry Speight both died several years after 
the testator, but before the widow. Upon her death James Gatlin, who 
was the administrator of Henry Speight, became also her administrator, 
and administrator de b o k s  nom, with the will annexed of the testator, 
Joseph Speight. Having taken the advice of counsel, and being in- 
formed that the remainder in the negroes and other personal property 
bequeathed to the widow for life was not included in the residuary 
clause of Joseph Speight's will, and that, as to this remainder, Joseph 
died intestate, he applied to the county court and obtained an order 
appointing commissioners for the division of this property, and on 16 
August, 1819, the division was made accordingly. One-fourth part 
was allotted to and received by the next of kin of Francis Speight, to 
whose estate there was no administrator; another fourth was delivered 
over to the next of kin of Henry Speight, of whose estate the said 
Gatlin was then the representative, and the other two-fourths allotted 
to the representatives and next of kin of two deceased daughters of 
Joseph Speight-Susanna Darden and Catharine Dunn-who had sur- 
vived their father. The next of kin of Henry, who were present at this 
division, declared to Gatlin their dissatisfaction thereat, and that they 
would hold him accountable for what they alleged was yet due to them. 
One only of the next of kin of Francis Speight was present at the 
division; he was dissatisfied, but did not communicate that dissatisfac- 
tion to Gatlin, nor did it appear that the others of the next of kin of 
Francis raised any objection to what had occurred when they received 
their part of the share allotted to Francis Speight's estate. I n  April, 
1822, a suit by petition was brought by the next of kin of Henry 
Speight, deceased, against Gatlin, to which Henry Speight, the ( 88 ) 
younger, who in November, 1822, administered on the estate of 
Francis, was afterwards made a party defendant, which suit was dis- 
continued in 1823, without any determination on its merits. James 
Gatlin died shortly afterwards, and in November, 1823, Reddick Gatlin 
and Charles Sumner administered upon his estate. John Speight, 
having taken out letters of administration de bonis n o n  on the estate 
of Henry Speight, the elder (one of the residuary legatees of Joseph, 
the testator), together with William K. and Joseph Speight, who, with 
the said John, were next of kin to Henry, in 1824 filed their bill against 
the administrators of James Gatlin, praying an account of the personal 
property of the said Henry, which came to the hands of said James, 
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as his administrator, on the death of the widow of Joseph, and for a 
delivery over of such part thereof as had not yet been received by the 
distributees of the said Henry. To this bill Henry, the administrator 
of Francis, was made a party defendant, but no decree was asked against 
him, nor did he make any answer to the bill. Upon the death of Henry 
in 1828 the present plaintiff was appointed administrator de bowis non 
of Francis Speight, and the death of Henry being suggested, the present 
plaintiff mas made a party defendant to that suit by sc i r e  facias, Charles 
Sumner died pending the said bill, and his death having been sug- 
gested, the bill was prosecuted against Reddick Gatlin, the surviving 
administrator of James Gatlin, and in June, 1831, the plaintiffs i n  
that suit had a decree for the value of the fourth part of the negroes 
and personal property so erroneously disposed of, and the interest 
thereon. 

On 30 November, 1834, Thomas Saunders, administrator of Francis 
Speight, filed this bill against Reddick Gatlin, the surviving adminis- 
trator of James Gatlin, and therein claimed that the said James was 
well entitled upon the death of the widow of Joseph Speight to the 
possession of the slaves and personal property bequeathed to her for 
life, as the administrator of Henry Speight, one of the two residuary 
legatees, the other residuary legatee, Francis, being dead, and having 

then no personal representative; that he held the possession 
( 89 ) thereof as trustee in  respect to one moiety for the next of kin 

of Henry, his intestate, and as to the other moiety, for such 
administrator as might be appointed on the estate of Francis, or for 
the next of kin of the said Francis; that in delivering over to the repre- 
sentatives of Susanna Darden and Catharine Dunn a moiety of that 
property, he violated at once the trust under which he held the same 
for the next of kin of Henry, and that under which he held for the 
administrator to be appointed, or for the next of kin of Francis; that 
there being no creditors of Francis, and the plaintiff acting in behalf 
of the next of kin of the said Francis, he, the plaintiff, admitted, as 
part satisfaction of his demand against the said James, the receipt by 
the said next of kin of a half of the share to which the estate of the 
said Francis was entitled in the property so held and erroneously divided 
by the said James; that Henry, the former administrator of Francis, 
and the present plaintiff, having been defendants to the suit of John 
Speight and others against the administrators of James Gatlin, and 
being advised that whenever that suit mas decided, if the division should 
be pronounced erroneous, a decree would be rendered also in  favor of 
the representatives of Francis Speight, neither the said former admin- 
istrators nor the present plaintiff had been guilty of laches in  omitting 
to bring a suit as plaintiff until after the determination of the former 
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suit; that the defendant, the administrator of James Gatlin, who had 
received assets of his intestate, was bound to pay over to the plaintiff 
the unsatisfied part of the legacy of the plaintiff's intestate; that the 
plaintiff was not bound to seek satisfaction thereof from the representa- 
tives of Susanna Darden and Catharine Dunn, more especially as they 
had gone to parts unknown, and, as he believed, had become insolvent, 
and prayed an account and decree accordingly against the defendant. 

Controverting the right of the plaintiff to any relief, the defendant 
specially insisted by his answer that neither the former administrator 
of Henry Speight nor the present plaintiff ever advanced any claim 
for or on account of the matters set forth in the bill until the institu- 
tion of this suit; that each of them had refused to be a party 
plaintiff i n  the former suit, and when compelled to come in as ( 90 ) 
party defendant had then preferred no claim; that on the ex- 
piration of two years after the qualification of the administrators of 
James Gatlin on the estate of their intestate they had settled the estate 
with and paid over the same to the next of kin of their intestate, and 
they prayed specially the benefit of the ordinary act of limitations 
(Rev., ch. 2 ) )  also of the provision in the act of 1715 (Rev., ch. 10, 
see. '7) barring all suits of creditors against the estates of deceased 
persons, if not preferred within seven yearsafter their death, and also 
of the act of 1789 (Rev., ch. 308), entitled an act concerning proving 
of wills and granting letters of administration, and to prevent fraud 
in.  the management of intestate's estates. 

Badger and Winston for plaintiffs, 
Iredell for defendant. 

GASTON, J., after stating the case as above set forth, proceeded: Upon 
the argument it was urged by the counsel for the plaintiff that 
his right to recover, unless prevented by some of the bars set ( 91 ) 
up because of lapse of time, was established by the decision 
made in  the suit referred to in the pleading (t ide Speight v. Gatlin, 
2 Dev. Eq. Gas., 5). That decision is regarded by us as conclusively 
settling the construction of Joseph Speight's will. I-Ie did not die 
intestate, with respect to the remainder or residuary interest in the 
property bequeathed to his widow for life, and that property upon the 
death of the widow was dirisible between the representatives of Francis 
and Henry Speight, the two residuary legatees, only, and not between 
them and also the representatives of their deceased sisters, Susanna 
Darden and Catharine Dunn. 

As James Gatlin was the administrator of Henry Speight, and stood 
in the express and direct relation of trustee to the next of kin of Henry 
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Speight, they had a right to call upon him and his representatives for 
a distribution of the funds of Henry Speight which had come, or ought 
to have come, into his hands as their trustee, more especially as, at the 
very time when he parted with a portion of these funds improperly, 
they had remonstrated against the act which he was committing, and 
cautioned him against its consequences. But the defendant's intestate 
was not administrator of Francis Speight, and therefore did not stand 
in the same relation to his next of kin which he occupied with respect 
to the next of kin of Henry Speight. On what ground, then, is it that 
he became personally responsible to the administrator de bonk non of 
Francis Speight for the share in this property which .had vested in the 
said Francis? The bill claims that, being tenant in common with the 
administrator thereafter to be appointed of Francis Speight, or with 
the next of kin of the said Francis, and having the whole of the common 
fund in his hands, or at all events in his power, he was trustee for such 
administrator or next of kin as to his or their share of it, and respon- 
sible as for a violation of trust in having neglected to preserve it. We 
do not assent to these positions. The possession of one tenant in com- 
mon as such is, so long as it continues, the possession of all the tenants 

in common, because tenants in common, although they have a 
( 92 ) distinct interest, h a p  but one possession. The possession of a 

trustee is said to be the possession of the cestui que trust, because 
it is the duty of the trustee to take care of the thing of which he is the 
legal owner for the benefit of his cestui que trust, and the possession, 
while it remains with the legal owner, will not be presumed incon- 
sistent either with his obligations or with the rights of his cestui que 
trusts. But a tenant in common, as such, is not a trustee for his com- 
panion. H e  is under no obligation to his companion to take or to keep 
possession of the undivided pyoperty; he is not charged with the duty 
of protecting the common property; while he holds it he is liable for 
the profits derived from his companion's share or for an actual injury 
done to i t ;  when he parts with the undivided property to another, as 
there is an end to his possession, there is an end also, with him, to the 
liabilities arising from that possession. Constructive or implied trusts 
between tenants in common may be raised by courts of Equity because 
of the relation caused by a community of possession, just as similar 
trusts are raised between persons whom any other cause brings to- 
gether into a relation inferring confidence. If one of several tenants in 
common should buy in an outstanding title affecting the common prop- 
erty, equity will declare him to have purchased for the benefit of the 
others. So if one of several cosureties procures an indemnity from 
the principal, it shall inure to the protection of all. And so, if a par- 
ticular tenant renews a renewable lease in his own name, the renewal 
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shall operate for the benefit of those in remainder. And so if a fraud 
in any matter of contract be committed by one party upon another, 
equity considers him who has obtained the unfair advantage as bound 
in  conscience not to avail himself of it, and to that extent treats him 
as a trustee for the other. I f  any improper advantage had been taken 
by Gatlin, by reason of his possession of the common fund, or if the 
abandonment of i t  in whole or part had been made with a fraudulent 
intent, there might be room for then converting him into a trustee, as 
to those injured or attempted to be injured by his unfair practices. But 
he was not the legal owner, curator, protector of the share of 
the plaintiff or of those whom the plaintiff represents, and is ( 93 ) 
not, therefore, responsible to the plaintiff as his trustee. The 
division made of the common fund was erroneous, and it was just as 
competent for the administrator of Francis, as for the administrator 
of Henry Speight, to take the proper steps to correct the error. Regu- 
larly, they should have acted in concurrence with each other. Neither 
has taken any measures for that purpose. The proceeding here is not 

1 to correct the mistake, not to have a new division of the fund, but to 
throw the whole loss upon one of the tenants in common for the relief 
of the other. I t  is possible that the property may now be removed to 
parts unknown, or that the possessors of it may be insolvent, or that 
i t  may be too late for those injured to obtain any redress; and if so, 
where there is no fraud and no breach of any peculiar obligation im- 
posed upon one of the parties, equality is equity. 

Although the bill places the claim to relief upon the ground which 
has been stated and considered, we have deemed it incumbent on us to 
examine whether the facts charged and ascertained presented any other 
ground upon which the plaintiff is entitled to relief. The property 
had been bequeathed for life to the widow of Joseph Speight, and the 
ulterior interest therein passed under the residuary clause to the two 
sons, the executors. Had the will been silent, the law constituted the 
residuum of the testator's estate the primary fund for paying debts 
and funeral charges, and this ulterior interest was a part of that residue. 
The testator, however, expressly charged the residue of his estate with 
this burden, and directed it to be sold for that purpose. I t  was com- 
petent then for the executors, had other persons been the residuary 
legatees, when assenting to the specific bequest for life, to have re- 
stricted their assent to that only. If there were debts remaining undis- 
charged which rendered the aid of this ulterior interest necessary for 
their satisfaction, I am not convinced that an unexplained assent to 
the bequest for life would have been in such a case construed into an 
assent also to the ulterior disposition. But where no debts appear, 
where there is no purpose for which the executors could rightfully 
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( 94 ) ask for the possession of the property after the death of the 
legatee for life, such an assent would, I think, pass the estate 

i n  the property wholly away from the executors, and vest it in  those in  
remainder, as well as in  the tenant for life. The case is quite as strong, 
or stronger, when the executors are themselves the ulterior lega- 
tees. The property being in equity theirs, charged only with the obliga- 
tion of paying the debts of their testator, it will readily be presumed, 
when no debts appear, that they assent to the bequest and make i t  legally 
theirs. We think, therefore, the plaintiff was right when he charged 
by his bill that the defendant's intestate took possession, not as adminis- 
trator de bonis non, of Joseph Speight, the original testator, but as the 
administrator of Henry Speight, one of the legatees, to whom it had 
been bequeathed, subject to the life estate of the widow. The case does 
not come, we think, within the principles of Bunwoodie v. Carrington, 
2 Law Rep., 469, where the executor has a trust to perform o u t  of the 
thing bequeathed, and after the death of the first taker. The payment 
of the funeral charges and debts of the testator was not to await here 
until after the death of the widow, and then to be made out of the things 
bequeathed; but the ulterior interest in these things, such as it was at  
the testator's death, was chargeable with these expenses and debts, and 
they mere payable immediately. We are obliged to infer, from all the 
facts charged, that this ulterior interest was not needed for any such 
purpose, and that when the delivery mas made to the widow i t  operated 
to vest the complete legal interest in the things bequeathed. The case 
comes within the principles of Jones v. Zollico,fer, N .  C. Term Rep., 
214; Ingram v. Terry, 2 Hawks, 122; Alston v. Fostw, 1 Del~. Eq. 
Cases, 337, and Burnett v. Roberts, 4 Dev. Rep., 87. We regard it as 
settled in this country that when slaves are given, or an interest in 
slaves bequeathed as a residue, or part of a residue, a sale is not to be 
had unless i t  be necessary for the payment of debts or for accomplishing 
the purposes of the testator. Smith and Wife v. Barham, 2 Dev. Eq. 
Cases, 420. 

I f  these views be correct, it is unnecessary to examine the bars 
( 95 ) set up against the present claim because of the lapse of time. 

Should it be possible, however, for the plaintiff to substantiate a 
claim against the intestate of the defendant analogous to that which a 
tenant in common can prefer against his companion for a destruction 
of the thing, we see no reason wherefore it must not be brought within 
the time limited for such actions. Fifteen years elapsed in this case 
since the wrong complained of, and tm-elve years since the first adminis- 
tration taken out on Francis Speight's estate, before any demand shown 
or suit brought, and three years with us is a bar to an action of trover. 
If James Gatlin did not stand in the relation of trustee to the plaintiff 
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or those whom he represents, but his error gives the plaintiff, never- 
theless, a claim to compensation, makes him either a legal or equitable 
creditor of the deceased, I can see no reason why the bar of the act of 
1715 does not apply. I t  is not confined to any particular suits, or to 
suits in any court. But i t  operates in  all where the claimant comes as a 
creditor, and such claim and creditor existed at  the death of the person 
whose estate is pursued. I f  the plaintiff labored under the notion that 
being a defendant to the former bill was a suing within the ordinary 
act of limitations, or a making of claim within the meaning of the act 
of 1715, it was unquestionably a mistake, and i t  would be too unreason- 
able to allow him to derive benefit from his mistakes, however innocent, 
while he seeks to render others liable to him for mistakes equally honest. 

I t  is the opinion of the Court that the bill must be dismissed with 
costs. 

PER CURIAN. Bill dismissed. 

Cited: Baird v. Baird, post, 536 ; Hynzan v. Williams, 34 N.  C., 94 ; 
Lowe v. Carter, 55 N. C., 386; iWcKoy v. Guirkin, 102 N.  C., 23. 

J O S E P H  DOZIER v. P H I L I P  DOZIER.  
( 96 1 

Upon a bill seeking satisfaction of an equitable demand against a deceased 
debtor from property in the hands of his donee, it was held, that the 
administrator of the debtor was a necessary party, and that a decree 
against him in a former suit establishing the debt, and ascertaining that 
he had fully administered, was not admissible to prove the case of the 
plaintiff. 

TITIS case came before the Court upon an appeal of the defendant 
from the decree of the Court of Equity of CANDEN County. 

The transcript showed the case made by the pleadings to be as fol- 
lows: The plaintiff, as surviving executor of Willoughby Dozier, Jr., 
filed his bill in  October, 1828, against the defendant, Philip Dozier, and 
against W. D. Barnard, and charged that said Willoughby, Jr.,-made 
his will and appointed the plaintiff and one Dennis Dozier the executors, 
who proved the same after the death of the testator; that said Dennis 
took into his possession nearly all the assets, which he wasted, and that, 
without accounting for them, he died in  1826 intestate and insolvent, 
and the said Barnard obtained administration of his estate; that the 
plaintiff, as surviving executor, had filed his bill in  the Court of Equity 
against Barnard, and thereupon, in  March, 1828, obtained a decree 
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declaring that said Dennis was indebted to him in the sum of eighteen 
hundred and eight dollars and ninety-nine cents; but that Barnard had 
no assets of said Dennis, and had fully administered all that had come 
to his hands. The bill further charged that there were other debts or 
judgments at law to more than the value of the real estate of said Dennis 
in the hands of his heirs, and that the plaintiff could not get satisfaction 
of his said decree. I t  then charged that the defendant, Philip, married 
the daughter of said Dennis, and that upon the marriage he received by 
way of loan or parol gift several slaves from said Dennis, which he 
retained, and which were of value sufficient to answer the said decree; 
that Dennis was greatly indebted at the time of the loan or gift, and 

that the same was fraudulent against his creditors; but that the 
( 97 ) defendant, Philip, insisted on his title, and refused to surrender 

the slaves that they might be sold for the plaintiff's debt. And 
the bill prayed a discovery and account and satisfaction out of the 
negroes, and to that end that process might issue against Barnard and 
the said Philip. 

On this bill, process was not issued, against Barnard, but against 
Philip Dozier only, who appeared and put in an answer. 

I t  admitted that the plaintiff and the said Dennis were joint executors, 
as charged in the bill, and the death of the latter, and the administration 
of Barnard, and the suit against him, and the decree; but it denied all 
knowledge of the assets received by Dennis or of his administration of 
them, or that he wasted any of them or was indebted to the plaintiff as 
surviving executor, or otherwise, and required the plaintiff to prove 
those allegations. I t  also denied any knowledge of the assets of Dennis 
which Barnard received, or wh'ether the plaintiff's recovery was just, or 
whether Barnard had fully administered, or not. I t  stated that Dennis 
was indebted to the defendant, and also to his wife, as their former 
guardian, and that in part payment thereof the defendant purchased 
one of the slaves mentioned in the bill; and that in  1818 the said Dennis 
gave by parol to the defendant, by way of advancement to his wife, a 
daughter of said Dennis, certain other slaves, which he took into his 
immediate possession, and has retained them ever since, claiming them 
as his own, and adversely to all other persons; and that at that time the 
said Dennis was not insolvent nor embarrassed with debt. The answer 
set forth the names of the slaves and their increase, and, as if the same 
were pleaded, relied on the statute of limitations. 

Upon a replication to the answer, the parties took proofs as to the 
circumstances of Dennis Dozier at the time of the defendant's marriage, 
and other matters not material to state. 

The court directed a reference to the master to take an account of the 
slaves, their number, value, and profits; and subsequently to take a n  
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account of the profits received by the defendant in the lifetime ( 98 ) 
of Dennis, of certain real estate of the intestate which he per- 
mitted the defendant to occupy, and to take an account of the debts due 
from said Dennis to the defendant and his wife. 

The master reported the present value of the slaves to be two thouand 
six hundred and seventy-five dollars; their net profits, seven hundred 
and fifty-nine dollars; profits of land, one thousand and eighty dollars; 
making, together, four thousand five hundred and fourteen dollars; that 
Dennis owed the defendant and wife five hundred and ninety-two dollars 
and ninety cents; and that after deducting the same, the defendant had 
funds to the value of three thousand nine hundred and twenty-one dol- 
lars and ten cents. 

The defendant excepted to the report, because the master charged him 
with the present value of the negroes instead of that at the time he 
received them, and because he was charged with the profits thereof, and 
because he was charged with the rents of the land, and because he was 
charged with the hires of the negro sold to him by the intestate. 

The last exception his Honor, Judge Strange, on the last Fall Circuit, 
allowed, and overruled the others, and confirmed the report in all othcr 
respects, and thereupon decreed that the defendant should pay to the 
plaintiff the sum. of two thousand two hundred and eighty-five dollars 
and eighty-five cents, being the principal and interest found due him in 
the decree mentioned in the bill, and also the costs of this suit. From 
that decree the defendant appealed to this Court. 

There was no evidence in the record that any debt was owing from 
Dennis Dozier to the plaintiff, except the transcript of the former suit 
between the plaintiff and Barnard as administrator, and the decree 
therein made, as mentioned in the pleadings in this suit. I n  the former 
suit a reference was made by consent at the first term to the master to 
take the accounts. H e  reported to the next term the sum due to the 
plaintiff from the intestate, Dennis, to be $1,808.99. No account was 
taken of his assets in the hands of Barnard, his administrator, 
who had answered that he had none, but had fully administered. ( 99 ) 
The cause was set for hearing on bill and answer, and the report 
confirmed by consent, the plaintiff admitting expressly that Barnard 
had fully administered. Thereupon a decree was made by consent, as 
expressed, that the plaintiff recover the said sum of $1,808.99, to be 
levied of the assets of Dennis Dozier, deceased, if any there be, and that 
the plaintiff should pay the costs. 

Devereux and Bailey for plaintif. (101) 
Xinney (with whom was Iredell) for defendant. 
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(103) RUBFIN, C. J., after stating the case as above, procseded as 
follows: The counsel for the defendant, without entering into 

the details of the proceedings in the Court of Equity, has insisted here 
that the decree is erroneous, upon two general grounds-the one, that 
the former decree is not evidence against the defendant; and the other, 
that Barnard is not a party to this suit, and that he ought to be a party. 
Upon both the Court is of opinion with the defendant. 

At law, a fraudulent donee of goods is, after the death of the donor, 
liable to creditors for the value. He may be sued as executor de s o n  
t o r t ,  and, from the necessity of the case, he may be thus sued, where 
there is a rightful executor or administrator, because no act of the latter 
can render the goods assets in his hands. I t  may be yielded, also, that 
a par01 gift of slaves to a child, which, in case of the donor's intestacy, 
is made by the act of 1806, an advancement, is fraudulent and void 
against the &nor's creditors if he die without leaving other property 
sufficient to discharge his debts, and that, in respect of them, the donee 
would be deemed, at law, executor in his own wrong. There seems to be 
no reason to doubt that a fraudulent donee is responsible in equity to 
an equitable creditor of the donor, who cannot otherwise obtain satisfac- 
tion, for this Court must support rights, which are the peculiar creatures 
or subjects of the jurisdiction of equity. But it does so according to its 
own course. At law, an executor, in his own wrong, is sued as if he 
were executor, and may, therefore, be sued separately or jointly with 
the rightful executor. But he cannot be sued jointly with an adminis- 
trator, because the law knows not of an administrator by wrong, nor 
of any mode of showing an administration but by the grant of letters 
by the proper legal authority. So, in equity, an administration can be 
shown only in the same way, and a liability as executor can be created 
only by charging a will and the appointment of the executor, and his 

undertaking the burden of executing the will. I n  the case of 
(104) such fraudulent gift, therefore, the rightful representative must 

be before the court, upon the general principle that all persons 
concerned in interest must be parties in this Court, and the donee may - 
also be made a party, and is chargeable as having a fund which ought, 
in  equity, to pay the debt, and is followed by equity in his hands. This 
Court does not know of an executor de s o n  f o r t  for the purpose of a 
remedy against him as such. But if it did, neither at law nor in equity, 
can the debt of the deceased debtor be proved against him by a judgment 
against the rightful representative merely. There is no privity between 
them. At law, where the suit is against the executor de s o n  t o r t ,  he is 
supposed to be the executor, and it is incongruous to charge him upon 
the acknowledgment of, or proceeding against, another as being the per- 
son invested with the character given in the record to the defendant. 
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I t  is equally so in this Court. The denland is presented here against 
the executor, and he is liable in the first instance if he have assets. The 
donee may be made a party for the purpose of making him liable in 
succession. But each of those parties has a right and, in such a pro- 
ceeding, the opportunity of contesting the debt, and it is manifestly 
just that each of them should have both the right and the opportunity. 
There is no precedent of such a decree as that framed by the parties for 
themselves in this case. The jurisdiction here is primarily in per sonam,  
and if an  executor hath not assets, the Court does not decree for the 
creditor, but dismisses the bill. I f  the executor have assets, the decree 
is, in respect of the possession of them, that he personally pay the debt 
in the first instance. But if he hare  not assets, he is in no degree liable 
to the plaintiff, is not his debtor, and the bill must be dismissed. I f  the 
plaintiff's demand arise upon an account or trust between him and the 
testator, that account may be taken, and the report upon it confirmed; 
but if the plaintiff will not proceed to take the account of the executor's 
administration, so as to fix him with assets, or if he proceed to take the 
account, and it is found thereon that he has no assets, the plaintiff can- 
not stand in the court, but the defendant is entitled to a decree 
dismissing the bill. I t  is argued that the statutes giving the (105) 
remedies at  law against heirs, and on refunding bonds, have 
created a new rule at law, which equity will follow. By no means. 
Equity, before, gaye relief against legatees in case of the insolvency of 
the executor, or against heirs, upon a failure of the personal estate, on 
such debts as the heir was liable for;  and that relief was adequate upon 
a bill against all those parties. The statutes may have the effect of ren- 
dering the legatees liable in equity, upon the ground of the refunding 
bonds, and the duty of the executor to deliver over the estate, without 
an insolvency of the executor, and as if he were insolvent. But, as to 
t-he mode of proceeding, or the frame of the decree, the rule at law, 
introduced by the statute, ought not and cannot affect the rule of this 
Court. Doubtless, upon discovering the insolvency of the executor, or 
that there are no personal ,assets, the plaintiff, in a suit against the 
executor alone, may, by an amendment to his bill, or by supplemental 
bill, bring in the legatees or the heir; but when they come in, the plain- 
tiff's demand is open to be contested by them, and must be proved as 
ab om'gine against them. But if the plaintiff will bring on his bill to a 
hearing against the executor, and have it dismissed as against him, 
although it be dismissed upon the ground that he has no personal assets, 
he can never afterwards found upon that decree against himself a pro- 
ceeding to charge other persons separately, and by a distinct suit, with 
a demand claimed in the former suit. The decree in  the case before us 
was, no doubt, drawn up in reference to the proceedings at  law, and the 
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parties hoped to sustain i t  by an analogy to the legal liabilities. But, 
even at law, the executor, as a necessary party, is kept in court until the 
heir or legatee discharge him by a plea which admits his insolvency or 
full administration. Here no process was sued against Barnard in this 
bill, which cannot be connected with the former one, as the scire facias 
is with the judgment on which it is issued. But the decisive thing here 
is that the decree in the suit against Barnard is, in effect, and substan- 
tially, notwithstanding its formal phraseology, a decree to dismiss, and 

dismissing that bill at the plaintiff's cost. Besides, there is a 
(106) marked difference between the case of an heir or legatee and that 

of a donee. The two former receive their estates after the death 
of the debtor and as a part of his estate. They are liable to creditors, 
although the executor receive sufficient assets, provided he is insolvent, 
or the creditor should otherwise be prevented from getting satisfaction 
from him. But a donee does not claim the goods as a part of the 
deceased debtor's effects. He  is liable in respect of the fraud only; and 
if the donor left sufficient estate, either real or personal, to pay all his 
debts, there was no fraud, but the goods passed to the donee, not only 
against the donor and his heir or executor, but also against the donor's 
creditors. The donee, therefore, must have the right of contesting the 
debt, and is not confined to the allegation that the judgment or decree 
was per fraudem, and also the right of showing assets descended to the 
heir or come to the executor. Until they are exhausted, the donee is not 
chargeable, and those persons are necessary parties to an account of 
those assets. Besides, the executor may get assets in future, out of 
which the donee should be made whole for what he would have now to 
pay, and that he may have direct relief therefor the executor should be 
a party to, and concluded by, the decree against the donee. 

I t  is said that the bill is sustainable upon the common equity on which 
the court assists judgment creditors against funds of the debtor in the 
hands of another. But this plaintiff has been already shown not to be 
a judgment creditor or, what is equivalent thereto, a creditor by decree 
of this Court. The decree gave him no relief. I t  professed to declare 
one fact in his favor-that he was a creditor of the intestate, but, upon 
his own admission, states on the face of it that the only defendant to his 
suit was not liable to pay that debt. The bill was dismissed against that 
defendant, and the plaintiff allowed to have satisfaction out of the assets 
of the intestate, if there be any; that is, that the plaintiff might sue 
anybody else and get his money, if he could. But, in cases to which the 
principle of equity alluded to applies, the debtor must be a party, as 
well as the possessor of the fund. I n  such cases, too, the justice of the 

debt is not an inquiry for such possessor; the fund is not his, 
(107) but the debtor's, and he has no interest in the question. If the 
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possessor claim the effects under a conveyance alleged to be fraudu- 
lent, then the existence of the debt is to be proved, as  in other 
cases in which the question of fraud arises. The plaintiff must show 
himself a creditor by judgment or decree, entitled to take advantage of 
the statute, 13 Eliz., but is not bound to reprove the debt as to its 
origin or amount, unless the possessor allege and show prima facie that 
the judgment itself was a fraudulent contrivance to defeat a previous 
gift. But, as in the case before us, there was no decree which could 
even affect an heir or legatee, and if there had been, as this defendant 
does not stand in privity with the party to that suit, what was done in 
that suit does not prove the debt against any person (unless possibly 
Barnard. himself) and is not evidence to any purpose against this de- 
f endant. 

The plaintiff might have moved before the hearing to bring in Ear- 
nard, and thereupon to take an account of the assets; and i t  is not usual 
to dismiss a bill for the want of parties in the first instance. I f  that 
were the sole ground for reversing the decree, the cause would, upon the 
reversal, be ordered back, with liberty for the plaintiff to move such 
proceedings. But the plaintiff brought his cause to hearing, without 
any proof whatever of his demand as against this defendant, and with- 
out any allegation in llis bill on which he could have offered such proof, 
the bill relying specifically on the decree as conclusive. He has, there- 
fore, failed to establish any debt of the intestate, Dennis Dozier, and for 
that reason the bill ought to have been dismissed on the hearing. For 
the same reason, the decree must be reversed; and this Court, proceeding 
to give such decree as the Court of Equity ought to have made, must 
dismiss the bill, with costs in both courts to be paid by the plaintiff. 

PER CURIAM. Decree reversed. 

Cited: Bryant v. Green, 38 N. C., 170; Bridgers v. Moye, 45 N. C., 
173; Brittain v. Quiett, 54 N. C., 330. 

ERASMUS LOVE v. THOMAS BLEWITT, EXECUTOR WILLIAM LOVE. 

Whether the Supreme Court can entertain jurisdiction of bills to review its 
own decrees on account of newly discovered testimony, quere? But if 
it can, leave will not be granted for that purpose without notice to the 
other party to show cause against the application. 

AT THE last term of the Court a cause was heard between the parties, 
in which the principal question involved was one of fact, viz., whether a 
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certain female slave, called Anaka, was born before or after the death of 
William Love, it being admitted that if it was born before, the slave was 
the property of the  lai in tiff; if afterwards, that she belonged to the 
widow of the testator, the mother of the  lai in tiff, in whose possession 
she remained up to the conlmencement of the suit. The final decree 
declared that the slave was born after the death of William Love, and 
the bill was dismissed. 

At this term the plaintiff filed a petition, in which he stated that, 
since the rendition of the decree, he had been informed by one Jesse 
Williams that the defendant had admitted the right of the plaintiff to 
the slave during the pendency of the suit; and also by one Nancy Cov- 
ington, that she knew that the birth of the slave took place before the 
death of the testator. The petition was verified by the oath of the 
plaintiff, and he swore that the testimony was unknown to him when 
the cause was set for hearing, and that during the pendency of the suit 
he had been informed by his counsel that he had sufficiently proved the 
time of the slave's birth by the deposition of his mother, Mary Love. 

The prayer was for liberty to file a bill of review for newly discovered 
testimony. The affidavits of Williams and of Mrs. Covington were filed 
with the petition. Williams swore that, in a conversation with Blewitt, 
the latter, speaking of the suit then pending and about to be heard, said 
that it was exceedingly hard for him to have to pay for the slave, and 

that it was his expectation that he would have to do so; that he 
(109) knew the negro was the petitioner's, and expected to have to pay 

for her. 
Mrs. Covington stated in her affidavits that she was intimate in the 

family of the testator during his lifetime, being the sister of his wife, 
and that the slave in question was born before his death. Both the 
affiants were uneducated persons, and made their marks instead of fixing 
their signatures to their respective affidavits. 

W i m t o n  for petitioner. 
Badger contra. 

GASTON, J., after stating the substance of the petition and affidavits as 
above set forth, proceeded as follows : I t  is a question of no little difficulty 
whether, on account of the peculiar constitution of this Court, any decree 
here rendered can be reiixamined by bill of review because of new mat- 
ter or evidence, discovered since the rendition of the decree. This ques- 
tion is not intended now to be decided, and it is mentioned lest an infer- 
ence should be hastily drawn that the Court has either overlooked the 
difficulty or has overruled it. If a sufficient prima facie ground had 
been laid in these affidavits for granting the prayer of the petitioner, 



N. C.] JUNE TERM, 1835. 

we should forbear to act upon the subject-matter of it until notice of .the 
petition had been given to the defendant and an opportunity afforded 
him of being heard against the application. Such a petition is addressed 
to the sound discretion of the Court, and for the proper exercise of that 
discretion it is essential that the parties interested should have an oppor- 
tunity afforded of bringing forward what they may respectively be 
advised to be material. 

have had with Blewitt than the latter then supposed that Love had 
proved the fact of Anaka's birth at the alleged time, and that the con- 
sequence of this proof would be a recovery against him, hard and oppres- 
sive as such a recovery would be. I n  Blewitt's answer he declares 
that, when he administered, in 1793, on William Love's estate, (110) 
he believed Anaka born after his death; that she was taken pos- 
session of by the widow, Mary Love, and continually kept by her upon 
that ground, and that he never heard any intimation to the contrary 
until the year 1818, many years after he had closed his administration 
(when he was so informed by the plaintiff, the present petitioner), and 
that he did not then, nor at the time of putting in his answer (1823)) 
believe the plaintiff's tallegation to be true. Since that answer, and 
before the alleged conversation, the deposition of the petitioner's mother 
was taken and publication passed, in which deposition, without referring 
to any dates or giving any explanation, after having taken and kept the 
negro, upon the ground of its being born since the death of her husband, 
she simply swore that it was born before his death and after the making 
of his will. We must, therefore, understand this saying of the defend- 
ant, as indicating the apprehension which this deposition had excited, 
that the fact would be considered as established by proof, and would be 
decisive of the plaintiff's right to recover. I t  would be worse than idle to 
regard i t  as overruling and contradicting the statement made by him 
on oath, as to histbelief when he entered upon, and while he was engaged 
in, the management of his testator's estate. 
. The only evidence set forth in support of this application which can 
be deemed material is that of the affiant Nancy Covington; and if the 
petition is to be granted, it must be for the purpose of affording to the 
plaintiff an opportunity on a bill of review to have the testimony of 

I this witness taken to corroborate the deposition of Mary Love. 
We deem it unnecessary to say more than that, according to the well- 

established rules of equity, we do not feel ourselves justified in granting 
the application on this ground. The new witness sought to be intro- 

I duced is the sister of the petitioner's mother, and there is no allegation 
that her testimony might not easily and readily have been obtained 
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But there is not a sufficient prima facie ground laid. I t  is impossible 
to infer more from the conversation which Williams declares himself to 
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(111) before the former hearing. That the plaintiff or his counsel 
thought it safe to risk that hearing and the decision of the 

cause altogether upon the vague, unsatisfactory testimony of the plain- 
tiff's mother-testimony the object of which was to render the defendant 
liable to the plaintiff for his negro, which she held, and for which, 
therefore, in conscience, she, and not the defendant, should have been 
accountable-is the fault or misfortune of the plaintiff or of his counsel. 
This is not newly discovered evidence; and if it were, i t  is only cumula- 
tive evidence to a litigated fact. These considerations, without going 
further, appear to us decisive against the application. See Young v. 
Keigley, 16 'Ires., 348; Norris v. Le Neve, 3 Atk., 37; Taylor v. Sharp, 
3 P. Wms., 311; Livingston, v. Hubbs, 3 Johns. Ch. Reps., 126. 

The prayer of the petition is denied. 
PER CURIAM. Petition dismissed. 

Cited: Matthews v. Joyce, 85 N. C., 268; Willeie v. R. R., 127 N. C., 
13. 

WHITLOCK ARNOLD v. CLEMENT ARNOLD. 

When a slave dies in the custody of an olficer of the court, during a litiga- 
tion concerning it, the loss is to be borne by the party to whom the title 
is ultimately adjudged, especially when he had no right to the possession. 

AFTER the decree for a specific execution of the contract for the 
sale of the slaves, made at December Term, 1833 (Rule 2, Dev. Eq. 
Cas., 46'7), by an order in the cause the sheriff of GuiIford was .directed 
to take into his possession the slaves remaining in the hands of the 
defendant and hire them out, and account with the master for the hires 
received by him. The master, in his report, stated that the sheriff had 
accounted with him for the hires, and had delivered to him all the 
slaves, excepting a female who had been sold to the plaintiff and who 
had died during the year for which she was hired. 

.The master also reported that a balance of $983.96 was due the ' 
defendant from the plaintiff, and that the latter having failed to pay it, 

he had, according to the decree, sold slaves to that amount, and 
(112) had the funds ip his hands; that he had received notice from a 

judgment creditor of the defendant not to pay $333 of that 
money to him, the defendant, as the claim had by the latter been 
assigned, when he had taken the benefit of the act for the relief of insol- 
vent debtors, for the use of his creditors; and on this subject the com- 
missioner prayed the instructions of the Court. 
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Mendenhall and Wimton for plaintiff. 
Nash for defendant. 

RUFFIN, C .  J., after stating the facts as above set forth, proceeded as 
follows: Upon no principle can the motion be sustained. The plaintiff 
was not entitled to the possession, for the master has reported a balance 
of $938.96 to be due from him for the purchase money, for which the 
defendant had a right to retain the negroes as a security. 

But the defendant did not have the possession. H e  surrendered it to 
the court, and the slave was in the custody of the law, and the defendant 
is not chargeable for the value in the case which has occurred, more 
than he would have been if one of the slaves had died while held by the 
master for sale. The plaintiff has not sought a decree for compensation 
for a breach of trust, but specific execution of his contract. c hat relief 
he had in the decree which treated the negro as his, and gave him the 
hires while in the sheriff's hands. Of course, he must so treat her 
throughout. She died the property of the plaintiff, and he must bear 
the  loss. 

The master reports that a judgment creditor of the defendant has 
given him notice to retain out of the moneys in his hands belonging to 
the defendant under the former decree the sum of $333, the 
amount of the judgment, upon the ground that the defendant (113) 
had included the debt due on this decree in a schedule made by 
him as an insolvent debtor in execution upon that judgment, and the 
master prays the advice of the Court. 

The money is not i n  the hands of the master as a private debtor, but 
i t  is in the custody of the law and held by him as the officer of the court. 
H e  must, therefore, pay it according to the terms of the decree, and 
cannot take notice of the rights of any person in or to it. The decree 
is his justification, and he is bound to comply with it according to its 
tenor. I f  another person has an interest in the fund, or requires an 
interest of the decree, the master is not to be charged upon his peril 
with deciding on it. Such a claimant must not apply to the master, but 
the court, either by petition in the cause or by bill in due time, accord- 
ing to the circumstances. The master must not, in this case, therefore, 
suffer any notice from any quarter to interrupt the execution of the 
decree. 

PER CURIAM. Decree accordingly. 
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DENNIS SORREY ET AL. V. JOHN R. BRIGHT, EXECUTOR 
DIANA SORREY ET AL. 

A bequest of slaves, with a request that the legatee will permit %aid negroes 
to have the result of their own labor," is a bequest for emancipation, 
and a trust in them results for the residuary legatee or the next of kin. 

THE bill stated that the testatrix of the defendant Bright, a resident 
of Currituck County, by her will, bequeathed as follows: "I give to 
John C. Simmons (a defendant) the following negroes, viz., Daniel, etc., 
but it is my request and desire that the said John C. Simmons will 
admit said negroes to have the result of their own labor, but ever to be 
under his care and protection, and his heirs and assigns forever. I give 
and bequeath to my brother-in-law, Dennis Sorrey, one-fourth of the 
money arising from my estate, after paying all just debts and legacies." 

"To Mariah Gisborne, threefourths of the net proceeds of my 
(114) estate, after paying all just debts and legacies, to her and her 

heirs forever." That the executor had assented to the legacy to 
Simmons, and that the latter had possession of the slaves and had made 
profit from their labor. The residuary legatees and the next of kin of 
the testatrix joined in the bill as plaintiffs; they insisted that the legacy 
to Simmons was void and that a trust resulted for them, but whether 
for the next of kin or for the residuary legatees they were ignorant. 
The prayer was that the legacy might be declared to be void and that 
Simmons might accofint for the hires of the slaves, and that by the final 
decree the respective rights of the plaintiffs might be established. The 
defendants, the executor and Simmons, in their answers, admitted the 
allegations of the bill, but averred the distinct fact that Simmons was, 
at the death of the testatrix, and at the time of filing the answers, a 
resident of the State of Virginia, and that by the law of that State 
bequests for the purpose of emancipation wefe valid. 

The cause was heard upon bill and answer. 

K i n n e y  for plaintiffs. 
Ba i ley  for defendunts. 

RUFFIN, C. J. I t  is apparent, both from the terms of the will and 
from the answers, that it was the purpose of the testator that the legatee, 
Simmons, should not hold the negroes beneficially as property. The 
bounty intended was to the slaves themselves, and not to the nominal 
donee. The negroes are to have the profits of their own labor. Sim- 
mons is made the legal owner, not that he should be master, but that 
the negroes might have a protector. The case is not, therefore, to be 
distinguished from those of Huckaby v. Jones, 2 Hawks, 120, and Ste- 
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vens v. E ly ,  1 Dev. Eq. Ca., 493, and others upon this subject, unless 
the application of the rule be prevented by the residence of the legatee 
in Virginia and the law of that State. 

Upon the pleadings the disposition must be deemed to be good in that 
law, as it is so stated in the answers; and the cause is set for hearing on 
the bill and answers. But we think clearly that cannot affect the 
construction of a disposition of personalty in a will made here (115) 
by a person residing here. The capacity to make the will is 
derived from our law, and the validity of its provisions is to be ascer- 
tained from the same source. By it every trust for emancipation, and 
every direction in a will to that end, whether the emancipation is to be 
absolute or qualified, is illegal and void, and the trust results in equity 
to those who would be entitled if no such disposition had been attempted. 
The defendants must, therefore, surrender the slaves and account for 
the profits. 

The next of kin of the testatrix and her residuary legatees are all 
plaintiffs, and submit the question of their respective rights to these 
slaves to the Court. That mode of bringing forward conflicting claims 
is not approved of, and in doubtful cases would not be allowed, as there 
might be much difficulty as to the mode of reconsidering the decree as 
between different plaintiffs. But as no objection is made by the other 
parties in this case, and as we deem the law to be clear, the Court will 
proceed to decide between those two classes of claimants. The Court is 
of opinion that the next of kin are not, but that the residuary legatees 
are entitled to the slaves. The bequest to Sorrey is of "one-fdurth of 
the money arising from my estate after paying debts and legacies"; and 
that to Maria Gisborne is of the other "three-fourths of the net ~roceeds 
of my estate after paying all just debts and legacies." Of an express 
general gift of the residue the rule is well settled that it comprehends 
all the personalty which is not otherwise effectually disposed of by the 
will, whether it be acquired after making of the will or whether it fall 
in by the lapse of a legacy or by the particular gift of the thing being 
illegal and void. Durour v. Motteuz, 1 Ves. Sr., 321; Cambridge v. 
R o w ,  8 Ves., 14; Dawson v. Clarke, 15 Ves., 410; Bland v. Lamb, 
2 Jac. & Walk., 399. I n  the last case Lord Eldon says that to take a 
case out of this general rule very special words are necessary, showing 
the intent to be clear, that particular parts of the estate should not pass 
under the residuary clause. The rule itself is not founded upon the 
actual intention of the testator to include everything; for often, nay 
generally, there is probably a contrary intention, as every man 
must be supposed to consider each particular disposition of his (116) . 
will valid, and to expect it to take effect. But the rule is an in- 
ference from the presumed general intention not to die intestate as to 
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anything when there is a gift of the general residue. Doubtless it may 
be restricted by the special wording of the will. I f  the residue given is 
partial, that is, of a particular fund, the rule has no application. So 
where it is clear from the residuary clause itself or other parts of the 
will that the testator had in fact a contrary intention, namely, that the 
residue should not be general, and that things given away, or which the 
will professed to give away, should not fall into the residue. 

We think, however, that effect cannot be given to the words here used, 
('after debts and legacies paid," notwithstanding the previous attempt 
to give away the slaves specifically. Those words in truth express noth- 
ing more than is implied in the term "residue," by itself, which imports 
what is remaining after paying debts and taking out legacies ante- 
cedently given. I f  these words would exclude everything from the 
residus which the will professes to give particularly, the same might 
be contended and would be true in every case, and the general rule 
would cease to exist. S i r  William Grant, in Camb'ridge v. Rous, after 
laying down the will in the form in which it is now generally approved 
and quoted, says that there can be no distinction nor inference against 
its application founded on such words as '(then" or "after legacies 
before given," for they mean nothing more than "residue" does. 

For these reasons the Court deems the point so clear that little would 
have been said on i t  were it not for an expression reported of Lord 
Camden upon this subject, which has been adopted and made a ground 
of distinction in cases of this sort by respectable text-writers. Mr. 
Roper,' in his Treatise on Legacies, I1 Vol., 457, states that when i t  
appears the testator intended the residuary legatee should have only 
what remained after payment of legacies, he will not be entitled to 

any benefit from lapse; and he cites and states the cases of 
(117) Davers v. Dewes, 3 P. Wms., 40, and Attorney-General v. John- 

ston, Ambl., $77, as the authorities for that position. We think 
he states his principles too loosely, and that the cases do not support 
him to the full extent. I t  is true Lord Camden uses the expression 
imputed to him, but not in the sense supposed. 

I n  the first case, Davers v. Deuws, the testator, after disposing spe- 
cifically of parts of his real and personal estate, declared an intention 
to dispose thereafter by codicil of certain plate and furniture, and 
then gave away the residue of his personal estate not disposed of or 
reserved to be disposed of. He died without making any further dis- 
position of the plate and furniture, although he made codicils. Upon 
a question as to those articles between the residuary legatee and next 
of kin, it was decreed for the latter. The express reservation in the 
will of those goods for future disposition prevented that will from 
operating on them at all. I t  was a plain declaration that they should 
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not thereby pass to anybody, and amounted to taking them-out of the 
residue therein bequeathed. Upon the authority of that case Lord 
Camden decided Attorney-General v. Johnstone, upon the peculiar 
phraseology of the will and the evident intent. The testator, after 
many legacies (including one of twenty thousand pounds to a charity, 
which was void by the statutes of mortmain), gave to a "hospital in - 
Hamburg one hundred pounds, that is, if there remain enough of my 
personal estate to satisfy it, but if not, or in case there remain but little, 
then the one hundred pounds to the hospital shall not be paid, and the 
small remainder of my personal estate shall be left to my executor to 
dispose of in favor of "charity schools in Hamburg as he thinks proper. 
So i t  is likewise my will that if my personal estate shall sufficiently 
reach towards satisfying all the legacies by me bequeathed and above 
mentioned, my executor shall also dispose of the remainder in favor 
of charity schools in Hamburg, in manner before expressed." Upon 
these last general words it was contended for the schools that they 
were entitled to the twenty thousand pounds which remained in 
the event undisposed of. But Lord Camden decreed for the (118) 
next of kin, upon the ground that upon the whole will the residue 
was intended not to be a general one but a particular small one. He 
says, indeed, that "the intention appears strong in the case to confine 
the residue to what should remain of his money after the other legacies 
paid." But it is plain the Chancellor did not mean to lay down any 
new rule, nor did he found the decree barely upon the words "towards 
satisfying all the legacies by me bequeathed," for he treats it as within 
the case of Davers v. Dewes, in which he considered the testator had 
said that none of the legacies should fall into the residue; and he re- 
marks minutely upon all the other provisions of the will before him, 
to show what particular residue the testator intended for the charity 
schools. Those provisions were sufficient of themselves to exclude the 
schools without the words about satisfying other legacies. The legacy 
to them was contingent and uncertain in amount, but to be small, at 
all events. I n  the first place, schools were to be substituted for the 
hospital, if the small sum of one hundred pounds could not be raised 
out of the remainder of the personal estate. If it could be raised, then 
the small remainder, whatever i t  might be, was to go to the schools. 
I t  was therefore doubtful in the testator's mind, and contemplated by 
him as being doubtful, and so expressed by him, whether the residue 
which he intended to give would amount to one hundred pounds. I t  
might, and a remainder be over, but if there should be, although the 
exact amount was uncertain, i t  was certainly to be "the small re  
maiwder." Hence Lord Camden decided for the next of kin, because 
he considered, from all these provisions, th'at a specific and not a gen- 
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era1 residue was given to the schools. When he uses the words "after 
the other legacies paid," it is not in  their strict technical sense, and 
with the intention to give to those words generally a meaning which 
will control and limit a residuary bequest; but his meaning is to be 
understood that, in  that case and upon the whole will, the residue given 
is that residue which remains after all the sums of money bequeathed 

particularly should first and at  all events have been raised, and 
(119) that the testator strongly expresses the intention that i t  should 

not be more. The terms "legacies paid" are used somewhat inac- 
curately for the sums mentioned in  the will as the amounts of the 
legacies, for there can be no payment of a legacy, as such, when it has 
lapsed. But where the residue is given as that which shall remain 
after so much money shall have been first taken out of the whole estate, 
that residue is a particular one, and will not by any subsequent events 
embrace more than that which was originally residue at  the making 
of the will and upon its face. 

The Court cannot, therefore, upon the words "after payment of 
legacies," unaided by any restrictive context, say that the residuary 
claims do not include the slaves which the testatrix attempted inef- 
fectually to emancipate, and must decree, accordingly, against the next 
of kin. 

PER CURIAM. Direct an account. 

Cited: Pendleton v. Blount, post, 492; White v. Green, 36 N.  C., 
49; Davie v. King, 37 N. C., 205; Thompson v. Newlin, 38 N. C., 340; 
Johnson, v. Johnson, id., 429; Lemmond v. Peoples, 41 N.  C., 140; 
Hudson v. Pierce, 43 N.  C., 128; Green v. Lane, 45 N.  C., 114; Lea v. 
Brown, 56 N.  C., 147; Allison v. Allison, 56 N.  C., 237; Dunlap v. 
Ingram, 57 N.  C., 183; Clark v. Bell, 59 N. C., 274; Mahry v. Stafford, 
88 N.  C., 604. 

LAWSON HENDERSON v. JOHN D. HOKE. 

Where A. purchases the land of B. at  execution sale, and assigns his bid to 
C., and it is again sold under an execution against C. and bought by D., 
and A., conferring with C. to defeat D.'s title, takes a deed from the 
sheriff, a court of Equity will compel him to convey to D. 

THE original bill charged that in  April, 1826, one Joseph Wier entered 
into recognizance to the State in  a large sum in the Superior Court of 
Lincoln, which he forfeitea in  October, 1826; that such proceedings 
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were thereon had that judgment was rendered in favor of the State, 
on which execution was sued out and a sale made by the sheriff of 
Lincoln on 22 October, 1827, of the lands in controversy in  this suit, 
when the plaintiff became the purchaser, and afterwards took the 
sheriff's deed, dated 26 November, 1827. The title of Joseph Wier 
to the lands purchased by the plaintiff, which mere distinguished in 
the pleadings and depositions by the designation of the Home Place, 
is stated in the bill to the following effect: That of a tract con- 
taining two hundred and thirty-three acres, part thereof, Joseph (120) 
Wier was the grantee of the State by patent dated 30 Novem- 
ber, 1812; that of nine hundred acres, the residue thereof, Robert Wier 
was seized in fee, and by deed dated 6 March, 1809 (which was ex- 
hibited), conveyed the same to Joseph in consideration, as expressed 
in the deed, of one thousand dollars; that Joseph was the son of Robert, 
and that the plaintiff was unable to ascertain whether any part of the 
consideration was paid or not, and that the father and son resided to- 
gether on the land until 1826 or thereabouts; but that the defendant 
and one John Wier, hereafter mentioned, alleged that no part of the 
consideration was paid, and that the deed was voluntary and fraudulent 
against the creditors of Robert, and was particularly designed to defeat 
one Robertson, who was then prosecuting a suit against the father, in 
which he recovered a large sum. This recovery the bill stated to have 
been satisfied without a sale, leaving Robert still in possession of a 
valuable property. I t  was not stated clearly in the bill whether the 
plaintiff insisted upon the foregoing conveyance as a valid title in 
Joseph or not, as against the creditors of the father, and it was rather 
to be inferred from the whole bill that he did not. The answer, how- 
ever, affirmed directly that it was expressly fraudulent; and the proof 
by the witnesses was clear that the payment of the consideration was 
merely fictitious, being made in the depreciated Continental money of 
the Revolution. On the argument the counsel on both sides admitted 
that deed to be void, and so treated it as between the parties to this 
suit. As a further title in Joseph, which was insisted on as a valid 
and subsisting one, the bill stated that John Wier obtained a judgment 
against the said Robert and sued execution, on which the sheriff, on 
21 October, 1822, sold the land which had been conveyed by Robert to 
Joseph, when the defendant became the purchaser at the price of twenty 
dollars. That this purchase was made in trust and for the use and 
benefit of Joseph Wier, who paid to the defendant the money advanced 
by him, or that within a few days after the sale Joseph Wier 
purchased those lands from the defendant, and being in posses- (121) 
sion, claiming under his father's deed to him, took a deed of 
release for the land from the defendant, with a transfer of his bid and 
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an order to the sheriff (Coulter) to make a deed to Joseph Wier instead 
of the defendant; and that Joseph Wier then paid or secured the price 
to the defendant, and afterwards satisfied it, in particular, by the sale 
of a slave called Anthony to the defendant. The bill further charged 
that this arrangement was comniunicated to Coulter, the sheriff, who 
was directed bv the defendant to convey to Joseph, and that the latter 

A ,  

apulied to him for that purpose, but that he did not execute the deed 
because the parties had io t  furiished him with the boundaries of the 
land so that he could describe i t ;  that Joseph Wier in 1825 committed 
a capital felony, and that being in prison in the latter part of the year 
1826 on that charge, with a view of defeating his creditors, and par- 
ticularly the State, of the benefit of his forfeited recognizance, he 
came to some secret agreement with the defendant whereby, without 
adequate consideration, he abandoned all claim to the said land, and 
allowed the defendant to take the sheriff's deed to himself; or that the 
defendant, having or pretending some other claim to the said land under 
some other purchase at sheriff's sale then recently made, applied to 
Joseph Wier, then in prison, for the inspection of his title papers, that 
he might ascertain the parcels of which the whole tract consisted and 
have it surveyed for the purpose of taking deeds under such last pre- 
tended purchases or claims; that said Joseph Wier delivered to the 
defendant or his surveyor some of his title papers for the purpose 
aforesaid, and gave him a letter or sent him a message to his, Wier's, 
wife (who was residing on the land) to put into the defendant's hands 
his other title papers, which were at home, or give him free access to 
them for his inspection and information, and that he did have such 
access to the papers and took them into possession, when about Christ- 
mas, 1826, he went upon the land to survey i t ;  that among the deeds 

and papers which thus came to the hands of the defendant by 
(122) the delivery of Joseph Wier or his wife was the release or trans- 

fer made by the defendant himself to the said Joseph as afore- 
said, which either upon the fraudulent agreement between the defend- 
ant and the sai'd Joseph before alleged was canceled without having 
been proved or registered, or was, without the privity or consent of the 
said Joseph, spoliated and suppressed by the defendant; that the said 
Joseph was convicted and executed for the crime with which he stood 
charged, without having received a deed from the sheriff, and that soon 
afterwards the defendant procured the sheriff (Coulter) to execute to 
the defendant a deed bearing date 26 April, 1827, under his purchase 
of 21 October, 1822, in which was included much more land than the 
defendant actually purchased, and particularly the tract of two hun- 
dred and twenty-three acres before mentioned, which was granted t~ 
Joseph Wier himself, and had never belonged to Robert Wiel.. The 
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bill further stated that the defendant, until within a very short time 
before he obtained the deed from the sheriff, did not claim the land 
under his purchase of October, 1822; that he did not list it for taxation 
as his property, nor pay the taxes, nor receive rent therefor from Joseph 
Wier, who occupied it as owner; that after his purchase the plaintiff 
entered into possession and now occupies the land. 

The prayer was for a discovery of the agreements between the de- 
fendant and Joseph Wier; for the discovery and production of the 
release or deed of assignment by the defendant to said Joseph, that 
it may be proved and registered; and for a conveyance from the defend- 
ant to the plaintiff, and for general relief. 

The answer admitted the title of the plaintiff under the execution 
in favor of the State against Joseph Wier, as stated in the bill; also 
the deed from Robert to Joseph of 6 March, 1809, and affirmed to be 
fraudulent against creditors. I t  also admitted the judgment and exe- 
cution in favor of John Wier against Robert, and insisted that the 
land was subject thereto. I t  admitted the defendant's purchase at the 
sale under that execution in October, 1822, and that he took the deed 
from the sheriff on 26 April, 1827. I t  admitted that the tract 
of two hundred and thirty-three acres never belonged to Robert, (123) 
but was granted to Joseph; but stated that the defendant was 
ignorant of that fact when he took his deed. I n  relation to this sub- 
ject, the answer stated that he was ignorant of the boundaries of the 
land, and for the purpose of procuring this deed from Mr. Coulter he 
employed Mr. Cansler, then the sheriff of the county, to make a survey. 
That Mr. Cansler had procured from Joseph Wier, while in his cus- 
tody, his title papers, and that from them and the information' derived 
by Cansler from Joseph Wier he made the survey and ascertained the 
boundaries and drew a plat, which by mistake included the two hundred 
and thirty-three acres, according to which Mr. Coulter conveyed; but 
that as soon as the defendant discovered the error he disclaimed the 
title to that part of the land of which the plaintiff had notice. The 
answer f'urther stated that the defendant entered into the lands in the 
spring of 1821, and was peaceably possessed until, during his absence 
from the county in the succeeding autumn, the plaintiff, by threats 
or promises to his tenants, obtained possession, and compelled the 
defendant to sue at law to recover it. 

The answer denied positively the contract or agreement between the 
defendant and Joseph Wier, as alleged in the bill, and stated that the 
allegation "that at the time the defendant purchased from Coulter, 
or at any time afterwards, he transferred his bid or right to said 
Joseph is entirely untrue." The answer set forth the transactions in 
which such a transfer was made, but affirmed that there was none of 
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the Home Place. I t  stated that in March, 1881, a tract of land con- 
taining six hundred and forty acres, situated on Muddy Fork, and 
belonging to Robert Wier, was sold at the suit of one Magness and 
purchased by the defendant at sixty-three dollars, and that at a sale 
under the execution of John Wier against Robert Wier in July, 1522, 
the defendant purchased another tract containing three hundred and 
thirty-three acres, situated on Suck Fork, at one hundred and fifty- 
three dollars; that these last were distinct parcels from the Home 

Place, situated several miles distant from Jt, and that they were 
(124) worth about fifteen hundred and fifty dollars; that he did 

transfer to Joseph the parcel of three hundred and thirty-three 
acres, and at the same time held his bond for three hundred and twenty- 
one dollars and thirtjweven and a half cents, on which subsequent 
payments were made, to the amount of one hundred and forty-five 
dollars; that the defendant called on Joseph Wier to repay him the 
sums he had advanced when he bid off said lands and to discharge the 
balance due on said bond, and that thereupon it was agreed that the 
defendant should take the slave ,4nthony into possession as a security 
for the debt, and that his hire should discharge the accruing interest; 
that about a year afterwards, finding that Joseph Wier would prob- 
ably become insolvent, he purchased the slave absolutely and took a 
bill of sale from Joseph in discharge of the debts for which he was 
mortgaged, as aforesaid; that said slave was really the property of 
Robert Wier, and that afterwards he also conveyed him to the defend- 
ant. The defendant exhibited with his answer and as a part of it the 
bills of sale: that by Joseph, bearing date 21 March, 1825, and ex- 
pressed to be in consideration of three hundred and twenty-one dollars 
and thirty-seven and a half cents then paid; that by Robert, bearing 
date 12 March, 1821, recited that Robert had sued the said Joseph in 
equity for said slave (amongst others), but that the defendant had 
purchased him from Joseph for a fair consideration expressed in his 
bill of sale; and then, in consideration of the sum thus paid to Joseph, 
conveyed all the right and title of Robert, either at law or in equity, 
of and in said Anthony, to the defendant. The defendant also ex- 

Ohibited, as parts of his answer, two receipts of the sheriff for the sums 
of sixty-three dollars and one hundred and fifty-three dollars for the 
purchase-money of the Muddy Fork and Suck Fork tracts, dated as 
stated in the answer; and on the latter there was an endorsement by 
the defendant bearing date 24 July, 1823, that he had "received full 
satisfaction from Joseph Wier for his claim of the within." The 
answer then denied positively that the price of the slave went towards 
paying for the Home Place, or that the defendant ever received from 
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Joseph Wier or any person for him one cent on that account, (125) 
or that the defendant ever informed the sheriff, Coulter, or any 
other person, that he had released the Home Place or his bid to the 
Home Place, now in controversy, to said Joseph; but admitted it to 
be probable that he told Coulter that he had released or intended to 
release the other two tracts. The answer further admitted that it 
was true that he also intended that Joseph or his father might redeem 
the land in controversy upon the payment of the purchase-money with 
a reasonable compensation; and that for that reason they were per- 
mitted to remain in possession without rent, the defendant expecting 
that they would pay the taxes out of the profits. The answer denied, 
therefore, having made any written transfer of the Home Place to 
Joseph Wier, and also the suppression of any such. I t  stated that Mr. 
Cansler had Joseph Wier's papers in possession for a considerable 
time, and after examining them and ascertaining the location of the 
land in dispute, he delivered them to the defendant as the evidence of 
defendant's title; that among them there was but one release from the 
defendant, and that it did not relate to the Home Place but to the 
tract of three hundred and thirty-three acres before mentioned. 

The answer then stated that the defendant had another and further 
title to the Home Place, which he insisted on as a bar to the relief of 
the plaintiff, at all events. I t  set forth that Joseph Wilson, Esq., 
obtained a judgment against Robert Wier, and upon execution thereon 
had the Home Place sold, and became himself the purchaser on 23 
October, 1826, and in consideration of one hundred and three dollars 
sold it to the defendant on 1 9  January, 1827, and directed the sheriff 
to convey to the defendant, which was accordingly done, 21 January, 
1828. The defendant exhibited as part of his answer the sheriff's deed 
last mentioned, which described the land by the same metes and bounds 
with those set forth in the subsequent deed of Coulter of 26 April, 
1827; and he also exhibited two written instruments executed 
by Mr. Wilson, 19 January, 1827, by one of which, after reciting (126) 
his judgment and execution against Robert Wier, and his pur- 
chase of two tracts of land under them, of which one was that on which 
Robert Wier lived and claimed by Joseph Wier, Wilson, in considera- 
tion of one hundred and three dollars, transferred to the defendant 
the balance due on the judgment, and all the interest acquired by his 
purchase of that tract, and agreed to refund the price if the defendant 
should lose the land, and by the other he directed the sheriff to convey 
to the defendant the land purchased by him, Wilson, "where Robert 
Wier now lives, and where Jo. Wier did live, meaning the eight-hundred- 
acre tract on Buffaloe, which Colonel Hoke now claims on a purchase 
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as the property of Joseph Wier in October, last, on a sale made by 
you as sheriff." The judgment of Wilson was rendered by a justice 
of the peace, 18 July, 1826, and there was an order of sale in the county 
court in the same month. 

The plaintiff thereupon filed an amended bill, which charged that 
the purchase of Wilson and the sheriff's deed thereon to the defendant 
did not pass any title to the defendant for the several reasons follow- 
ing: that Robert Wier had no title to the lands, because whatever 
interest he had was sold at the execution sale in October, 1822, and 
purchased by the defendant and transferred to Joseph Wier; that, at 
all events, Wilson's purchase was void from the manner in which it 
had been conducted and the circumstances under which it took place, 
and that Robert Wier, if he had any interest in the land, had only a 
mere equity, which could not be sold, especially at the instance of 
Wilson. I n  support of these propositions the amended bill charged 
that Robert Wier exhibited his bill in the court of Equity against 
Joseph Wier in February, 1826, in which he alleged that the deed of 
1809 made by him to his son was voluntary, except that Joseph engaged, 
in  consideration thereof and of a conveyance of a number of slaves 
made at the same time, to maintain Robert and his wife comfortably 
during their lives; that Joseph became dissipated, so that it was prob- 
able he would be unable to do so, and that the father and mother would 

be left destitute, and that in consequence thereof they came to 
(127) a new agreement in 1818 or 1819, whereby the negroes, about 

twenty in number, were to be equally divided between them, 
as well as the crops of that year, and Robert should have the Home 
Place and the Muddy Fork tract, and that Joseph should convey those 
lands to his father, and also one-half of the negroes at the end of the 
year, and have the other half of the slaves and the other lands for him- 
self; that no such conveyances were made, but that Joseph had sold 
twelve of the slaves (which are named, and of which one was Anthony 
aforesaid), and the remainder (ten in number) were in the possession 
of Robert, except two, which had lately been seduced from him and 
held by other defendants for the benefit of Joseph; and that the said 
Robert prayed thereupon that an actual division of the slaves might 
be made, and those sold by said Joseph should be allotted as his share, 
and the remaining ten, not being more than one-half in value, allotted 
to said Robert; and that said Joseph should convey to him the said 
two tracts of land and such of the slaves as should fall to the part of 
said Robert in such division; that Joseph Wier did not answer the 
said bill, but that i t  was taken p r o  confess0 against him; and that upon 
the hearing of the cause in April, 1827, a decree was made in favor 
of the plaintiff Robert, and that Joseph should convey to him the said 
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two tracts of land, and also the ten slaves mentioned, among whom 
Anthony was not included. 

The amended bill then charged that this decree was never performed 
so far as respected the actual execution of conveyances; that Mr. Wilson 
was the solicitor and counsel of Robert Wier, who filed and prosecuted 
the said suit; and that pending the same, and before the hearing, he 
instituted his action against Robert Wier, and upon his execution sold 
the said two tracts of land, and purchased the same at the price of 
twenty-seven dollars, although they were worth five or six thousand 
dollars. The amended bill further charged that those tracts of land 
were situated several miles apart but yet the sheriff put them up to- 
gether, and said Wilson purchased them as one lot; that Wilson 
took, on 21 April, 1827, a sheriff's deed to himself for the tract (128) 
on Muddy Fork, expressed to be in consideration of twenty- 
seven dollars paid for that, which amounted to an abandonment of the 
other, of all of which the defendant had notice. The amended bill then 
interrogated the defendant as to the date of the bond for three hundred 
and twenty-one dollars and thirty-seven and a half cents and its con- 
sideration, and who attested it, and whether Joseph Wier gave defend- 
ant any other bonds since October, 1822; for what amount and by what 
persons witnessed, and whether he did not come to some agreement, 
and what, with Joseph Wier, touching the Home Place; and the prayer 
was that the defendant might be restrained from setting up his sheriff's 
deed under Wilson's judgment and execution as a title at law, and 
might be compelled to convey to the plaintiff. 

Accompanying the bill were exhibits of the sheriff's deed to Wilson 
for the Muddy Fork tract, as stated in the bill, and a transcript of the 
suit of Robert Wier against Joseph, and the decree therein, of the 
tenor and effect charged by the plaintiff. 

The answer to the amended bill admitted the suit between Robert 
and Joseph as charged, but did not admit the allegations of Robert 
in his bill to be true, and left the plaintiff to his proof, and insisted 
that if they were true, yet Robert Wier had an interest legally subject 
to sale and execution, being the whole trust of the land; and that if 
the defendant did not by the sheriff's deed obtain a legal title under 
the sale the same could not prejudice the plaintiff, who is the defendant 
at law, and therefore the plaintiff is not entitled to any relief here. 
The answer denied that Wilson purchased both tracts together, and 
averred they were sold separately, though the defendant was unable 
to set out the price of each, and insisted that the mistake in stating 
the consideration in the sheriff's deed to Wilson, or the act of the 
sheriff and Wilson on 21 April, 1827, could not affect the defendant's 
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(129) purchase from Wilson made on 19 January, 1827, but that he 
had a right thereunder to take a deed for the Home Place. 

The answer then denied that the defendant did agree to convey to 
Joseph in  fee, at  any time after Coulter or Cansler had conveyed 
to him, and stated that "as far  as he ever did agree with Joseph (and 
that was before the execution of the deed to him by either sheriff) 
was that he would release, as stated in his original answer, but that 
he never did release his interest in  the Home Place, though he always 
intended to  do so, provided his money advanced in  the purchase of 
those lands should be paid back to him, with a reasonable profit upon 
it." The answer then stated that the defendant was a merchant, and 
as such dealt largely with the Wiers, father and son, and had many 
notes of theirs, but that he is unable to specify them except that for 
three hundred and twenty-one dollars and thirty-seven and a half cents; 
and as to that one, he is unable to state the consideration, the date, 
or whether i t  was attested. 

Upon the hearing all the exhibits annexed to the pleadings were 
read, and also another exhibit filed by the plaintiff, namely, the copy 
of a deed for the same lands, bearing date 10 March, 1827, made by 
Mr. Cansler, the sheriff, to the defendant, purporting to be under a 
purchase made by the defendant on 23 October, 1826, under sundry 
executions against the estate of Joseph Wier, at  the instance of Fullen- 
wider and others. 

Numerous and voluminous depositions were also read on the hearing, 
many of which i t  is not necessary to set out at  large. 

I t  was clearly proved and admitted on both sides that the convey- 
ances of the lands and slaves from Robert to Joseph in 1809 were 

, fraudulent as against John Wier and his other creditors at  that time. 
John Coulter stated that he was the sheriff of Lincoln in  1822, and 

that the executions of John Wier against Robert came to his hands, 
and that under them the tract of three hundred and thirty-three acres 

was purchased by the defendant in  July;  and that at  October 
(130) court following, the home tract, on which Robert and Joseph 

lived, supposed to contain about one thousand acres, was bid 
off by the defendant; that either at  the time of the last sale, or when 
the deponent went to receive the money on i t  that week, and certainly 
not later than January court, 1823, the defendant directed him to make 
the deed to Joseph Wier, saying either that he had purchased for Joseph 
or that he had transferred his purchase to Joseph Wier, but which 
was the particular expression the witness did not recollect positively. 
The witness was positive, however, that for the one reason or the other . 
the defendant then directed him to convey the Home Place to Joseph 
Wier; that said Joseph often called on him for a deed, which he could 
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not make for want pf information as to the boundaries; and that while 
i n  prison for the felony, some time in 1826, said Joseph sent for him 
and again requested him to execute the deed, which the witness de- 
clined for his former reason; and that thereupon said Joseph said 
that he would get his title papers from home and make out the descrip- 
tion, and witness promised that when that should be done he would 
make him a deed. The witness further stated that at April Superior 
Court, 1827, at  which time the judgment was taken for the State upon 
the forfeited recognizance entered into by Joseph Wier in April, 1826, 
the defendant applied to him for the first time to execute a deed for 
the Home Place to him, the defendant; that witness declined doing 
so, replying that the defendant had never claimed the land, and had 
directed him to convey to said Joseph, whereupon the defendant said 
that said Joseph had nothing to do with the land, and insisted on 
having a deed; and that then the witness went himself to see Wier 
i n  the jail, and inquired what he must do, and was told by him to make 
the deed to the defendant, and that he, Wier, had nothing to do with 
the land; and that accordingly he immediately made to the defendant 
the deed of 26 April, 1827; that witness did not know the particular 
land, but objected at  first that, according to the boundaries, much 
more than one thousand acres would be conveyed, to which de- 
fendant replied that it made no difference, as the boundaries (131) 
included the land he did buy. 

Michael Goodson stated that he witnessed a written instrument of 
&lease or transfer made by the defendant to Joseph Wier of the Home 
Place on Buffalo Creek, where Joseph Wier then lived; that i t  was 
read to Wier and the witness by the defendant, and executed in  the 
defendant's own store in the year 1822, as well as he can recollect, and 
was for the land sold by Coulter, late sheriff, to defendant, under John 
Wier's execution against Robert. 

The defendant did not cross-examine the last witness, but for the 
purpose of discrediting him examined six persons to his character, all 
of whom spoke more or less to the impeachment of his moral character, 
and some of them explicitly stated that he ought not to be believed on 
oath, according to their knowledge of his general reputation, unless 
supported by corroborating circumstances. 

I n  answer to that testimony the plaintiff read the testimony of 
Joseph Green and Samuel Green. The former stated that in  1827, 
several weeks before the sale for the forfeited recognizance, Goodson 
requested this witness to purchase a part of the land for him, as he 
said that he was not then able to do so himself, and that the witness 
Green expressed a doubt of the title; that Goodson then stated that 
Joseph Wier had managed so as to get all the titles into his own name; 
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that John Wier had judgment against the old man and had the land 
sold, and John Hoke purchased i t ;  that he, Goodson, was at the court- 
house during a court, and Joseph Wier requested him to go with him 
to Hoke's, saying that Colonel Hoke had purchased his father's land 
and was about to make a deed or relinquishment to him (Joseph) for 
the same, and he wanted Goodson to attest i t ;  that he went and became 
a witness to an instrument of writing by which Hoke transferred his 
title in that land to Joseph Wier. 

Samuel Green stated that when the plaintiff made his purchase the 
defendant made known his claim to the land, and that shortly after- 
wards, being in company with Goodson, this witness (Green) asked 

him which of them he thought would hold the land, and Good- 
(132) son replied that he expected Henderson would; that he, Green, 

then mentioned that he understood that Hoke had two claims to 
it-one under Wilson's purchase and the other under a purchase made 
by Hoke himself, several years before; but Goodson replied that Hoke 
had not that claim but had given it up to Joseph Wier, for that at a 
time when he was in Lincolnton Joseph Wier told him he was going to 
Hoke's house to lift a claim Hoke had on the land, and requested him 
to go and witness i t ;  that they went together, and Hoke and Joseph 
Bad a settlement, and Mr. Hoke assigned his claim to Joseph Wier, 
and he, Goodson, became the witness to it. 

Henry Coulter, the sheriff of Lincoln in 1826, 1827, and 1828, men- 
tioned in the pleadings, stated that about 1826 he surveyed the lands 
for the defendant and in company with him, and that he embraced in 
the survey about two thousand two hundred and fifty acres, consisting 
of thirteen or fourteen tracts, including a tract of two hundred and 
thirty-three acres that was granted to Joseph Wier ; that this last-men- 
tioned tract was not included by mistake, for that all the lands were 
surveyed as those of Joseph Wier, which Hoke had purchased from the 
witness at sheriff's sale in October, 1826, under the executions of 
Fullenwider and others against Joseph Wier, and to enable the defend- 
ant to get a deed from the witness under that sale, and not to enable 
him to get a deed from Coulter under any former sale; that they were 
several days engaged in the survey, and that Hoke spent one of the 
nights at the house of Joseph Gladden; that they first went to the 
house of Joseph Wier for the purpose of examining his title deeds to 
ascertain his titles and the boundaries, and that Wier's wife produced 
her husband's papers for their inspection, but he did not recollect them 
nor whether Hoke took away any of them, or which. This witness then 
stated positively that the defendant did not set up any title to any 
of these lands under Robert Wier except as derived through Joseph 
Wier, and that his only claim at that time was under the sale of the 
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land as Joseph's under Fullenwider's execution; and that he (133) 
repeatedly said, expressly, that the title was not in Robert, but 
in Joseph alone; particularly, that at one time John Wier insisted 
to him that he would not get a good title under the execution against 
Joseph because Robert, the father, had filed a bill in the court of 
Equity against Joseph for a conveyance, to which the defendant re- 
plied that his title could not be affected by that, for that he, Hoke, 
had before purchased Robert's title at sheriff's sale and transferred it 
to Joseph Wier, and that now his purchase under Joseph must make 
his title a good one. The witness further stated that, accordingly, he 
executed the deed to the defendant, dated 10 March, 1827, in con- 
formity with the survey and the sale under the executions against 
Joseph. 

The defendant examined the above-mentioned John Wier to prove 
the deed from Robert to Joseph to be fraudulent; but neither party 
interrogated him to the conversation stated by Mr. Cansler. Upon his 
cross-examination by the plaintiff he stated that he came to Lincolnton 
after the sale in 1822, either at the same or next court, and there saw 
Joseph Wier, and in a short time went to the house of the defendant; 
that he seemed to be in a passion with Joseph and abused him, and 
regretted that the witness had not come a little sooner; that he might 
have let him have the land instead of Joseph. The witness said that 
Hoke then told him that he had just relinquished to Joseph the old 
place or Home Place, calling it sometimes by the one name and some- 
times by the other, and also that Joseph had paid or satisfied him for 
it, as he understood him. 

The defendant also examined Joseph Gladden, who was the witness 
to the deed of 1809 from Robert to Joseph Wier, to establish the 
fraudulent intent of it. On his cross-examination in that deposition, 
and on his original examination in another deposition taken by the 
plaintiff, he stated that while Cansler was surveying in December, 
1826, the defendant went home with the witness and stayed all night, 
and that during the evening he, Hoke, took out a number of title deeds 
which he said he had received from Joseph Wier's wife, and examined 
and read them, and interrogated the witness respecting the lines, 
with the view of obtaining a knowledge of the boundaries of (134) 
the tract commonly called Wier7s Home Place; that in looking 
through the deeds the defendant Hoke took up a paper, and upon open- 
ing it said immediately "that he knew that paper, for it was in his 
own handwriting and was a release which he had given to Joseph Wier 
for the Home Place, which he, Hoke, had purchased several years 
before under an execution against Robert Wier." The witness further 
stated that he and the defendant had just previously been conversing 
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about the suit in equity instituted by Robert Wier against his son 
Joseph, and that when Colonel Hoke stated the nature of the instru- 
ment he had given Joseph and which he, Hoke, then said he had in 
his hands, the witness remarked to him that Joseph could have de- 
fended himself on that title at any rate, for he expected there was no 
fraud in that, and Hoke replied that there was no fraud in that title, 
and fully sanctioned the witness' inference. The witness further stated 
that he was confident that the conversation and release spoken of re- 
lated to the Home Place, and that the defendant expressly mentioned 
it as having been bought by him under John Wier's execution and 
transferred to Joseph by the deed or release several years before; and 
that he then claimed Joseph's title to the land derived through that 
release by virtue of the purchase under the execution against Joseph 
shortly before. To interrogatories on the part of the defendant, the 
witness stated that he did not recollect that he knew at that time that 
the defendant had purchased the two tracts on Muddy Fork and Suck 
Fork; but that, although he did not read the deed himself, he could 
not be mistaken in supposing it to relate to the Home Place, and not 
to these two tracts, because they only talked about the Home Place 
and no other. 

Mrs. Wier, the widow of Joseph, stated that about Christmas, 1826, 
the defendant came to her house, in company with Mr. Cansler, and 
informed her that he was about to survey the land, which he had pur- 
chased as her husband's lands a little while before, in order to get the 

sheriff's deed; that he said if he thought her husband would 
(135) get clear of the prosecution he would let him have the land 

again, as he had once done, but that he was then about to take 
possession of the land, though he would not hold it for what he had 
paid for it, but would satisfy her and her children for i t ;  that he then 
told her her husband directed him to call on her for his titIe papers 
that were in a certain drawer, and she accordingly delivered to him 
several bundles, some of which he took away, but which in particular 
she did not state, as she was illiterate. To an interrogatory by the 
defendant whether she did not know that he had bought the Suck 
Fork and Muddy Fork tracts, and released them to Joseph Wier for 
the negro boy Anthony, she replied that she did not know of any sale 
of those two tracts, but that her husband had told her that the negro 
was mortgaged for the Home Place, which was sold to Hoke under 
John Wier's execution against Robert; and to another interrogatory 
by defendant, whether he did not tell her when he was surveying the 
land that he had first bought Robert's title, and then Joseph's and that 
under both he must hold it, she replied that she did not recollect such 
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conversation; she then stated that Hoke then told her that Robert 
Wier's title (then set up by him in his bill against her husband) was 
of no account, and that he, Hoke, would hold the land under Joseph's 
title, for that he had before bid off the land (when sold as Robert's) 
for Joseph, and had made Joseph a title to it, or that he had bid off 
the land and let Joseph have i t ;  the exact expression the witness could 
not positively state, though she thought the latter were the defendant's 
words. 

Robert Williamson stated that he had two conversations with the 
defendant. I n  the first the defendant, after remarking that he never 
made anything by buying at sheriff's sales, because he gave up his 
purchases, said that he had bought Wier's land, but had given it up 
again, and witness understood the defendant to mean all the Wier lands 
which he had purchased; that this conversation certainly occurred 
after 1822, but in what particular year he could not state. I n  a second 
interview (which took place after the defendant took the slave 
Anthony into possession) the witness applied to the defendant (136) 
to release to him two tracts of land which Joseph Wier had sold 
to the witness, and that Colonel Hoke informed him that he had not 
bought those lands in any of his purchases, but he professed a willing- . 
ness to release, if witness wished for greater security, and at the same 
time said that Joseph Wier had satisfied him, or he was satisfied, for 
all the land he had bought, by a negro sold or mortgaged to him by 
Joseph. 

William J. Wilson stated that after the year 1822 and, as he thinks, 
in 1825 or 1826, the defendant informed him that he had given up to 
Joseph Wier the purchases he had made at sheriff's sale of the lands 
of his father, Robert. The defendant regretted having done so as they 
were so dishonest and troublesome; that if it were to do again he would 
not give it up unless the family would leave the State. The defendant 
referred to the Home Place, as the witness clearly understood him. He 
could not say that he then knew that the defendant had purchased the 
two other tracts; but if he did, and if they were alluded to at all, the 
Home Place was also mentioned, and the one particularly meant by the 
defendant and understood by the witness as having been given up to 
Joseph Wier for Robert Wier, and Joseph or his family were then 
living on that place; and the defendant said that he once had it in his 
power to remove the Wiers, but could not do so now because he had 
given up the land, as before stated. To an interrogatory by the de- 
fendant whether he then knew that the defendant had given Joseph 
Wier a release for the other two tracts, he replied that at the time of 
the conversation he did not, as he thought, know it, but at the time of 
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giving his deposition (29 November, 1832) he did know it, and that it 
was produced on a trial at law between these parties for the land now 
in dispute. 

Benjamin S. Johnston stated that he was the deputy sheriff who sold 
to Wilson under his own execution; that the two tracts are distinct and 
several miles apart; that he had no recollection whether they were sold 

separately or together, but that it was his practice to sell each 
(137) tract by itself unless there were particular circumstances or 

directions to the contrary, and he did not remember any such; 
that he made a return of the sale of both for one sum, and thought that 
if they had not been sold bgether he would have set out the price of 
each, but he could not say how the fact was. 

Badger for plaintiff. 
Devereux for defendant. 

RUFFIN, C. J., after stating the pleadings and proofs as above set 
forth, proceeded as follows: The object of the original bill is to set 
up the contract between the defendant and Joseph Wier, and on the 
footing of it to have a decree for a conveyance from the defendant of 
the title derived by the defendant under the deed made by Coulter. 
The equity is founded on the existence and validity of the alleged con- 
tract, and the destruction or suppression of it by the defendant, with or 
without the privity of Joseph Wier, with the intent to asfeat the claim 
of the State on the forfeited recognizance, and to the prejudice of the 
plaintiff's rights as a purchaser under the State's execution. 

I n  the case supposed by the bill there can be little hesitation in pro- 
nouncing the equity asserted by it to be sound. 

The answer admits the facts, upon which the plaintiff's title rests, 
respecting the .recognizance and the proceedings upon it, to be true 
as stated in the bill, although the answer does not raise the question, 
nor was it brought forward in the argument, yet the Court does not 
think it proper to overlook the doubt that might be stated, whether 
Joseph Wier had such an interest as could be affected by the lien and 
be sold under the execution. The Court is of opinion that he had. 

We think it clear that the interest of a purchaser at sheriff's sale 
who has paid his money but not taken a deed, is a trust estate within 

the act of 1812. The whole equitable interest is in him, and 
(138) he has a right to call for a conveyance to himself at any moment. 

Such an estate it is the policy of that statute to make available 
to the owner's creditors. The purview of the act is to treat the keeping 
of the legal estate by a debtor out of himself and in a trustee for him, 
and for him alone, as a fraud upon his creditors. I t  is therefore to 
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receive a construction, liberal and beneficial to creditors, by extending 
it to every case in which the legal estate is a naked one, and the whole 
beneficial interest is in the party or parties against whom execution is 
sued. As there is no third party in interest, there is no possibility of 
injury to any one. Although a purchaser at sheriff's sale of the estate 
of a former purchaser at a like sale gets, by force of the act, a legal 
title by the deed simply of his immediate vendor, without any deed 
from the sheriff who first sold, yet that is the effect of the express words 
of the statute, and is a consequence which furnishes no just argument 
for a construction which would take a case out of it that falls both 
within its words and policy. Probably the cases immediately in the 
contemplation of the Legislature were trusts, honest in their creation, 
and plainly expressed in the deed by which the trustee gained his estate. 
I n  that case the rights of the cestui que trust and trustee both appearing 
on the same instrument, the latter could not assert his title without 
showing that of the former. As that would be the whole beneficial 
interest, and be at all times obviously seen, the sale of it might well 
be treated as the sale of the land itself as against the trustee. But 
the act is not confined to such express trusts in its words. The phrase- 
ology extends it to all cases in which any other person is in any manner 
or wise seized in trust for him or them against whom execution is sued, 
and thus includes the cases of a declaration of trust by a separate and 
subsequent instrument, of a sale by articles where the vendee has paid 
the purchase money and done all the acts on his part to be performed, 
and of resulting trusts where the purchase money is paid by one person 
and the deed executed to another, and the like. These cases are within 
the mischief against which the act provides, as well as within the 
letter. of the law; and an execution runs against the estate of the (139) 
owner of the entire valuable interest, without injury to others, 
and with as little prejudice to his own as in the case of express trusts. 
They may, indeed, present difficulties to the purchaser in respect of 
getting evidence at law to establish the trust, and also in showing i t  to 
be of that clear and explicit kind on which alone, perhaps, a court of 
law would be inclined to act, without resorting to the implication of it, 
from refined equities. But those difficulties do not prevent the estate of 
such a cestui que trust from being seized and sold on execution, though 
they may render it necessary that the purchaser should come into a 
court of Equity for  the discovery, declaration, and establishment of the 
trust, and of a permanent evidence of it, on which his legal title dtpends. 
To that end, there would seem to be a jurisdiction here to decree a con- 
veyance from the trustee, where the trust is not express, as the most 
simple, durable, and permanent muniment of title-one which the trus- 
tee, after the establishment of the trust and the purchaser's ownership 
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of it, could not, in  good conscience, refuse to give. We need not embar- 
rass this inquiry with the difficulty of a technical kind, whether the 
sheriff who sold under the first execution, or the defendant in  that execu- 
tion, be the trustee. The legal estate is in  neither, after a sale of the 
land for the debt of the cestui que trust. The object is not to get the 
legal estate, but to get legal and accessible evidence of it. I f  the deed 
of ,~oul tk r ,  therefore, be not indispensable to the legal estate, i t  is con- 
venient, necessary and proper, and, indeed, the only means known to the 
law to establish conclusively at  law, in  respect of land, that the first sale 
was in  fact made and the purchase money paid. Had not Coulter made 
a deed to the defendant, and would not make one to a second purchaser, 
qualified to demand it, by having a deed from the sheriff, who was his 
immediate vendor. it seems to us tha t  the ~urchaser  would be entitled to 
a decree for such a conveyance as a link in a clear paper title. Here he 
has made a deed to the defendant which was executed before the plaintiff 

purchased, and, therefore, apparently, at  least, vests the legal 
(140) title in the defendant. Whether there is a jurisdiction in the 

Court of Equity to decree a conveyance by a purchaser at  sheriff's 
sale, who gets his deed from the sheriff after the land so purchased by 
him had been sold under an execution against himself, it is unnecessary - 
to say. I t  is not easy, in  ordinary cases, to see the utility of a deed from 
the first to the second purchaser under such circumstances. 

But in  the present case the jurisdiction rests on other grounds. The 
defendant has the apparent legal title, and the plaintiff is i n  possession. 
The plaintiff does not claim under an  execution against this defendant, 
but against another person, to whom, i t  is alleged, the defendant sold 
the land. That contract of sale is disputed, and the defendant is charged 
with its spoliation or suppression. The plaintiff comes to establish those 
facts and bring in  possession, supposing it to be on a legal title-to be 
protected against a deed taken by the defendant in  fraud of the contract 
made by him with Joseph Wier, and of the title now vested in the plain- 
tiff. under which he mav be harassed at  law from time to time. I n  such 
a case the jurisdiction to give relief by calling in  the deed or decreeing 
a conveyance is as clear, we think, as that for establishing the contract 
of sale to Joseph Wier. 

I f  a purchaser of the defendant's interest, under execution, could have 
called on Coulter, in equity, for a deed, so may a purchaser of the land 
a t  execution sale, as the property of the defendant's assignee. I f  the 
defendant assigned his interest absolutely to Joseph Wier, and received 
the cohsideration money, so that, as between themselves, the defendant 
had no valuable interest in  the land, i t  was liable to Wier's creditors, 
upon the same principles upon which, before the assignment, it would 
have been liable to the defendants. Wier was then the sole cestui que 
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trust; and the Court cannot, in executing a statute for the benefit of 
creditors, stop at the first use, as was done with respect to the statute, 
27 Hen., VII I ,  and thus put it in the power of debtors to render inef- 
fectual a remedial law and elude their creditors. 

The decision, then, must depend upon the merits of the case as (141) 
shown by the proofs, whether there was a contract between the 
defendant and Joseph Wier. whereby the equitable title of the h d s  
became vested in the latter, and so continued, in respect of his creditors, 
up to the day on which he acknowledged his debt to the State. 

I n  considering the case, the Court is relieved from any difficulty that 
might be raised, on the statute of frauds, either as invalidating a parol 
contract between the defendant and Joseph Wier, or in precluding the 
defendant from insisting on the statute at the hearing, because it is not 
relied on in the pleadings. The bill is understood as charging the spe- 
cific agreement, on which the relief is sought, as a written agreement, 
although it also charges many parol declarations. Those declarations 
are charged to be of such a nature as presupposes a written contract, or 
are consistent with the existence of such an one. The defendant could 
not, therefore, have availed himself of the statute; and the Court, upon 
these pleadings, can only regard the evidence of such declarations as 
refer to a written instrument as being proof of its existence, and must 
treat the rest as merely tending to sustain the credit of the witnesses 
who depose to such an instrument. 

The answer denies, directly and peremptorily, more than once, the 
agreement charged in the bill. I t  is a part of the law of evidence in this 
Court that such a denial is a bar to relief unless disproved by two wit- 
nesses, or by one and such collateral circumstances in corroboration, as 
show that the single witness is credible, and has in fact deposed to the 
truth in the particula~ case before the Court. But if there be'two wit- 
nesses, or only one, and he sustained by incidental circumstances, clearly 
established, which leave no fair doubt in the judge's mind that the wit- 
ness has in fact told the truth, then there is evidence which preponder- 
ates; and the most positive and unequivocal statement of the answer- 
coming, as i t  does, from an interested person-must yield to the oppos- 
ing depositions of the disinterested witnesses or witness. The Court is 
then bound to determine according to the actual convictions produced 
by all the testimony and circumstances, taken together. 

Of the existence of a written instrument in this case, whereby (112) 
the defendant sold and conveyed the land in dispute, or assigned 
his interest in it, in 1822, to Joseph Wier, there is direct evidence given 
by Michael Goodson, who deposes that he heard the defendant read it 
to Wier, and that he attested its execution. He does not profess to give 
its contents but in those general terms, nor does he stat; whether it was 
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in form a deed, or not, nor the consideration expressed in it, nor that 
upon which it was in fact founded. This is a single witness to the fact 
of'its execution, and the only one, also, who speaks of its contents, from 
personal knowledge. 

I f  the effect to be given to the testimony of this witness depended 
entirely upon his credit, estimated by the evidence to character, on the 
one hand, and on the other by that of his consistent declarations to the 
two Greens, it might not be deemed safe by any tribunal to found an 
adjudication on it. Those declarations raise a presumption that he 
may have spoken the truth in his deposition. But that, at most, only 
rebuts the contrary inference from bad character. Something more is 
necessary-something in the admissions of the defendant, of his veracity, 
in this particular instance, or of such other acts of the defendant as are 
consistent with the narrative of the witness and inconsistent with its 
falsehood. If other witnesses had seen the deed, for instance, or if the 
defendant were to declare expressly that he made such a deed, and such 
declarations were clearly proved, such evidence would satisfy the rule 
of this Court, and ought to satisfy every court, because no better proof 
of a lost or suppressed writing can be made. 

Here, looking at the proofs judicially, and without any knowledge of 
the parties or witnesses, the Court cannot but say t h a t  the requisite 
additional evidence abounds. 

To the witness Gladden the defendant made such declarations, under 
circumstances that rendered them peculiarly impressive on the witness, 
and gave them great weight with the Court. With the paper in his hand, 
he declared it to be a release from himself to Joseph Wier for the home 

place, which he had then lately bought as the property of Joseph 
(143) Wier. The witness did not read the instrument, nor does he say 

that the defendant read it to him. But hestates what is tanta- 
mount. The defendant professed to know the paper perfectly, as soon 
as he saw it, saying that he had himself written it. H e  had it then 
before him, and claimed title under it, as by it those lands became vested 
in Joseph Wier. This witness is unimpeached, and is, indeed, the 
defendant's own witness. His testimony establishes the written contract 
charged in the bill, independent of Goodson's evidence, and consequently 
sustains the credit and veracity of that witness. He also proves that 
the defendant had the paper in his custody in December, 1826, and then 
set up title under it. The defendant suggests that the paper of which 
he spoke was a release for the other two tracts, and that, as Gladden did 
not see it, he might be mistaken as to its nature. But the witness is 
positive as to the defendant's words--that it was a release for the Home 
Place. Besides that, he says that, from the colloquinm, that tract must 
have been referred to, and no other. IJnder -the paper then spoken of, 
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the witness, according to his understanding of its contents, as repre- 
sented by the defendant, inferred that Joseph, Wier could have success- 
fully defended the suit brought by his father against him for the land 
which the defendant had bought as Joseph's, and that inference was 
expressly sanctioned by the defendant. Now, although Robert Wier 
claimed in his bill both the home tract and that on Muddy Fork, yet 
the defendant had not purchased the latter tract as Joseph's; he then 
set up no claim to that tract, and it is not embraced in his deed from 
the sheriff. That deed conveys only the home place, or what the defend- 
ant claimed as the home place. The release must, therefore, have 
extended to that, and to that only. Indeed, the only claim then asserted 
by the defendant to the home place was by virtue of the purchase of it 
as Joseph's, and for that reason it then concerned the defendant to 
establish Joseph's title to it to be good. The Home Place was sold under 
the execution of Fullenwider and others, but not the other tracts. The 
defendant does not rely on nor state that title in his answer- 
probably, because he has discovered that those judgments were (144) 
posterior to the recognizance. But during the survey, he claimed 
only under the execution sale of Joseph, which explains why the tract 
of 233 acres which had been granted to Joseph was included in that 
survey and in the deed which Cansler made on 10 March, 1827; that 
the defendant then asserted that claim only is sworn to by Gladden, by 
Mrs. Wier, and strongly by Cansler, and is to be inferred from a docu- 
ment exhibited by the defendant, which is more to be relied on than the 
recollection of all the witnesses. The defendant purchased the land as 
Joseph's on 23 October, 1826-on the same day Wilson purchased the 
same land as Robert's. After the survex, and so immediately after it 
that everything must have been fresh in memory, the defendant pur- 
chased from Wilson, and took the instruments of 19  January, 1827, in 
which Wilson transfers to the defendant his right to "the 800-acre tract 
on Buffalo, where Robert Wier now lives, and where Joseph Wier did 
live, which Colonel Hoke now claims as the property of Joseph Wier, 
under a purchase made in October last at sheriff's sale." I t  is not easy, 
with this document before us, and with the concurring testimony of so 
many witnesses, to admit a possible doubt that the defendant's only 
claim to the home place was then under Joseph, and that the release to 
Joseph, which he then had in his hands, was not for the home place, 
and no other. Mr. Cansler states that, during the survey, the defendant, 
in reference to the same suit between Robert and Joseph, insisted that 
the title of the latter was good, by means of the defendant's own transfer 
to him of his father's right, and that, consequently, the defendant's title 
to the same lands, under Joseph, must also be good. He traced his title 
to each witness in the same way, and the only difference between his 
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statements to them, respectively, is that he left the one to infer, natu- 
rally, that his transfer was in  writing, and to the other he expressly 
stated that fact, and actually showed him the paper, which he said was 

the deed. The defendant insists that there was no release, because 
(145) i t  was not seen by Cansler, through whom, the answer states, the 

defendant derived the possession of Joseph Wier's papers. But 
that fact, from which the inference is deduced, is contradicted by the 
witnesses. Cansler and Mrs. Wier prove that she delivered the deeds to 
the defendant himself when they began the survey; and Gladden proves 
that the defendant had them, during the survey, at his house, in  the 
absence of Cansler. No doubt, Cansler used such deeds as were useful 
for the purposes of discovering the lines, and afterwards returned those 
to the defendant. I t  is not probable that the defendant would deliver to 
him any deed or paper that was not necessary for that purpose. Hence, 
Cansler does not seem to have seen any release whatever, tliough the 
defendant admits that one for the Suck Fork land was among the papers. 

I f  to this direct evidence of the existence of the instrument be added 
the general conversations with Mr. Williamson and Mr. Wilson, to the 
latter of whom the defendant pointed particularly to the residence of the 
Wiers; the testimony of John Wier, that in  a short time after the de- 
fendant purchased, he told the witness that on that very day he had trans- 
ferred this land to his brother; the testimony of Coulter to repeated 
declarations to that effect, both by the defendant and Joseph Wier; and, 
superadded, the admitted fact that, although the defendant took his deed 
from Cansler under the sale of October, 1826, on 10 March, 1827, he yet 
took the deed from Coulter under his purchase of October, 1822, on 
26 April, 1827, and never applied for it until that day, when the State 
was taking judgment against Joseph Wier, under which the land of 

- Joseph Wier might be sold. The direct testimony is so entirely corrobo- 
rated as to establish conclusions not to be refuted by the denials or 
explanations of the answer, upon any just principle for weighing evi- 
dence by a judicial or other mind. 

Upon i t  the Court must declare that the written agreement between 
the defendant and Joseph Wier for the Home Place purchased by the 
defendant in  October, 1822, must be established, as the same is charged 

i n  the bill, and that i t  afterwards came into the hands of the 
(146) defendant himself. I t  follows, as the defendant refuses to pro- 

duce it, and denies that i t  ever existed, that the defendant must 
be held to have suppressed or destroyed it. 

I t  is probable that Joseph Wier voluntarily surrendered the instru- 
ment and concurred in  .the purpose of suppressing it. The motive of 
each of those persons for the act is obvious enough. Until the State 
was about to take judgment on the recognizance, in April, 1827, the 
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defendant was not aware that his title under Joseph could be invalid, 
and therefore asserted that, and that alone, to be his title. But when 
the lien of the recognizance was discouered, i t  then became important 
that the defendant should make out a title without deducing i t  through 
Joscph. To the latter it was immaterial, as he was to lose the land, at  
all events, whether the defendant or the State held it. But  his wife 
proves a circumstance calculated to produce in his mind a strong bias 
towards the defendant. She says the defendant informed her that if 
her husband should get clear, he would let him have the land again, as 
he had once before done, and, at  all events, if he held the land, he would 
not do so at  the price he had given, but would make satisfaction to her- 
self and the children. I n  this state of affairs the defendant applied to 
Coulter for the deed, and Joseph Wier consented to the execution of it, 
although he had, but a short time before, asked the sheriff to make the 
deed to himself. The rescinding the contract (if it can be called re- 
scinding) without consideration, and under such circumstances, would 
be manifestly in fraud of the State, and would in  this case be altogether 
inoperative, as the recognizance constituted a lien which would render 
a bona fide sale by Wier void. Whether the defendant has destroyed or 
withholds the contract, with or without the privity of Wier, is not 
therefore material. I t  is sufficient if it be suppressed, without regard to 
the intent of that act. 

I t  is insisted, however, that there is no proof, more than an executory 
agreement, which is not binding, unless there was a valuable considera- 
tion, of which there is  no sufficient evidence. 

I f  this were an ordinary bill for specific performance, and (147) 
depended solely upon the sufficiency of the consideration to make 
the agreement effectual against the defendant as the contracting party 
merely, and without reference to his claim under Wilson, we think 
the evidence fully sufficient. I t  i s  unquestionable that the defend- 
ant, about the period of the transaction, received the slave, Anthony, 
from Joseph Wier. The defendant admits that he first took him in  
pledge for some debt, and afterwards, in March, 1825, took an absolute 
bill of sale in  satisfaction of the same debt. The debt is stated in the 
answers to have been for the prices of the two other tracts of land, and 
the balance due on a bond for $321.37y2, on which $145 had been paid- 
that is, $392.37y2, without any previous interest. But the bill of sale 
states the consideration to be the precise sum of $321.37y2, the amount 
of the bond without deduction, though $145 had been paid on it. The 
account of the defendant of the manner of paying for the slave is, there- 
fore, altogether unsatisfactory. But that bond cannot be taken for 
granted without some proof, and there is no proof of its existence, nor 
of,any debt from Joseph Wier to the defendant, nor of any dealings 

119 



I N  T H E  SUPREME COURT. [21 

between them, except for the lands; and the balance due for all the 
lands, after a payment of $145, would be $282, which, with the accruing 
interest, may have constituted the. debt of $321.37y2. This is consistent 
with the testimony of the witnesses. Mrs. Wier says that the negro was 
a payment for the Home Place; Mr. Williamson, that he  understood him 
to be a payment or security for the money due for all the land; and 
John Wier, that at  the day of the contract he understood from the 
defendant that his brother had settled for the home place. This is 
affirmative evidence of some satisfactory price in  general terms, though 

as to the particulars i t  is not precise. But the want of precision 
(148) is fully supplied by another fact already found upon the evidence. 

The defendant stands before the Court upon this part of the case 
as a spoliator, against whom everything that may be presumed is to be 
presumed. Although the consideration need not be expressed in the 
agreement, it is generally expressed, and must be supposed to have been 
in  this. The contrary not being shown by the defendant, i t  is a pre- 
sumption of fact from the course of business between man and man, 
and from the admitted dealings between the parties, that Joseph Wier 
reimbursed or secured the money advanced by the defendant; otherwise, 
the defendant would neither have released nor authorized the sheriff to 
convey immediately to Joseph Wier, but would have retained the title 
as a security. 

Bukit is urged in argument that if the slave was the price of the land, 
he was not the property of Joseph, but of Robert Wier, and that the 
defendant derived a good title to him under the latter. 

That, if true, could not affect the contract, for the defendant paid 
nothing to Robert, who, as between them, may have voluntarily made 
good his son's contract. The defendant has not been disturbed in his 
enjoyment. 

I t  is said, however, that in  law the purchase of the land inured to 
Robert, whose slave went to pay for it-at least, in respect of Robert's 
creditors. And it is contended that the land was consequently liable to 
Wilson's execution. 

I t  might be questioned whether the defendant can be allowed that 
argument. I t  is inconsistent with his own answer, in which he affirms' 
that the slave was not the price of this land, but the payment for other 
debts. 

But, yielding the position that the negro was the price, i t  is not per- 
ceived how i t  can help the defendant. It is admitted that the deed of 
1809 was fraudulent, and that the land was liable to Robert Wier's 
creditors. But  i t  was once sold for his debt, in October, 1822, and 
bought by the.defendant. I t  could not be sold again by another cre9- 
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tor unless Robert reacquired it. That the defendant's counsel insists he 
did, because the slave belonged to him. 

I f  one person buys an estate for another, and with his money, (149) 
the trust certainly results .to him who advances the price. But 
this is not a case of that sort. There is no evidence that Joseph bought 
for his father. I t  is not even alleged in the father's bill against the son, 
which sets up a different title to the land; and all the witnesses prove 
that this defendant stated Joseph, and not Robert, to be the person to 
whom and for whose benefit he transferred the land. 

But what is the proof that the slave belonged to Robert, and not to 
Joseph? The allegations of the father's bill, and the proceedings on it, 
are not evidence against the parties to this suit, unless the defendant 
has made them so, as against himself, by taking a subsequent release of 
the slave from Robert. But if they were, that bin states Anthony to 
have been a part of the joint property of Robert and Joseph and that 
the latter had sold him; and the bill claims that he shall be considered 
a part of the son's share, and thus affirms the sale. 

I f  the negro is to be regarded simply as a part of the property fraudu- 
lently conveyed in 1809, then he was not the property of the father, in 
the sense now insisted on. As between the father and son, he belonged 
to the son. As against the father's creditors, he remained the father's. 
The donor's creditors can resort to the property fraudulently conveyed. 
That, -and not what he got in exchange for it, by the donee, is the fund 
for the satisfaction of the creditor. I f  a debtor conveys property upon 
a secret trust for himself, and to the intent that the donee shall change 
its character and invest it in other property, doubtless the fund, of 
whatever it may consist, may be reached in equity, for the donee is but 
the donor's agent and trustee, and the purchase is made for the donor. 
But when the conveyance is made to the intent that the donee shall 
have the estate, and he asserts his title, both against the donor and his 
creditors, and deals with the property as his own, and with a part of 
it buys an estate, the creditor cannot take that estate at law, for that 
would be to give the creditor both the thing fraudulently conveyed and 
that exchanged for it. I f  Joseph's title to the negro was not 
good under the deed of 1809, Wilson's remedy was, in this aspect (150) 
of the case, against the negro, and not against the land. Joseph's 
title to the land was derived from this defendant; and as against Robert 
Wier and his creditors, the defendant's transfer was equally good, with 
or without a consideration moving from Joseph. 

There was therefore no trust for Robert Wier in this land, which 
rendered it subject to Wilson's execution, and no estate was acquired 
under his sale, even if he, a creditor in 1826, could impeach the deed 
of 1809. 
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I t  may be said that the question upon that title is a legal question, 
and ought not to be decided here. That would be true if the object of 
the bill was to try that question. But it is not. The plaintiff seeks a 
discovery and declaration of a trust attached to the title derived under 
Coulter's deed, which is apparently the legal title. I t  is the defendant 
who brings forward the deed from Cansler as a bar to the relief by a 
decree for a conveyance. To every bill to enforce a trust the owner of 
the legal title must be a party; and so far the court of Equity must 
judge of it and determine in whom it is. If the plaintiff relies on his 
title as a legal title, then his relief is at law; but if he establishes a 
trust, and attaches it to a particular estate, apparently vested in the 
defendant under a conveyance which purports to convey a legal title, 
it will be different. The subject is, then, one of equitable jurisdiction, 
and the Court must see which is the legal title in order to determine 
whether the trust can be supported as arising out of it, or must fail, 
as arising out of a defective legal title. This case furnishes an example 
of both sorts. The defendant included in this deed from Coulter two 
hundred and thirty-three acres of land which never had belonged to 
Robert Wier, but belonged to Joseph, under whom the plaintiff pur- 
chased and took a deed. Again, the plaintiff alleges that Wilson bought 
both tracts at once, and therefore that the sheriff's deed is void. Now 
these are questions purely at law, and do not fall within the cognizance 
of this Court. The plaintiff does not seek relief in respect of the two 
hundred and thirty-three acres, because he has a trust, and the defend- 
ant the legal title; but he seeks to set aside that deed because it did 

not convey the legal title. But in respect of the Home Place, 
(151) the relief sought by the plaintiff is upon equitable grounds, 

which entitle him to a conveyance from the defendant, if the 
estate on which his equity attaches be that on which the defendant 
would hold the land in the judgment of a court of law. I f  that were 
the only estate claimed by the defendant, the relief would be undoubted. 
We think he cannot defeat it by merely taking another deed from a 
stranger. H e  may bring forward another title, and if it be the true 
and better title, the relief may be defeated, because the alleged trust 
did not arise out of it, and it may be cannot be made to attach to it 
through the fiduciary character of the defendant. But if a party de- 
fendant does bring forward such a title for this purpose, he must not 
expect it to be a bar to an equity unless it be truly a distinct, good, 
legal title. That point must be determined in the cause before the 
plaintiff can be turned out of court. I n  England, it is probable that ' 

it would be sent to law upon an issue or a case, but that would be by 
an order in the cause, and /because the Chancellor does not choose to 
encumber himself with a question on which he can get advice from 
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those within whose province it more particularly falls. I n  this State 
that practice has never prevailed, and-would be ridiculous, as the same 
persons are the judges in both courts. As it is clear, therefore, upon 
the pleadings and evidence that the sale under Wilson's execution passed 
nothing, the title set up by the defendant under it cannot stand in the 
way of the plaintiff's relief. 

There must be a decree for the plaintiff that the defendant cdnvey 
to him in fee, with special ~ a r r a n t ~ a g a i n s t  himself and those claiming 
by, through or under him, by deed to be approved by the master, all 
the lands (except the tract of two hundred and thirty-three acres, men- 
tioned in the pleadings as having been granted to Joseph Wier) which 
were conveyed by the sheriff, Coulter, to the defendant, and which were 
also conveyed to the plaintiff by the sheriff, Cansler, as in the plead- 
ings mentioned, and stated in the deeds of Coulter and Cansler, which 
are exhibited, and that the defendant pay the costs. 

Cited:  Morisey v. Hill ,  31 N. C., 68; Patterson v. Bodenhammer, id., 
98; Rutherford v. Green, 37 N.  C., 126; R a l l  a. Harris ,  38 N. C., 298; 
Just ice v. Scott ,  39 N.  C., 116; Frost v. Reynolds, id., 497; Th igpen  v. 
Pitt, 54 N. C., 64; Clement v. Clement, id., 185; E'erguson v. Haas,  64 
N. C., 778. 

ANDREW ALLISON ET AL., EXECUTORS OF RICHARD ALLISON, v. MILTON 
CAMPBELL, ADMINISTRATOR OF WILLIAM ALLISON, ET AL. 

The jurisdiction in lunacy is strictly territorial; and a court of Equity in 
this State can neither charge his land in another, nor its proceeds in 
the hands of his heir here, for his support. 

THE case made upon the pleadings and proofs was that the testator 
of the plaintiffs had been appointed by the County Court of Iredell, 
committee of the intestate William Allison, who was a lunatic; that 
he expended under the orders of the county court a large sum in sup- 
port of the lunatic, whose only property consisted of a tract of land 
in Tennessee; that after the death of the lunatic his heirs, the defend- 
ants, sold this land and received the purchase-money. The bill prayed 
that the defendants might be compelled to pay the amount due to the 
plaintiff. 

The case was argued at the last term, and by directions of the Court 
again at the present by 

 badge^ for plaintiff. 
N ~ s h  for defendant. 
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RUPBIN, C. J. Upon the second argument, all the points to which 
the counsel were desired to speak have been fully discussed, but the 
Court does not think i t  necessary to deliver an opinion upon more than 
the last, because upon that we are compelled to dismiss the bill. 

The jurisdiction in lunacy cannot extend to lands out of the State. 
The courts of our country cannot order lands in another to be sold, nor 
effec%ually charge them. The application must be made to the tribunals 
where the estate is situate. This is admitted by the plaintiff's counsel, 
and shown by adjudged cases. I.n re Duchess of Chandos, 1 Sch. & Lef., 
301; Matter of Daniel Perleins, 2 John. C. C., 124. But it was insisted 
that an order of the court having the jurisdiction over the lunatic's per- 
son, providing for his comfortable maintenance, would be respected and 

enforced by the courts of all other countries. I t  seems not, for 
(153) the cases cited lay i t  down that an inquisition of lunacy in 

another country is not recognized as an authority for disposing 
of his estate, and that, to that end, there must be proceedings in the 
country where the land is situate. What they shall be must depend 
upon the particular laws of each country. I t  may be that in Tennessee 
lands cannot be sold by the order of any court, for even the support of 
the unfortunate owner. At all events, no order of the Court here could 
reach them. I t  is, however, said that every disbursement here, made 
according to our laws for the benefit of the lunatic, while his person 
is within our jurisdiction, forms a just debt against his estate wherever 

, i t  may be situate; and that, although there may be an impediment to 
enforcing i t  against the estate abroad, yet the courts of this State may 
and will give a remedy, whenever the estate be brought here or is under 
the control of one who is within our jurisdiction, in the same manner 
as if the estate had been always here., That may be true of personalty, 
and especially if it be brought here in the lifetime of the lunatic; for 
then it comes and is held as his estate, subject to the disposition of 
our courts. But even that would be by force of an order made in the 
matter of the lunatic. The Court could not entertain a bill for such a 
demand against the personal representative of the lunatic after his 
death. No such case is found. There is no debt of the lunatic. for he 
could not make a contract; neither is there a debt of the estate as a 
thing of strict right. We do not know of such a thing in the law. The 
Court, out of any property within the jurisdiction, will reimburse any 
expenditure made under its authority; but no order in lunacy creates 
a debt either against the executor or the heir. Upon the idea of a debt 
this bill is brought, and upon that alone could it be sustained. Suppose 
the defendants had not sold the land or after the sale had not come 
within our jurisdiction, the plaintiff could not have enforced the debt, 
as it is called, either here or in Tennessee. That shows that he h.as no 
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right, strictly speaking, for rights can never be lost by the residences 
of the parties, though remedies may thereby be affected. To 
sustain the bill, the plaintiff must make himself the creditor of (154) 
the lunatic and of the defendants as his heirs, or show a valid 
charge on the fund in the defendants' hands. No order of the Court 
could create such a charge; and there is no pretense for saying that the 
lunatic did or could contract personally, or that the law could raise 
such a contract by.implication, either without or with the order of the 
county court. I t  is to be regretted that the plaintiff should not be com- 
pensated for his services and expenditures; but the Court does not see 
a ground on which he can have relief, and the bill must be dismissed. 

PER CUEIAM. Bill dismissed. 

Cited: Dowel1 v. Jacks, 58 N. C., 420. 





EQUITY CASES 
ARGUED AND DETERMINED 

IN THE 

I S U P R E M E  COURT 
OF 

NORTH CAROLINA 

DECEMBER TERM, 1835 

BENJAMIN BRYANT, ADMINISTRATOR OF JAMES BRITT, SR., 
v. JAMES SCOTT ET AL. 

In a bequest of a residue of personalty, "to be equally divided" among the 
following persons, viz.: "E. B., M. P., J. V., and the children which my 
daughter T. had by J. S., and the children of my deceased son J., and 
the children of my son W." who, it appeared from the will, was then 
alive, it was held, that the division among the legatees must be per 
capita, and not per stirpes. (Ward v. Stone, 17 N. C., 509, approved.) 

THIS was a bill filed by the administrator cum testamento armexo of 
James Britt, Sr., to obtain the advice of the court of Equity as to the 
mode of distributing the residue of th'e estate of his testator under the 
14th clause of his will, which was as follows, to wit: "Item 14th. I t  
is my will, after all debts against my estate are paid, that the residue 
of my estate not herein disposed of shall be sold by my executors, at 
public sale, to the highest bidder, upon a credit of six months, and the 
proceeds to be equally divided among the persons hereafter named, viz. : 
Edith Bryant, Margaret Parker, Julia Valentine, and the children my 
daughter Temperance had by John Scott, and the children of my de- 
ceased son James, and the children of my son William D. Britt, to 
them and their heirs forever." This residue consisted entirely 
of personal estate, the lands having been devised in a previous (156) 
clause to William D. Britt, his son, whom he also appointed one 
of his executors. Some of the legatees above named claimed a division 
per stirpes, whilst the others insisted upon one per capita. Upon the 
hearing at Hertford, on the Spring Circuit of 1833, his Honor, Judge 
Norwood, made an interlocutory order directing a division per capita, 
from which there was an appeal taken to the Supreme Court. 
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N o  counsel appeared for either party  in t h i s  Court .  

RUFBIN, C. J. The question made in this case has not been argued, 
but we do not postpone the decision on that account, as we think no 
argument could raise a doubt upon it. All the cases upon the subject 
were looked into and much considered by the Court in the recent case 
of W a r d  a. S towe ,  2 Dev. Eq. Ca., 509, and they clearly establish the 
correctness of the decree made by his Honor. The only difficulty in 
that case arose out of the word heirs,  there used as the description of 
the donees of a residue, in which real and personal estates were com- 
plicated. We were finally of opinion that in that will chi ldren or, at 
any rate, issue were meant by it;  and it then followed, of course, upon 
the authorities, as we thought, that the different families of children 
did not take collectively or by representation, but severally, and as 
individuals who came within the general description. Several Chancel- - 
lors have, in cases like this of gifts to the testator's children and to 
the children of deceased children, expressed the apprehension that, in 
distributing per capita, they did not follow the intention; but they have 
never been able to find a ground for holding otherwise, and have 
thought themselves bound to that construction, although it might not 
be according to the intention, rather than adopt the opposite one, which 
obviously does violence to the words of the testator. The intention that 
the grandchildren should take per stirpes is conjectured from the reason- 
ableness of it, as applied to the state of most families. But when the 

gift is made under circumstances which exclude all reference 
(151)  to the statute of distribution, that conjecture must be given up; 

and when to that is added a direction for an equal divis ion among 
all the donees, no court could feel safe in making an unequal division. 

The present case has both of these distinguishing circumsfances. One 
set of the grandchildren are the children of a son of the testator, who 
was then living, and, indeed, was the executor of the will. That brings 
it to the very point on which the leading case on this subject, Blackler 
v. W e b b ,  2 Pr. Wms., 383, was decided. That was a bequest of a per- 
sonal residue equally to several of the testator's children by name, and 
to the children- of a deceased child, and the children of a living child, 
without any words of division. At first, Lord K i n g  inclined that the 

~ grandchildren took per stirpes; but at length he was obliged to decree 
otherwise because the mother of some of the children was living, which 
showed that the testator could not have looked to a legal distribution in 

I which grandchildren represent their deceased parents. That case is 
mentioned in all the subsequent ones, and has never been questioned. 

I The rule, indeed, is not confined to cases in which a parent of one set 
of the donees is alive, but extends to legacies to "the children" of de- 
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ceased parents, as to A. and B., and the "children" of C., deceased, and 
the "children" of D., deceased, "equally to be divided between them." 
Northey v. Strange, 1 Pr. Wms., 340; Butter v. Stratton, 3 Bro. Ch. 
Ca., 367 ; Lady Lincoln v. Pelham, 10 Ves., 166 ; Davenport v. Hanbury, 
3 Ves., 257. The difficulty, in cases of this kind, has alx~ays arisen on 
the description being by some term as "heirs" or "representatives," or 
"next of kin" or the like, which was thought to denote that the legatee 
was to make claim by representation, in which case his share ought to 
be that of a representative. We had a case somewhat of that nature 
before us at the present term in Elliott v. Elliotf, on the word "dis- 
tributee" in a family settlement. But a tenancy in common between 
"children" and "grandchildren," who are to take equally, is necessarily 
a gift to each individual, as such, and the distribution must be per 
capita. Whatever may be the wish of testators in particular 
cases, the judicial construction of such bequests is so thoroughly (158) 
settled that it cannot be disregarded. 

The interlocutory decree was therefore proper, and it must be so 
certified to the Court of Equity of Hertford. 

PER CURIAM. Judgment affirmed. 

Cited: Hobbs v. Craige, 23 N. C., 338; Hill v. Spruill, 39 N. C., 
246; Roper v. Roper, 58 N.  C., 17; Burg& v. Patton, id., 427; Chambers 
v. Reid, 59 N. C., 305; Howell v. Tyler, 91 N. C., 213; Culp v. Lee, 
109 N. C., 677. 

JOHN J. OLIVER v. THOMAS DIX. 

A bill, either to fescind or to enforce the specific execution of a contract 
for the sale of land, cannot be sustained against one who had guaranteed 
the contract, without making the principal vendor or his representative 
a party. 

THIS case came before the Court by way of appeal from the Court 
of Equity for Caswell County. The bill was filed on 13 Narch, 1834, 
and stated that the plaintiff was in possession of a part of lot No. 12 
in the town of Milton and improving it, in the year 1818, under & 
purchase from some person not mentioned in the bill, and that one 
James Dix then, through the defendant Thomas Dix, as his agent, set 
up a claim to the same; that the plaintiff became satisfied that said 
James was the owner, and thereupon agreed for the purchase of his 
title at the price of ten hundred and fifty dollars, one-half payable in 
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ten days and the other half in three years; that this agreement was 
made on 9 October, 1818, with Thomas, as the agent of the owner 
James, and that the plaintiff then gave his two bonds, each for five 
hundred and twenty-five dollars, for the purchase-money, payable to 
James Dix as aforesaid. The bill further stated that the plaintiff was 
informed during the treaty that the lot was under an encumbrance of 
a deed of trust made by the said James to one Dabney to secure the 
payment of a debt to one Colquhoun of Virginia; and that i t  was a 
part of the  agreement that the said encumbrance should be discharged 
by the vendor, and a reconveyance obtained from the trustee, and that 
a title should then be made to the plaintiff, by James Dix, within six 

months from the day of sale. 
(159) The bill then charged that on the same day the agent Thomas 

(who is the defendant in this suit) gave to the plaintiff his 
bond, in which he obliged himself to cause the said encumbrance to be 
removed and the title made agrekably to those terms. The bond was 
exhibited with the bill, and was an obligation from the defendant to 
the plaintiff in the sum of five thousand dollars, with a condition (after 
reciting the contract, as above stated, as being made with James Dix, 
by his agent Thomas) that unless the obligor "shall cause to be released 
the premises from the said encumbrance, and shall cause my brother, 
James Dix, to make to him, the said Oliver, on or before the expiration 
of six months, such title as he, the said James, may have to the said 
premises, the said obligation shall be in  full force"; which is under 
seal, and signed "Thomas Dix, acting for James Dix." The bill further 
stated that the plaintiff, in  confidence of getting a good title, made 
expensive improvements, and paid to the defendant the bond for the 
first installment of the purchase-money some time after it became due, 
without objecting that the title had not been made; but that, not having 
received a deed, and finding that the defendant would-not or could not 
procure one to be made to him, and that he had taken an assignment to 
himself from the said James of the other bond, he gave him notice that 
he would not pay the bond unless the encumbrance was discharged and 
a proper deed made to him, but that he was ready to make payment 
when that was done. The bill further charged that in consequence of 
not having a perfect title, the plaintiff had been unable to sell the lot, 
and that then it had so depreciated in  value that, notwithstanding he 
had expended several thousand dollars in buildings, i t  could not be 
sold for a sum equal to the first installment already paid, and the 
interest on it. The bill stated also that the heirs of one George Samuel 
had set u p  title to the lot, which was unknown to the plaintiff until 
recently. That i n  fact the deed of Thomas Dix would not give the 
 lai in tiff a good title, and that after the delay of fifteen years the de- 
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fendant ought not to insist on the contract nor compel the payment 
of the last installment; but that the defendant had put the bond in 
suit, and in January, 1834, obtained judgment for the balance of 
the purchasemoney and the interest thereon. The prayer was (160) 
for an injunction and for general relief. 

The answer stated that the defendant paid large sums of money for 
his brother, James Dix, as his security, and was bound for the debt to 
Colquhoun, to secure which the deed of trust was made; that to enable 
him to provide a fund to meet those debts, the said James executed to 
the defendant a letter of attorney, which was exhibited, and bore date 
of 4 August, 1818, authorizing him to sell and convey absolutely several 
parcels of land, including the premises purchased by the plaintiff; that 
he accordingly made, on behalf of his principal, the contract with the 
plaintiff as stated in the bill, and gave, for the fulfillment of it, his 
bond as exhibited; that he, in a short time, paid the debt to Colquhoun, 
four hundred and sixty-four pounds fourteen shillings, Virginia cur- 
rency,, and took an order to the trustee to reconvey; and that accordingly 
Dabney did reconvey to James nix, by deed bearing date 10 March, 
1819; that on 27 March, 1819, he, the defendant, under the said power 
of attorney, executed a deed to the plaintiff, and oBered to deliver it if 
the plaintiff would pay the first installment and secure the other; but 
learning that the plaintiff was much embarrassed, and fearing if he 
delivered the deed to him that the premises would be sold for other 

' 
debts, he declined delivering it without such payment and security, but 
agreed that he would deliver it whenever he should be paid or secured, 
to which the plaintiff made no objection; that the first bond was sued 
on, in the name of James Dix, and judgment recovered; but the de- 
fendant received the money and applied it, with his brother's appro- 
bation, in part discharge of the debt for his said advances, and took an 
assignment of the other bond in further discharge thereof; -$hat the 
plaintiff had been in peaceable possession ever since the contract, and 
made no objection to a want of title when he paid the judgment for 
the first installment, nor since, until the filing of the bill, but had re- 
peatedly requested further time to make payment of the money then 
due; that he had deposited the deed to the plaintiff in court, to 
be taken out by him when the payment should have been made; (161) 
that the possession of James Dix, and of the plaintiff under 
him, was a perfect bar to the pretended title of the heirs of Samuel, 
and that in fact they never had title. 

The defendant exhibited the acquittance of Colquhoun for his debt 
as having been paid by the defendant, and also the deed from Dabney 
to James Dix, both as stated in the answer. He also exhibited the deed 
to the plaintiff of 27 March, 1819, which ran throughout in the name 
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of "Thomas Dix, attorney in fact for James Dix," and was sealed and 
signed by Thomas in the same way. The defendant also exhibited an 
original deed from James Dix to himself, bearing date 2 April, 1819, 
for ground adjoining that sold to the plaintiff and part of the same 
lot No. 12, in which he called for the lines and corners of those prem- 
ises as belonging to the plaintiff. 

Upon the coming in of the answer there was a motion to dissolve 
the injanction which had been granted on the filing of the bill, which 
was refused, and the,injunction continued to the hearing. The cause 
was then set down for hearing upon the bill and answer. At different 
days afterwards it was, under several orders, referred to the master to 
inquire whether the premises were discharged, and when, from the en- 
cumbrance of the deed of trust to Dabney, and whether James Dix had 
at that time the same title and interest in the lot that he had on 9 
October, 1818, and what conveyance the defendant should offer or be 
able to make for the premises, and report any special matter touching 
the subject of the reference which the parties might require. I t  was 
further referred to the master to inquire what sum was paid by the 
plaintiff on the judgment for the first installment, and when; and to 
compute the interest thereon from the time of payment, and to inquire 
whether the same was received by the defendant, as the agent of James 
Dix, or in trust for his creditors, or in the defendant's own right, and 
for his individual benefit. 

The master made report that in July, 1820, the plaintiff paid the 
sheriff on execution, for the principal, interest, and costs due upon the 

judgment the sum of $600.13, and that the interest thereon up 
(162) to the making of the report in November, 1835, was $552, 

making together the sum of $1,152.13; that the defendant re- 
ceived the sum of $577 for the debt and interest to the time of payment 
for his own benefit, and appropriated i t  to his own use, giving the said 
James credit on his debt therefor. The master also reported that the 
encumbrance of Colquhoun was released, and that Dabney did reconvey 
to James Dix, as stated in the answer; that James Dix died in 1822, 
having made his will, whereby he devised all his estate, after payment 
of his debts, to William Dix; that said William had since died intestate, 
and this land, sold to the plaintiff, descended to the heirs of said Wil- 
liam, only one of whom had attended the master, and that he refused 
to convey, and that the defendant had not offered to make any convey- 
ance before the master. The defendant excepted to the report because 
it did not state that the heirs of Samuel had no title, and because it 
did not state that the title of the plaintiff would be good under the 
deed tendered to him and exhibited with the answer bearing date 27 
March, 1819. 
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The case then came on upon the bill and answer, the report and ex- 
ceptions, and a motion for further directions; and the court confirmed 
the reports and decreed '(that the injunction before granted be made 
perpetual"; and, after declaring "that the defendant had received the 
money collected on the first judgment for his own proper use, and that 
he could not rightfully retain the same because it had been paid with- 
out consideration," decreed further "that the defendant should pay to 
the plaintiff the said sum of $1,152.13, with interest, and also the costs 
of this suit." From the decree the defendant appealed. 

Nash for defendant. 
W.  A. Graham and J .  W .  Norwood for plaintiff. 

RUFFIN, C. J., having stated the case as above, proceeded: I t  is clear 
that the deed offered to the plaintiff is altogether insufficient. No doubt 
the defendant intended to comply with the contract, and both he and . 
the plaintiff thought he was doing so. But the deed does not 
purport to be the deed of James Dix, the owner, but of Thomas (163) 
as the attorney. Allusion is not had to the method of signing 
only. I t  may not be material whether it be signed J. D., by T. D., or 
T. D., for J. D. But the instrument must profess in its terms to be 
the act of the principal. Besides, if it had been in that respect good, 
it would not be effectual for the want of delivery. The defendant says, 
in the answer, that he did not deliver it because he thought it necessary 
to retain the title as security. I t  is now too late to deliver it, had it 
been a proper deed, as the death of his principal revoked the power. 

Upon this ground alone the decree seems to have been based. I t  is 
not supposed that any other difficulty mentioned in the bill had any 
influence upon the court. There is no defect of the title of James Dix 
stated in the decree or found by the master. The plaintiff's possession 
constitutes a title against the Samuels prima facie, and upon those 
pleadings does so conclusively, for the cause is set for hearing on bill 
and answer, and the answer is precise in the denial of their title. Be- 
sides, the title is immaterial. The contract is only for such title as 
James Dix had after getting a reconveyance from Dabney, which has 
been done. The sole foundation of the decree, therefore, is that James 
Dix has not conveyed to the plaintiff, and therefore that the plaintiff 
is entitled to recover back that part of the purchase-money which he 
has paid, and interest on it, and be discharged from any further pay- 
ment. 

To sustain the decree it is necessary to regard the contract in this 
case as one between the parties to this suit exclusioely, independent 
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of any authority from James Dix, and supposing him not to be bound 
by it. Even in that point of view, the plaintiff would have many diffi- 
culties to contend with. I f  two persons contract that one shall convey 
to the other the land of a third person, or that he will cause the owner 
to convey it, is it certain that equity will entertain a bill for specific 
performance, or to rescind the contract? Will not the parties be left 
to law i n  so obvious a case of speculation? But if a court of Equity 
can interfere at  all, will more be done than to stop such part of the 

purchase-money as may remain unpaid, until the vendee can 
(164) ascertain his damages at  law for the breach of covenant by the 

other party? I f  he gets into possession by virtue of the contract, 
is he to retain it and not account for rents and profits, and yet recover 
back the whole purchase-money and interest, although the estate may 
have fallen one-half in  price since the contract? I f  i t  had risen, and 
the vendee had recovered the increased value in damages, the vendor 
could not be relieved, for he could not make a title, and therefore could 
not have a decree for specific execution; and, on the other hand, would 
have no equity to compel the other to accept a return of the purchase- 
money merely because he could not fulfill his stipulations, though that 
inability was known when he entered into them. The like reasons seem 
to apply to one who buys from a person who he knows cannot make a 
title and is undertaking to sell that which belongs to another. I t  is a 
wager on the rise and fall of the property. The Court might restrain 
the collection of the present judgment, upon the ground of the defend- 
ant's nonperformance of his contract, for a reasonable time. But it is 
not seen how the plaintiff could have a decree for the sum formerly 
paid, for the bill is not for specific performance, but in respect of that 
sum is for a mere money demand, arising simply from nonperformance. 
I t  is a substitute for the action of covenant. 

But the contract here is not of that character. I t  has been argued 
that i t  is, because James Dix is not bound by or in the instrument of 
9 October, 1818, but the defendant only. That is true, if i t  be inquired 
whose deed that obligation is. I t  is, unquestionably, the bond of 
Thomas and not of James. The former seals it, and he speaks in it 
throughout, and the latter not at all. But i t  states that Thomas was, 
in  fact, the attorney of James, and that as such he had made a contract 
for his brother to sell and convey the land to the plaintiff. H e  was in 
truth the agent of James, constituted by a sufficient letter of attorney, 
not only to  contract but to convey. The instrument is evidence of the 
conract against James,.and makes i t  binding on him. The transaction 

was prior to the statute of frauds, and a contract of James, by 
(165) parol, made by his agent, was good. Rut i t  would be equally 
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so now, for the statute requires a writing to be signed by the party 
to be charged therewith, or some other person thereto by him law- 
fully authorized. Within the statute, the signature need not be that 
of the'principal nor in his name, but that of the agent is sufficient. 
Besides, the contract was recognized and ratified by James himself. 
03-er and above the answer, there is complete proof of that. James 
accepted the bonds, sued on one and recovered judgment, and endorsed 
the other. H e  conveyed other parts of the lot, and in the deed calls 
this portion of it the property of the plaintiff: But the answer, which 
is admitted by the plaintiff to be true, puts it beyond a cavil. 

The case then is that the plaintiff contracted with James Dix, the 
owner, for the purchase; and that, as he was embarrassed and had 
encumbered the estate, he required a guarantee against the encum- 
brance, who would stipulate for its extinguishment within a reasonable 
period, and a conveyance of the title of the vendor, and that the vendor 
has died without conveying. As a mere personal covenant this C o u ~ t  
has nothing to do with it were it not that the defendant has become 
the owner of the plaintiff's debt, which the Court mill not suffer him 
to collect if the vendor will not make the conreyance which he con- 

, tracted to make. But the defendant stands upon that instrument as 
the surety of his brother; and the plaintiff can hare no relief on i t  
against the surety without haring the principal before the Court. The 
relief which the plaintiff seeks cannot be obtained but as a consequence 
of having the agreement relscinded. The Court cannot decree it to be 
rescinded without haring the devisee of the vendor or his heirs before 
the Court. Justice to the defendant makes that indispensable. How 
would it look if, after making this decree, the vendor should still insist 
011 the agreement, and file his bill to compel this plaintiff to accept 
the title, and what would there be to prevent i t ?  I t  may be said that 
it is the business of the defendant to procure the convexance, and that 
perhaps the heirs will not convey, even after decree, and the plaintiff 
ought not to be obliged to pay the money until the deed be ap- 
p r o ~ e d  and deliaered. The neglect of the defendant may ulti- (166) 
niately affect the costs, but it cannot make him answerable to 
the plaintiff in the first instance, at least not in this Court. Disobedi- 
ence to the decree is not to be anticipated. But if it were to occur, the 
Court x-ould enforce obedience. I f  the case rested between the plaintiff 
and the heirs, they would be at liberty to modify, perform or cancel 
the contract. But the defendant has an equity as surety, that no col- 
lusion between the plaintiff and those succeeding to the vendor can 
overcome; and he has a right to insist that the plaintiff shall require 
the heirs to convey, or that he shall be discharged. H e  has also an 
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equity as assignee, not only that the plaintiff shall require the convey- 
ance, but upon the heirs that they shall make it. Those persons could 
not by agreement rescind the contract so as to defeat the defendant's . - 

right, as assignee, to receive the money due on the bond. Much less 
would the Court allow the heirs to hold out against a decree, so as to 
throw the burden or the loss on the defendant. I f  the vendor would 
not convey, and the plaintiff elected not to pay upon a decree alone, 
without a deed actually made, the Court might then rescind the con- 
tract at  his instance. But what then? Why i t  would stand rescinded 
for the benefit of the surety, as well as the other parties. Upon what 
terms? That the vendor, and not the surety, in case the former was 
able, should repay the purchase-money to the plaintiff, and then so 
much of it would be applied to the discharge of the defendant's judg- 
ment as would satisfy it. Moreover, the plaintiff mould then be re- 
quired to surrender the possession and account for the rents and profits; 
and if the surety were held liable at all upon his contract, he would 
have the advantage of. that deduction. I n  what situation does the decree " 
pronounced leave these parties? The plaintiff does not even offer to 
surrender the possession to anybody after seventeen years enjoyment 
without rent, is allowed still to keep possession and get back from the 
surety the whole purchase-money, with interest on i t ;  and this not in 
a case where the vendor cannot make title, but only will not. I f  it be 

said that he is accountable to the owner for rent, and may have 
(167) to pay him, so much the worse. Then that money will be taken 

out of the surety's pocket, to be put into his principal's; and 
the plaintiff wishes to carry on his suit in that way which will enable 
him or his vendor to do such palpable rnjustice. 

It cannot be said that the contract has been abandoned by the delay. 
The plaintiff has been in possession under i t  all the time. I t  is nearly 
certain that each party thought it had been executed. At any rate 
the plaintiff waived the delay; he sought indulgence himself, and raised 
no objection to the title until he made i t  in this suit. But be that as it 
may, the principal contracting party must be before the Court, as well 
in a suit to have a contract declared null, upon the ground of laches 
and abandonment, as when it is sought to have it rescinded because i t  
was improperly obtained, or cannot be performed. Any other course 
would sacrifice the rights of the defendant to enable the plaintiff to get 
rid of a losing bargain, or open the door to collusion against the defend- 
ant between the plaintiff and his vendor. 

The injunction is merely incidental to the principal relief, and cannot 
be sustained unless those persons are parties against whom the principal 
relief is to be decreed. The bill, for these reasons, might have been 
dismissed on the hearing, or the court might have allowed it to stand 
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over for an  amendment to bring in  those parties, as to which last, how- 
l ever, its being an injunction cause might be a material consideration 
I 

as to the terms. But without those parties the plaintiff could not have 
a decree, much less such a decree as this, which must have been greatly 
modified upon the merits, if those persons had been parties, whether 
by the decree the contract had been enforced or rescinded. 

The opinion of this Court is that there is error in  the decrees of the 
Superior Court of Equity in  perpetuating the injunction and in order- 
ing the payment by the defendant, to the plaintiff, of the sum of eleven 
hundred and fifty-two dollars and thirteen cents, with interest, or any 
part  thereof, and in  directing the defendant to pay the costs of this suit; 
and therefore that i t  be wholly reversed and the costs decreed 
against him; if already paid by the defendant, be restored to (168) 
him. 

The Court does not dismiss the bill, inasmuch as it does not appear 
that any objection was made at  the hearing of want of parties, and 
i t  is not raised in the answer. But the cause will be remitted to  the 
court of Caswell, to be proceeded in further, according to right, and 
then the necessary amendments may be asked for. Doubtless that court 
will make i t  the interest of the plaintiff to speed the cause to a hearing 
against the parties he may bring in, and to prosecute it faithfully, by 
the control i t  has over the injunction, which is now continued till the 
further order of that court, as is also the question of costs. 

PER CURIAM. Judgment reversed and the cause remanded. 

Cited: Washburn v. Washburn, 39 N. C., 311; Love v. Camp, 41 
N. C., 212; NcCall v. Clayton, 44 4. C., 423; Phillips v. Hooker, 62 
N. C., 196; Bryson v. h e a s ,  84 N. C., 687; Neaves v. Mining Co., 90 
N. C., 414; Cadell v. Allen, 99 N. C., 546; Hargrove v. Adcock, 111 
N. G., 171. 

JOHN BIRD, ADMINISTBATOR, ETC., V. MARGARET GRAHAM ET AL. 

1. A receipt from one of the next of kin, expressed to be for his part of 
the personal estate, but following a statement in which he is credited for 
his share of the "perishable estate" of the intestate, is not a receipt in 
full of the personal estate, so as to exclude him from claiming an interest 
in a negro belonging to the estate; particularly when it appeared that 
the sum for which he was credited was the same that each of the other 
next of kin received for their respective shares of the perishable estate, 
independent of their interest in the negro. 
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2. Where a negro remains in the possession of the administratrix, who is 
also the widow of the intestate, for twelve or fifteen years, no presump- 
tion of satisfaction will arise from the delay against one of the next of 
kin to prevent his claiming his interest in the negro, especially if it 
appears that he was under the belief that his infant child, and not him- 
self, was entitled to the interest in the said negro. 

THE plaintiff charged that his deceased wife, Charlotte, of whose 
estate he had been duly appointed administrator, was entitled, as one 
of the next of kin of Robert Graham, to a sixth part of the said Robert's 
personal estate; that after his intermarriage with her, and some time 
in  the year 1812, the plaintiff received from the administrator of 
Robert Graham the sum of twenty-eight dollars, her share of that part 
of the said personal estate which had been sold by the said administra- 

tors, and gave his receipt therefor; that his said wife was more- 
(169) over entitled to a sixth part of a negro woman, Oney, which had 

not been sold, and for which nothing had ever been received by 
himself or his said wife; and the plaintiff claimed that the defendant 
should account to him as her administrator for the sixth part of the 
said negro and her issue since born, and their hire and profits. The 
defendants alleged in  their answers that Margaret Grabam, one of the 
administrators of Robert Graham, had demands against the plaintiff 
to an amount exceeding the value of the one-sixth part of the negro 
woman Oney; that by an arrangement between the plaintiff and the 
said Margaret i t  was agreed that the plaintiff should allow these de- 
mands as a payment and satisfaction for and on account of the sixth 
part to which his wife was entitled of-the said negro; and the plaintiff, 
in  pursuance of said agreement, and having received actual payment 
of his wife's part of the residue of the personal property, did there- 
upon, in  the year 1812, execute a receipt in  full of all claims which 
he and his wife had upon the estate of Robert Graham. I n  the answer 
of the defendant Margaret Graham she declared that she had this re- 
ceipt ready to be produced. By an agreement of the counsel of the 
parties filed in  the cause it was declared that objections were waived 
to the testimony taken because of the nonproduction of the receipt. 
The court having examined that testimony thus rendered competent, 
and feeling not a little doubt in  determining the disputed fact whether 
the receipt referred to by the parties, plaintiff and defendants, were 
a receipt in  part only or a receipt in  full, and deeming that to be a 
fact of much importance in the controversy, directed a special reference 
for the purpose of ascertaining the true nature of the receipt, and re- 
served the further consideration of the cause until the report should 
come in. The commissioner made his report, to which he annexed the 
original receipt itself, which was at the foot of an account in  which 
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the administrators had charged the plaintiff with certain iterns, and 
given him credit by his share of "the perishable estate" of their intes- 
tate; and the receipt then followed in  these words: "Received the above 
sun1 of eleven dollars and seventy-six cents, the balance of 
twenty-eight dollars and thirty-four cents, the amount due me (170) 
from the administrators of Robert Graham, Jr. ,  deceased, for 
my share of the personal estate of said Robert Graham, Jr., deceased, 
as guardian for Robert Bird, one of the legatees of said estate." 
(Signed) "John Bird." I t  appeared that twenty-eight dollars and 
thirty-four cents was the sum received by each of the other next of 
kin, independent of Oney. It further appeared that the said negro 
woman remained in the possession of the defendant Margaret Graham, 
who was the widow of Robert Graham, Jr., until 1885, within four 
years after which time the present bill mas filed. 

X e n d e n h  all for p l a i n t i f .  
W i n s t o n  f o ~  defendant .  

G a s ~ o s ,  J. The inquiry which the Court directed has been made. 
To the commissioner's report is annexed the receipt, the character of 
which we wished to ascertain, and that manifestly does not comprehend 
the plaintiff's or the plaintiff's wife's undivided interest in  Oney. I t  
follows upon a statement in which the plaintiff is credited solely for 
his share of the pel-islzable estate of Robert Graham. There is no room 
to doubt that the term perishable was intended to exclude this interest, 
for we find the amount of twenty-eight dollars and thirty-four cents, 
at  which the share of the perishable estate is stated to be, the same 
receired by the other children who have retained Oney and her in- 
crease. There is  then no proof that any payment or satisfaction was 
made to the plaintiff on account of the subject-matter of this suit, 
unless we are to presume satisfaction merely because of the delay in 
instituting it. Now i t  appears that Oney remained in the possession 
of Nrs. Graham, the widow and administratrix, until 1825, and no 
presumption during that time arises against any of the persons entitled 
to distributive shares. The benefit from her labor was a slender com- 
pensation for rearing her children, and this bill was filed in less than 
four years thereafter. Besides, it would seem from the terms of the 
receipt, which is given by the plaintiff as father and guardian of 
"Robert Bird," that the plaintiff supposed the right to be, not 
i n  himself, but in  his child, and if so, he had no reason to fear (171) 
that the child's claim could be prejudiced during his minority. 
The lapse of time under these circumstances is insufficient to warrant 
the presun~ption of satisfaction, and the Court therefore declares that 
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the plaintiff, as administrator of his deceased wife, is entitled to an 
undivided sixth part of Oney and her increase. This declaration is 
made because the parties before the Court have expressly waived all 
objections because of the want of other proper parties. But a final 
decree cannot be rendered unless those who hold Oney and her increase 
are before the Court. To enable the plaintiff to have this done, the 
cause is ordered to be remanded to the Court of Equity for the county 
of Montgomery. 

PER CURIAM. Cause remanded accordingly. 

Cited:  Bird v. Graham, 36 N. C., 1 9 i ;  Peacock v. Harris, 85 N. C., 
151. 

SAMUEL CHILD v. JL4MES DWIGHT & COMPANY ET AL. 

xeither the plaintiff nor defendant can direct: the application of money 
received by the sheriff on an execution. The powers and duties of the 
sheriff in that respect are beyond the control of either party, as the law 
itself applies the money raised on an execution. 

THE bill was filed 20 August, 1830, and stated that the defendants, 
Thomas Clancy and James Child, were partners and merchants in  
Hillsboro, trading under the name of Thomas Clancy & Co., and be- 
came largely indebted to sundry. persons, and amongst them to the 
defendants, Dwight & Go., of Petersburg, in  Virginia, by bond in the 
sum of eleven hundred and ninety-eight dollars and ninety-seven cents; 
and to the defendants, Bowers & Co., of Petersburg, by bond in the 
sum of eight hundred arid forty-one dollars and fifty-five cents; that 
these creditors placed their bonds in the hands of the defendant Scott, 
as their attorney, to be put in suit, which was done accordingly, and 
judgments taken at  August Term, 1828, of Orange County Court, from 
which appeals were taken to $he Superior Court, and thereon final 
judgments apparently rendered for the whole principal and interest 

by confession at  September Term, 1828; that no executions issued 
(172) thereon from that term, but that writs of fi. fa. issued from 

M-arch to September, 1829, which Scott, the attorney, directed 
the sheriff not to proceed on, and that they were by his consent returned 
"nothing found"; that before any judgment, and pending the appeal, 
and after final judgment, Clancy & Co. made payments to Scott, on 
account of those debts, to the amount of more than one thousand dol- 
lars; that Scott was also indebted upon account to Clancy & Co., and 
to another firm in which they were interested, to the amount of seven 
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hundred dollars or thereabouts, subject to some credits by account, 
which might reduce the same to between four and five hundred dollars, 
and came to an agreement with Clancy & Co. to accept his own said 
debts in part payment of those of which he had the collection; that 
in fact the said pretended judgments were not rendered by the court, 
nor confessed in court, but the entries thereof were made privately on 
the record by the part ia  and clerk in the clerk's office. 

The bill further stated that Thomas Clancy & Co. were indebted to 
the defendants Hill & Nalle, likewise of Petersburg, in a large sum, 
namely, five thousand two hundred and forty-three dollars and twenty- 
eight cents, by bond, in which the plaintiff was bound as their surety, 
and also nine hundred and seventy-nine dollars and seventy cents upon 
the note of Thomas Clancy & Go. themselves; that suits were instituted 
in Orange County Uourt on each of those debts, which were put to 
issue at May Term, 1829; that the plaintiff, being only a surety, left 
the defense to his principals, who withdrew the pleas at August Term, 
1829, when judgments were rendered in both cases; and that in each a 
cessat executio was entered "until ordered by the plaintiffs," without 
the consent or knowledge of the present plaintiff; that writs of fi. fa. 
issued thereon from that term to the next on both judgments, which 
were levied on all the estate, real and personal, of Thomas Clancy & 
Co., and thereon writs of venditiowi exponas issued from term to term 
until the filing of the bill, at which time the sheriff had them. 

The bill further stated that execution was issued on each of (173) 
the pretended judgments of Dwight & Co. and Bowers & Co. 
from September, 1829, which was also levied on the whole of the 
property of Clancy & Co., and that another was issued from March, 
1830, and was then in the sheriff's hands; that under three various exe- 
cutions of Hill & Nalle, and the other creditors, the sheriff had made 
sundry sales, and paid out of the proceeds different sums to the attorney 
Scott, amounting to as much as would be due to his clients if the said 
payment to him by Clancy & Co. and his debts to them were deducted; 
but that the said Scott refused to make any such deductions, and that 
he and Dwight & Co. and Bowers & Go. claimed out of the moneys 
that would be raised by a sale of the residue of the property of Clancy & 
Go. (which was to be made in a few days) a sufficiency to satisfy those 
executions, without allowing any of those credits, upon the ground that 
they were older and to be preferred to those of Hill & Nalle; that if 
those credits were not allowed, the plaintiff would be greatly injured, 
inasmuch as Clancy & Co. were insolvent, and the whole of their estate 
would be much less than sufficient to satisfy all the debts, and the 
deficiency on the judgment of Hill & Nalle against Clancy & Co. and 
the plaintiff would be levied from the plaintiff's estate. The bill 
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further stated that Hill & Nalle had directed the sheriff to apply the 
moneys raised by him to their execution against Clancy & Go. for the 
debt for which there was no surety, so as to throw the entire loss on 
the plaintiff, whose estate the sheriff was about to seize on the other 
execution, notwithstanding Clancy &. Go. had iristructed the sheriff, 
in  writing, to apply the money raised on both the executions of Hill & 
Nalle, in the first place, to the execution agaiqst them and the plaintiff. 

The bill then charged that the plaintifi' was discharged from all 
liability on the judgment, by which he had been bound by the stay of 
execution, granted without his consent, and by the voluntary delay of 
the plaintiffs therein to issue it, and that the order of Clancy & Co. 
to the sheriff, as to the application of the money, was obligatory on 
him and the plaintiffs in the executions. 

The prayer was for a discovery of the manner of taking the 
(174) judgments of Dwight & Co. and Bowers & Co., and of the pay- 

ments made to Scott of the sums due from him to Clancy & Co., 
and of the agreements relative to discounting them in part of those 
judgments; and in the meantime that those creditors and Hill  & Nalle 
should be enjoined from suing the sheriff for or receiving from him 
any of the moneys then in  the sheriff's hands, or that might be raised 
by the approaching sales, unless there should be enough to satisfy all 
the said debts or, at any rate, unless the judgment to which the plaintiff 
is a party should be first satisfied or be discharged from it. 

The answer of Scott denied that the judgments of Dwight & Co. and 
Bowers & Co. were entered in the office, and stated that they were taken 
in term time, and in open court. I t  also denied that he received any 
payments on or had agreed to make any deduction of any debt of his 
own from those judgments. H e  admitted that certain payments had 
been made to him on other debts to the same creditors, which were 
placed in his hands for collection, and on which he had not brought 
suit on account of those payments and the promises of the debtors to 
discharge the balances thereon without snit, and that he had agreed 
that any debt of his own to Clancy BT Go. should be received in the 
liquidation of these last-mentioned demands; that there is still a bal- 
ance due on those debts, after making every deduction; that upon a 
statement of the mutual accounts between him and Clancy & Co. there 
is a balance in his favor of forty-four dollars and sixty-five cents, but 
that they are entitled to a further sum from him for a debt to Crane &. 
Go. (in which they were partners) of two hundred and twenty dollars 
and sixty-two cents; yet that the said balance ought not to affect these 
transactions because, upon the failure of Clancy & Co., he had paid 
as their surety a much larger sum, and was still bound in like manner 
for heavy debts, which he would be obliged to pay. 
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The answers of Dwight & Go. and Bowers &'Go. merely stated their 
ignorance of the actual transactions betwan their attorney and their 
debtors; denied any authority to the former to discount any debt of 
his own or any other person, and also denied the payment to 
them of anything on any one of their debts of which they had (175) 
confided the collection to him, as set forth in Scott's answer; 
and they insisted on their right to raise the whole amount of their 
judgments by reason of the priority of their liens. 

The plaintiff obtained injunctions as prayed for by him, by an order 
of a judge out of court, which mas dissolved as to Hill  & Nalle, upon 
their answer at the first term. The bill was then continued as an 
original bill, replications taken to the answers, and the cause set for 
hearing, without testimony being taken by either party, and transferred 
to this Court for hearing. 

7Vinston for plaintif. 
J .  W .  il'orwood for defenclnnts. 

RUFFIN, C. J., after stating the case as above, proceeded: There is 
no equity upon the face of the bill against Hill & Nalle. I f  an agree- 
ment to stay the executions on the judgment, to which the plaintiff 
was a party, could have the effect of discharging him after he was 
fixed v i t h  the debt, there is yet no such agreement charged, nor any- 
thing from which i t  could be inferred. There is no particular time 
given to the debtors, no negotiation, no stipulation for delay set forth, 
but a mere memorandum by the plaintiff's attorney to the clerk not 
to issue the execution of his own accord, nor until i t  should be ordered. 
Besides, there was, in fact, no delay, for the plaintiffs did sue out exe- 
cution from the rery first term. 

Then, as to the application of the money as between the tivo execu- 
tions of Hill  & Nalle, the question is one merely at law, where the 
present plaintiff could get all the relief he vras entitled to by a motion 
upon the return of the executions. Indeed he did, in a few days after 
the filing of this bill, get in that way the benefit he seeks here, for the 
case at law between these same parties 'came to this Court, 3 Dev. Rep., 
265, and was decided in faaor of the present plaintiff, to the full extent 
of his rights. That case is, howel-er, mentioned not for the purpose of 
showing that the plaintiff has availed himself of his remedy, 
but that he  had another available and more obvions remedy. (176) 

The directions of the principal debtors as to the application 
of the money raised from the sales of their property are perfectly inef- 
fectual. The duties and powers of the sheriff in that respect were 
beyond the control of the plaintiff in the process, after delivering both, 
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and much more beyond that of the defendants therein. The law applies 
the monev raised on an execution. 

The case against the other defendants is equally weak. I f  an  attor- 
ney could set off his own debts, instead of receiving money, and thereby 
bind his client, although he failed to pay him-for which proposition 
we know of no authority or reason-the agreement for such a set-off, 
much more a settlement upon that basis, is pointedly denied by Mr. 
Scott's answer, as is also the receipt of any payment whatever from 
Clancy & Go. on the judgments enjoined, and there is no proof to the 
contrary on either point. I t  is hardly necessary to remark that the 
objection to the method of entering these judgments is subject to the 
same observations. I f  the objection were valid in law or were open 
to the complainant, the existence of the facts on which it rests is denied 
and not proved. 

The bill must therefore be dismissed, and with costs to each of the 
defendants, except Thomas Clancy & Co. 

PER CURIAM. Bill dismissed. 

Cited: Foz v. l i l i?ze ,  85 N. C., 176. 

1. A tenant, against whose landlord a judgment in ejectment had been re- 
covered, may, after such judgment and before eviction, purchase in the 
title of the real owner, and hold the possession of the land as his own, . 
under his newly acquired title. 

2. I t  seems that although before eviction, after a judgment in ejectment, 
the covenant for quiet enjoyment is not broken, yet if the tenant of 
the vendee acquires a new title, after such judgment and before his 
eviction, it will amount to a breach of that covenant, so as to entitle 
the vendee to his action. 

3. An administrator who bona f ide carries on a suit commenced by his intes- 
tate, will be allowed the expenses of such suit as a proper disbursement, 
although it may be unsuccessful. 

THE plaintiffs and the defendant were the next of kin and the heirs 
at law of David Coble, deceased. This bill was originally filed for two 
purposes: the one to call the defendant, who was also administrator 
of the said David, to account with the plaintiffs for their distributive 
shares of the personal estate of the deceased, and the other for the par- 
tition of three tracts of land, whereof it was averred that the deceased 
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died seized in fee simple. The first part of the case was disposed of, 
except in  relation to a single item claimed by the defendant as a dis- 
bursement, it being the amount of costs and charges paid by him in  
the unsuccessful prosecution of a suit instituted by the deceased, and 
carried on by the defendant after his death and as his administrator. 
I f  this were allowed to the defendant as a proper disbursement, the 
plaintiff had no further claim as next of kin; if it were not, then they 
would be entitled to an additional sum to that already decreed to them. 
With respect to two of the tracts of land there was no controversy. The 
defendant admitted the common seizin of the plaintiff and himself 
therein, and assented to the partition prayed for. But, with respect 
to the tract called the Welbourn tract, the defendant insisted that he 
mas the sole proprietor of it, and that the plaintiff had no right to ask 
for a partition thereof. The facts in relation to the title to this dis- 
puted tract, upon the pleadings and proofs, appeared to be these: Jane 
McGee was seized thereof in  fee simple. She married John Welbourn, 
who executed a deed of bargain and sale unto one William Bell, 
whereby he purported to convey the said tract to the said Wil- (178) 
liam in fee simple; and on 27 October, 1799, the said William, 
by deed of bargain and sale, conveyed the same in fee simple to the 
deceased David Coble. Jane Welbourn was not a party to the deed of 
her husband, but subscribed her name to an endorsement upon the deed 
of William Bell, or to a certificate annexed thereto, declaring that she 
assigned all her right in  the said land for a valuable consideration to 
the said David Coble. Under this claim of title David Coble remained 
i n  possession of the tract during the life of John Welbourn. He died 
after the month of May, 1823, and before 29 September, 1825, when 
his widow instituted an action of ejectment against Samuel Coble and 
Daniel Coble, sons of David, and tenants in  possession under him. By 
an order made in the cause David, as the landlord of the said Samuel 
and Daniel, was made a party defendant in their stead, and in Novem- 
ber, 1826, a verdict was had and a judgment rendered for the plaintiff 
in  ejectment. Immediately after this judgment was rendered, and 
before any eviction of possession, an action was brought by David 
Coble against the representatives of his bargainor, William Bell, for a 
supposed breach of the covenants contained in the deed aforesaid of the 
said William. The plaintiff in  this action having died, the present 
defendant, as his administrator, revived and prosecuted the said action, 
which was finally decided against him because the covenant sued on 
was a covenant for quiet enjoyment, and a breach of that covenant had 
not taken place when the suit was instituted. On the day succeeding 
that upon which the last-mentioned suit was comnienced the defendant, 
who was yet on the land, obtained a conveyance therefor from William 
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Welbourn, who claimed under a conveyance with covenants of general 
warranty from John Welbourn and his wife Jane, dated 14 May, 1823. 
The defendant paid a full and 'fair consideration for the land to Wil- 
liam Welbourn, and under this conveyance hath continually since en- 
joyed the land as his own. 

Nash for plaintiffs. 
W .  A. Graham for defendant. 

(179) GASTON, J., having stated the case as a b o ~ e ,  proceeded as fol- 
lows: I t  is obvious upon this statement that the rightful estate 

which the deceased, David Coble, acquired by his conveyance from Wil- 
liam Bell terminated by the death of John Welbourn. The fee simple 
was in John Welbourn's wife, and could not be rightfully transferred 
except under the solemnities required by law in relation to the deeds of 
femes comrt; but his estate passed by his deed to Bell, and by Bell's deed 
to Coble. Jane Welbourn had no right of entry until after the death of 
her husband, and if this right had not been asserted within seven years, 
the then adverse possession of Coble would have ripened his defeasible 
into a perfect title. But i t  was asserted effectually to a judgment, 
which put it into her power to take possession of the land. I t  is an 
established rule of law that a tenant cannot dispute the title of his 
landlord, either by setting up a title in himself or in a third person, 
while such tenancy continues. I t  would encourage bad faith and vio- 
late public policy to allow the tenant to hold in defiance of his land- 
lord who, reposing upon the faith of the relation existing between them, 
has regarded the possession of the tenant as his possession, held under 
his title, and ready to be surrendered to him when the time to require 
such surrender shall arrive. There can be no question, however, but 
that after the dissolution of the tenancy, as where the tenant has been 
evicted on an adversary claim, the tenant is free to purchase in the 
title or to enter into a new relation with others, and to defend the 
possession, under that title or that relation, against his former land- 
lord. Here, indeed, there was not an actual eviction of Samuel Coble, 
but his possession had been unsuccessfully attempted to be defended 
by David Coble. I t  had been judicially ascertained that, as the tenant 
of his father, he had no right to the possession; that the interest in the 
land, and of course the rights to its rents and profits, was in another; 
and i t  seems to us that he was well warranted in  treating the relation 
of tenancy between him and his father as terminated, and in regarding 
himself at  liberty to give a new and rightful character to his possession. 

See Baker v. Mellish, 10 Ves., 544. We also think, although it 
(180) is not necessary to give a judicial opinion on the question, that 
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if David Coble had deferred bringing his action of covenant until after 
the conveyance to Samuel, he might have successfully maintained his 
action. The possession of Samuel being no longer his, the covenant 
for quiet enjoyment would have been broken. But i t  is objected that 
the defendant purchased and took a conveyance not from Jane, but 
William Welbourn, who set up title to the land under an alleged deed 
from Jane Welbourn, and that this deed passed nothing, because at the 
time it was made the land was in the adverse possession of David Coble. 
I n  law, however, this possession was not then adverse to Jane Wel- 
bourn. David Cole was seized of a rightful estate during the joint 
lives of John Welbourn and his wife, and the reversion in fee remained 
in her. And if the possession had been adverse, we understand the law 
to be that, although the deed did not operate directly to transfer the 
title, which yet remained in the grantor, so that the grantor might main- 
tain an ejectment against persons not privy to the deed, it might be- 
tween the parties thereto operate as an estoppel. But there is a stronger 
objection to the deed. The acknowledgment of Jane Welbourn to this 
deed was defectively and irregularly taken, and this may have been 
the reason, for it would have been a sufficient reason why, in  the action 
of ejectment, the deed was not set up by David Coble to defeat the 
plaintiff's recovery. But, notwithstanding all or either of these objec- 
tions to the efficacy of that deed, we are still of opinion that the taking 
of the conveyance from William Welbourn changed the character of 
the defendant's possession. The true question is whether David Coble 
died seized of the tract in  dispute. His  estate ceased on the death of 
John Welbourn, and there is no pretense for the allegation that he 
died seized, unless the possession of the defendant continued to be his 
possession and in  affirmance of his title up to his death. But the pos- 
session of the defendant, after taking the conveyance from William 
Welbourn, was adverse to the title of his father. William Welbourn 
claimed under Jane Welbourn, by a colorable though defective con- 
veyance. The possession by his assignee was a possession under her 
title, which none but herself conld disturb, which she has not 
disturbed, and which now she cannot disturb. I t  must be re- (181) 
garded as having been held by and with her concurrence. 

The plaintiffs also allege that David Coble was a lunatic, and the 
fact being denied by the defendant, much and contradictory evidence 
has been taken upon it. We do not see any necessity for deciding this 
fact. However i t  /may be, the judgment in ejectment cannot on that 
account be rendered inoperative. I f  the defendant's right to purchase 
from William Welbourn depended on his father's assent to such pur- 
chase, the inquiry might be a material one. But it is wholly inde- 
pendent of that assent, and results simply from the determination of 
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his tenancy. Upon the whole, we are of opinion that the plaintiffs and 
the defendant are not tenants in  common of the Welbourn tract, but 
that the defendant is sole seized thereof. 

We are also of opinion that the defendant is entitled to the disburse- 
ment which he claims for the expenses of the suit upon the unfortunate 
action of covenant. I t  was brought by his father upon the adrice of 
respectable counsel, and was prosecuted by him in good faith for the 
benefit of the estate, with the care of which he was charged. 

The partition, as prayed for and assented to by the defendant in the 
other two tracts, must be made, and the costs attending such partition 
are to be charged upon all the parties, in  the proportion of their re- 
spectire interests. As to the other matters, the bill is to be dismissed, 
and with full costs to the defendant. 

PER CURIAX. Decree accordingly. 

If, to prevent a contest about the probate of their father's will, certain 
brothers executed articles of agreement among themselves, providing 
for a more equal distribution of their father's estate than that contained 
in his will, such agreement will not be considered as voluntary and 
without consideration, but will be enforced in equity as a fair family 
arrangement, independent of its being a compromise of doubtful rights. 

THIS bill was filed at  the Fall  Term, 1826, of the Court of Equity for 
the county of Snson, by William Bailey, Jr., William Covington and 
Elijah Covington, plaintiffs, against William Bailey, the elder, Jacob 
Bailey, George Wilson, and Dempsey Fielding and Fanny, his wife; 
and was subsequently amended by making John Bailey and Charles 
Gettings and Clara, his wife, also defendants thereto. 

The plaintiffs therein charged that Thomas Bailey died in the year 
1800, seized of real and possessed of personal property, after having 
made and published his last will and testament, which, at the October 
Term, 1802, of dnson County Court, was duly admitted to probate; 
that the testator by his said will devised and bequeathed,*among other 
things, as follows; that is to say, he devised to his son John two hun- 
dred acres of land whereon the said John then lived, being the half 
of a four-hundred-acre tract, and to his son Jacob the other half of 
the said tract; and also bequeathed to the said Jacob a negro boy named 
J i m ;  he devised to his son William three hundred and forty acres 
whereon the said William then lived, the half of a tract of six hundred 
and eighty acres, on which the testator resided; and to his son James 
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the other half o f  the above six hundred and eighty acres, being the 
part  on which the testator lived; but the last devise was upon condi- 
tion that the said James should not take possession thereof until the 
decease of his mother; he devised to his wife, Jenny Bailey, the last- 
mentioned piece for her life, and bequeathed to her three negroes-Wall, 
Kiz, and Silvy-also for life; he bequeathed the said Silvy and her 
increase to the said James; Wall to the said John, and Kiz and her 

' 

increase (with the exception of the child wherewith she was then preg- 
nant) to the said William. The plaintiffs further charge that 
the said John and Jacob were dissatisfied with the dispositions (183) 
i n  their testator's will, and were about to oppose the probate 
thereof; and a controversy being then likely to arise between the brothers 
i n  relation thereto, they, the said brothers, entered into an arrangement 
for preventing such controversy, and making a more equal distribution 
of the property so devised and bequeathed, which arrangement was 
testified by two written instruments executed at  the same time, and 
which were made exhibits in the cause. These instruments bore date 
i n  April, 1802; one of them was in the form of articles of agreement 
signed and sealed by all the brothers whereby, after reciting the be- 
quests aforesaid, it was declared that it was nevertheless agreed upon 
between them that Wall, Kiz, and Silvy should remain in the posses- 
sion of Jenny Bailey, their mother, for her life; that the hire or labor 
of J i m  should be equally divided among all the brothers, and that after 
their mother's death all the said slaves should be equally divided, or be 
sold, and their proceeds equally divided between the four brothers. The 
other instrument mas in the form of a penal bond, in  the sum of one 
thousand pounds, executed by William and James to John and Jacob, 
with condition annexed which, after reciting the devises of the six-hun- 
dred and eighty-acre tract to the obligors, stipulated that after deduct- 
ing two hundred acres thereof to each of the obligors the residue (two 
hundred and eighty acres) should be divided into four equal shares; 
that one of these shares at the lower end of the old survey, from a 
creek up the little branch, should be conveyed by sufficient conveyance 
to John, and one other share joining James and William's land on the 
north side of the creek should be conveyed in like manner to Jacob. 
The bill further charged that their mother, the widow of the testator, 
had died about twelve months before the filing of the bill, possessed 
of all the said slaves and their increase, except a negro girl named 
Rachel and her increase (at  that time two children, whose names were 
unknown), in the possession of Jacob Bailey in Tennessee; that Wil- 
liam Bailey had in his possession Wall, Eiz, Winny, Nathan, and little 
Wall and the children of Winny; that James Bailey had died, 
and George Wilson, his administrator, had in possession as such, (184) 
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Silvy and her increase-Fanny, Hamilton, Isabella, and J i m ;  that 
the said Wilson, with a full knowledge of the claim respecting these 
negroes, and for the purpose of defrauding those thereunder entitled, 
had obtained an order of court for the sale of the negroes in  his pos- 
session, and had procured one Vincent Parsons to bid them all off at 
a pretended sale under such order; that they were put up together and 
bid off at  a gross sum; and that, in furtherance of the fraudulent 
scheme aforesaid, a pretended conveyance was made by Wilson, as 
administrator, to Parsons, who in  a few days thereafter reconveyed 
them all to the said Wilson, in his individual capacity. The plaintiffs 
set forth that the heirs at  law of James Bailey were Sherwood Bailey, 
who was then dead; Clara, the wife of Charles Gettings, and Fanny, 
the wife of Dempsey Fielding, one of the defendants to the bill; and 
that the said Sherwood Bailey and Charles Gettings and wife had con- 
veyed their whole interest in the before-mentioned land to William 
Bailey, one of the defendants, who then occupied the entire tract of 
six hundred and eighty acres; that the plaintiffs had purchased and 
obtained conveyances from John Bailey for all his interest in the said 
negroes and land; that Dempsey Fielding and Anne, his wife, resided 
in Tennessee; that the negroes then in possession of Jacob Bailey, who 
also resided in  Tennessee, were equal in value to the fourth part to 
which he was entitled under the aforesaid agreement, and that the 
plaintiffs had not one of the negroes; that they had applied to Wilson 
and William Bailey (the defendants) for their share thereof, and to 
the said William Bailey to convey to them the one-fourth part to 
which they were entitled of the land, but that these defendants utterly 
refused to comply with their request. The bill prayed for process 
against all the defendants, that the plaintiff's might have their fourth 
part of the slaves allotted and delivered to them or the value thereof, 
and have possession decreed and proper conveyances made of their 
share in the land, and for an account of the profits since the death of 
the widow of Thomas, the testator, and for general relief. John Bailey, 

by his answer, admitted that he had sold and conveyed all his 
(185) interest in the property to the plaintiffs as charged. Gettings 

and wife admitted by their answer that they had conveyed all 
their interest in  the lands and other real estate of James Bailey to the 
defendant William. Publication was made agreeably to the act of 
Assembly as to the nonresident defendants, Jacob Bailey and Dempsey 
Fielding and wife, and the bill taken pro confesso against them. Wil- 
liam Covington, one of the plaintiffs, had died since the filing of the 
bill, and his executor and heirs had been made parties plaintiffs. Wil- 
liam Bailey, Sr., and George Wilson put in several answers to the bill. 
The former admitted the death of Thomas Bailey, the execution of his 
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last will, containing the devises and bequests stated in  the bill, a dis- 
pute between the brothers in relation to the will, and the execution of 
the articles and bond exhibited: but declared that he acceded to the 
arrangement under "an expectation and belief that i t  would put an 
entire end to the controversy"; but that the probate of the will was 
ca~eated by James Plunkett, one of the next of kin, and on an issue 
made, the will was established at the October Term, 1802, of dnson 
County Court. The defendant further stated that Jenny Bailey, who 
by the terms of the will was entitled to the negroes bequeathed her for 
life, removed to Tennessee to reside with her son Jacob, and carried 
with her the negro Rachel; that she afterwards returned'to this State 
~~- i thou t  bringing back Rachel, whom Jacob insisted on keeping, and 
that he had been informed that Rachel had since had issue; admitted 
that he had the negroes charged by the bill to be in  his possession, but 
had belie~~ed that John Bailey, knowing that the articles mere executed 
without consideration, had abandoned all expectation of benefit from 
them; and insisted that the court would not now permit him to enforce 
the execution of the said articles after such long delay and acquiescence. 
This defendant also admitted the death of Jenny Bailey, as charged, 
and the purchase and conveyance from Sherwood Bailey and Charles 
Gettings and wife of their shares of the land willed by Thomas Bailey 
to his son James. George Wilson, in his answer, admitted the death 
of Thonlas Bailey, the devises and bequests as set forth, and the 
probate of his will; the death of Jenny Bailey, the widow; the (186) 
death of James Bailey; his administration on the estate of said 
James, and the taking into his possession of the negroes mentioned in 
the bill as the property of his intestate; but declared that he had sold 
these negroes in pursuance of an order of court; that Vincent Parsons 
became the purchaser fairly, as the highest bidder, on a credit of twelve 
months; that the negroes, being a mother and four children, mere sold 
together on a principle of humanity; denied that there was any agree- 
ment entered into between him and Parsons for the purchase of the 
slaves before the sale took place; and averred that about ten days after- 
wards he repurchased the whole of them back from Parsons. This 
defendant, in relation to the agreement of compromise charged in the 
bill, said merely that he was ignorant of the execution of the writings, 
and required that the plaintiffs might make strict proof thereof; and 
insisted that if the execution should be proved, the court ought not to 
enforce the specific performance thereof; but, inasnluch as the same 
mas without any consideration, lease the plaintiffs to their remedy at 
law. To the answers of the defendants William Bailey and George 
Wilson the plaintiffs replied generally, and thereupon proofs were 
taken. The court of Anson passed an interlocutory order a t  March 



I N  T H E  SUPREME COURT. . 121 

Term, 1827, directing an  account of the hire of the negroes mentioned 
in  the bill from the death of Jenny Bailey, which account appeared 
to have been taken accordingly, but not to have been otherwise acted 
upon, and the cause was afterwards set down for hearing, and then 
transferred to the Supreme Court for hearing. 

W i n s t o n  for plainti f fs .  
B a d g e r  for defendants .  

GASTON, J., after stating the case as above set forth, proceeded: The 
interlocutory order for an account having never been reheard, nor 
prayed to be reheard, ought to be viewed as a declaration that the 
plaintiffs are entitled to the account prayed for, and of course to the 
share of the negroes, in  relation to which the account was asked. But 

as this point has.not been pressed here in argument, and as it 
(187) is not improbable that the order may hare been made merely 

to speed the final decision, we have examined into the merits of 
the case upon the allegations and proofs. 

The execution of the articles and bond exhibited with the bill is 
barely not admitted by the defendant Wilson. This vague manner of 
denial is always received by the Court unfavorably. il defendant is 
not at liberty thus to put in issue allegations which he may fully belieoe 
to be true, and thereby take the chances of the plaintiff's being unable 
to establish them by strict proof. He is bound to answer, not only as 
to his knowledge, but as to his information and belief. But the execu- 
tion is fully Goved by William Wood, who drew up the writings a t  
the request of all the parties, and who saw them executed, and attested 
the execution as a subscribing witness. 

An allegation is faintly intimated in  the answer of William Bailey, 
Sr., that the compromise testified by these writings was made upon 
condition that the same should not be operative if opposition were 
made on the part of any of the next of kin to the probate of Thomas 
Bailey's will. I f  such a defense were intended, it was incumbent on 
the party to bring i t  forward distinctly. It is inconsistent with that 
reverence for truth which is required from those who answer upon 
oath, as well as with the rules of pleading, for a defendant to express 
himself obscurely in  his answer, and leave to the Court the task of 
divining his meaning. Whenever this course is pursued, the Court 
adopts that construction of the language which is strongest against 
him. The defendant says that he acceded to the arrangement, under 
the belief and expectation that it would put an entire end to the con- 
troversy. What controversy does he refer to?  The only one mentioned 
in  the previous part of the answer is "a dispute between the brothers7' 
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in relation to the will. The answer further states that James Plunkett, 
one of the next of kin, caveated the will; that an issue was thereupon 
made up, and the will established at  October Term, 1802, of Anson 
court. The whole truth in relation to this caveat is not set forth. An 
exhibit is produced, showing that at  the term aforesaid a caveat was 
entered by James Plunkett; an issue made up; the issue found 
against the caveator; a new trial of the issue awarded by the (188) 
court, and then a withdrawal of the caveat by the caveator. 

The Court does not consider this defense open to the defendant, if it 
could be proved, because it is not taken in  his answer. Proofs mu& 
be confined to the allegations of the parties. But it is unsustained 
by the proofs. The only testimony tending to establish it is that of 
Catharine Bailey who, in answer to an interrogatory whether she 
"understood that the bonds were to stand in full force, if no other heir 
came forward to break the will," answers that she heard them, the four 
brothers, say so. I t  would be a violent inference from this that they 
had agreed that it should be utterly null if any one set up an ineffectual 
opposition. But this witness does not represent herself as being present 
at  the agreement of compromise, or actually knowing the full intent 
of the parties; nor does she state when she heard this declaration; but 
says further that she also took a bond at same time for some of the 
movable property of her father (the testator) ; that she has not, indeed, 
got the property, but that she put the bond into the hands of a legal 
gentleman for the purpose of being enforced, and does not know whether 
any or, if any, what steps have been taken upon it. Her acts seem to 
show that she did not regard her bond as avoided by Plunkett's caveat. 
William Wood, however, who drew up both the writings, under the 
directions of the parties, has been examined upon this point by the 
defendants, and he states that the agreement was, indeed, entered into 
to prevent a controversy respecting their father's will, but that he did 
not understand that the agreement should not be binding in case the 
probate should be opposed by others. It is probable that no opposition 
was apprehended except from the dissatisfied brothers, and also very 
probable that the ineffectual opposition set up was withdrawn because 
of the compromise between the brothers. 

I t  is objected that the agreement of compromise was wholly volun- 
tary, and that a court of Equity will not enforce its specific execution. 
Where there is a fair doubt as to the rights of parties, an agreement 
entered into without fraud, for the compromise of those rights, 
is not a voluntary agreement, and is a fit subject for the juris- (189) 
diction of a court of Equity. We should, however, have great 
difficulty in  enforcing this agreement merely as a compromise of doubt- 
ful rights, for the bill sets forth no rights as claimed by the plaintiffs 
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in opposition to those derived under the will. There is no avernient 
of any matter which should render the validity of the will doubtful, 
but only of an intention on the part of the dissatisfied brothers to con- 
test its probate. I t  seems to us that in order to make out a case of a 
compromise of doubtful rights it was necessary to state what were the 
alleged rights in regard to which the doubts existed. Rut it is not 
exclusirelg on this ground that the claini of the plaintiffs rests. The 
agreement was confessed1.y entered into for the purpose of quieting dis- 
putes between the children of the same father, in relation to the dis- 
ljosition of his property; i t  is apparently equal; it is not denied to be 
fa i r ;  and was deliberately assented to as a proper and just family 
arrangement. Such arrangements are upheld by considerations, affect- 
ing the interests of all the parties, often far  more weighty than any 
considerations simply pecuniary. Stap i l ton  II. Xtapilton, 1 Atk., 10;  
Cary v. Cary, 1 Ves., 19;  Pullen v. Ready, 2 Atk., 292. 

The defendant William Bailey sets up, by way of defense, that he 
believed that John Bailey, knowing that the articles had been executed 
without consideration, had abandoned all expectation of benefit from 
them, and objects to him or his assignees now enforcing them after sucll 
delay and acquiescence. No particular facts of acquiescence are stated, 
nor is there any averment that the parties to the arrangement had 
waived it or agreed that it should be inoperative. Unless then an 
abandonment of the agreement is to be presumed according to the 
rules of the Court, this objection is unavailing. Under the circum- 
stances of the case we cannot infer such an abandonment. There was 
no time appointed for the execution of the agreement, but the most 
material parts of the agreement could not be executed until the death 
of the testator's widow, and the bill was brought promptly after her 

death. No inconvenieme is shown to have been sustained by 
(190) the defendant because of a bill not having been brought in the 

lifetime of the widow to have the agreement established, and 
such parts of it as mere then in  a state to be performed, carried into 
execution. The plaintiffs complain of no m7rong, and ask for no account 
before the death of the widow; and there is nothing shown from which 
we can infer that either they or John Bailey, to whom they succeeded, 
anticipated any resistance to the claim until the moment ~r-heil they 
sought the practical benefit of it. 

The defendant Wilson insists that the negroes which came to his 
possession as administrator of James Bailey, and therefore subject to 
the trust which the plaintiffs charge, are now his property, freed and 
discharged from the trust. The Court thinks this defense not sustained. 
I t  appears from the report of the commissioner in  the court below that 
these negroes came to the possession of Wilson on 17 October, 1825. 
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H e  is expressly charged in the bill with notice of John Bailey's claim, 
and in  his answer does not deny, but impliedly admits it, and sets forth 
a fact which is prima facie evidence of it. H e  denies that he knew of 
the execution of the writings, and prays that strict proof may be re- 
quired thereof, but states that he got the negroes from the possession 
of John Bailey. The transactions on which he relies as operating a 
transfer to him of the property in  the slaves took place some time be- 
tween October, 1825, and the Fall  Term of 1826 of Anson Superior 
Court. I f  these were in truth what they purport to be, the trust would 
still attach to the negroes in his hands, because he had notice of the 
trust. But we h a ~ e  no difficulty in pronouncing them merely colorable. 
H e  denies that there was "any agreement entered into between him and 
Parsons for the purchase of the slaves before the sale"; but, considering 
the general evasive character of the anmer and the circumstances of 
the case, we are constrained to believe that he attempts to shelter his 
conscience behind the literal sense of these words. H e  sets forth no 
reason for making the sale; shows no note taken from Parsons on his 
pretended purchase; avers no change of possession, and states 
neither the price nor terms of his alleged repurchase. H e  has (191) 
taken Parson's deposition, which is very unsatisfactory. This 
witness states that he bought the negroes at a price exceeding their 
value by forty-five dollars, and that Wilson did not apply to him to 
bid them off. This is the whole explanation given on the subject. Why 
he bid them off at  forty-five dollars more than he thought they were 
worth; whether he purchased in truth for himself, and intending to 
hold them as his own; whether he gave any note or took the possession; 
whether he resold them to Wilson, and if so, when and for what price? 
On all these very natural subjects of inquiry he is wholly silent. We 
believe that there was in truth no sale, no repurchase; that the whole 
was a trick executed, not perhaps by means of a direct agreement be- 
tween the defendant and Parsons, but of a well understood arrangement 
effected through the medium of some third person. 

Upon the whole matter the Court is of opinion that the plaintiffs 
are entitled to a decree establishing the agreement evidenced by the 
articles and bond of 1802 as a fair family arrangement, which is proper 
for the execution of this Court, and which has never been abandoned; 
to an account of the negroes, the subject of that arrangement, and to 
an account of the profits of the said negroes and of the share of the 
plaintiffs in  the land, also the subject of that arrangement, since 5 
January, 1826, when the defendant John Bailey conveyed his interest 
therein to the plaintiff, as appears from his deeds exhibited in  the cause 
and duly proved. 

PER CURIAM. . Decree accordingly. 
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CHARLES W. JACOCKS, ADMINISTRATOR, ETC., ET AL. v. JUDITH BOZMAX, 
ADMINISTRATOR, ETC., ET AL. 

1. Where a residuary bequest, consisting in part of slaves, was given by a 
testator to his widow for life, and after her death to others, and to 
pay a balance of debt the executor was permitted by the widow to retain 
the slaves till out of their hire he had discharged it, i t  mas held that 
the debt was a charge upon both the life estate and the remainder in the 
slaves, in proportion to the respective values of those estates; and that 
consequently the widow, or, as she had died after payment of the debt, 
her representative, mas entitled to the sum which it had been agreed 
the remaindermen should pay, if they were liable to pay any portion 
of the debt. , 

2. Whether in such case, independent of any agreement, the rule of appor- 
tionment would be to require the life-owner to keep down the interest, 
leaving the principal to be paid by the remaindermen, or to require the 
principal to be paid at  once by each in proportion to the value of their 
respective estates, qt6weZ 

THIS case came before the Court upon an appeal from part of a-decree 
pronounced in the Court of Equity for Bertie. 

From the transcript of the record, the following appear to have been 
the facts: John Rhodes died in 1826, having made his will, in which 
he appointed William S. Rhodes executor, and gave his whole estate, 
subject to the payment of his debts, to his wife for life; and after her 
death, to the said William S., and other persons in  certain proportions. 
The personalty consisted of crop, stock, provisions, farming utensils 
and furniture, and seven negro men. The testator was indebted to a 
larger amount than the value of the whole, excepting the slaves. The 
executor proved the d l ,  but died soon thereafter, without having made 
any progress in the administration. At  the request of the widow, 
P. 0. Picot administered with the will annexed, and sold all the effects 
except the negroes, and applied the proceeds to the payment of debts; 
but a balance of four hundred and thirteen dollars and sixty-four cents 
of the debts remained undischarged. The administrator retained the 
possession of the slaves, by the consent of Mrs. Rhodes, and hired them 
out until her death, which happened in April, 1829, and out of those 
hires he paid, also by her consent, that balance of the testator's debts. 

The bill was brought by those entitled in  remainder, against 
(193) Picot, the administrator, and against the administratrix of Mrs. 

Rhodes, and prayed an account of the estate, the division and 
delivery of the slaves, and payment of the profits since the death of the 
tenant for life. The plaintiffs insisted therein that, as the negroes were 
not sold in the lifetime of Mrs. Rhodes but the debts were paid out of 
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the profits by her consent, the administralor could not then sell or 
retain for any part of the debts out of the profits arising since Mrs. 
Rhodes' death. 

The answers admitted all the facts charged in  the bill, and submitted 
to the relief prayed, except that they insisted the plaintiffs ought to 
bear a fair  proportion of the debts which the other parts of the estate 
were insufficient to satisfy. 

The parties themselves ascertained the values of the life estate and 
that in remainder, and agreed that, according to those values, the 
relative proportion of the debts to fall on the remainder was three 
hundred and twenty-five dollars- and four cents, with interest from 20 
March, 1832; and agreed further that the remainder should pay the 
same, provided i t  were liable at  all. The parties also agreed that the 
payments by the administrator were made by the consent of the widow, 
and that there was then in his hands more than three hundred and 
twenty-five dollars and four cents, and the interest aforesaid, of the 
profits of the slaves since her death. 

Upon the hearing the court was of opinion that thk plaintiffs were 
not bound to contribute to the balance of the testator's debts, and 
decreed, amongst other things, that the whole sum found in the hands 
of the administrator should be paid to the plaintiffs. From so much 
of the decree as concerns the said sum of three hundred and twenty-five 
dollars and four cents, and the interest thereon, the defendants appealed. 

Iredell for defendants. 
Badger for plaintias. 

RUFFIIT, C. J., having stated the case as above, proceeded: Indepen- 
dent of any agreement, the case is the ordinary one of a bequest 
of slaves, as parts of a general residue, to one for life, and then (194) 
over, in  which it becomes necessary, after applying all the rest 
of the estate, to raise money from the slaves to satisfy a part of the 
debts. The question is, in what proportion the different interests are 
to contribute and how these proportions are to be raised. 

The general rule is, necessarily, that the executor must sell the resi- 
due and pay the debts out of the proceeds. That sinks so much of the 
capital, and does equal justice to each class of the legatees. Only what 
remains after payment of debts is given away, and that surplus is 
invested so as to yield a profit, which is the legacy to the tenant for 
life, and the principal is secured to those entitled in  remainder. 

But  in Smith v. Borham, 2 Dev. Eq. Ca., 420, it was determined that 
in reference to the right of such legatees, as between themselves, slaves 
form an exception to that rule. The executor is not obliged nor gen- 
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erally permitted to sell them. H e  is not, merely for the sake of the 
convenience or interest or security of the first or last takers. Slaves 
have always been considered "unperishable goods" within the acts of 
1715 and 1723, and when forming a part of the estate of an intestate, 
are not sold, but divided specifically amongst the next of kin, unless a 
sale be necessary to the payment of debts, or an equal division. They 
have been viewed in the same light when they form a part of a general 
residue bequeathed, whether the bequest was immediate or for a par- 
ticular time, to one and then to another. The legatee of the particular 
estate is not merely to have the interest upon the value, but is entitled 
to the possession of the slaves; and where the interest upon the value 
would be more than the profit from the possession-as it may be if the 
slaves be mostly females, having children-the first taker cannot require 
a sale because the remainderman is likewise entitled to the slaves them- 
selves in  his turn. From an early period the reduction in  the value 
of the original stock has in this State been compensated to the re- 
mainderman by giving him the increase. That is settled doctrine. 

Erwin, v. Kilpatrick, 3 Hawks, 456. Indeed, the principle was 
(195) incorporated into our law by statute. The act of 1784 (Rev., 

ch. 225) gave that part of the distributive share of a widow, 
which consists of slaves, for life only; and required her to give bond 
for the return, upon her death, of the slaves and their increase to the 
administrator of her husband. 

Yet there is no doubt that an executor may sell slaves thus bequeathed 
for the payment of debts, and generally he ought to do so. Then each 
interest certainly bears a due share of the common burden. But if 
he does not sell, he cannot keep them and pay the debts out of the first 
profits. That would throw the whole burden on the first taker. Nor 
does i t  seem just where, the gift not being specific, the subject yields 
large immediate profits but is wearing out daily, to give all these profits 
to the tenant for life, and only require that person to keep down the 
interest on the debts, or ultimately to pay the principal, with the re- 
niainderman, in proportion to the original values of their interests, 
estimated as of the time they vested. That might throw on the re- 
mainderman the larger part of the debts, although his legacy were the 
less valuable when it fell into possession. Hence the rule in  England 
seems to be, as to a leasehold given in a residue, that the tenant for 
life is not entitled to the annual produce, but only to interest on the 
estimated value a t  the death of the testator, for the term is expiring 
while i t  is producing. Pearns v. Young, 9 Qes., 552. Families of 
slaves, however, differ from leaseholds i n  this respect, as before men- 
tioned. Their value' does not ordinarily diminish, but increases. The 
tenant for life is bound to provide for and preserve the issue, and 
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therefore is allowed to have possession, and consequently the whole 
profit during the life estate. I n  effect, then, slaves given in  a residue 
and unsold stand, as between the legatees, upon the footing of a specific 
gift. When given in either way, the executor may sell for debts, the 
difference as to his duties and powers being that in the latter case he 
ought to apply to the respective legatees for contribution before a sale, 
and in  the former he need not, because the gift is only of so many of 
the slaves as may remain in  clear surplus. But if the executor 
do not sell, that cannot affect the rights of the legatees as be- (196)  
tween themselves, nor render the executor liable, unless his neg- 
lect has produced loss to all or some of the legatees. Where no sale 
has been made, each legatee is entitled to the profits during his time, 
and must pay what mould have been taken out of his share by a sale 
as nearly as i t  can be computed. That result would be reached by 
requhing the tenant for life to keep down the interest, or by charging 
each with the principal in proportion to the value of the particular 
and general estates. Which of those rules would be the proper one it 
is unnecessary in  this case to say, because the parties have adopted 
the latter for themselves by agreement, in  case the remaindermen are 
liable to contribute at  all, and the case is therefore not open to inquiries 
which might be deemed by the Court material to the judicial determi- 
nation of the question. 

As the profits during Mrs. Rhodes' life belonged, in  the opinion of 
the Court, entirely to her, no reason is perceived why the plaintiffs 
should get the negroes exempt altogether from charge. Although the 
executor did not sell, as he might have done, yet he never delivered 
over the slaves but kept them, as executor, for the purpose of paying 
the debts. The executor is accountable to the administratrix of the 
tenant for life for those profits, and must pay such part of them as is 
over and above her just proportion of the debts. No injury is done 
to the plaintiffs by allowing him to reimburse himself out of their share, 
to the extent of their proportion of the debts. Possibly they might 
have been injured by the conduct of the executor, but if so, it does not 
appear. These s l a ~ e s  are all males. They might have died or be'come 
old and of little value. But that cannot be taken for granted. They 
might also have been young and growing, or the price may hare be- 
come better. At any rate, the shortness of the period between the deaths 
of the testator and his widow renders it probable that no material 
change of value took place and that no actual injury arose to these 
parties. The bill is framed on the idea of the risks the plaintiffs were 
made to run and not on that of loss. Because the executor did not 
sell during the life of the widow, they say he cannot do so now 
nor keep any part of the subsequent profits, since by death the (197) 
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plaintiffs might have lost the subject altogether. That would be strange, 
for even against creditors the property is changed and becomes that 
of the executor by payment of debts to the value. I f  a negro had 
died, or a loss had occurred by other accidents, it might have been 
debated whether the executor had not made the property his own by 
not selling after a known necessity, so as to throw the loss on him. E u t  
this case presents no such question. There is no effort to impose on 
the remainder any other burden than that with which it was originally 
chargeable. The plaintiffs say it is discharged. But they show no 
reason for i t  unless i t  be found in the consent of the widow, as stated 
in the case. 

That consent seems to avail nothing to that purpose, under the cir- 
cumstances. I f  she had intended a gift of her profits, and that were 
clearly proved, or if she had agreed with the executor on behalf of the 
remaindermen to apply her profits to the debts and had accepted the 
slaves without an account, and without taking an assignment of the 
securities; or even if there had been long delay and her life had ex- 
hausted the value of the property, there might have been some ground 
to insist on the exoneration of the plaintiffs. But what actually took 
place amounts to no more than simply not insisting on an immediate 
assent of the executors and delivery of the slaves to her. She preferred 
that her share of the debts should be paid out of her profits rather than 
have a sale. To effect that she allowed the executor to retain them 
until he had received enough to pay all the debts, and did pay them. 
But that, without other evidence of the intent, does not constitute a 
gift of her profits, beyond her share of the charge, to those who were 
to take after her. I t  is true, she might have been under a difficulty in  
getting the negroes without payment by herself or the remaindermen 
of the whole sum, because the executor was not bound to part from the 

property until he had been fully indemnified. But she might 
(198) expect the remaindermen to pay their shares also without a 

sale, or she might intend to take an assignment of the debts or 
of the executor's claim. She had not accepted the slaves with such a 
renunciation of her rights. There has been no settlement and no de- 
livery of the slaves. The executor still retained them in that character, 
with full authority to make each share liable for its proper original 
burden. There is therefore no ground of presumption that the widow 
or executor regarded the remainder as discharged, much less that the 
former had agreed that her money should discharge it, considering the 
debts as her own. 

The Court is therefore of opinion that so much of the decree as is 
appealed from is erroneous and must be reversed with costs in  this 
Court, and that it should be declared that the plaintiffs have no right 
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t o  t h e  s u m  of three hundred a n d  twenty-five dollars and  f o u r  cents, 
w i t h  interest f r o m  20 March,  1832, p a r t  of t h e  moneys found to be  i n  
t h e  hands  of t h e  defendant Picot,  and  t h a t  said defendant ought t o  
re ta in  t h e  same f o r  t h e  benefit of t h e  other  defendant, t h e  administratr ix  
of t h e  legatee f o r  life. 

PER CURIAX. Decree reversed. 

Cited: BZount v. Hawkins, 57 K. C., 164. 

JONATHAN WORTH ET UXOR, ET AI,. v. JOHN McADEN ET AL. 

1. The probate of a will, and qualifying a s  executor thereto, is an acceptance 
of a trust of personalty declared therein, and the executor cannot after- 
wards refuse to perform the trust. 

2. Whether an executor can, a t  the time of qualifying, by some solemn and 
authentic act renounce the office of trustee for a trust of personalty de- 
clared in the will, quere? I t  seems that  he cannot. 

3. Whether the acceptance of the ofice of executor necessarily carries IT-ith 
i t  the acceptance of trusts in relation to r e d t y ,  which the testator author- 
ized and directed his executors to perform, quere? 

4. A joint trustee is to be charged with the funds belonging to his ceStui que 
trust which ought to have come to his hands, or which did come to his 
hands, or which passed through them, or which have been wasted or 
misapplied by his cotrustee by and with his concurrence. But mere pas- 
siveness in not withdrawing money out of the hands of his cotrustee, 
which had never been in his own, is  not such a concurrence a s  to make 
him chargeable. 

5. Where a testator devised lands to two of his sons, and the survivor of 
them, in trust to be sold, and by a subsequent clause appointed them 
executors, and provided that in case both his said sons should die before 
a sale and conveyance of the lands, another person should sell and con- 
vey and execute all the trusts of the will, and by a codicil appointed 
that  other also executor, i t  was held that  neither the substitution in  the 
will nor the appointment a s  executor in  the codicil authorized the other 
person to interfere in the sale of the land during the life of the sons, 
or of either of them. 

ARCHIBALD MURPHY, on  8 March,  1816, du ly  made  a n d  published h i s  
las t  wil l  a n d  testament, a n d  thereby, a f te r  making  provision f o r  h i s  
wife, devised a l l  t h e  rest and  residue of h i s  lands, wherever s i tuated 
( including t h e  remainder  i n  a t rac t  given to h i s  wife  f o r  life),  u n t o  
h i s  sons, Alexander M u r p h y  a n d  Archibald D. Murphy ,  and  to t h e  
survivor  of them, i n  trust,  t o  sell t h e  same upon  such credit a s  they  o r  
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the survivor of them, should deem best. After some special legacies, 
which it is unnecessary to state, he directed by his said will that after 
his wife's share (previously declared to be an eighth) should he taken 
from the personal estate, and all costs and charges of administration 
and expenses of surveying and identifying his western lands deducted, 
the  residue of his personal estate, and all the moneys arising from the 

sales of his western lands, should be divided into seaen equal 
(200) parts; the children of his son Alexander to have one part; the 

children of his daughter, Polly Harralson, one; those of his 
daughter, Betsy Mcdden, one; those of his son, Archibald D., one; those 
of his son, John G., one; those of his daughter, Nancy Debou, one, and 
those of his daughter, Lucy Daniel, one; that his sons, Archibald D., 
Alexander, and John G., should respectively rece i~e  the shares so given 
to their children respectively, as trustees for the said children; that 
John DllcAden, the defendant, Herudon Harralson, and John Daniel 
should receive and hold as trustees the shares so given to their children 
respectively. The will contained a provision that before paying over 
such respective shares his executors should take bonds, with good se- 
curity, from the fathers, for paying over to their children the shares 
to which they were entitled, which bonds should be filed with the clerk 
of Caswell County Court for the benefit of the children. The executors 
were also directed to hold the share of the children of Nancy Debou 
for the+ use. The testator further directed that his respective grand- 
children should receive their parts as they came to the age of twenty- 
one years, or marry; and if any of them should die under twenty-one 
without issue, his or her part should be equally divided between his or 
her surviving brothers or sisters. After these directions the will pro- 
ceeded: "I appoint my sons Alexander Murphy and Archibald D. 
Murphy executors of this my last will and testament, and do authorize 
and empower them, or the survivor of them, to execute deeds for all my 
lands, which I have directed them to sell; and if both of my executors 
should die before such sale and conveyance be made, I authorize and 
empower John McAden and Herudon Harralson, or the sur~ivor  of 
them, to make such sale and conveyance, and to execute all the trusts 
of my will then remaining to be executed." 

On 20 October, 1817, the testator added a codicil to this mill, whereby, 
after reciting that his daughter, Lucy Daniel, had died, he annulled that 
part of his will whereby John Daniel was authorized to receive the 
. share of his property bequeathed to the children of the said Lucy, 

(201) and appointed his sons, Alexander and Archibald D. Murphy, 
and his son-in-law, John Mcdden, the defendant, in his stead 

and in that behalf; and directed that they, or the survivor of them, 
should hold the same, as trustees for the aforesaid children, under the 
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same rules and regulations as the aforesaid devises are made in  his said 1 

will. By the codicil, the testator also devised to his son John G. a 
tract of land on Bradley's Lick Creek, of Stone's River, in  trust for his, 
the said John's, children, to be valued by three commissioners, to be 
appointed by the County Court; and the amount of the valuation to be 
deemed a part of their distributive share. The codicil concluded, 
"Lastly, in addition to the executors named in my last will, I hereby 
nominate my said son-in-law, Dr. John NcAden, one of my executors, 
to cooperate with my sons, Alexander and Archibald D., in executing 
the same." 

Shortly after, the testator died, and the aforesaid will and codicil were 
duly proved by Alexander and Archibald D. Murphy and John McAden, 
who qualified as executors thereto. The present bill was filed by Jona- 
than Worth and Matilda, his wife, and Lucy Ann Daniel, an infant, 
suing by her next friend, against the said John McAden, and John M. 
Daniel and James X. Daniel. Lucy Ann Daniel afterwards inter- 
married with Harvey J. Baldwin, and he and his said wife were made 
parties complainants. The bill charged that Lucy Daniel left five chil- 
dren; that is to say, the plaintiff Matilda, who had, since the death of 
her mother, intermarried with the plaintiff Jonathan Worth; the plain- 
tiff Lucy Ann; the defendants John M. Daniel and James M. Daniel, 
and Archibald A. Daniel, who had died under the age of twenty-one 
years without issue; that the executors took into their possession and 
sold the personal property of their testator to the amount of $16,959.2.4, 
and sold lands to a very large amount; that Alexander and Archibald D. 
Murphy were both dead, and were insolvent long before their deaths; 
and that the defendant Dr. XcAden was the surviving executor and 
trustee; and that they had required from him an account and the pay- 
ment or securing of the payment of their portions of the share 
given by the will to the children of Lucy Daniel. The bill set (202) 
forth that this account had been refused upon several pretenses, 
which the plaintiffs alleged to be untrue and insufficient; that i t  was 
pretended that he, the defendant John McAden, received no money as 
the proceeds of his testator's effects, except the share of his own chil- 
dren; whereas the plaintiffs charged that he received a much larger 
amount, and particularly that he bought, himself, to a large,amount, at 
the sales of his testator's estate; that he received $800 from William 
Oliver on account of a negro man purchased at the sales aforesaid; and 
that Mrs. Jane Murphy, the widow, purchased to a considerable amount 
at the said sales; that she died indebted on account of these purchases; 
that he administered on her estate, received assets abundantly sufficient 
to discharge the debt, and actually paid over the amount of the debt to 
his coexecutor, Archibald D. Murphy. They also charged that he exer- 
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cised dominion over the whole estate, and was actively engaged in the 
sales thereof; that the said sales of the personal estate were made with- 
out an order of court authorizing the same, and, therefore, all and every 
of the executors joining therein were and was responsible for any loss, 
of whatever kind, thereby occasioned; that at the said sales, each of the 
executors, Archibald D. and Alexander Murphy, was allowed to pur- 
chase to a great amount, and gave no security; and that' these sums had 
either been paid to him or had been lost, because of his neglect and mis- 
conduct; that of the sales of the real estate, $6,385 were for a tract pur- 
chased by Archibald D. Murphy from the defendant and his coexecutor, 
Alexander Murphy, for which no security was given, and that this sum 
had either been collected by him or had been lost through his negli- 
gence. They also charged that large sales had been made of the western 
lands, the proceeds of which had either been collected by him or lost 
through his negligence; and that cbnsiderable portions yet remained 
unsold, and that he refused to make sale thereof; and they insisted that 

the defendant was a trustee, under the will, for the making sale of 
(203) these lands. They further charged that Archibald D. Murphy 

became insolvent in  the year 1820; that the defendant knew this 
fact, and the danger of permitting him to keep the funds of the testator 
i n  his hands; but not only made no effort to withdraw them out of his 
hands, or to secure them, but permitted him to go on and receive moneys 
upon them, and in 1827 paid over to him the debt due from Mrs. Jane 
Murphy's estate; that if proper efforts had been made by him, the 
amount to which the children of Lucy Daniel were entitled might have 
been secured, notwithstanding such insolvency; for in  the year 1827 he 
received from the said Archibald $2,584, which he claimed unjustly to 
retain wholly as trustee for his own children. The bill further charged 
that the land on Bradley's Lick Creek, given by the codicil to the chil- 
dren of John G. Murphy, had been valued pursuant to its directions, 
and insisted that the amount of that valuation should be added to the 
fund, out of which the plaintiffs were to take their parts. The plaintiffs 
prayed that the defendant might be directed to account for the adminis- 
tration of the assets of his testator and for the performance of the trusts 
confided to him, to pay unto the plaintiffs Worth and wife, and to secure 
to the plaintiff Lucy what might be found due to them, and for general 
relief. 

All the defendants answered the bill. The defendants John M. Daniel 
and James M. Daniel, by their answers, admitted all the matters therein 
charged, and prayed not only that their interests might be protected, 
but that they might have a decree for what was due them. The defend- 
ant John McAden insisted that, under his appointment as executor, with 
Alexander and Archibald D. Murphy, he had no authority whatever over 
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the freehold estate of the testator during their lives or that of Archibald, 
the survivor; and denied that he ever, in  any manner, interfered t h e r e  
with; admitted that he had been informed that several tracts of land 
had been sold in  Tennessee, and that all the lands in this State had been 
sold; declared that he was ignorant whether any lands in Tennessee 
remained undisposed of; and stated that, never intending to accept the 
trust delegated to him and Harrelson on the death of the original 
executors, he had made no inquiries respecting them. H e  denied (204) 
that he ever undertook the office of trustee for Lucy Daniel's 
children, to which he mas appointed conjointly with the said Alexander 
and Archibald, or that he assumed or exercised dominion over the per- 
sonal estate of his testator generally, or that he interfered in the 
administration thereof, except to the very limited extent which he after- 
wards set forth. The defendant knew that the confidence of the testator 
was principally reposed in  the two original executors, one of whom was 
the clerk of the County Court of Caswell, and the other an eminent law- 
yer, conversant with matters of account, and both of them men of great 
skill and experience in business; and understood that he had been added 
to the number of executors at  the solicitation of the testator's wife 
because of his residing more immediately in the neighborhood. I-Ie 
denied that he joined in the inventory, but admitted that he joined in 
the first sale, which occurred almost immediately after the death of the 
testator, on 13 November,. 1817, and which amounted to the sum of 
$1,189. H e  admitted that he was present at  the two subsequent sales, 

' 

but declared that he took no part therein, and that they were managed 
wholly by his coexecutors, whom he knew to be capable, and believed to 
be honest; that at these sales he purchased some trifling articles, to the 
amount of $5.25; that Alexander Murphy purchased to the amount of 
$3,000, and Archibald D. Murphy to the amount of $4,823; and that 
neither the said Alexander nor Archibald gave security for his pur- 
chases; declared that he did not know that such purchases were illegal, 
but, having been advised that they were, insisted that the property so 
sold continued to be the property of the testator in the hands of his 
coexecutors, respectively; that he had no power to wrest i t  from them, 
and that he was not responsible therefor. The answer stated that he 
found himself charged in the account of sales with the purchase 
of a slave by the name of Milly, but declared that he did not buy (205) 
the said slave thereat, but that he bought her a few days after- 
wards from Archibald D. Murphy, who had purchased her at  one of the 
sales of the testator's estate. I t  also admitted that the defendant had 
not been able to fin$ any order of court for the sales, but declared that, 
a t  the time, he was not only ignorant whether an order had been 
made, but whether an order was necessary; and said that at all 
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events a sale was necessary. because otherwise a division among " 2 - 
the grandch*lldren of the testator was impracticable. The answer 
further stated that, after the last sale, he recei~ed from his co- 
executors bonds and notes of the purchases for collection, amounting 
to $2,900, or thereabouts; that they were placed in his hands simply for 
the convenience of collection. because he lived in the neighborhood of - 
the obligors, and his coexecutors at a distance; that the amount of these, " ,  
added to a hundred dollars in cash previously received by him, the 
trifling amount bought by him at the sales, and $521, at which price he 
obtained Milly by assignment from Archibald D. Murphy, made up the 
aggregate sum df $3,476.14y2, which, he averred, comprehended the 
whole of the personal assets of his testator, which came to his hands 
previously to the death of Mrs. Murphy, in  3827, on which aggregate he 
charged comnlissions at  3 per cent in his settlement with Archibald D. 
Murphy. H e  claimed to have paid debts and legacies pre~iously to 
1 January, 1819, and to have incurred charges which, added to his com- 
missions, amounted to $1,153.45, which left a balance of assets of 
$2,322.69y2. The defendant charged that he accepted the appointment 
of trustee for his own children under the will; and that, upon balancing 
his accounts concerning the estate with his coexecutors, and substracting 
the sum which he was entitled to hold as such trustee, there was due 
from him to the estate of his testator on 1 January, 1819, but the sum 

of $521.92%, for the explanation whereof he referred to the set- 
(206) tlement so made. The 'defendant, denying peremptorily that he 

ever claimed or exercised authority in selling the lands of his 
testator, said that, in the year 1827, having learned from drchibald D. 
Murphy, the surviving trustee, that sales had been made thereof to the 
amount of $16,200.40, to one-seventh part whereof his children, for 
m-hom he was trustee, were entitled, viz., to $2,314.34, and there being 
a balance due from his intestate, Mrs. Murphy, to the estate of his tes- 
tator, of $2,900, or thereabouts, and a balance due from himself to the 
estate of $521.92y2, as above stated, he, on 12 May, 1827, came to a full 
settlement with his said coexecutor and surviving trustee, a copy whereof 
was annexed to the answer, whereby the said trustee and coexecutor was 
credited for the sum of $2,584.19'4 as so much paid the defendant on 
account of his children, and the defendant's receipt given therefor; and 
this defendant was credited for the sum of $2,900 as paid by him on 
account of Mrs. Murphy, and the same was receipted by the said trustee 
and coexecutor; but declared that, in truth, the respective payments 
aforesaid were made simply by opposing or setting off the claims against 
each other; and all that was actually paid was the bgilance of $345.801/2 
found due upon the whole account, and which balance was then paid by 
him to his coexecutor. The defendant denied that this settlement or 
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payment was made with a design to avoid responsibility, but because his 
said coexecutor had been almost the sole manager of the estate and was - 
recognized by all interested as such; had made settlements or advance- 
ments; in  full or in  part, with or to nearly all the legatees; that during 
the life of the said Archibald no discontent, to the defendant's knowl- 
edge, was expressed or existed in relation to his management; that he 
was at  that time not only the acting executor and sole trustee of 
the testator, but trustee for his own children, for the children (207) 
of Lucy Daniel, and for the children of Nancy Debou; was 
executor of Alexander Murphy, and lawfully authorized agent of John 
G. Murphy and Herudon Harralson, the trustees of their respective 
children; and he submitted whether, under these circunlstances, the said 
settlement with, and the payment of, said balance to the said Archibald 
were not correct and sanctioned by the rules of the Court. The defend- 
ant also admitted the receipt from the said Archibald, since the said set- 
tlement, of two sums, amounting to $221.42, in behalf of his children, 
because of their share of the purchase money and rent of a tract after- 
wards sold: and denied that he exrer received any other of the assets 
that were of his testator; that he ever received any money on account 
of dlexander Murphy's purchases, or that the p r k  thereof was lost 
through his negligence or default. The defendant further stated that 
in 1881 Archibald D. Murphy, from a state of unexampled credit and 
high reputation for capacity in the management and increase of his 
estate, suddenly became bankrupt; and Alexander Murphy became also 
insolvent, and died a t  the same time; that the defendant had not the 
power to take to himself, and mas not under any obligation in  conse- 
quence of these unfortunate results, to require to be surrendered to him 
the management of the testator's estate; that, having always declined to 
act as trustee for the children of Lucy Daniel, he did not seek to get into 
his hands any part of their portion, but that he occasionally received 
small sums of money wherewith to buy clothes and a few other necessa- 
ries for the complainant, Lucy Ann, who lived in his family for many 
years, for which he never rkceived any compensation. H e  charged 
that this insolvency of the acting executor was perfectly known to the 
plaintiffs, and especially to the plaintiff Jonathan, who had read law 
in Mr. Murphy's office, practiced in the same courts with him, was one 
of his most intimate and confidential friends, became connected with 
him afterwards in certain mining speculations, and who, although he 
had been married to the plaintiff Matilda for eight or ten years before 
Mr. Murphy's death, never expressed any dissatisfaction at  his 
conduct or took any steps to get the property from his control. (208) 
The defendant averred that Archibald D. Murphy treated the 
children of Lucy Daniel with great personal kindness, and made divers 
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expenditures for their education and maintenance, an account of which 
he had seen among the papers of the deceased; that in one of the books 
of Nr. Murphy there was a statement of the account between him as 
trustee and coexecutor of his testator and the plaintiff Jonathan, and 
therein there was an entry in his handwriting as follows: "By settle- 
ment with Mr. Worth in  full. H e  has this settlement, and the pay- 
ments since are credited thereon"; and the defendant charged that 
there had been a final settlement between the plaintiff Jonathan Worth, 
acting for himself, and the plaintiff Natilda, and the said Archibald D. 
Murphy. 

The plaintiffs replied to these answers and proofs were taken by the 
parties, but it is unnecessary to state them, as the pleadings present all 
the facts necessary to a proper understanding of the case. 

Winston for p1ain.tif.s. 
Nmh and W .  A. Graham for defen'danh. 

GASTOIT, J., after having stated the pleadings as above, proceeded: 
The first question which presents itself for our consideration is whether 
the defendant Dr.  Mcdden, notwithstanding his having forborne to act 
as a trustee for Lucy Daniel's children, had that office imposed upon 
him. 

I f  he had, it follows that an account must be taken between him and 
his cestui que trusts, in  relation to the administration of the subject- 
matter of that trust. I t  is not alleged that he ever executed a formal 
renunciation or disclaimer of this trust, but it is insisted that i t  could 
not be imposed without his assent, and that he has done no act declaring 
that assent, or warranting any inference of such assent. We are of 

opinion that his probate of the will as executor was an acceptance 
(209) of this trust. An executor is he to whom the execution of a last 

will and testament of personal estate is, by the testator's appoint- 
ment, confided. How far  the acceptance of the office of executor may 
necessarily carry with it the acceptance of trusts in relation to real 
property, which the testator has authorized and directed his executors 
to perform, it is not now necessary to determine. By this will, lands 
were devised to be sold, and a personal fund, consisting partly of the 
proceeds of these sales and partly of the personal estate of the testator, 
was directed to be kept for the infant children of Lucy Daniel by cer- 
tain persons as trustees for those children, which same persons were 
by the will constituted executors. Of these, the defendant was one. 
Nor is it necessary to decide whether he might not, at the time of prov- 
ing the will, by some solemn and authentic act, have declined the office 
of trustee for the children, although the inclination of our minds is 
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'that this would not have been admissible. We think that as the same 
persons who are charged with the office of executors are also instructed 
by the will to act as trustees of a fund bequeathed by that will, this 
latter duty is imposed upon them as executors, and the acceptance of 
the office of executor cannot be qualified by a refusal to perform any 
duty which the testator has annexed to it. 1Tltcc?dozu v. Fuller, Jacob, 
198 ( 4  Con. Ch. Rep., 93). But if he could have been permitted thus 
to have declined, we hold that an unqualified engagem& to execute 
the will bound him to execute it fully and in e~*ery particular, as he 
was directed to execute it, to the extent of the powers which he derived 
under it. Where one who is sole executor of another dies after making 
a will and appointing executors, those so appointed may accept the 
office of executor to their immediate testator. and renounce the office 
of executor to his testator; but if they prove the will of their immedi- 
ate testator generally, without such a renunciation, they become execu- 
tors also of the first testator. 

The taking of the account between the defendant as surviving trustee 
of Lucy Daniel's children and his cestui que trusts, under the unfortu- 
nate circumstances of this case. will be a task full of difficulties. 
and we cannot undertake by precise instructions to anticipate (210) 
and provide for all of these which may and probably will arise. 
Upon the account itself many subjects may be presented with more 
distinctness and particularity than they are now seen, and our judg- 
ments can then be formed upon them with more accuracy than at  
present. Such directions only will be given as we deem necessary for 
fixing the attention of the commissioner and the parties, upon the gen- 
eral principles by ~ghich the account is to be regulated and indicating 
the inquiries which it will be essential to make. 

The defendant on the account is to be charged with the funds belong- 
ing to his cestui que trusts which ought to have come to his hands, or 
which did come to his hands, or which passed through them, or which 
had been wasted or misapplied by his cotrustees, or either of them, by 
and with his concurrence. N e r e  passiveness in not withdrawing funds 
out of their hands, which never had been in his, is not such a concur- 
rence as to render him chargeable. The Court collects from the sett le 
ment between the defendant and Archibald D. Murphy, a copy whereof 
is annexed to the answer, that previously to the date of that settlement 
(12 May, 1827) there had been no definite appropriation, of the bal- 
ance in the defendant's hands of the assets of his testator (thereby 
stated to be two thousand three hundred and twenty-two dollars and 
sixty-nine and a half cents), nor of the debt due from the estate of 
Mrs. Murphy to the executors of his testator (which is represented as 
two thousand nine hundred and thirty dollars) to the children of the 
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defendant. At that time it is not to be questioned but that the situa-' 
tion of Mr. Nurphy was desperate, and that the defendant knew that 
the payment of these sums to him must be attended with imminent 
danger to those interested in their preservation. H e  was the on ly  re- 
sponsible trustee for the children of Lucy Daniel, as well as sole trustee 
for his own children. We are of opinion that he owed the same duty 
of protection to each set of his cestui yue t rus t s ;  that he should have 
held on those. funds for the benefit of all his cestui qzce t rus f s ,  and that 

he had not then a right, by a mere arrangement with the insol- 
(211) vent trustee to appropriate them solely to the use of his own 

children. I f  the defendant can, he may exhibit evidence to 
show more fully the time and nature of this appropriation, but pr ima  
facie he is to account with the children of Lucy Daniel for their rate- 
able share in  these funds. 

To ascertain the amount to which the children of Mrs. Daniel are 
entitled out of the personal estate of the testator, and what the defend- 
ant's liability is by reason of his and his coexecutor's administration 
of that estate, an account of that administration becomes necessary. I n  
taking that account, the defendant is not to be charged because of 
funds which riel-er came to nor passed through his hands, and which 
have been lost by the devasfaci t  of either of his coexecutors, unless such 
devastavi t  was by and with his concurrence. The sale of the negroes 
belonging to the estate, without a previous order of court, was irregular; 
and the losses sustained by reason of negroes bought and not paid for 
are p r i m a  facie chargeable on all who concurred in making such sales. 
But if the sales ought to have been made, the mere neglect to procure 
an order of court does not impose this liability. ' The cornmissioners 
will therefore inquire whether these sales mere necessary; if not, where- 
fore they mere made, and whether the defendant concurred in making 
them. 

The Court is of opinion that during the life of Archibald D. Nurphy 
the defendant had no authority to interfere with the sale of the lands 
of his testator. These lands are by the will devised t o  Alexander and 
Archibald D. Murphy and to the survivor of them, expressly in trust 
to be sold. T h e y  are also by the will appointed executors, and in the 
same clause in which they are so appointed the testator authorizes and 
empowers them, or the survivor of them, to execute deeds for the lands 
which may be so sold. But in the erent that both should die before 
such sale and conveyance, then a power is conferred upon the defendant 
and Herudon Harralson, or the survivor of them, to make such sales 
and conveyances, and "to execute all the trusts of the will." As this 
substitution is to take place on ly  in the event that the trusts in regard 
to the sale and conveyance of the lands should not have been fulfilled 
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in the lifetime of either of the original trustees, the Court under- (212) 
stands this substitution to extend to all those trusts only which 
relate to the subject-matter, the trusts declared in relation to the lands, 
and that the latter are not substituted as executors in  lieu of the for- 
mer. When, by the codicil, the testator appoints the defendant, in 
addition to his two sons, and of the executors to coaperate with them 
in executing his will, he thereby bestows on him no other authority 
than that which is attached to the office of executor, and does not make 
him a devisee with his two sons in trust, nor confer upon him any 
authority concurrently with them in the disposition of the lands. 

The Court is satisfied that whatever liabilities may attach to the 
defendant because of the mismanagement of his coexecutors and co- 
trustees, and of his implicit confidence in them, no imputation of fraud 
rests upon him. I n  taking each of the accounts, therefore, the commis- 
sioner is to exact no further evidence of credits for disbursements or 
advancements made by either of his associates than can reasonably be 
required of one who was not personally cognizant of them, and cannot 
be supposed to possess regular vouchers therefor. 

An interesting question will probably arise between the plaintiffs, 
Jonathan Worth and wife, and the defendant, founded on the alleged 
settlement between Mr. Worth and the late Mr. Murphy and the trans- 
actions consequent on it. That settlement, if in existence, must be ex- 
hibited, and the commissioner will not only report it, but all the trans- 
actions connected with it, to enable the Court to pronounce whether 
Mr. Worth has not, according to the rules of equity, made Mr. Murphy 
his personal debtor, and released the defendant from the claim now 
sought to be enforced. The consideration of this question is distinctly 
reserved until the coming in of the report. 

The commissioner will also inquire and report who are the persons 
entitled to the benefit of the bequest made to Lucy Daniel's children 
and which of them have attained the age of twenty-one years, and also 
whether any lands of the testator remained undisposed of at the death 
of the late Archibald D. Murphy. I f  any so remained, it will then 
be our duty to inquire what relief, if any, it may be in our 
power to give in relation to the sale of these lands. (213) 

The defendants John M. Daniel and James M. Daniel being 
parties to these proceedings, are consequently interested in the accounts 
that may be taken; but if anything should be found due to the children 
of Lucy Daniel they cannot have a decree for their part of it in a case 
where they are merely defendants. 

PER CURIAM. Direct an account. 

Cited: Thompson v. Newlin, 43 N. C., 43. 
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NATHANIEL HL4RRISON v. LAWRENCE BATTLE, ADMINISTRATOR OF 

FRANCES COOPER, AND JOSEPH ARRINGTON, ADMINISTRATOR OF 

JOHN D. COOPER. 

1. Where a slave mas conveyed by deed to a trustee for a married woman 
for life, with the power of appointing to whom the remainder in the 
slave should belong after her death, and she died without making or 
attempting to make any appointment, i t  was held that neither the hus- 
band's representative, he having died before his wife, nor the repre- 
sentative of the wife could claim the slave; but that the trust in the 
remainder of the slave resulted to the donor or his representatives. 

2. The plaintiff in a bill of interp!eader is entitled to his costs out of the 
fund when the bill is filed properly; otherwise not. 

EDWARD COOPER by deed conveyed a certain slave and her increase to 
Xathaniel Harrison, in trust, for the use and benefit of Frances Cooper 
(who was the wife of John D. Cooper) during her natural life, and 
at  he; death the said Harrison was to convey the said dave, with her 
increase, to any person or persons that the said Frances might direct. 
Frances Cooper, after surviring her said husband, died without making 
any appointment under the power given in  the deed of trust. After 
her death, Lawrence Battle, her administrator, set up a claim to the 
slave, as did also Joseph Arrington, the administrator of John D. 
Cooper (the husband), whereupon the trustee filed this bill of inter- 
pleader against them both, calling upon them to litigate and establish 
any right that either of them might have in the said slave and her 
increase. 

(214) N o  counsel appeared for p l a i n t i f .  
Badger  for de fendan t  Ba t t l e .  
Devereux  for t h e  other  defendant .  

DANIEL, J., after stating the case, proceeded: The Court is of the 
opinion that neither .of the defendants have any interest in the trust 
fund mentioned in  the deed, but that on the death of Frances Cooper 
(who only had a life interest in the trust), without executing or -at- 
tempting to execute the power of appointment, the remainder of the 
trust resulted to the donor, Edward Cooper, or his personal representa- 
tives. When a particular estate is limited in a will by way of trust, 
followed by a declaration that the particular legatee may dispose of 
the fund, he will not take a beneficial interest in  the capital. H e  will 
have a mere power to dispose of it, and no more, because when a limited 
interest is expressly given, its enlargement by implication will not be 

172 



W. C.] DECEMBER TERM, 1835. 

permitted. I f  then, by mill, the interest of one thousand pounds be 
given to A. for life, with a declaration that he may dispose of the prin- 
cipal at  his death, the p i o r  limitation will not merge in  the general 
power of disposition, so that A. will take a vested interest for life, with 
a power to appoint the capital. 1 Roper on Legacies, 430. I n  Sannock 
v. Horton, 7 Ves., 392, 394, 398, Mr. Norman bequeathed to trustees 
eight thousand pounds, three per cent consols, to pay the dividends to 
his son Robert for life, and after his death to pay and transfer six 
thousand pounds, part ~f the capital, to such persons as Robert should 
appoint by deed or will. The testator, by codicil, directed that Robert 
should be paid the dividends for life, of six thousand pounds, part of 
the eight thousand pounds, three per cent consols, and at his death he 
should be allowed to dispose of four thousand pounds, part of the six 
thousand pounds, three per cent consols, instead of the whole of the lat- 
ter sum. The question was whether under the will and codicil of the 
father, Robert took a vested absolute interest in the four thousand 
pounds stock or merely an estate for life, with a power of appointing 
the capital. Lord Eldon determined that under the will and codicil 
Robert was entitled for life only, with a power to appoint the 
four thousand pounds stocks. The simple power which Frances (215) 
Cooper had was no estate in the trust. il power unexecuted is 
not assets to pay debts, 7 Ves., 499; if an appointment be made, the 
Court will arrest the fund in trunsitu for the benefit of the creditors. 
Harrington v. Hart, 1 Cox, 131. So the Court will supply the defective 
execution of a power in some cases, as when it was made to a purchaser 
for creditors or for a wife and children; but the nonexecution of a 
power cannot be supplied. Holmes v. Coghill, 7 Ves., 499; Brown v. 
Higgs, 8 Ves., 570; Shannon v. Brodstreet, 1 Scho. & L., 63. I n  limi- 
tations of trusts, either of real or personal estate, the construction ought 
to be made according to the construction of limitations of a legal estate, 
unless there is a plain intent to the contrary. I n  Garth v. Baldwin, 
2 Ves. Sen., 646, 655, Lord Hurdwicke said: "The principle I go upon 
is what I went upon in  Bagshaw v. Spencer, 1 Ves. Sen., 142. I t  is this 
principle, and not departed from before or since, that in limitations of 
a trust, either of personal or real estate, to be determined in this Court, 
the construction ought to be made according to the construction of 
limitations of a legal estate, with this distinction, unless the intent of 
the testator or author of the trust plainly appears to the contrary; but 
if the intent does not plainly appear to contradict and overrule the 
legal construction of the limitation, it never was laid down that the 
legal construction should be overruled by anything but the plain in- 
tent." See, also, 2 Thomas' Coke, 699. Whether trust estates arise 
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under  a wil l  o r  deed, t h e  same rule  applies a s  t o  t h e  construction of 
t h e  l imitat ion of t h e  t rus t  estate..  Dim v. Lambert, 4 Ves., 7 2 5 .  B u t  
a conveyance t o  a trustee i n  t r u s t  f o r  another  f o r  l i fe  does not ca r ry  
t h e  whole estate to  the  cestui yue trust, because t h e  intent is  plain t h a t  
t h e  part ies  did not so mean. O n  fa i lu re  of appointment  under  a power 
t o  t h e  cestui yue trust t h e  trust,  a f te r  t h e  determinat ion of the  l i fe  estate 
i n  it ,  results t o  t h e  donor. T h e  bill  must  be  dismissed, but  without 
costs o n  ei ther  side. I f  a bill of interpleader i s  properly filed, t h e  

plaintiff is  entitled t o  costs out 'of t h e  fund ,  Campbell v. Sola- 
(216)  mans, 1 Sim. & Stu., 462;  but  we  cannot  allow i t  i n  this  case. 

PER CURIAL Bil l  dismissed. 

THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. THE PRESIDENT AND DIRECTORS OF 

THE BANK O F  KEW BERN. 

1. By a clause in the charter of the New Eern Bank (act of 1814, Rev., 870, 
see. 11) i t  is enacted "that a tax of one per cent per annum shall be 
levied on all stock holden in said bank, except on the stock holden by 
the State, which shall be paid to the Treasurer of the State, by the 
president or cashier of said bank, on or before the first day of October 
in each and every year." For eighteen Fears after the passage of this 
act the officers of the bank paid the tax  specified, but charged i t  against 
the whole corporation instead of the private stockholders, whereby the 
stock, holden by the State, was made to pay a part of said t a x ;  where- 
upon an information was filed against the bank to recover the amount 
of the taxes which had thus been borne by the State stock, and to have 
the same deducted out of or charged upon the stock of private holders; 
when i t  was held by the Court, Da?&iel, J., dissenting, that by a proper 
construction of the above recited clause, taken in connection with other 
parts of the charter, the tax was not payable out of the profits, as such, 
declared to each individual; that i t  was not payable out of the other 
separate estate of the holder; that  it  was not payable out of the separate 
capital of each stockholder, because that could not be reached by the 
collecting officers, and because, if reached through the corporation, i t  
would render the shares of unequal value, diminish the capital, and b e  a 
fraud 0% purchasers;  that i t  was payable, a t  all events, every year; and 
that  therefore, for all these reasons, it  was payable out of the common 
funds in the hands of the officers, a s  such, whether those funds consisted 
of capital or profit. And it  was further he ld ,  by the whole Court, that  
as  the stock in the bank was transferable and daily changing owners, 
a court of Equity would not charge the present stockholders, they not 
being in many cases the persons who had been profited by the alleged 
erroneous mode of payment. 
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2. Per DANIEL, J. The meaning of the Legislature in the above-recited clause 
was that the stock of each individual stockholder should be annually 
charged with a tax of one per cent. And in making up the accounts, 
for a dividend of profits, the State should have first received the diri- 
dends on her stock out of the whole amount of net profits, exclusive of 
tax, and then the tax should h a ~ e  been taken from the remaining profits 
before its division among the private stockholders. 

THIS was an information filed by the Attorney-General in the Court 
of Equity for Wake County, on behalf of the State, against the presi- 
dent and directors of the Bank of New Bern, to recover from 
the indioidual stockholders of the said bank a certain amount (217) 
of taxes which it was alleged were due from the said stockholders 
to the State. The information charged that by the 11th section of the 
act of 1814 (Re~r., ch. 870) entitled, "An act to continue in force cer- 

' tain acts concerning the hanlcs of Cape Fear and Nem Bern, and for 
other purposes concerning the said banks," it was provided "that a tax 
of one per cent per annum should be leTied on all stock holden in each 
of the banks of Cape Fear and New Bern, except on the stock holden 
by this State, which shall be paid to the Treasurer of this State, by the 
presidents or cashiers of said banks, on or before 1 October in each 
and every year." This tax, the information stated, had been duly paid 
by the proper officers of the bank to the public treasurer from the year 
1816 to the filing of the information, but in the accounts kept by the 
officers of the bank with the State, it was charged, not against the indi- 
vidual stockholders, in respect of their stock, but against the whole 
corporation, in which the State was a stockholder to a large amount, 

. whereby, in  the dividends of profits, the State, in respect of its stock, 
was made to bear its proportion of the tax. The information contended 
that this construction was erroneous, and sought to correct the accounts 
made out according to i t  by requiring the president and directors of 
the bank to pay to the State the whole amount of the loss, which had 
been charged to the shares of the State in.the bank, and charge the 
payment so made to the stock of the individual stockholders in equal 
proportions to each share, or by requiring them .to credit the State by 
the amount of the error so made against it, and apportion the amount 
among the other stock and charging it to be retained out of the next 
dividend. To this information the defendants filed a demurrer, which 

t his Honor, Judge Donnell, at Wake, on the Fall  Circuit of 1834, pro 
forma, overruled and ordered the defendants to answer, from which 
judgment they appealed. 

Devereux and Badger for defendants. 
W .  H.  Haywood for the  information. 
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(218) The Judges not agreeing upon all the points involved in the 
cause, deli~ered separate opinions, as follows: 

RUFFIN, C. J. The tax imposed on stock in the Bank of New Bern 
has been paid, from the year 1816 to the present time, out of the cor- 
porate funds. The information seeks to keep the sums paid to the 
State, and alleging that the tax was payable exclusively out of the 
separate interest of the private stockholders, seeks to correct the sup- 
posed error by charging to them, in the division of the capital, and 
giving credit to the State for, the proportion of those sums raised out 
of her stock. 

The tax is due under a provision of the new charter of 1814 (Rev., 
ch. 870), by the 11th section of which it is enacted "that a tax of one 
per cent per annum shall be levied on all stock holden in  the bank 
except the stock holden by the State, which shall be paid to the Treas- . 
urer by the president or cashier of said bank on 1 October in each and 
every year." I t  may here be mentioned that the printed statute book 
is inaccurate in substituting the word "stockholders" for the two words, 
"stock holden," which appear in the original roll. 

The doubt is whether, on the wording of the chartkr, the tax is pay- 
able by the corporation out of the common fund, the number of private 
shares being the measure of the tax, or whether it is payable out of 
those private shares only, so as to make each stockholder severally con- 
tribute annually to the public treasury one dollar for each share. 

I own that the language of the statute is not so clear to the contrary 
that I could confidently say, were the construction now to be placed 
on i t  for the first time that the one contended for on behalf of the State 
was not according to the intention of the Legislature. I t  is possible 
that such was the meaning. But I do not think that a strained con- 
struction is aIlowable of an act which levies money from the citizen. 
The amount of the l e ~ y ,  the subject of it, and the method of raising 
it ought to be so plainly pointed out as to avoid all danger of oppres- 

sion by an erroneous interpretation, and where there is a fair 
(219) doubt the citizen should have the advantage of it. 

Here the diffi'culty arises from the silence of the act as to the 
fund out of which the tax shall be paid. The natural construction of a 
charter creating a corporation, a new artificial being, is that all the 
privileges conferred, all the duties declared, and all the burdens im- 
posed, relate to that being as a whole, and not to the individuals com- 
posing it. The contrary may be enacted it is true, but it ought to be 
clearly enacted before the corporators, as natural persons, can be af- 
fected. Here it is insisted that, as the tax is to be "levied on" the 
private stock, it is necessarily to be "raised on or out of" that stock. 
'rhe argument is so plausible as at  the first view to have much weight, 
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and would be satisfactory were it not for other provisions in that section 
and others of the charter. The payment into the Treasury is to be 
made by the president or cashier in their official characters. Those 
terms of description are naturally to be referred to the official character, 
and not to the persons in their natural, capacity who happened to hold 
those places. But what renders the meaning clear is that there is no 
clause of distress on any property of the several stockholders, nor any 
means provided of raising the tax except from funds that would be 
under the control of those persons as officers, and not otherwise. What 
fund belonging to the stockholders, as the separate property of each, is 
within the reach of the cashier and president? The profits annually 
declared and passed to the credit of the stockholder, and those only. 
The stock itself and all the surplus undivided is a common joint stock 
under the exclusive direction and power of the board of directors, and 
the interest of each stockholder in that fund is ideal and intangible, 
net accessible to the officers or to any fiscal agent of the State, except 
through the intervention of the corporation itself. When a dividend 
of profit is declared that becomes separate property, and might be 
appropriated under the authority of law to the satisfaction of any 
demand upon the owner. I f  the charter had said the tax of one per 
cent on each share should be paid out of the profit on each share de- 
clared to the stockholders, it would have been clear, and the fund 
thus rendered liable would have been a proper one and within (280) 
the reach of the officers charged to collect and account for it. 
I t  is possible, but hardly probable, that the Legislature, without closely 
considering the subject, might have expected a continued and certain 
profit and its periodical division, and therefore have intended that the 
tax should attach to it as soon as i t  was declared. But the consequence 
of that construction would be that unless there was a profit there would 
be no tax, for it could not be raised unless the fund existed out of 
which i t  was, according to the meaning of the act, to be satisfied. Per- 
haps that might have been the proper interpretation at first of this 
ambiguous statute, for it seems to be consonant to natural justice. But  
the contrary has been practically insisted on by the State, and is now 
insisted on in argument. The tax has been paid every year, whether 
profit were made or not; indeed it has been paid when, so far from 
making a profit, a large part of the capital had been sunk, as we know 
from the statements of the fiscal officers of the State and the proceedings 
of the Legislature. Besides, the words of this section of the act are 
that the tax "shall be paid in each and every year," which seems to over- 
rule the implied meaning that it is payable out of the profits alone, and 
to require positively that the sum due for the tax, according to the 
measure prescribed in the act, shall be paid at all events. 
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I f  that be admitted, then the question arises, how it is to be paid 
when there is no profit. I: do not state the question in  that shape for 
the purpose of determining how the money is to be raised in the two 
cases, when there are profits and when there are none, as if it was to be 
raised differently in the one or the other, but as the criterion of the 
proper construction as to the proper fund for raising it in every case. 
I t  has already been shown that it is payable, whether there be profits or 
not;  and, therefore, the construction must be that it is not payable out 
of the profits as profits, and does not attach to them. I f  not attached to 
them after they are declared, nor to any other property of the indi- 

vidual stockholder, it seems to follow, as a necessary consequence, 
(221) that the tax is to be paid out of the corporate property, whether 

capital or profit, while it is a joint fund; for to that fund alone 
can the president and cashier have access. They are to pay the tax. 
Whence is it to arise? I t  has been shown that it is not out of the sepa- 
rate property assigned to each shareholder. I t  is impossible that it can 
be out of the capital share itself, because that is not tangible by those 
persons, either in their official or natural capacities. I t  must then be 
out of the funds in their hands, and as they are in their h a n d e t h a t  is, 
the corporate property. With respect to that fund, it is immaterial 
m-hether i t  consists of principal and profit, or of principal alone; for the 
whole effects of the corporation must answer all burdens on the corpora- 
tion. When there are two funds out of which the tax might have been 
raised, or niay be supposed to have beeh intended by the Legislature to 
be raised, and it is doubtful, upon the words, which is meant, it seems 
to be a just rule of construction, when the act commands particular 
official persons to pay the tax, that the fund within the power of those 
officers is the proper fund-is the one meant, and the one not within 
their power as officers was not meant. But it is said those officers are 
spoken of as representing the corporation, and that in fact the corpora- 
tion itself is responsible for the tax and for the payment out of the 
proper fund. That may be admitted. It may be true that if the officers 
made default in paying the tax, the bank would have to make it up. 
But it would recur out of what fund? Plainly, out of that which was 
chargeable from the first with it. Then, what remedy would there be 
against the corporation? When a corporation, as such, is liable for 
money, i t  must answer out of the corporate funds, and the process is to 
distrain or sell the common property, which, in this case, would result 
precisely in  accordance with what has been done. Doubtless, also, a 
mandamus would lie to compel the corporation in  a general meeting of 
the stockholders, and, through their ordinary organs, the board of direc- 
tors, to make such orders upon their officers as would set apart a suf- 
ficient sum out of the proper fund to satisfy the demand of the State, 
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whether it be for the tax or her share of the profits; and that sun1 
thus set apart could be reached without further process against 
the corporation directly. But the question would still be the (222) 
same, Which is the proper fund? Proceeding against the cor- 
poration to compel its creation, or its being set apart, would not change 
the source from which it is to spring. Such a proceeding would be 
only to enforce the corporators not to withdraw from the officers the 
means they were expected to have and would have of answering the 
tax, and not to make the tax payable out of a fund which never was 
accessible to those persons in their designated official characters. But 
further, the argument for the State. would necessarily lead to this- 
that the shares of stock would be unequal. For if it be true that by 
mandamus or by proceedings in  equity the corporators may be com- 
pelled to order their officers to pay the tax out of the separate shares 
of the stockholders, then, when there is no profit declared and none in 
fact, the payments must be out of the capital of the share itself. This 
is so obviously inconvenient and impolitic, and so clearly against the 
general scope of the charter, as to condemn the construction. The 
shares are made one hundred dollars each, and the profits are to be 
equally divided. The diminution of some of the shares would dis- 
credit the bank and render the security of noteholders and other credi- 
tors precarious, or throw the burden of them on the State, and would 
make i t  almost impracticable to keep the accounts with simplicity and 
correctness amongst such a number of unequal proprietors. Besides, 
the stock itself is made transferable, and passes in the course of busi- 
ness almost like money; and as i t  could not be seen from the certificate 
how far  the capital had been reduced, all assignments would be at  an 
end or purchasers exposed to great frauds. I t  is no answer to say that 
purchasers must take cum onere. That is true with respect to liabili- 
ties of the corporation. But it is not true within the contemplation 
of the charter, in  respect to the liability of each corporator. The bank 
itself and the State cannot, against the express terms of the certificate, 
say that the share of stock is not one hundred dollars, as between the 
shareholders themselves. They cannot say that the former proprietor 
has withdrawn a part of his capital, but that, notwithstanding, 
the bank was compelled by law to certify to him falsely that (223) 
his payment had been full and yet remained full. The Legis- 
lature could not intend to authorize a fraud so palpable and base. 

I conclude, therefore, from a consideration of the whole act-as the 
tax is not payable out of the profits as such declared to each indi- 
vidual; as it is not payable out of the other separate estate of the 
holder; as it is not payable out of the separate capital of each stock- 
holder, because that cannot be reached by the collecting officers, and 
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because, if reached through the corporators, i t  would render the shares 
of .unequal ~ a l u e ,  diminish the capital, and be a fraud om purchasers; 
as it is payable at all events el-ery year-that for all these reasons it 
is payable out of the common funds in  the hands of the officers as such, 
whether those funds consist of capital or of profit. There is no other 
plausible or admissible construction but the one, that the divided profits 
is the proper fund and that the Legislature deemed them certain, and 
therefore considered that each stockholder mould permanently have a 
separate property from which one dollar on his share could be raised 
annually. Such an expectation on the part of the General Assembly 
cannot be supposed without imputing the grossest ignorance to that 
body, for all know that ballking is not only a hazardous business, but 
that in  this State large portions of the capitals have actually been lost. 
But if the supposition were true, it would only prove by inference that 
the construction of the act is that the tax is payable out of such profits, 
which is rebutted by the express provision for a payment every year 
at  all events. Besides, the information does not proceed at all upon 
the idea that profits have been annually declared out of which the 
tax might have been paid, and seek to recover out of them; but it seeks 
to have a larger share of the capital than the other stockholders in the 
division now making, upon the notion that the tax has been paid, and 
was, if necessary, payable out of the capital, and that a portion of her 
capital as composing a part of the joint stock has been improperly 
thus applied. The incorrectness of that view has already been shown. 

Besides the reasons for our opinion drawn from the provisions 
(224) of the act itself, a most forcible one arises out of the contempo- 

raneous construction put on the act by the stockholders, the 
fiscal agents of the State, and the Legislature. The State is the largest 
shareholder in  the bank, represented in general meeting, and entitled 
through her officers to quarterly statements of the affairs of the cor- 
poration, and to inspect all general accounts on the books. The mode 
of payment therefore must have been known. The default of her offi- 
cers and of the Legislature itself would not bar the State of a clear 
right, but such default is not to be presumed. Their acts cotempo- 

, raneously, and continued consistently through a period of eighteen 
years, are such strong proof of the sense in which the act was under- 
stood by those who passed it as to make their construction almost as 
authoritative as if the words admitted of no other. 

Having arrived at  this conclusion as to the meaning of the charter, 
it is unnecessary to,consider what relief could be had were the act to 
be otherwise interpreted against the present proprietors, in  respect of 
the taxes of former years, and of bygone profits received by former 
proprietors. I t  would be difficult to strike out of the case one spark 
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of equity against the present holders under that aspect of the case. 
But I do not think it necessary to go into that question, especially as 
the information is filed against the corporation and not against the 
individual corporators. The decree must be reversed and the demurrer 
sustained. 

GASTOK, J., concurred with the Chief Justice. 

D A ~ I E L ,  J. By the 11th section of the act of 1814, extending the 
charters of the banks of New Bern and Cape Fear, it is enacted that 
a tax of one per centum per annunl shall be levied on all stock holden 
in each of the said banks, except on the stock holden by the State, 
which shall be paid to the Treasurer of the State, by the presidents 
or cashiers of said banks, on or before 1 October in each and every 
year. The meaning of the Legislature was that the stock of each indi- 
vidual stockholder should be annually charged with a tax of one per 
cent. I n  making up the accounts of the bank for the purpose 
of declaring dividends of profits among all the stock, the direc- (225) 
tors took the tax, which mas due only from indiridual stock- 
holders, out of the aggregate amount of net profits which the bank 
had made, and then divided the remaining mass equally among all 
who held stock, as well the State as individuals. By this method of 
taking the accounts and dividing profits the State, on a share of her 
stock, received exactly the same amount of dividends as an individual 
stockholder received on a share of his stock. Whereas, if the inten- 
tion of the Legislature had been regarded, the amount of dividend on 
a share of stock held by an individual would have been minus the 
amount of dividend on a share of State's stock to the difference of the 
tax which should have been taken out of the individual's dividend. 

' At dividend day the accounts should have shown the net aggregate 
amount of the profits of tbe bank, exclusive of the individual stock- 
holders' taxes; then the stock of the State should have had declared and 
set apart to it its dividend out of the aggregate mass. The repainder 
of the mass should then have had subtracted the tax on the stock due 
from all the individual stockholders, then the balance of that remainder 
should have been equally divided among the shares of stock of indi- 
vidual holders. I mill simplify it, by supposing that A. and B. enter 
into copartnership, each putting in a capital stock of one hundred 
dollars, the profits to be divided every year. The stock of A. is subject 
to a tax of one per cent per annurn; at the end of the year they have 
made net profits twenty dollars. The division of the aggregate profits 
would give B. ten dollars and 9. ten dollars, out of which A. would pay 
his tax and leave him but nine dollars profit. But if the tax which 

181 



I N  T H E  SUPREME COURT. [a1 

A. only owed was to be taken from the aggregate of profits, B. then 
would only receive nine dollars and fifty cents and A. would receive 
the same amount. By this mode of settling the accounts, B., whose 
stock was not subject to tax, would pay one-half of the tax which A. 
only owed. This mode of taking the accounts would certainly not be 
correct. The State and the private stockholders in this bank are '  

partners in the institution upon the I-ery same principles as the 
(226) case which I have supposed, with the difference only that the 

profits are declared semiannually instead of annually. Par t  of 
the profits of the stock of the State has been annually taken to aid 
in  paying the tax due only from the individual stockholders. The 
annual dividends of the State's stock has been, in consequence thereof, 
less than i t  legally should have been. This information is filed to cor- 
rect the mistakes thus made in the accounts, and surcharge the bank 
with the difference, which should be coming to the State, if the ac- 
counts at  bank had been taken according to law. 

The information states that the dividends have been declared from 
time to time, since the year 1814 up to the filing of the same, upon this 
erroneous principle; and that the individual stockholders have been 
paid more than their proper shares of dividends of the moneys which 
rightly belonged to the State. The information then proposes to obtain 
repayment by directing the bank to stop so much of the future divi- 
dends of profits of the individual stockholders, or to distrain the stock 
of individuals for that purpose. 

I f  the stock had not been assignable, and the present individual 
holders were the same persons who had improperly received the money 
which rightfully belonged to the State, then the plan proposed would 
be right and just, as the persons who had improperly received would 
be before the Court. But the stock is assignable and changing owners 
daily, and there is no lien on the individual stock for this debt. Can 
it be right that the State, which is only a partner in this institution, 
should compel the present individual stockholders (new partners as it 
were) to pay the amount of the errors in account of antecedent profits, 
which had been paid by the agents of the bank and received by their 
assignors or the assignors of their assignors? I t  seems to me that the 
plan of redress proposed by the information is not agreeable to equity. ' 

I f  the stockholders who have received an excess of 'dividends at the 
expense of the dividends due on the State stock were before the Court, 
I would decree against them, and perhaps the agents of the bank (the 

directors) who committed the breach of trust in the illegal dis- 
(227) tribution of the revenues of the institution, might be liable. 

However, on this I give no opinion as they are not before the 
Court. But it seems to me that the corporation, the interest in which 
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is jointly owned by the present individual holders of stock and the 
State, cannot be decreed to make good the loss, as stated in  the infor- 
mation. Whether a court of Equity would enjoin the agents of the 
bank from making erroneous dividends, or whether a court of law 
would interfere by mardamus, the case now before the Court calls for 
no opinion. But as the case presents itself by the pleadings, I am of 
opinion that the demurrer ought to have been sustained. 

PER CURIAX Decree reversed, demurrer sustained, and the informa- 
tion dismissed. 

Cited: Attomey-Gene?-a1 v. Bank, 40 N.  C., 7 3 ;  Bitomey-General 
v. Bank, 57 N. C., 290. 

THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. THE PRESIDENT, DIRECTORS AND COMPANY OF 
BL4NK O F  CAPE FEAR. 

This case was similar in every respect to the last and received the same 
determination. 

TOBIAS KOOR'CE ET AL. V. HARDY BRYAN ET AL. 

A post-nuptial settlement made in' favor of a wife by a husband, in pursuance 
of an agreement before marriage, will, if variant from such agreement, 
be reformed in a court of Equity; and consequently if, by accident or 
misapprehension of its legal import, the husband makes such settlement 
in accordance with the ante-nuptial agreement, when he designed, after 
marriage, to vary it, even with the consent of his wife, he cannot be 
relieved. 

IN 1817 the plaintiff Koonce, by way of provisidn for his then wife, 
Holland, executed to the defendant Bryan a settlement of four slaves, 
named Violet, and her three children, Norris, Betty, and Sukey, upon 
the following trusts: for the husband during his life, and if his wife 
should survive him, in trust for her and her executors abso- 
lutely; with power to the wife, at  any time during her cover- (228) 
ture, notwithstanding the same, to appoint, by any writing 
under her hand, theasaid slaves, or any of them, to any person or per- 
sons she might choose to have them, after the death of her husband; 
and in case she should make such appointments, then in trust for such 
appointees. The deed then provided that if the wife should survive 
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her husband and set up any claim to dower or a distributire share of 
his personal estate, other than he might give her by will, all the said 
trusts should cease and the slaves belong to the estate of the husband. 
I n  the beginning of the deed it was recited that the four slaves had 
belonged to the wife, and that it had been agreed before the marriage 
that they should be so settled on her, that if she should survive her 
husband she should be put to her election, to relinquish them alto- 
gether or to accept them as a provision in lieu of donw and her dis- 
tributive share. The description of the slaves in the deed, as first 
written, appeared to haae been as follows: "Violet and her increase, 
Norris, Betty, and Sukey, and t he i r  i n c r ~ a s e ,  present and future," 
which is altered so as to read, ('Violet and her increase, to wit, Norris, 
Betty, and Sukey, only." Violet had another 'child, called John, who 
was born after the intermarriage and, as alleged by the plaintiffs, in 
March, 1817, and before the execution of the settlement. On 3 Febru- 
ary, 1822, Mrs. Koonce, by two deeds, appointed and conveyed to her 
niece, Mary Gunter, the slares Norris, Betty, and John;  and to her 
niece, Eliza Wright, the other two slaves, Violet and Sukey, to be 
conveyed to them by the trustee, after the deaths of her husband and 
herself; and she soon after died, leaving her husband surviving and 
having all the slaves in  his possession. The slave Sukey afterwards 
had issue, Chelcy and Charles, and on 10 January, 1830, the plaintiff 
Koonce gave the three, by deed, to his daughter, the plaintiff Mary, 
and they were taken into possession by her husband, the plaintiff John 
Pollok. The slave Betty also had issue, Henry and Isaac, and the 
plaintiff Koonce, on the same day, gave those three, in like manner, to 

another daughter, Matilda, whose husband, Benjamin Huggins, 
(229) one of the plaintiffs, took them into his possession. Violet and 

John were then in the possession of Koonce himself. Since the 
deeds of gift of 10 January, 1830, each of the women, Sukey and 
Betty, had had other issue, which were in the possession of and claimed 
by Pollok and Huggins respectively. The defendants, the donees of 
the wife, claimed the ultimate remainder in all the original four slaves, 
after the death of Koonce, and also in  all their increase, including the 
said John. 

The bill mas filed ill 1832 by Koonce and his two sons-in-law, Pollok 
and Huggins, and their wives, and stated that the settlement was made 
in pursuance of '(an agreement and understanding" between Koonce and 
his wife, before their marriage, that her negroes should be settled to the 
use set forth in the deed of 1817, except that it was a part of "the under- 
standing" that the four she then had, and those only, should be so set- 
tled; and that their issue, born in the lifetime of said Koonce should not 
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be subject to the disposition of the wife, nor be held in trust for her, 
but should belong absolutely to the husband; that the deed was not 
drawn before the marriage, but that Kooncd was willing, after mar- 
riage, fully to comply with the  prel-ious agreement; and that, accord- 
ingly, he and his wife both applied to the defendant Bryan to act as 
trustee, and communicated to him fully and expressly the nature of 
the ante-nuptial agreement, whereby the issue that might be born, 
prior. to the death'of Koonce, should be reserved to and belong to him;  
and requested him, Bryan, to hare a settlement prepared accordingly, 
which he undertook to do; that in some short time afterwards Bryan 
presented to Koonce the settlement already mentioned, which he rep- 
resented that he had caused to be prepared by counsel, in execution 
of and in conformity to the agreement and directions before stated; 
and that Koonce and Bryan, both believing that the deed did conform 
to the directions and intention of the parties, they each executed it in 
8eptember or October, 1817. The bill then stated that in the year 
1832 the donees of Mrs. Koonce made knowfi their claim to the negroes 
born since the marriage, and that the plaintiffs then applied to Mr. 
Bryan to peruse the deed, and discovered that it was so framed 
that it was doubtful, as they were advised by counsel, whether, (230) 
according to its prorisions, the said issue, born since the deed 
was made, did not belong to the defendants. The bill then charged 
that if such mere the construction of the deed it was erroneous in fact, 
and was executed by the parties under a clear mistake of the contents 
and meaning of the instrument, it having been the intention of the 
parties, and the explicit instructions given to Bryan, and by him to 

' the solicitor who drew it, that such issue should be excepted out of its 
operation, and that such intentions and instructions were necessarily 
inferable upon the face of the deed from the erasures and interlinea- 
tions, which show its readings as first drawn and finally settled, as 
before mentioned; that Mr. Bryan then admitted the error in the deed, 
and the mistake under which it was executed, and was willing to correct 
it, but did not feel at liberty to do so without the directions of the 
court. The bill further stated that the slave John did not pass under 
the settlement, as he was born before it mas made; and that the plain- 
tiffs could then prove that he was born in March, 1817, but that it 
mould probably be impracticable to do so after the death of the plain- 
tiff Koonce. The prayer was that the appointment of John might be 
declared invalid; that the proper constructiofi of the deed as to the 
other issue might be declared; and if the said issue were thereby sub- 
ject to the appointment of Mrs. Koonce, that the mistake under which 
the settlement was executed in that form might be declared and the 
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settlement reformed accordingly; and that the trustee and the other 
defendants might be decreed to execute proper releases to the plaintiffs 
respectively. 

One of the donees was an infant, who, answered by her guardian, 
and denied all knowledge of the matters charged in  the bill. 

The other denied all knowledge or information of the mistake alleged, 
and said that her aunt always claimed the issue and the power of dis- 
posing of them, as well as their mothers, and that she supposed it was 
so intended in the agreement before the marriage; that she did not 

know when John was born, but that he was claimed and con- 
(231) veyed by Mrs. Koonce as hers after the death of her husband. 

Mr. Bryan put in an answer, and his deposition was taken 
by the plaintiffs, and in  each he stated that Mrs. Koonce owned the 
four slaves, Violet, Norris, Betty and Sukey; and informed him of the 
proposed marriage and requested him to hare a marriage settlement 
drawn between Koonce and herself whereby she should have the ex- 
clusive right to her own slaves, and the power of disposing of them 
by will or writing during the marriage, reserving therein the use for 
his life to Koonce, and that he would act as her trustee; to which he 
assented, if it were agreeable to the proposed husband, and that in a 
few days Koonce himself made the like communication and request. 
H e  had no further recollection of the nature or terms of the contract 
as then, or at any time before the marriage, related to him. Some 
time after the marriage, but how long he could not say, the husband 
saw him on his way to New Bern, and said he was willing to settle his 
wife's negroes 011 her as he had promised, and requested Bryan to have 
a deed prepared, as he would then have an opportunity of seeing coun- 
sel, then saying and giring particular charge to him to have it so 
drawn as to give to his wife no power or control over the increase of 
the negroes born or to be born during his life, as he could not nor 
would not raise young negroes for any person but himself. Mr. Bryan 
gave the instructions to counsel as directed, who prepared the draught 
and read i t  to him; that upon hearing it read he perceived that in 
respect of the increase i t  did not conform to the orders of Koonce, 
and he required the draftsman to correct it, which he did by running 
a pen through the words '(increase present and future" and inserting 
"to wit" and "only," so as to make the deed read as before mentioned. 
The attorney then said that thus altered it did express the agreement 
according to his instructions; and so believing, he took the deed home 
and read it over and explained it to both Koonce and his wife as leav- 

ing the issue of the four slaves to Koonce; and under that belief, 
(232) entertained by all three, it was executed by Koonce and Bryan. 
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Badger for plaintifs. 
J .  H.  Bryan and W .  C. Xtanly for defendants. 

RUFFIN, C. J., having stated the case as above set forth, proceeded 
as follows: The legal operation of the deed admits of no dispute as to 
the issue of Betty and Sukey. Their issue follows themselves, of course. 
A question might be made upon the subsequent issue of Violet, upon 
the ground of the particular restriction to the three children she then 
had, and to them only. But the Court does not deem it material to 
determine it, as i t  could not, if in favor of the plaintiffs, afford a 
foundation for any relief to the plaintiffs upon these proceedings. The 
equity of the plaintiffs obviously depends upon the terms of the agree- 
ment itself between the parties to the proposed marriage and the de- 
parture or conformity of the settlement founded on it. 

I t  could scarcely be doubted by any person that the deed, as drawn, 
varies from the intentions of the husband and trustee existing at  the 
time of its execution, and from the instructions given to the drafts- 
man. The testimony of Mr. Bryan is precise, positive and clear to 
that point. His  credit is not questioned by the defendants, and indeed 
stands apparent upon the fair and candid manner in which he speaks 
in both his answer and deposition. H e  does not .therefore need the 
support, in  respect of his credit, of the testimony of the solicitor who 
wrote the deed. ATor is the case open to the objection made at  the bar, 
that the deed ought not to be altered upon parol testimony merely, 
especially that of one witness. The instrument itself bears upon its 
face unequivocal evidence that the instructions given were not under- 
stood or not regarded, and denotes that some such alteration as the 
witness speaks of was aimed at by the writer when he made the erasures 
and interlineations which altered the reading of the instrument, the 
whole being still legible. This part of the case does not therefore rest 
on parol testimony merely, but is fortified by the writing itself, 
and that in a stronger manner than if there had been separate (233) 
written articles or memorandums, because these last might pos- 
sibly have been departed from by a new agreement before the deed 
was settled. The Court therefore is obliged to perceive that the deed 
is not conformable t o  the instructions, and was executed by the hus- 
band under a mistake as to its contents and legal operation. 

But assuming these facts, it is, nevertheless, our opinion that the 
plaintiffs cannot have a decree. I t  seems to us that the instrument has, 
by accident-supposing it to be in all respects as contended by the 
defendants-been framed exactly as it ought to have been, according 
to the original agreement between the parties. This is a post-nuptial 
settlement, professing to be executed according to an agreement before 
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marriage, and must of necessity be subject to the control of the agree- 
ment, as the execution of the deed is then the act of the husband alone, 
and the wife is in  his power. I f  the agreement had been by written 
articles, there could be no doubt upon the subject, for in some cases, 
men where the settlement had been executed before marriage, it had 
been reformed according to the articles, when it mas apparent that the 
departure did not arise from a change as to the terms of the agree- 
ment, but that it mas intended to pursue the articles, and they had 
been mistaken. The Court has always modeled articles so as to effectu- 
ate the intention of the parties; and when, by following the words of 
the articles, a settlement drawn under them, even before marriage, 
would give the husband an estate tail, or mould give the estate to the 
issue of the husband by another marriage, the settlement has been 
dealt with so as to male  it conform to the articles according to their 
true construction, and not their strictly verbal sense. Xeymore v. 
Boreman, cited 2 Meriv., 347; Randall v. Willis, 5 Ves., 575; Wert v. 
Errisey, 2 Pr.  Wms., 355. Much more clearly will the Court hold the 
husband to the articles when the whole rests in executory contracts 
until after the marriage, for then the husband has everything in his 

own hands, and the wife cannot vary her agreement. 
(234) The question therefore is, What was the original agreement 

in this case? Unfortunately it rested in parol, and no person 
pretends to state its precise terms, so that the Court is obliged to collect 
it from the circumstances, and therefore some uncertainty must be 
felt as to the absolute correctness of our conclusions. Perhaps, how- 
ever, as little exists here as could be expected in any case. The bill 
charges that it was distinctly agreed before the marriage that the 
husband should have all the issue of the slares that might be born in 
his lifetime, and that the power and beneficial interest of the wife 
should extend only to the original stock; all which was communicated 
to Mr. Bryan, the trustee, by both the parties before marriage. That 
is a most material allegation to the plaintiff's equity. But it is not 
sustained by proof. As the agreement was by parol, and Bryan does 
not profess to recollect all that the parties told him before the mar- 
riage as to the nature of their respective interests, it has been argued 
that the terms of the agreement in this respect may be collected from 
the concurrence of the views of all the parties respecting the settle- 
ment, as the same was understood by Bryan, and explained by him to 
the others when it was executed. I t  is said that this was not a new 
provision introduced first into# the settlement, but that its existence 
there, without objection, proves that it entered into the original agree- 
ment. The Court does not inquire whether such an inference is just 
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or legitimate in  transactions between husband and wife, for it seems 
to us that the inference itself cannot mith truth be made. 

I n  the first place, neither the husband nor the trustee alleges any 
other departure in the deed from the instructions or from the agree- 
ment, but the one respecting the slaves that might be born. Nr .  Bryan 
says he cannot recollect any part of the agreement as communicated 
to him before the marriage except that the wife was to h a ~ e  all her 
slaves secured to herself exclusively, subject to the life estate of the 
husband, with power to her to dispose of them after his death. No 
doubt there were other stipulations. What were they? Was the abso- 
lute gift of the issue to the husband one of them! We deem i t  nearly 
certain that it was not. There is not a defect of evidence as to the 
other parts of the agreement, although Mr. Bryan or any Nther 
witness does not speak to them. The deed fully supplies all (235) 
necessary light on this subject. I t  shows that the wife was to 
renounce all her marital rights in the husband's estate, real and per- 
sonal. Being prepared after marriage, upon an agreement by parol, 
the deed puts her in  this respect to an election. But that the deed 
speaks the substance of the agreement upon this subject is not at  all 
controverted. I f  that be so, it is scarcely possible that it could ever 
have been proposed by the intended husband, or assented to by the 
wife, that she should be put off mith the inadequate provision of her 
own four original slaves in her old age, when those slaves might be 
also aged or have died; that the husband should keep all his own 
estate, be entitled by the law to all that should fall to her during the 
coverture, and also, under the settlement, to all the profits and issue 
of her negroes then in possession. I t  appears that both the parties 
TTere advanced in life at the time of marriage, and the husband had 
a family of children; and it is not uncommon under such circunlstances 
that, expecting no issue of the marriage, each keeps his or her ow11 
estate and renounces that of the other. The husband, of course, takes 
the profits during the coverture, when he supports the wife, and she 
might be willing to bestow her slaves on him during his own life in 
preference to her own relations. But it cannot be supposed that she 
could possibly agree to do so and strip herself, so as to be destitute 
in her widowhood and old age. 

Then, according to the agreement as stated to ;Mr. Bryan before the 
marriage, the issue followed their mothers and belonged to the wife, 
that being the legal effect of it. H e  can state nothing to the contrary. 
The other provisions of the deed, which relate to such parts of the 
contract as the witness has forgotten, strongly sustains her claim as 
having been then expressly recognized. I t  can, moreover, scarcely be 
supposed that Mr. Bryan could have forgotten this particular part of 
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the agreement, now alleged by the plaintiff, if it had been mentioned 
to him before the marriage, more than he has the subsequent instruc- 

tions. I f  nothing was said about the issue before marriage, the 
(236)  effect is the same as if they were expressly reserved to the wife. 

From all which the Court deems it clear that the stipulation 
that the issue should belong to the husband was a new one, first sug- 
gested to his mind after the marriage, and probably after Violet had 
another child, and was improperly designed by him to be interpolated 
into the settlement. I f  the attempt had been successful, the Court 
upon this evidence would have been constrained to modify the settle- 
ment so as to secure the issue to the wife;and consequently cannot, in 
the case which has happened, alter i t  so as to take the issue from her. 

This con~lusion renders i t  unnecessary to make any declaration as 
to the period of the birth of the boy John, upon which point, however, 
the plaintiff has not offered any proof. For if he was born before the 
execution of the deed, and therefore did not pass by it, still, as a part 
of the issue embraced in the original agreement, he belongs in equity, 
as between these parties, to the donee of the wife. But these proceed- 
ings do not authorize any relief to either party in relation to that 
slave; not to the plaintiff, for want of proof and for want of equitable 
right; and not to the defendants, because if John was born before, and 
did not pass by the deed, the donee of the wife must file her own bill 
to get a title, if the other party should still hold out. But the present 
plaintiffs have no title, and their bill must be dismissed, with costs to 
the defendant Bryan and the defendants Bryan Jones and wife. 

PER CURIAM. Bill dismissed. 

ANDREW FALLS ET AL. V. FREDERIC CARPENTER, THEODORIC F. 
BIRCHETT ET AL. 

FREDERIC CARPENTER'S HEIRS v. ANDREW FALLS, THEODORIC F. 
BIRCHETT ET AL. 

I. Where a vendee contracted for the purchase of land and took possession, 
but neglected to pay the purchase-money for nine months after it fell 
due, during all which time the vendor held the bonds for the purchase- 
money, and did not offer to surrender them, but recognized the contract 
as still subsisting, i t  was held that, having allowed the contract to sub- 

I sist after the default, the vendor could not put an end to it without a 
previous formal and reasonable notice to the purchaser to come forward 
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and fulfill it, or he would not hold himself bound.' And it w a s  held 
further, that upon such purchaser's paying the money he could demand 
a specific performance from the vendor or call for the legal title from 
a person who had purchased with full notice of the contract. 

2. I f  a vendor, after a default by the vendee, is still willing to complete the 
contract, and a third person interposes and, by misrepresenting the wil- 
lingness of the vendee to fulfill the contract on his part, procures a 
conveyance to himself, it seems that the first vendee will have an equity 
against the second, independent of any he might have against the common 
vendor. Insolvency, whether existing at the time of the contract or 
occurring subsequently does not of itself dissolve the contract; but if 
continuing so as to disable the purchaser from fulfilling his part of it, 
may authorize the other party, after request and default, to renounce it. 
and after reasonable notice may discharge him; or it may be evidence, 
with other things, of abandonment by the purchaser, but in that case 
liable to be repelled by other evidence. 

3. The increase of value is not such a change in the subject-matter of a 
contract as is, of itself, a ground for rescinding or not enforcing articles. 
But if one of the parties refuse to perform, and then comes a change 
of circumstances, upon the strength of which he is desirous to go on 
with the bargain, and insists on it, he may be properly repelled, although 
he was not watching for that change. 

4. A defendant against whom the plaintiff must have a decree, if he gets 
one at all, cannot, by giving a release of his interest to his codefendants 
pendente lite, become a competent witness for them. His liability for 
the costs, if nothing else, would exclude him. 

THE original plaintiff, Falls, purchased in  February, 1823, from the 
defendant Frederick Carpenter, the elder, two adjoining tracts of land 
in  the pleadings described and executed his bonds for the purchase- 
money, and took a covenant for a conveyance upon the payment of the 
price. H e  took possession, but failed to make the payments, and 
there was on 6 November, 1826, the sum of eighty-three dollars (238) 
and forty-three and three-quarter cents due for interest in 
arrears. He then applied to Carpenter to modify the contract by giving 
further time and by agreeing to accept payment in grain or country 
produce, in lieu of money, if he should be unable to raise the money, 
to which the other acceded. On this day accordingly that covenant and 
the bonds were destroyed, and Falls gave three new bonds: two for 
three hundred and seventy-five dollars each, payable at  one and two 
years, with interest from the date, for the purchase-money; and the 
third, for  the balance of interest, eightythree dollars and forty-three 
and three-quarter cents, due on the old contract; which last instrument 
provided that it might be paid in  grain at  specified prices, and that 
any excess of the grain delivered, after discharging that bond, should 
be applied to the other two. At the same time Carpenter entered into 
a bond, in the penalty of fifteen hundred dollars, to Falls, with condi- 
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tion to be void if Carpenter should "at the payment of the two notes 
for three hundred and seventy-five dollars each, with the interest 
thereon, convey to said Falls the said two tracts of land" in  fee simple, 
v i t h  general warranty as to one and special warranty as to the other. 

The original bill, filed 11 September, 1829, by Falls, charged the con- 
tract of Xovember, 1826, and that he Tvas in possession under it, and 
made paynients which satisfied the small bond, and left the sum of one 
hundred and thirty-one dollars, besides interest, applicable to one of 
the bonds for three hundred and ser-enty-five dollars; and that in August, 
1829, while the contract mas in full force, a valuable gold mine was 
discovered on the land, which he and other persons under him began to 
vork;  that the defendants, Birchett and Ormoud were on the land, and 
saw the plaintiff and his tenants collecting gold, and knew that he had 
purchased the land, and then claimed it, and TTas in actual possession; 
and that with knowledge of these facts they, on 22 August, 1829, with- 
out informing Falls of their purpose, went to Carpenter (who resided 
seventeen or eighteen miles off), and proposed to purchase the same lands 

for themselves; that Carpenter refused to sell to them unless with 
(239) Falls' consent, or unless he could get up his bond to Falls, upon 

which they represented to him that the bond mas not obligatory, 
because the purchase-money had not been punctually paid, and also 
that Falls was yet unable to pay it, and wished to rescind his contract, 
and pretended that they wished to purchase thct the one might build 
a mill and the other set up a store, which he wished to do immediately, 
as his goods were already purchased; that Carpenter did not wish to 
keep the land himself but to sell i t ;  and believing those false representa- 
tions, agreed to sell to them at the price of seren hundred 2nd fifty 
dollars, which mas immediately executed by their giving their bonds for 
that sum and taking a deed from Carpenter in fee; that during the 
treaty thej- concealed from Carpenter the.fact that gold had been found 
on the land, and in answer to an inquiry by him on that point, denied 
it. The bill further charged that Birchett and Ormor~d entered into a 
part of the land and collected some gold, of which an account was 
prayed, and threatened to bring an action of ejectment or otherwise 
expel Falls from the land which he had under cultivation or was work- 
ing for gold. I t  also charged that between 22 August and the filing of 
the bill the plaintiff had come to a settlement with Carpenter, and 
ascertained the balance due on his bonds, and that he had fully paid 
the same and taken up the bonds. The prayer was for a conveyance by 
Carpenter, Birchett and Ormond, or those of them in whom the legal 
title was, and for an injunction and general relief. 

Carpenter died intestate, after service of the bill and before answer; 
and by a bill of rerivor and supplemental and amended bill the suit 
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was revived against his administrators, widow and heirs. And it was 
further charged that the defendants Birchett and Ormond had sold and 
conveyed shares of the land to certain other persons who had notice of 
the plaintiff's rights, and were made defendants; and that Falls, before 
the filing of the original bill, had also assigned undivided shares to cer- 
tain persons who were made plaintiffs with him. 

The administrators were P. Manney and Frederick Carpeii- (240) 
ter, the younger, who was a son and one of the heirs of F. Car- 
penter, deceased. They answered, and admitted the contract of Kovem- 
ber, 1826; the possession of Falls under i t ;  the payment of grain to the 
quantity and value charged in  the bill; the sale and conveyance to 
Ormond and Birchett, and the subsequent payment by Falls of the bal- 
ance due on his bonds, all as charged in the bill; that thereupon the in- 
testate informed Falls that Eirchett and Ormond had obtained a con- 
veyance from him by inducing him to believe that Falls was unable to 
pay for the land, and that the contract with him was void; and offered 
then to make Falls a deed, which Falls declined accepting unless that 
to Birchett and Ormond were first surrendered and canceled; that the 
intestate then sent the bond of Birchett and Ormond to them by one 
hdderholt as his agent, with instructions to tender i t  to them and de- 
mand the deed, which was done, but they refused. These defendants 
then submitted to any decree between the other parties, and to repay the 
plaintiff his money, or to surrender to Birchett and Ormond their bond, 
as the court might decree the land to belong to the one or to the other. 

By an amended answer, the gdministrators said that they had no 
personal knowledge of the transaction, and had before answered upon 
information which thev have since discovered to be untrue, and to have 
been imposed on them by the plaintiff and those interested with him; 
and they and the other heirs and the widow of Carpenter then stated 

' 
the contract of February, 1823, and that of November, 1826, and that 
dthough some grain was deli~ered they did not know how much, and 
believed not more than discharged the note for eighty-three dollars and 
forty-three and three-quarter cents, or certainly that and the interest on 
the other bonds, so that the whole principal purchase-money remained 
due in November, 1828, when the last bond became payable; and that 
no payment was made thereafter until the last of August, 1839, when 
Carpenter had sold to Birchett and Ormond. They stated that through 
the winter of 1828 and in the spring of 1829 Carpenter. applied to Falls 
for payments, and insisted on them; and that  Falls was unable, or 
alleged that  he was unable, to make any,  and proposed to Car- 
penter t o  rescind the  contract, which was then  agreed to  by  Car- (241) 
penter, and the  contract colhsidered to be rescinded; that it was 
thereupon understood between these parties that Carpenter should make 
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sale of the land for his own benefit, but that he should keep the notes 
of Falls, and the latter keep possession of the land until a new sale; 
and when such should take place, that a settlement should be made and 
the notes and possession mutually surrendered; that, accordingly, Car- 
penter made several efforts, with the knowledge of Falls, to sell, and 
could not until August, 1829;  that on the 22d of that month Birchett 
and Ormond and one Robert Dixon, having ascertained that a very 
valuable gold mine (which has since turned out to be worth, probably, 
one million of dollars) had been just before discovered on the land, 
formed the design to purchase it on speculation, and applied to him 
for that purpose; that Carpenter wished time to consider of i t ;  and that 
he was an old, weak and intemperate man, at  no time well able to attend 
to business, and then sick in bed; that they represented to him that they 
were anxious to get the land for the purpose of building a mill and a 
store, and if they could not get it immediately they would not purchase 
at all, and both concealed and denied that gold had been found on the 
place; that thereupon Carpenter contracted with them and conveyed the 
land to Birchett and Ormond, as charged in the bill; that he was induced 
to make the contract by the urgency of those persons, in  the belief that 
they really wanted the land for the purposes mentioned by them, and 
that they hurried him into the completion of it then, before a rumor of 
the existence of the gold mine could reach his ears or he might have any 
other reason to suspect their motives. 

The answer then stated that, a few days thereafter, Falls and the 
plaintiff Wilson (who, with others, had formed an association to get a 
title and work the mines) offered to pay off the notes of Falls, and 
demanded a deed; that he was confounded at discovering the fraud that 
had been practiced on him by Birchett and Ormond, and also at the 
demand of Falls and Wilson, and djsclosed to the latter his true situa- 

a tion and embarrassment, and asked Wilson's advice what he ' 

(242) should do; that they insisted on Falls' claim, and repeated the 
tender of the money, and advised him to take it, as that could 

not make the matter worse for him, and that, intimidated by their men- 
aces and at their suggestion, Carpenter appointed Adderholt, his agent, 
to take advice and act for him, who attempted to get the contract with 
Birchett and Ormond rescinded, but failed, and thereupon received from 
Falls and Wilson, in cash, a part of the sum due on Falls' bond, and 

, took the bond of Wilson for what they admitted to be the residue, but 
that Carpenter refused to accept from Adderholt either the money or 
Wilson's bond, or to make a deed to Falls, and, overwhelmed with the 
perplexities of his condition, soon after died, before he could answer 
the bill. 
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The defendants, Birchett, Ormond, and Dixon, answered, and admit- 
ted the purchase and conveyance from Carpenter, for which they gave 
their bonds for $750. They stated that, two or three days before, they 
had seen persons digging and washing for gold on a piece of land which 
they mere informed and believed was vacanf; that Dixon, who lived on 
an adjoining tract, so believed; that it was, on 29 August, 1829, agreed 
between the three that they would enter the land they supposed vacant, 
and as they expected the vein of ore to run also into t h ~  Carpenter land, 
the line of which, as they belie~red, ran very near the spot at which the 
gold was found, it was further agreed by them to buy that land also; 
that Dixon went to the entry-takers to make an entry, in his own name, 
on the joint account, and Birchett and Ormond proceeded to Carpen- 
ter's to make the purchase from him, and did so, taking the deed in 
their names, also on the joint account. They stated that they knew Falls 
had agreed for the land, but had ur\derstood and beliwed that he was 
unable to pay for it, and had before abandoned it, which belief mas 
founded upon the facts that Falls was notoriously an imprudent and 
insolvent man; that Carpenter had repeatedly offered the land for sale 
to  Ormond and others, from the autumn of 1828 up to that time, declar- 
ing that he was absolved from the contract with Falls by his non- 
compliance, and that, although this was generally known, they (243) 
never had heard that Falls forbade Carpenter to sell; that they 
did not use any persuasion to induce Carpenter to sell to them; that 
they considered him to be the absolute owner, and knew that he was 
desirous to sell to raise money, and that as soon as they made known 
their wish Carpenter agreed to make the sale; that the remarks about 
Falls' claim came from Carpenter, who mentioned that he had a long 
time before agreed to sell to Falls, but he was no longer bound, and "his 
bond was dead," because Falls had made no payment and never would 
be able, and because he (Carpenter) had sent to him, the spring before, 
to come and settle with him, as he mas about to sell the land to other 
persons, and Falls neither paid anything nor c,ame to see him. They 
admitted that Birchett and Ormond did not mention to Carpenter that 
gold had been found, and said that the reason was that they were not 
then certain that it was on his land, although they expected that it 
would extend into it. They denied that they made any false representa- 
tions touching the gold, and stated that Carpenter made no inquiries, 
but voluntarily said, during the treaty, that he hoped they might find 
gold in abundance; that Dixon also came to Carpenter's in the evening, 
when they were writing the deed, and upon being informed by Carpen- 
ter of the contract, remarked to him "that he had better take care what 
he  was about-perhaps there's gold on your land"; to which the other 
replied "that he wished they might find the best mine in  the country; 
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he did not want gold mines, as he was too old to work them, and wanted 
nothing but the value of his land or the money for his land." The 
answers then stated that these defendants entered into the lands immedi- 
ately and began to work the mines, but were in a few days evicted, under 
color of a summary process, for a forcible entry and detainer, by means 
of which Falls, Wilson and the other plaintiffs got into exclusive pos- 
session; and, further, that on 4 September, 1829, the defendant Ormond 
had sold and conveyed to the other defendant, Dixon, his third, and that 

Birchett and Dixon had since associated with themselves the 
(244) other persons named, who were made defendants by the supple- 

mental bill, who also put in answers, in which nothing material 
was set forth. 

By a subsequent answer, Robert Dixon disclaimed, and the defend- 
ants, Birchett & Co., exhibited a deed from him to themselves, dated 
3 May, 1832, with special warranty for all his share and interest. 

Birchett and Ormond instituted an action of ejectment against Falls 
and others to recover the possession which was thus lost by them, and, 
the trial of the same being delayed, Birchett and the assignees in May, 
1832, filed their cross-bill against Falls and his partners, in which they 
charged the two contracts between Falls and Carpenter, and that the 
latter was merely an extension of the time by reason of his inability to 
pay the purchase money, and sought a disco~ery as to that fact and as 
to the particulars of those contracts. The bill also charged that Birchett 
and Ormond had heard various reports, which were in  common circula- 
tion, that Falls had wholly failed to comply with his contract and had 
abandoned it, and that they then became desirous of purchasing from 
Carpenter, as was generally known, and particularly by Falls; that on 
22 August, 1829, or the day before, Birchett and Falls were on the land 
together, and that the latter, then knowing of the intention of the for- 
mer to purchase, made no sort of objection thereto, but expressed his 
satisfaction therewith; that, i11 fact, Falls had told Carpenter that he  
could not pay for the land, and ,directed him to sell to any other person 
who could pay for it, to whom he (Falls) would surrender all claim, 
and that Carpenter so declared to them, Birchett and Ormond, at the  
time that he sold to them. The bill further charged that no person 
was in actual possession of any portion of the land, but one Arrowood, 
who attorned to the plaintiffs, and that they entered into the peaceable 
possession and continued it for a few days, until turned out in the man- 
ner stated in  their former answer, and that Falls and the other defend- 
ants got into possession and were making great profits and committing 
irreparable waste. The prayer was for a discovery of all the matters 

charged, for an  account of the gold already made, and for a n  
(245) injunction against further waste or working. 
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All the defendants put in answers, but that of Falls was the only 
material one in the present state of the case, and none of the others 
were contradictory o f  it. That admitted the two contracts of 1823 and 
1826, and that the last was substituted for the former at  his instance, 
because it was more convenient to pay in grain than money. H e  denied 
that he was unable to pay for the land, and said he could always have 
done so, if pressed, but that Carpenter promised not to press him; that 
in  the winter of 1826-27 he paid 200 bushels of corn, and in 1838 more 
corn and rye, amounting, altogether, to $240, and in the spring of 1829 * 

Carpenter applied to him for $25, which he had not by him, and he 
requested Carpenter to borrow, and he mould take up his note, and that 
he did pay Carpenter's note to John Falls for about $26, which was 
satisfactory to Carpenter. The answer denied positively any agreement 
with Carpenter to rescind the contract or any abandonment or any act 
or omission from which it could be inferred, or that he ever agreed thkt 
Carpenter should sell to any other person, and, on the contrary, stated 
that he 'was in actual possession of the land, claiming it under his pur- 
chase, cultivating and improving it, and digging for gold, both he and 
his hirelings and tenants, and that drro~rood was one of his tenants and 
had continued to work under him ever since; that it is true that on 
21 August, 1829, both Eirchett and Ormond (the former of whom was 
a stranger to this defendant) mere on the premises and saw Falls and 
his hands collecting ore, and became fully aware of its richness and the 
great probable value of the mine, and,.no doubt, formed the design then 
of purchasing from Carpenter, and may have thought they would hold 
the land if they could get his deed, notwithstanding the contract with 
Falls, as they, after getting the deed, insisted on i t  as a good title, 
because i t  was the first and a warranty deed, and said that Carpenter 
and Falls might settle the dispute upon their contract between them- 
selves. But the answer denied positively that this.defendant 
assented'to or had the least kno~vledge of their intention to pur- (246) 
chase, or even suspected it, until he heard, in the evening of the 
next day, the 22d, that they had gone to Carpenter's for that purpose. 
The answer stated that both Birchett and Ormond conversed with this 
defendant, and neither of them intimated such an intention, but that, 
on the contrary, Birchett applied to him for a lease, and denied that 
he subsequently expressed his satisfaction at their purchase, but, so far  
from it, that upon hearing that such was their business he set off early 
on Sunday morning, 23 August, to Carpenter's, to put him on his guard 
and prevent him from making a contract; that upon getting there, he 
heard for the first time that they had obtained a deed, and was also told 
by Carpenter of the misrepresentations (as charged in  Falls' original 
bill) made to him by those persons as to gold being on the land, and also 
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that this defendant was willing to give up his contract and would have 
come with them and brought up the bond had he not been confined at 
home by sickness, and that, upon Carpenter's expressing a desire to post- 
pone a contract until he could consult this defendant, who was, as he 
considered, entitled, Birchett and Ormond assured him that he (Falls) 
had agreed with them to give up the land and all claim on Carpenter 
for his improvements, all which representations the answer affirmed to 
have been false. The answer then stated that, upon hearing the truth 
from this defendant, Carpenter declared that he had been imposed upon, 
and that he would never receive the money from Birchett and Ormond, 
and in a few days sent their bonds to them by his agent, Adderholt, and 
demanded his deed; that he (Falls) returned to the land and went the 
next day to work the mine, when he was pre~~ented by Dixon, who 
claimed it under Carpenter's deed, and that thereupon he associated 
himself with Wilson and the other defendants, as a copartnership, to 
receive the title and work the mines; that on the last day of August, 
Falls and Wilson offered to settle with and pay Carpenter, who ex- 
pressed a perfect comiction that he had been imposed on respecting 
Falls' giving u p  or abandoning the contract, and a readiness on his 

part to comply with it, but desired time to send to Birchett and 
(247) Ormond for his deed, which he wished to get up, and that on 

their refusal he said that he would accept the payment from 
Falls, and did so, as stated in the bill, on 2 September, 1829, it being 
then understood that Falls, Wilson and others would file a bill againbt 
Carpenter, Birchett, and Ormond to have their deed surrendered or 
obtain a conveyance. The answer then asserted that Falls was never 
out of possession of the land, but admitted that Ormond, Birchett, and 
Dixon were in possession of a part of the gold mine for a few days, 
until they were evicted, as alleged in the bill. The answer then set 
forth a statement of the number of hands engaged in the service of the 
defendants in working the mines, the gold collected, and the 'mode of 
working it. 

At  Fall  Term, 1832, the heirs of Carpenter also filed their cross-bill 
against Falls and those claiming with him, and against Birchett and 
those claiming with him, to rescind the contract with Falls, and also 
for reconveyance from Birchett and Ormond and others, upon the 
ground, as to the first, that it had been abandoned by Falls not making 
the payments stipulated, and by reason of his insolvency, being unable 
to make them, except from the great and sudden increase in the value 
of the land, and that it had been rescinded& by exp'ress verbal agreement, 
and that Carpenter had been surprised into receiving the payment on 
2 September, 1829, he heing incapable of business, from age, infirmity, 
ignorance and weakness, and that, at any rate, as he had not made a 
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deed to Falls, he ought not to be held obliged to do so, since the value of 
the lands had accidentally increased so immensely, and as to the latter, 
for the causes of fraudulent concealment and nzisre~resentations and 
hurrying into the bargain and conveyance before set forth in the bill of 
Falls and others and in the answers of the Carpenters thereto. 

To this bill Falls put in an answer substantially the same with that 
to the cross-bill filed by Birchett and others against him, adding that 
when he went to Carpenter's in August, 1829, he carried and showed to 
him one of the best s~ecimens of ore found h the nzine. and 
made a full disclosure of its extent and richness, as far  as then (248) 

> ,  

discovered, and that Carpenter was dissatisfied only with Birchett 
and Ormond for their deception practiced on him, but was perfectly 
satisfied with his conduct, and expressed his willingness to make him 
the title as far as he could, and that he received the payment on 2 Sep- 
tember without the least influence or menace from any person, and vol- 
untarily, because he thought it right that the deed to Birchett and 

- Ormond should be canceled and a conveyance made to Falls, and that 
he was then in the full enjoyment of his faculties; that the value of the 
mines was greatly overrated, for that shares of one-tenth part sold 
several months afterwards at $300, and it was a subsequent discovery 
that enhanced the value to a large but uncertain amount: that when - 
his bonds fell due, he owned unencumbered land in the county, besides 
that purchased of Carpenter, worth $2,000, which was known to Car- 
penter, who neither wished to rescind the contract nor abandon it, nor 
would have let Falls do so. 

Birchett and Ormond also answered this bill to the same effect with 
their answer to the original bill of Falls and others, admitting, further, 
that their principal object in buying the land was the prospect of gold, 
and that the spot where the gold mas then found (which they then 
thought was vacant) was included within the lines of the Carpenter land, 
which had been sold to him by the party, Robert Dixon, and stating 
also that that ~ ~ e i n  turned out to be of little value. 'but that several 
months afterwards another of great value was discovered in another 
part of the land; that ~ a r ~ e n t e ~  expressly declared that he and Falls 
had rescinded their agreement, and that he readily contracted with 
them and sent for Adderholt, his friend and neighbor and ordinary 
adviser, to draw the writings, who came and did so, and that before he 
executed them Dixon arrived and informed him that there was probably 
gold, to which he replied "he did not care, and hoped there might be; 
that if there was he did not want it, but wanted money to pay his debts 
and put his mind at rest"; that he mas perfectly competent to 
do business, and had the assistance of his confidential adviser, (249) 
Adderholt. 
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To the answers in each of the causes, replications were entered, and 
a large mass of testimony taken by all the parties. The most important 
were the depositions of ddderholt, the person mentioned in the plead- 
ings, which were taken several timei by the parties respectively. 

That witness stated that he mas the friend and near neighbor of Car- 
penter, with whom he generally advised upon matters of business, and 
on whom he called to do his writing; that he drew the contracts b e  
tween Carpenter and Falls, and that he knew that Falls paid corn and 
rye in 1827 and 1828, though he could not state the precise amount of 
his own knowledge, and that he also paid a note of Carpenter's to John 
Falls for twenty-six dollars; that i t  was agreed the small bond should 
be first paid, and any surplus should be applied to  those given upon the 
last bargain for the price of the land. H e  further stated that on 22 
August, 1829, Ormond came to his house and stated that he and Birchett: 
had bargained for the land, and that Carpenter had sent for him to 
draw the bonds and deeds; that he went, and on the may asked Ormond 
if Falls was there, and he said not; that he then asked if they had t h e .  
bond to Falls, to which he also replied'no, and that they had been to 
see him, but that he was intoxicated oontinually. The witness then re- 
marked to him that Falls or the bond ought to be there, and Ormond 
stated that Birchett was with him the day before but that he was so 
stupidly drunk they could do nothing with him. The witnass asked if 
they had found gold on the land, and Orrnond said not as he knew, and 
that he and Birchett wanted to set up a mill and store on the land. 
Upon their arrival at Carpenter's the terms of the bargain seemed to 
have been settled, but Carpenter asked him what he thought of the 
trade, and upon his saying that he thought Falls or the bond ought to 
be there, Carpenter observed that he thought so too. Birchett or Or- 
mond then said thcre was no danger, for as Falls had not paid his bonds, 
Carpenter's bond was void. When the deeds were drawn, Carpenter 

hesitated to sign them, and said he did not like to do so without 
(250) Falls or t'he bond; when Dixon, who had then arrived, said that 

the bond was void and there mas no danger. I t  was understood 
by all parties that Falls was then in possession, and the witness then 
heard of no other person who was. After Dixon's remark, Cupenter 
executed the deeds, and in a little time Birchett or Ormond asked how 
they were to get possession, to which Carpenter replied, "You must see 
to that yourselves." Both Birchett and Ormond denied at that time 
that they knew of any gold on the land; and on that occasion Carpenter 
said he had no persons to work gold mines, and did not care for them, 
but he wished they might find one; that what he wanted was his money 
for the land, which he believed he could never get Falls to pay him; 
and Birchett or Ormond then said there was no doubt Falls would give 
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up the land and come to a settlement. The witness stated that Car- 
penter was a weak man, and not very competent to business from 
age and intemperance, and was not entirely sober on- that day; and 
upon being asked why, as his friend, he did not postpone the business 
until the next day, he replied that he had great confidence in Ormond's 
integrity, and thought everything fa i r ;  and he himself became their 
surety in  the bonds to Carpenter for the purchase-money. The witness 
further stated that he had considered Carpenter's "bond dead" because 
Falls had not paid, and that he had several times told Carpenter so, 
but always advised him not to sell to any other person before he took 
it in ;  that this opinion was founded on the belief that the bond pro- 
vided on its face that if Falls did not pay his bond when due, Carpenter 
should be discharged; but that, upon seeing the bond, he found that he 
was mistaken. Two or three days afterwards Falls and Wilson came 
down to pay Carpenter, who again sent for the witness to make a set- 
tlement for him. Carpenter complained of being deceived by Birchett 
and Ormond, and was unwilling to receive the money from Falls until 
he could get up his deed. They, however, made a statement of the pay- 
ments before made, which discharged the small bond and a hundred 
and thirty-one dollars of the purchase money, besides nine or ten 
dollars allowed as interest for the payments in advance. Car- (251) 
penter asked Falls to wait until he could send to Birchett and 
Ormond, which was acceded to; and the witness went with their bond 
and requested them to give up the deeds, as Carpenter alleged that he 
had been imposed on and wished to have no difficulty with Falls and 
Wilson. Ormond was then willing to surrender the deed, but Birchett 
and Dixon refused. That he returned, and on 2 September the settle- 
ment with Falls was completed, and Wilson paid six hundred and thirty- 
five dollars and sixty-two and a half cents in cash, and offered to pay 
the residue, but Carpenter requested him to keep it, and give his bond, 
as he wished to keep that at interest. Carpenter delivered the money 
to the ~vitness for safe-keeping, but in a few days took two hundred 
dollars, and afterwards lent the witness on his bond three hundred dol- 
lars more, and the residue the witness paid to the administrators after 
his death. The witness stated that when he went to get the deed from 
Birchett and Ormond, the latter admitted that the conversations with 
Carpenter, before Adderholt was sent for, '(were or might be sufficient" 
to make him think they would have brought Falls or the bond, if he 
had not been too drunk; and Ormond afterwards acknowledged that 
they told Carpenter that they, Birchett and Ormond, would run all 
risks about the bond to Falls. Birchett also admitted to him that 
before he bargained with Carpenter he had tried to get a lease from 
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Falls, and could not; but Di~ton said it was not from Falls but from 
one Crane who then had a lease from Falls. 

I t -  clearly appeared upon other proofs that Falls had been in posses- 
sion from 1823 up to August, 1829, and that he or his tenants lived 
on the land and had parts of it in cultivation; and particularly, that 
some weeks before Birchett and Ormond's purchase he had applied to 
R. M. Crane (a witness for Birchett and Ormond) to borrow ,five hun- 
dred dollars to pay to Carpenter, saying then that he had paid about 
one hundred dollars towards the land, and if he could raise five hundred 
dollars more Carpenter would wait with him; and to induce Crane to 

make the loan, he offered to lease to him the land in dispute, and 
(252) to mortgage other land, worth twelve hundred dollars, and also 

this as a security; and did make a lease of part of the land to 
Crane; and also that on 18 August, 1829, he leased four acres to Riley 
Arrowood, to be worked for gold, on which the lessee proceeded to work, 
and the ore was found which Birchett and Ormond saw. 

Thomas Dixon, a son of Robert Dixon, who was a party, stated that 
he heard Falls say, in the spring of 1829, that "he expected to give 
back the Carpenter land"; and also heard F. Carpenter, Jr., say that 
in the spring of 1829 ('his father had sent him to Falls to see if he 
would pay or give up the land, and that he got no money," but he did 
not state that Falls agreed to relinquish the land. 

Hugh Patterson stated that in the spring of 1829 F. Carpenter, Jr., 
brought a message to Falls, and witness saw them conversing, but did 
m t  hear the particulars, and that next morning Falls said that "he 
must go up in a few days and settle with Mr. Carpenter'); but whether 
he meant to settle for the corn or pay for the land the witness could 
not state. A few days afterwards Falls was very drunk, and was com- 
plaining of Dixon having gained an expensive lawsuit for land against 
his father, and said that he must give up the Carpenter land and try 
Dixon himself. 

Jacob Starnes stated that several days before Birchett and Ormond 
purchased, Falls had made leases to Arrowood and others, and they pro- 
ceeded immediately to work, and that those leases were publicly known; 
that on the day Birchett and Ormond purchased, Falls mentioned to 
the witness that "they had gone to purchase the land and gold mine in 
dispute." 

John Hullett stated that in the fall of 1828, as he thought, though 
it might be in 1827, Falls delivered one load of corn to Carpenter, when 
the latter remarked, "You have come nearer paying the interest than 
I thought you had," and the balance of interest was then stated to be 
between five and ten dollars ; Falls said it was less than he had expected, 
but that he should never be able to pay for the land, and that Carpenter 

202 



N. C.] DECEMBER TERM, 1835. 

must sell it if he could, and pay himself; that no person was (253) 
present but the mitness and Carpenter and Falls, and this was the 
only payment he knew of. 

Two other mitnesses proved that in October, 1888, F. Carpenter, Sr., 
offered to sell the land to  Ormond, and said that Falls would not even 
pay the interest; and that in  the spring of 1829 Carpenter again sent 
word to Ormond to come and buy the land, as he could get nothing 
from Falls; and F. Carpenter, the son, said that Falls ~vould give up, 
and had told him to sell the land. Falls was not present at nor in- 
formed of either of those conversations. 

To the discredit of John Hullett, many witnesses were examined who 
said that he was not credible; and other witnesses pro~yed that the last 
payment was not made by Andrew Falls, the party, but by John Falls, 
who delivered four loads of corn in  1828, while Andrew was in  South 
Carolina, and that the delivery of the corn by Andrew himself was 
in  1827. 

 enj jam in S. Johnson stated that a short time after the sale to Bir- 
chett and Ormond, Carpenter informed him that when they proposed 
to purchase, they stated to him that Falls had consented that they should, 
as they intended to establish a mill and store which would be convenient 
to him, residing on his own land, which adjoined; and that he, Car- 
penter, told them that he did not think it right to sell to any person 
after having agreed to convey to Falls; but that, upon receiving the 
assurance before mentioned, and believing Ormond to be a very honest 
man, he thought he might do so; and that he mould not have conveyed 
to Birchett and Ormond if he had not believed it was approved by Falls. 

Richard hlcKee, a nephew of Carpenter, stated that two or three 
weeks before Carpenter died, and when he mas '(fully at himself," he 
stated to the witness that he told Birchett and Ormond that he had sold 
to Falls, who held his bond, and that Ormond replied they had seen 
Falls, and he did not want the land, and had told them to go and pur- 
chase; that he, Carpenter, would still do nothing until hdderholt 
mas sent for, who said, when he came, he thought the bond for (254) 
title was out of date; that, putting confidence in Ormond and 
thinking the bond void, he made them a deed; but that he soon learned 
from Falls that he had not given his consent to Birchett and Ormond, 
and therefore he received payment from him, and was willing to make 
the title to  him. 

Robert Dixon was, after his release and disclaimer, examined by 
Birchett and his associates under an order, subject to all just excep- 
tions. H e  stated that those persons did not know that the gold found 
was on the Carpenter land, but they believed it extended to i t ;  and that 
he told Carpenter before he signed the deed that he, the witness, ex- 
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pected there was gold on the land as some had been found on the piece 
he had that day entered, on the branch just below. H e  also stated that 
in  the winter before, at which time gold had not been found, Falls told 
him that he could not pay for the Carpenter land without selling a 
tract devised to him by his father, and that he would rather give it up 
than to sell his father's old place. I n  a few weeks afterwards Carpenter 
told him that Falls had given him up the land, to make his own out of 
it, and desired him to let Ornlond know it, and request him to come 
up and buy. Upon being asked whether Falls did not tell him that he 
had actually given up the land, the witness replied that he did not, but 
only that he would have to do so. 

There was also much testimony as to Falls' circumstances, in which 
the witnesses expressed opinions somewhat at variance. Upon the whole 
of it there was no doubt of his solvency. When he made the contract 
he had but little property, and was a young man living with his father, 
who was a farmer in'easy circumstances; and Falls could himself get 
credit, from the general confidence in his honesty. H e  added somewhat 
to his property, and contracted debts; and in the early part of the year 
1828 his father died and left him lands and a slave, worth about two 
thousand dollars, but somewhat encumbered; so that Falls' clear estate, 
after discharging his father's debts and his own (exclusive of the lands 

then in dispute and the price to be paid for them) was, in 1828 
(255) and 1829, of the value probably of twelve or fifteen hundred 

dollars. 
These cases were brought'on and argued together at  very great length 

by Badger for Falls and others; Thompson (of South Carolina), 
Devereux and Iredell for Rirchett and others, and by Pearson and 
Winston for Carpenter's heirs. 

Badger  for Falls and others. 
T h o m p s o n ,  Devereux and Iredell  f o r  Birchet t  and others. 
Pearson and W i n s t o n  for Carpenter's heirs. 

RUFFIX, C. 'J., having stated the pleadings and proofs as aboue, pro- 
ceeded: These three causes have been properly brought on and argued 
together; for nearly the same questions arise in each, and all those that 
are important to the rights of the parties appear upon the pleadings in 
the original suit. 

The cross-bill of Birchett and Ormond is chiefly for discovering from 
Falls as to matters set up by those plaintiffs in their answer as defend- 
ants to his bill. I t  charges only one new fact, or rather puts that fact 
more distinctly and in a stronger light than their answer did. That is, 
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that Falls was on the land with Birchett, and knew of his intention to 
purchase, and made no objection, but expressed his satisfaction. But 
the allegation is positively denied by Falls, and there is no evidence to 
sustain it. I t  would require very strong evidence to do so, for Birchett, 
within whose knowledge, as well as that of Falls, it must, if true, have 
been, does not venture to state it in that way in his answer, but only in 
general terms, that they inferred he had abandoned, because Car- 
penter had offered to sell the land for several months, and they (267) 
had not understood that Falls had forbidden him. The plaintiffs 
have examined but a single witness with a view to this point (Starns), 
and he says only that, on 22 August, Falls mentioned that those persons 
had gone to buy the land. But that does not tend to show his assent to 
the purchase, and is entirely consistent with his answer that he himself 
heard of their intention only on that day, and after they had gone. I t  
reached him as a piece of common information, and in the same way he 
may have mentioned it. His conduct, immediately before and subse- 
quent, renders the assertion of the bill incredible. ,411 the other parts 
of this cause which can oppose the relief to Falls are involved in the 
original one, and may therefore be disposed of with that. 

The cross-bill of Carpenter's heirs was probably filed principally to 
enable the plaintiffs therein to impeach the deed to Birchett and Ormond 
upon their alleged fraud, in case a decree should be refused to Falls in 
the original suit, and therefore Falls was made a party, that it might 
appear that his interest had been put out of the plaintiff's way. I t  
brings forward no new matter against Falls; and if the matters charged, 
and admitted or proved, be insufficient to bar Falls from specific execu- 
tion, still less will they authorize a decree that he shall give up the 
agreement. Equity may refuse to help either party, and leave both to 
law; but there is no ground in this Court to cancel a contract, fair in 
'its .origin, upon the score merely of default or abandonment. There 
cannot be a case of that sort, upon which that relief could be asked in 
equity, in which the facts, on which it was asked, would not defeat an 
action at law on the contract. As a bill of discovery simply, it has 
entirely failed with respect to Falls, who denies that he had either 
rescinded or abandoned the contract. The plaintiffs can have no relief, 
therefore, upon it, if Falls should be found entitled to a decree in his 
suit; for if Birchett and Ormond practiced the grossest fraud in obtain- 
ing the deed-although it may affect the costs-it becomes im- 
material to these plaintiffs as soon as their interest in the subject (268) 
ceases and it is shown to belong, in the view of this Court, to 
the other party, Falls. I t  may be remarked, however, that the case is 
much stronger for Falls in the suit by the Carpenters than upon his 
own bill, because there is important evidence competent in the former 
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which he cannot read against Birchett and Ormond in his suit, which 
is the testimony of Johnston and McKee as to the declarations of Car- 
penter, the father, after he made the deeds. Falls had a right to use 
those declarations as against Carpenter, both to repel the imputation 
of abandonment on his part and the charge of surprise on Carpenter, 
which, the bill of his heirs says, ought to prevent the acceptance of the 
money by hini from being considered as a confirmation. We think, 
ixdee;, that there is no ground for the allegation of surprise; for it is 
clear to our minds. from the testimony of those witnesses and that of 
Adderholt, and from many other concurring circumstances, that Car- 
penter never considered the contract abrogated or that he could honestly 
sell against the consent of Palls, and that he would not hare sold with- 
out his consent or supposed consent. H e  may not have known, and 
probabLy did not know, what remedy a court of Equity would give on 
the contract; and may hare  thought that all Falls could have done at 
any time was to sue for the penalty, and that even that was then out of 
his power. But he had no idea that he had let Falls off, or that Falls 
wished to be off. H e  constantly meant to convey to Falls if he could 
pay the money. H e  probably believed that Falls would not, after all 
his indulgence, stand in  the way of a sale to another if it became neces- 
sary for carpenter  to have money and Falls could not raise it. But 
that was all. He  had in  his own mind gone no further, if even that far. 
That was the reason why he spoke of "the bond being dead," and at the 
same time inquired whether Falls was willing to give it up. Whether 
Falls could sue him, or not, he had always a regard to the interest and 
wishes of Falls; and however deficient his knowledge of artificial equity, 
or whateoer the grade of his intellectual capacity at the time niay have 

been, he seems to have retained to the last that best kind of sense, 
(269) which pronlpted him to be an honest man and observe h5s con: 

tracts in good faith, according to their substantial meaning, as 
ucderstood by the parties. As against his heirs, therefore, the inference 
from these facts is strong that the contract was considered by the parties 
to be a subsisting one, and it is rendered conclusive by the subsequent 
declarations, which are express to that purpose. That Carpenter was 
deficient in  understanding to make a contract or transact ordinary busi- 
ness there is no evidence that will bear stating; much less that he was 
incompetent to acts proper to the performance of a previous fair con- 
tract. The argument that he was ignorant that the contract was not 
bindine. and therefore his acts and declarations, under the belief that 

u, 

it was binding, ought not to be deemed a confirmation, is altogether fal- 
lacious. I t  is founded upon the cases of con.rreyances obtained by trus- 
tees, tutors or guardians. They are voidable and cannot be confirmed 
by a second deed unless the first deed was known to be not binding, and 
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the second was intended simply to make it so. The meaning is, that the 
last shall not cure the vice of the first, unless it mas intended to have 
that rery effect, which cannot be, if the maker thought himself obliged 
by the one to make the other. But that has no application to the case 
of a contract which has no vice, but mas fair, in respect of which the 
only question is whether it continued to be a contract between the par- 
ties. Acts done under it establishes its subsistence. They do not con- 
stitute a case of confirmation, but of performance. There could not be 
a doubt, therefore, that in the actual state of the case as against Car- 
penter the plaintiff, Fall's, would be entitled to specific performance if 
the legal title were now in his heirs. Their cross-bill must consequeiitly 
be dismissed as against Falls and those claiming under him, and with 
costs. That brings us to the inquiry, what relief he is entitled to as 
against Birchett and Ormond in the original suit. 

That question was made in the argument to depend mainly upon the 
right of Falls to have called for a deed from Carpenter, upon the 
facts existing before, and on 22 August, 1829, as those facts (270) 
appear upon the proofs, exclusive of the subsequent declarations 
and acceptance of the purchase money by Carpenter. Birchett and 
Ormond are purchasers ivho have not paid any money, and consequently 
stand in Carpenter's shoes in respect to the equity of Falls, but that 
equity must be established against them by e~~idence, that is competent 
against them. The Court will consider the case in that light, and throw 
out of view the testimony of Johnston and McKee and the payment of 
the balance of the price. 

The deposition of Robert Dixon must, for a like reason, be rejected 
upon this part of the case. Having released to his companions before 
Carpenter filed his bill, he mas not made a party defendant to it, and 
his deposition was therefore competent for Rirchett and Ormond against 
Carpenter. But it cannot be read against Falls, as to whom the release 
pendemte lite is a nullity, and who must h a ~ e  a decree against the wit- 
ness, if he gets one at all. Indeed, his liability for the costs, although 
in discretion, u~ould be a suffcient objection, according to Barre t t  v. 
Gore,  3 Atk., 401. 'That case has been questioned in some of the courts 
of this country. Nevertheless, we approye of it; because it is a safe rule 
that a witness should be entirely disinterested, and in a case of this kind 
the Court must, upon its settled principles, decree costs against Dixon, 
if any decree be made against him. 

I n  the point of view in which the case is now to be regarded, the 
offers of Carpenter to sell to others, and the declarations of him and his 
son that Falls had agreed that he might do so, must also be put aside, 
because the knowledge of those circumstances is not brought home to 
the plaintiff. 
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I t  may be remarked here, however, that upon one ground Falls might 
be found upon investigation to have a substantive equity against those 
purchasers distinct from that he might have had against their common 
vendor. Supposing that the contract had not been expressly rescinded, 
but that Carpenter thought that it had been abandoned by Falls, and, 

under that impression, sold to another, who contributed to pro- 
(271) duce or confirm that impression, and represented that Falls had 

abandoned expressly in favor of the person seeking the second 
purchase-it would seem to constitute a case of deliberate deception by 
active means for the sake of gain, which ought to deprive the purchaser 
of all the advantage of .his deed, and make it subservient to the interest 
of the party, whose conduct and wishes had been misunderstood by him 
who made the deed, and misrepresented by him who took it. I n  this 
aspect of the case, Carpenter's own interest is to be considered as gone, 
at all events, either upon his contract with Falls or his deed to the 
others; and the question is, to which of them ought it to go? Carpenter 
honestly disabled himself from conveying to Falls. He knew he had 
made default, and from that he may possibly have inferred that the 
contract was abandoned by Falls. He was ignorant that, in fact, it was 
not abandoned. But Birchett and Ormond knew, and fully knew, better. 
Their answer, indeed, states that Carpenter told them that the bond was 
void, and that Falls had abandoned-intending to imply a negative 
pregnant to the proposition that such remark fell from them. But they 
do not say that affirmatively, and, the answer being silent as to that 
charge of the bill, the unequivocal testimony of the witness (Adderholt) 
proves i t ;  and also that Carpenter deemed it a most material circum- 
stance that Falls was willing the other should buy. Admit that Carpen- 
ter might have insisted on the default as a forfeiture, yet, if he did not, 
and would then have conveyed to Falls, upon the footing of their former 
contract, in preference to conveying to Birchett and Ormond upon a 
new contract, against the wishes of Falls, ought not the last bargain- 
the price being the same in each-to be looked upon as having been 
made, substantially, in compliance with the first contract, as it was, 
expressly, upon the supposed wishes of the party to that contract? Car- 
penter is put out of the way because he would not rely on Falls' default 
against him. Are the others in a posture to raise the objection simply 
because he might have done it, though he did not? Notice subjects them 
to all the equities against Carpenter, but their conduct may prevent 

them from being entitled to all his defenses against Falls. Now, 
(272) whether Carpenter told them that the contract with Falls was 

not binding, or they told him so, i t  is certain that Carpenter 
would not have made them a deed, as the contract had not been actually 
canceled, if he had not believed that Falls fully assented to it. This 
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they knew perfectly was not a fact, though they represented it to be the 
fact, They assign certain reasons why the opinion they attribute to 
Carpenter-that "the bond was void" and that Falls had abandoned- 
might have been deemed correct by them. But they could not deny a 
knowledge of other facts, notorious to them, that proved conclusively 
that he had not in truth abandoned, though his claim might not have 
been valid in law. They knew that he was in possession; that he was 
cultivating a part of the land; that he had discovered gold and was 
engaged in collecting i t ;  that he had given leases to others for the same 
purpose; and, above all, that he had refused a lease for a part to the 
very person who pretended that Falls was willing that he might take 
an absolute conveyance for the whole. They knew that he was not only 
able but in a very short time would be ready to pay the purchasemoney, 
and that if he did, Carpenter felt himself bound (whether he was or 
not in law) to make the deed to Falls. Yet they hold out that he could 
not pay and did not wish to have the land, studiously producing or con- 
firming that belief. They got, then, the title from the person in whom 
it was-vested, because that person was govefned by the wishes of Falls, 
as having a prior claim-a claim which he was willing might be r e  
nounced, but also ready to recognize as the right, if asserted. I t  would 
have been as beneficial to the claimant, and it was as effectually used 
by the other parties as the most perfect right could have been. After 
pretending to be substituted to it, and thereby gaining the legal title, 
can they supersede the thus acknowledged right by the objection that 
it was not legally valid? I t  should rather seem that whatever it was - " 

before, it was thereby made valid as against them. But as little was 
said in the argument upon this view of the subject, the Court has con- 
sidered the case upon the points on which the counsel placed it, and on 
which it will be decided. 

The first objection on the part of the defendants would be (273) 
fatal if founded in fact. I t  is that the contract was expressly 
rescinded by a subsequent par01 agreement. But to this alLgatibn there 
is no evidence, while it requires that which is clear, positive, and above 
suspicion. Hullett's testimony comes the nearest to it. H e  states a 
proposition by Falls, but no assent on the part of Carpenter. Besides 
the witness is mistaken as to the time, for more than a year after the 
one load of corn, which Hullett saw Andrew Falls deliver, four other 
loads were delivered for him (1828) by John Falls. The parties, there- 
fore, acted on the contract after the time Hullett speaks of, which proves 
that it was not then rescinded. As late as the spring of 1829, Carpenter 
sent for further payments, and the defendants have themselves examined 
witnesses who can go no further towards establishing even abandonment 
than to state Falls' declarations about this last period, that '!he would 
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have to give up the land" or that he "must give i t  up because he could 
not pay for it." The Court must therefore declare that the contract 
was not rescinded by agreement between the parties, and that it was 
not expressly renounced or abandoned by the plaintiff Falls. Those 
declarations are only indicative of his fears as to what necessity or 
convenience might require him to do, and not of a past or inmediate 
refusal to proceed on the contract, for he still continued to act as owner 
and to strive to raise the purchase-money by a mortgage of his other 
property. H e  is therefore entitled to the common decree unless other 
reasons render it unfit that he should have it. 

The substance of the objections consists in the failure of Falls to pay 
the purchase-money punctually, and in his insolvency, which rendered 

, him unable to perform his agreement until the land rose in value, and 
then only out of the land itself, and in the great increase of value i m m e  
diately before he offered to comply. The argument for the defendants 
did not distinctly proceed upon those grounds severally, as if any single 
one of them constituted a bar to the relief, though the principal propo- 
sition taken was the general one, that time is material in equity, and 

is deemed of the essence of the contract, and therefore the relief 
(2'74) must be refused; and the other circumstances were invoked to 

sustain that doctrine by showing its reasonableness in its appli- 
cation to this cause. I t  struck us that it required the whole to make the 
argument plausible, and that if any one of the positions be false in fact 
or immaterial to the conclusion the whole proposition must fall. 

The allegation of insolvency is unfounded. There was no change in  
the circumstances of the plaintiE except for the better, and he mas fully 
able to pay the debt. Had  he been insolvent, it would be a question how 
fa r  one who contracts with a person known by him to be i n  that situation 
could, after an increase in the aalue of the estate, allege, for the first 
time, that as a reason for annulling the contract, or why a court of 
equity should not give full effect to it. I t  might form a proper motive 
for inserting in  the contract a clause that default should avoid it, and 
be a reason with the Court for holding in such case that the provision 
was not formal but substantial. Rut when the vendor retains the title 
as  a security, and also takes bonds of the vendees as a separate and 
absolute obligation, binding on the person, and recoverable without 
showing performance on the part of the vendor, and likewise deals with 
an  insolvent person as if he were solvent, by leaving him in the articles 
a t  large as to time, it is not seen how the court can put a construction 
on the instrument, founded on the circumstance of insolvency, as indi- 
cative of the intention of the parties. Insolvency, whether existing at  
the time of the contract or occurring subsequently, if continuing, so as 
to disable the purchaser from fulfilling his contract, may authorize the 
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other party, after request and default, to renounce the contract, and 
after reasonable notice may discharge him, or it may be evidence with 
other things of abandonment by the purchaser. But in that case it may 
also be repelled by other evidence that there was no abandonment in 
fact. Insols~ency by itself does not dissolve the agreement, nor put i t  in 
the power of either party to treat it as dissoluble at his will merely. 
But it is useless to speculate upon the consequences of that cir- 
cumstance, if it existed; it is not the fact, and therefore cannot (275) 
be brought to bear on the argument. 

I t  is otherwise with respect to the increase in the value of the land, 
which, at any rate, mill bring a great deal more in the market than the 
contract price. I t  might be well, however, to ask, who now urges this 
fact, and whether that party can avail himself of i t ?  Carpenter's inter- 
est in the subject in  litigation is excluded, as already stated; and the 
decree, as one for specific performance, if made, must be against Birchett 
and Ormond, who have the legal title. They are alone interested, and 
they bought after they knew of the increased value; Falls, before it 
was discovered. I t  is not a ca.se of turpitude, in  which equity will not 
interfere, but leaves the possessor to his advantage, because the other 
has no merit on which it can be taken away; i t  is simply an objection 
that equity ought not to transfer so valuable an estate for so little 
money. Does that lie in their mouth, when they were to give precisely 
the same sum, and had notice of the other's purchase? But not to speak 
of that, i t  is certain that the increase of value is not such a change in  
the subject-matter of a contract as is, of itself, a ground for rescinding 
or not enforcing articles. The thing contracted for is, in equity, con- 
sidered the purchaser's from the time of the contract, and stands as a 
security only to the seller. Ordinarily, therefore, advantages or disad- 
vantages, arising subsequently, either from unforeseen accidents or from 
contingencies, on which the value was known at the time to be depen- 
dent, cannot be a, cause for refusing to enforce an executory agreement 
more than for annulling an executed conveyance. Paine v. Neller, 6 
Ves., 352; Pritchard v. Ovey, 1 Jac. & Walk., 403; Revel v. Hussey, 
2 B. & Beat., 287. What happens to the property while the contract is 
in  full force cannot alter the respective rights. I f  one of the parties 
refuse to perform, and there comes a change of circumstances, upon the 
strength of which he is desirous to go on with the bargain, and insists 
on it, he may properly be repelled, although he was not watching for 
that change, because a favorable chance ought not to profit him who 
would not run the risk of an unfavorable one. I n  like manner, 
if a loss arises by a fall in  value of things of fluctuating price (276) 
and subjects of traffic, and the vendor could not or would not 
make a title, according to his contract, i n  which case the purchaser 
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might have avoided the loss, the former, having caused the loss, ought 
to bear it, and cannot compel the other to take the property. This 
brings us to the consideration of the grounds of decreeing specific per- 
formance, and of what is deemed a fault of the party, which shall defeat 
this relief. 

I t  has been contended that the nonpayment of the purchase-money 
at the day or, at any rate, that circumstance, with any other slight one 
of inconvenience or loss to the seller, is a,sufficient reason for refusing 
it, and that here, the delay and the change in value discharge the vendor. 
The jurisdiction was traced to its origin, and it was said that its prin- 
ciple was to execute specifically a contract legally valid, and therefore 
that time must be essential in equity, because i t  is at law; and many 
cases were cited and minutely criticized. Certainly the cases show that, 
under a great variety of circumstances, the court has refused the relief 
when the party applying was in default in respect to the thing to be 
done by him, or in respect to the time in which the thing was to be 
done, and circumstances had then so changed that performance by him 
would not put the other party in the same situation as if it had been 
done in due time. On the other hand, the cases are as numerous in 
which the relief has been given, where there was default in those re- 
spects, and a change in the title or value of the property, upon the 
ground of the conduct of the parties, before or after the alleged default 
occurred. We do not think it necessary to examine all the cases, nor 
to dwell much on the elementary principle, for we think the facts of this 
case are such that the decree we feel obliged to make will not be in con- 
flict with a principle established or a precedent furnished by any one 
of the cases in the books. 

What the Court deems the material circumstances of the case may 
be, in a great degree, gathered from what has been already said. But 
it may be well to group them together. The plaintiff agreed to give 

seven hundred and fifty dollars for the land, and executed two 
(277) bonds for the price, payable, with interest, at one and two years, 

the last of which fell due in November, 1828, and took a bond 
from his vendor to convey "at the payment of the purchase-money." 
He went into immediate possession or, rather, continued that derived 
under a former contract, and acted in all respects as owner, without 
any objection on the part of the vendor, up to the moment of the sale 
made by him to the other defendants, which occurred between nine and 
ten months after the last payment fell due. I n  the meantime he re- 
peatedly made payments, altogether to the amount of two hundred and 
forty dollars, of which he agreed that a part should be applied to another 
debt, and about the sum of one hundred and forty dollars, including 
interest, remained applicable to the debt for the land; and also, in the 
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meantime, he discovered a gold mine on the land, of parts of which he 
gave leases, and was exerting himself to raise money to discharge the 
balance on his bonds. The vendor did not wish him to give up, but 
wished him to complete the purchase. H e  had never renounced the 
contract, but had expressed, not to the vendor but to others, the fear 
that he would have to do so as he did not expect he could make the pay- 
ments as soon as they might be wanting. We think these facts con- 
stitute the case of a contract partly performed and in the course of 
execution, and continuing, clearly, by the consent of both parties. And 
we are of opinion that relief could not be denied in such a case even if 
there has been a default, after it has been thus acquiesced in. There is 
no case to give countenanee to a decree for the defendants. 

I t  is not denied that time is material in equity. I t  is always re- 
spected here. Nor is it denied that time may be of the essence of a 
contract. Exact punctuality may be of great importance to the inter- 
ests of a contracting party in many situations. I n  some, it is obvious 
from the state of the property and other circumstances. I n  others, we 
do not doubt that the instrument may be so framed as to show what 
is true, namely, that it is a substantial part of the contract. I n  those 
cases a court can no more dispense withathat than any other vital pro- 
vision. But the parties themselves can dispense with it, and the 
inquiry, where it has once existed, is whether they have dispensed (278) 
with it. I t  is in that sense true that time is not essential, but 
immaterial in equity, when comparing its effects here with that at law. 
I t  never was, and cannot be regarded in both courts in the same light. 
I t  is true, a maxim is found that equity does not decree performance of 
an agreement, upon which an action would not lie at law for damages, 
and anciently it was the usage to send the party to law. But that was 
to determine whether the agreement was so constituted as to have be- 
come binding at any time, whether it ever was a legal contract, and not 
whether the party had lost his legal remedy by accident or the non- 
observance of a provision,. deemed in equity merely formal. But the 

, jurisdiction is established now, upon the view of the court of Equity, 
as to what forms a sufficient contract, and it is beyond a doubt that 
some are so considered which could not be stated to a court of law, as, 
for example, the cases of par01 contracts with part performance, under 
the statutes of fraud. And in respect to time, so far from equity being 
governed by it as a conclusive bar, it was one of the earliest jurisdic- 

\ tions to relieve against it, as in the case of penalties. Suppose a day 
to be fixed for Carpenter to make a deed and that he made after the 
day,. at law the penalty of his bond might be recovered. Ought equity 
to allow that? Certainly not, and would not. I t  could not be tolerated, 
that with the deed in his pocket Falls should say, "I stand upon the 
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bond, and that eTery provision in it, time included, is of the essence." 
I f  he could not say that, how call the other party? Time, with the con- 
duct of the parties, is material here, while the conduct of the parties is 
nothing at law. The law is necessarily confined to the time specified in  
the deed, because the declaration is on the deed in his verbis, not to be 
varied by another agreement or mode filed by acts em pais. But here 
the contract is for the thing which thereby becomes the property, and 
at  the risk of him who contracts to get or take it, and the other party 
ought not to insist on its forfeiture for a slip, but only on compensation 

for the loss thereby arising to him. Interest on the purchase- 
(279) money generally places him in  as good a situation as if there 

had been no default. I t  is therefore the general doctrine i n  
equity that time is not of the essence of the contract. I n  cases i n  which 
it is seen really to be essential, that is, where it must have been under- 
stood by the parties at the time of the contract that e ~ ~ e n t s  would prob- 
ably happen, in which interest would not be a compensation, because the 
title to the property or it? value might be greatly affected by those 
events, and one of them holds back until the contemplated contingency 
happens, that person cannot apply to enforce the contract which he has 
riolated, and riolated in  bad faith, and as to a main ingredient of the 
bargain. Upon this principle rests the cases upon sales of reversions, 
stock, and other uncertain interests or titles. To decree a specific per- 
formance in those cases to the defaulter would be to make a wager bind- 
ing in favor of him who refused to put up his stake, because if he had 
put it up the event proves he would have won. 

Default in  respect of the time is not therefore a bar of itself, except 
in peculiar cases, but is only evidence, with other things, of abandon- 
ment, and of course may be rebutted. I t  may in all cases be made essen- 
tial, but where i t  is, i t  does not follow that it is necessarily conclusive 
in  equity as it is at law. I t  cannot be made thus conclusive here, that 
is to say, so as to preclude a party from showing that it ceased to be 
essential, as is the case at  law from the form of pleading and the mode 
of proof. But 'it is neyer to be forgotten that in equity a party may 
waiue, and it may be shown that he did waive, a stipulation introduced 
into a contract for his benefit, whatever may be the subject or the terms 
of the stipulation. I t  was said, indeed, by the counsel for the plaintiff 
that both parties must be active, and that, even if articles expressly 
state that the agreement shall not be binding unless performed at the 
time, a party cannot avail himself of i t  unless, before the first default, 
he give notice that he will take advantage of it. That would be going 
Tvery fa r  towards saying that time could not be made essential, for, if 
the contract be not notice enough to the parties, i t  would be difficult 
for the Court to perceive upon the same instrument that i t  was essen- 
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tial. But a failure to avail himself of it at  the first fit occasion, (280) 
and before or when the other begins after default to act again 
on the agreement, may produce a very different result. H e  gives up 
thereby that part of the contract as much as the other, by his default, 
if insisted on, relinquishes the other parts of it. Thus far  we think i t  
correct to say that both parties must be active. A small matter may 
amount to such waiver-anything that draws on the other party to exe- 
cute the agreement afterwards or that shows it is deemed a subsisting 
agreement after the essential default. I n  Seton v. Xlade, 7 Ves., 264, 
the purchaser's taking the abstract, although not bound to do so, and 
stating objections to the title, overruled his defense. I n  Hudson v. Bar- 
tram, 3 Mad. Rep., 440, Lord Elclon, admitted the t imi  to be of the 
essence of that contract, and it was expressed. Yet he held the vendor 
to be bound, because, when the vendee excused his default by letter, he 
did not reply to it,. and aft:rwards referred a person entitled to a charge 
on the premises to the vendee, and avoided the rendee when he subse- 
quently sought him according to the engagements of his letter. The 
vendee could not assert the inconsistent rights of owner and vendor at - 
the same time, and therefore the purchaser had a decree. I f  the party 
has been guilty of any unfairness, or his delay was with the view to 
test the value of the bargain before he acted on it, or there is satisfac- 
tory evidence, from circumstances, that he once abandoned, or he has 
wholly failed to perform any part, and a loss has thereby ensued to the 
other party, in those cases the justice and the law are both manifestly 
against him that is in fault. Of one or the other of those descriptions 
are all the strongest cases cited for the defendants. I n  Lloyd v. Collet, 
14 Bro. C. C., 469, the vendor wilfully delayed to furnish the abstract, 
though repeatedly requested, for six months after the vendee had sued 
for his deposit, and the subject was one of fluctuating price and an 
object of speculation, and had fallen. I n  that case i t  was said that a 
party's own neglect was a singular head of equity. Certainly it would 
be, where, as in that case, nothing had been done. Eeence, Lo~d 
Loughborough (4  Ves., 690, note) ask's the plaintiff for a case to (281) 
prove that, where nothing had been done, the time was ,not essen- 
tial. But nothing done on one side, and advantage properly and in due 
time taken of that on the other, is very different from part performance, 
without any attempt to put an end to the contract by the other party, 
by notice of any sort. To make that case in  point here, "not everythingJ' 
and ('nothing" must have one meaning. I n  Brashier v. Gratz, 6 Wheat., 
528, the purchaser had done nothing. He  could not take possession, for 
the property was in  litigation, which he was to manage, and for which 
he had received compensation. H e  mas to have a special warranty, and 
in case the land should be lost, half the price was to be returned to him. 
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He became insolvent subsequently, and failed to pay any part of the 
price, and likewise failed to attend to the suit at all, and at the same 
time refused the vendor's offer to rescind. The vendor was then obliged 
to prosecute the suit, or lose the whole price. When gained, the land 
rose suddenly, and Brashier raised his purchase money on the credit of 
it, and claimed a conveyance. A decisive objection was that he bought 
the title as a doubtful one, but would not take it as such, nor as long as 
the price he agreed to give was fairly the value, but claimed it when the 
title ceased to be doubtful and the value increased greatly. I t  was a 
case, within the principles of those of reversions, where nothing has 
been done until the life falls in. I n  Allye v. Deschamps, 13 Ves., 224, 
there was a sudden; unforeseen rise, but that did not govern the judg- 
ment; it only proved the dishonesty of the plaintiff's motives. Lord 
Erskine plainly went on the abandonment of the assignees. The pur- 
chaser took possession and became bankrupt, after paying a less sum 
than the rent during the time he occupied. Bankruptcy is stronger than 
insolvency, because it is an absolute discharge, and it was once supposed 
to dissolve the contract, though i t  is now held otherwise. Brooke v. 
Hewitt, 3 Ves., 255. But, although the assignees might have claimed 
the benefit of the contract, they did not. They never entered into pos- 
session, and therefore were not IiabIe for the purchase money, unless 

the vendor chose to come in under the commissions, which they 
(282) knew, of course, that he would not do. As soon as the value rose, 

and the assignees could certainly pay the purchase money out of 
the estate on which it was a lien, they wished to make themselves liable 
for it and take the estate. No, said the chancellor; you must not "lie 
by with a view to see whether the contract will prove a gaining or losing 
bargain, and, according to the event, either to abandon or, considering 
the lapse of time as nothing, to claim a specifie performance." The 
decision is nothing more than that a party cannot elect to abandon, or 
not, as it may appear hereafter to be his interest. H e  must decide at 
the proper time, and the decision, once made, is conclusive. The bank- 
ruptcy alone did not discharge tlie contract, nor was the relief refused 
because the value had increased. But it was because the whole price 
remained unpaid, and nothing had been done after the bankruptcy, 
which was an abandonment. 

The present is not like the case Hatch v. Cobb, 4 John's C. C., 559, 
which was much pressed at the bar. There was no acquiescence, but 
express notice that the vendor must sell again, and the purchaser had 
covered all his property by a recent judgment, and there was no sepa- 
rate security. All the vendor could do was to get his land again, and he 
gave the other the opportunity of paying for it and keeping it. But this 
question could not arise in that case, because the second purchaser was 
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not a party to the suit, and the bill could not, at any rate, lie for dam- 
ages alone. I n  Bmedict v. Lynch, 1 Johns. C. C., 371, the purchaser 
was let into possession, it is true. But the contract for purchase was 
expressly rescinded and a new one made for a lease for one year, under 
which the plaintiff enjoyed the term, and, moreover, he told the second 
purchaser, who inquired with a view to making a contract, that he held 
only for the year and had given up his purchase. I n  Harrington u. 
Wheeler, 4 Qes., 686, the sale was of a reversion, and the vendee did not 
take possession nor do anything until he filed his bill, six years after the 
contract and one year after the death of the tenant for life. This case 
is taken notice of in Alley u. Deschamps as one in which money 
was paid, but it hardly deserves that character. The vendee (283) 
advanced £104 at the contract, but he took a mortgage on the 
estate for  that and, just before suit, demanded it as a debt from the 
second purchaser. Besides, the object of the sale was to pay off a heavy 
mortgage which the plaintiff agreed to discharge; and the second'pur- 
chaser, who was originally joint owner with the plaintiff's vendor, was, 
to save his own share from being foreclosed, compelled to buy the other 
shares and discharge the mortgage himself. That case was, therefore, 
one both of bad faith and of unequivocal abandonment. 

The present case, on the contrary, stands on the common equity of a 
contract for an estate in possession. The purchaser is in arrear for a 
large part of the purchase money for nine months, but' is fully able to 
pay it, and the vendor acquiesces in the default during the whole time; 
and then, without any notice whatever, makes a second sale to a person, 
with full notice, not only had before, but repeated to him at the time 
by the vendor himself. Having allowed i t  to subsist after the default, 
he cannot put an end to it by an act which,, supposing it to subsist, is in 
violation of i t ;  but to that end there must be a previous, formal and 
reasonable notice that if the purchaser does not fulfill it, the other party 
will not hold himself bound. This would be the law if the purchase 
money was only secured by the articles, and the time specifically made 
essential therein. I t  is much clearer when the vendor holds the bonds 
of the other party and does not offer to surrender them. Upon this 
agreement the time also seems to be as much at large as i t  could be, 
unless it had expressed that it should not be material, and left the money 
to be paid during the purchaser's lifetime, unless hastened by request. 

An objection was made to the assignment by Palls, upon the ground 
of maintenance or champerty. But a cestui que trust may surely assign 
when he or his trustee is in possession, which has been the case at every 
moment since his purchase. He has never been out of possession, 
and contracted on the land. The occupation of a small part by the 
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(284) others, for a short time, cannot affect his conveyances, even if 
that could be regarded as tortious as against him, upon the 

ground that they are only constructively trustee$. 
We think, therefore, that the plaintiffs in the original bill are entitled 

to the usual decree for specific performance, and to be quieted in the 
possession by injunction; and that Birchett and Ormond, and those 
defendants who claim under them, must pay the costs, and that the cross- 
bill of Birchett and Ormond must be dismissed, with costs. Those 
decrees extinguish all claim of the Carpenters to the land, and conse- 
quently their  cross-bill must also stand dismissed as against Birchett 
and Ormond, and without the necessity of %determining the question of 
fraud from their imputed concealment or representations touching the 
discovery of gold, but without costs to those defendants. 

PER  CURIA^^. Decree accordingly. 

Cbed: Barnes v. Stro.lzg, 54 N. C., 107; Scarlet v. Hunter, 56 N. C., 
86; Taylor v. Kelly, ib., 244; White v. Butcher, 59 N. C., 233; Allen v. 
Penrce, ib., 311 ; Reynolds v. NcKenzie, 62 N. C., 56;  Paw v. Whitting- 
ton, 72 N. C., 323; Herren v. Rich, 95 N. C., 503; Holden v. Purefoy, 
108 N.  C., 167, 170; Boone v. Drake, 109 N. C., 82; Taylor v. Taylor, 
112 N. C., 31; Gorrell v. Alspauglz, 120 N. @., 368. 

SPENCER D. COTTON ET AL., ASSIGNEES OF VAN BOICKELIN & WHITE, 
v. PETER EVANS, WILLIAM J. SPU'DREWS, BENJAMIN RUKTON, 
WILLIAM ELLISON ET AL. 

1. A mercantile instrument given in the partnership name binds all the part- 
ners, unless the person who took it knew, or had reason to believe, that 
the partner who made it was improperly using his authority for his own 
benefit, to the prejudice, or in a way that might be to the prejudice of 
his associates. 

2. But, per DANIEL, J., dissenting: A person who takes a mercantile instru- 
ment, in the partnership name, for the separate debt of one of the part- 
ners, cannot recover of the others, unless he can show that they had notice 
of and sanctioned it, whatever may hare been his impressions as to the 
partner's being authorized to give such instrument. 

3. The extent of the power and authority of each partner to bind the firm 
stated and discussed by RUFFIN, C. J., and DANIEL, 3. 

THE pleadings, exhibits and proofs in  this cause, which were very 
voluminous, presented substantially the following case: I n  the month of 
June, 1826, the defendants, Evans, Andrews, Runyon, and William 
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COTTOX u. Evans. 

Ellison, associated themselves together as merchants and partners in 
trade, to commence business on the first of the ensuing month. The 
firm, had two branches - one at Washington, in Beaufort, the 
books of which were kept in the name and style of Runyon, (285) 
Ellison & Co., and of which William Ellison was the acting part- 
ner, assisted occasionally by Runyon. The other branch was established 
at  Sparta, in  Edgecombe County, the books of which were in  the name 
and style of Evans, Andrews & Go., and was managed by Evans and . 
L4ndrews. Previous to the formation of this company, Evans and 
Andrews had been engaged in business at both those places in connection 
with Runyon and one Godwin Cotton, from which the two latter wished 
to retire. As a house at  the shipping p.ort of Tar  River was necessary 
to the house above, i t  became an object to establish a new one at  Wash- 
ington. For  some years previous, James and William Ellison had car- 
ried on an extensive business the&, and were in  good credit; and it 
appeared that both Mr. Evans and Mr. James Ellison had large separate 
properties and were esteemed rich. A. H. Van Bokkelin, one of the 
assignors of the plaintiffs, was the personal friend of all those parties, 
and had long been the factor and general agent of all their mercantile 
establishments, in  New York, at  which place, chiefly, they purchaSed 
merchandise, and to which they made shipments of produce. An agree- . 
ment was made, early in 1826, between ~ i a n s  and Andrews and the-two 
Ellisons, that a connection should be formed between the house in Edge- - 
combe and the house of the Ellisons in  Washington, but upon what .par- 
ticular terms did not appear. Just before that time, Van Bokkelin, to 
whom James and William Ellison owed a considerable debt, had failed, 
and made an assignment for the benefit of his creditors. He  was suc- 
ceeded in  business by R. M. White, the other assignor of the present 
plaintiffs, who had been his clerk, and to whom those North Carolina 
houses transferred their correspondence. This change in  the business 
of Van Bokkelin was only nominal, for he continued to be substantially 
at  its head, and some time after obtained a reassignment, and openly 
reassumed it in  connection with White, under the name of Van Bokkelin 
& White. I n  a letter, dated 6 April, 1826, addressed to Mr. White, 
Mr. Evens infoll'med him of the proposed retirement of the per- 
sons who were then his partners in Washington, and desired him (286) 
"to let Mr. Bokkelin know that we have taken the two Mr. 
Ellisons into company. We shall join stoclcs in July." I t  appeared 
that, after this, James Ellison preferred retiring, and Runyon agreed 
to purchase his interest in ('J. and W. Ellison's" goods, debts and respon- 

1 sibilities altogether ; and he went, instead of James Ellison, into the new ' firm first above mentioned, which commenced business on the first of 
July, and, as before stated, was conducted at  Washington by Runyon 
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and William Ellison, though chiefly by the latter. The same two persons 
were to collect and pay the debts of James and William Ellison, that 
duty having devolved upon Runyon in connection with William Ellison 
in consequence of his purchase from James, and his covenant to indem- 
nify him against the debts due from the said firm, the assets of which 
were about $24,000 and supposed to exceed its liabilities by $8,000 or 
$10,000. Immediately after this, William Ellison, in letters in his own 
name and that of Runyon, Ellison & Go., assured White and Van Bok- 
kelin that the change of the firm would not delay, but would expedite 
the payment of the old debts, and that remittances should be forwarded . 
as soon as collections could be made, and he joined James Ellison in a 
request that he, James, should be discharged by the creditors, as Run- 
yon, Ellison & Co. had assumed the debts; but Van Bokkelin declined 
acceding to the request, because his assignees objected to parting from 
a responsible name. I n  July, and the subsequent months of that year, 
and for the next two years, produce to a large amount was shipped to 
New York in the name of Runyon, Ellison & Co. Upon the first ship- 
ment received, Van Bokkelin requested, in a letter to Runyon, Ellison 
& Go., to be advised whether the shipments in their name were to be 
pa%sed to the credit of James and William Ellison. On 29 September, 
1826, he again wrote to Runyon, Ellison & Co., enclosing accounts of 
other creditors in New York of J. and W. Ellison, which had been left 
with him as their general agents, and said, "If you wish us to pay, 

. return them with your directions." To these two letters it did 
(287) not appear that any specific answers were returned. All the pro- 

ceeds of the shipments were, therefore, passed to the credit of 
Runyon, Ellison & Co.; but during the autumn and winter Runyon, 
Ellison & Go. paid debts at home of J. and W. Ellison to a considerable 
amount, and drew successive bills on White in favor of the New York 
creditors of J. and W. Ellison, to the amount of $4,493.95, which White 
accepted and paid. I n  all the dealings of these houses, those in North 
Carolina made no cash payments, but all the remittances were in pro- 
duce, of the proceeds of which the appropriation was made by bills. 
Every draft in favor of the creditors of J. and W. Ellison in New York, 
and every payment to the creditors at home were regularly entered to 
the debit of J .  and W.  Ellison ir~ the books of Runyon,  Ellison & CO., 
and the bills were duly charged in the accounts current, which were 
rendered every three or four months by White to Runyon, Ellison & CO. 
Things were in this state when, in April, 1827, William Ellison remitted 
to Ban Bokkelin the bill of Runyon, Ellison & Go. on White for $5,000 
in part payment of the debt of J. and W. Ellison to Van Bokkelin, and 
at the same time drew another bill on White for $492.30 in favor of 
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another creditor of J. and W. Ellison, which was paid. Both of the 
last bills were also charged in the books of Runyon, Ellison & .Go.; and 
in September, 1827, when Mr. Andrews and Mr. Runyon were in New 
York together, the accounts current of the houses under their several 
charge were delivered to them, respectively; and in those of James and 
William Ellison with Van Bokkelin, and Runyon, Ellison & Go. with 
R. M. White (which we;e deli$ered to Mr. Runyon), the bills of April, 
with others, appeared; and that for $5,000 was stated therein to be "on . 
account of balance due A. H. Van Bokkelin by J. and W. Ellison." 
From that period, accounts current were rendered quarterly until the 
copartnership terminated, in the latter part of 1828 or beginning of 
1829, and no intimation of any objection to these transactions 
reached the creditors from any quarter. There was no original (288) 
distinct agreement that Runyon, Ellison & Go. should assume the 
debts of J. and W. Ellison, nor was there any evidence to show that 
Evans and Andrews knew of the bills being drawn on White in the name 
of Runyon, Ellison & Co. in favor of the creditors of J. and W. Ellison, 
or that they in any manner sanctioned it, except what was inferable 
from the facts detailed above, and from proof that on one occasion . 

Evans was seen at Washington, looking into the books of Runyon, 
Ellison & Go. The bill was filed by the plaintiffs as assignees of Van 
Bokkelin and White, under their joint and several assignment, against 
the persons composing the firm of Runyon, Ellison & Co., and against 
James Ellison, A. H. Van Bokkelin, and R. M. White, to charge, first, 
&unyon, Ellison & Co. with all the debts of J. and W. Ellison, upon the 
ground that they had been expressly assumed; second, to recover the 
debts owing to Runyon, Ellison & Go. to the assignors of the plaintiffs, 
upon the ground that the assignees could not sue at law. The first part 
of the case was disposed of by an agreement pending the suit, by which 
James Ellison undertook to pay all the debts of J. and W. Ellison due 
to Van Bokkelin and to White, except the sum of $5,000, the amount 
of the bill of exchange of April, 1827. This bill of exchange was 
charged by White to the debt of Runyon, Ellison & Go., and was one of 
the debts professed to be assigned by him to the plaintiffs. Upon the 
second part of the case the court directed an account to be taken, and 
the commissioner made a report, in which he allowed the $5,000 as a 
debt due to White, and the defendants Evans, Andrews, and Runyon 
excepted to that item, upon the ground that the bill was drawn without 
their authority, and not for the benefit of Runyon, Ellison & Co., and, 
therefore, did not bind them. They also excepted to the report because 
the commissioner had not allowed them as credits certain amounts due 
from Van Bokkelin and White to Evans, and also to Runyon, individu- 
ally; and they excepted, thirdly, because they had been debited with the 
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sum of $555 paid to William Ellison for Van Bokkelin and White under 
their directions to pay i t  to Runyon, Ellison &: Go. after White 

(289) had notice of the dissolution of that firm. 

The case was argued at a former term by Devereux and J. H. Bryan 
for the plaintiffs, and by Badger and Wjnston for the defendants; but 
the judges, being unable to agree, held it under advisement until the  
present term, when, being still unable to agree, they delivered their 
opinions, seriatim, as follows : 

RUFFIN, C. J. The principal question between these parties turns 
upon the true nature and extent of the authority of one partner to bind 
another. The bill is drawn diuerso intuitu: to charge, first, Runyon, 
Ellison & Co. with all the debts of James and William Ellison, upon the 
ground that they had been expressly assumed by the first-mentioned 
house generally. That part of the case has been disposed of by an agree- 
ment, pending the.suit, by which James Ellison has undertaken to pay 
all the debts to Van Bokkelin and R.  I f .  White (who were the creditors 
of J. and W. Ellison), except the sum covered by the bill of exchange 
for $5,000 drawn by William Ellison in the name of Runyon, Ellison 
& Go. on White in favor of Van Bokkelin in part of the sum due to him 
from J. and W. Ellison. The other aspect of the bill is to recover the 
debts owing by Runyon, Ellisbn & Go. to the assignors of the plaintiffs, 
upon the ground that the assignees cannot sue at  law. This bill of 
exchange is charged by White in account with the drawers, and conse- 
quently forms an item of the debt he professed to transfer to the plain- 
tiffs, who are the assignees for the benefit of his creditors. The master 
has allowed i t  in  his report; and if i t  stand, the defendants Eunyon, 
Ellison & Co. are found to be indebted to the plaintiffs in the sum of 
$4,481.34, including interest; but if other-wise, the balance due to that 
house would be $2,668.86. The propriety of the charge is the dispute, 

and it is brought before the Court upon the exception of Evans, 
(290) Andrews, and Runyon, three of the partners of Runyon, Ellison 

& Co., m7ho say that the bill was drawn without their authority, 
and not for the benefit of Runyon, Ellison & Co., and does not bind 
them. ' 

The authority of each partner has been admitted to be a general one 
in respect of transactions which appear to be and are for and on account 
of the partnership. But it has been contended for the defendants who 
have excepted that, in respect of matters which are not i n  fact on the 
joint account, i t  is special; and, consequently, that he, who claims upon 
an engagement in the names of the firm, must, when i t  is shown that 
the firm did not get the benefit, establish the special authority to the 
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partner who gave the security, either by proving a previous express dele- 
gation of it, or by inferring that, from the subsequent knowledge and 
acquiescence of the other partners. 

The position, taken fairly, presents the point on which the cause, as 
i t  seems to me, ought to be determined; and if i t  be correct, the plain- 
tiffs cannot sustain their bill, because that knowledge is denied and is 
not affirmatively proved. But I think i t  is not correct, and that the 
true principle is that a mercantile instrument-given in the partnership 
name does bind all the partners unless the person who took i t  knew 
or had reason to believe that the partner who made it was improperly 
using his authority for his own benefit, to the prejudice or in  a way that 
might be to the prejudice of his associates. I n  other words, the question 
is not one of power simply, but of a known abuse of power; the inquiry 
being whether the security was obtained in  good or bad faith. 

No authority can be more general .than that of partners. I t  does not 
depend upon the terms in which the copartnership is contracted; for i t  
is implied by the law and needs no stipulation of the parties. The con- 
duct and success, of the trade demand it, as between the partners them- 
selves, to the most unlimited extent ; and the interest of each is promoted 
by it as long as it is honestly exercised-that is, for the purposes of the . 
trade. But, besides that, the security of third persons forbids any 
restriction of i t  by agreement among the partners; and, the~efore, let 
the articles be as explicit as they may that one of the partners 
shall not make contracts or give securities in the joint name, yet (291) 
if he is held out to the w o ~ l d  and does act as a partner, and in  
that character gives a security for a joint transaction, it must be valid. 
Third persons can only know him as a partner generally, and he who 
made him a partner must bear the consequences of his unfaithfulness to , 

their private engagements. Even a factor is deemed, in respect of the 
purchaser, the owner of goods which he sells without disclosing his 
principal, and the purchaser may, before notice from the principal, set 
off a debt to himzfrom the factor, especially when the principal lives 
abroad, because he is then deemed to be ignorant of the party with whom 
the factor deals, and the whole credit is considered as subsisting between 
the actual partie's to the transaction. 1 Atk., 248; 7 T. R., 359. That 
is upon the ground that the principal puts it in the power of the factor 
to represent himself to be the owner, and, therefore, when he does so 
represent himself, though falsely, the world may treat him as being 
really so. Much more is he, who is actually one of the joint owners of 
stock, to be taken prima facie as having in himself the entire power of 
all the partners, and as acting on the joint account in all cases i n  which 
he acts in  the joint name, H e  has authority to give securities of a mer- 
cantile character in  the name and upon the credit of the firm. *When 
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he does so, there is a presumption that i t  is rightful-that the partner- 
ship security was given for a partnership debt, or that the partnership 
is in some way to get the benefit of i t ;  and, secondly, if that should turn 
out not to be the fact, that the person to whom the security was given 
had a right to consider and did consider it in that light from the very 
form of the transaction. But as the objects of the law in implying this 
very extensive authority are the benefit of trade and the indemnity of 
those who think they are dealing with the firm, and only getting an 
effectual security for what the firm ought to pay, it is plain that a part- 
ner who perverts his power by using it for his several advantage acts in 
bad faith; and equally plain that he who is cognizant of such bad faith 
participates in it, and ought not to claim from those against whom it 

was directed. But if he be not cognizant of it, he ought not to - (292) suffer, for that would be to make him the victim of a fraud 
which the members of the firm put it in the power of one of 

themselves to practice on him by the use of their name. The implied 
authority, then, cannot in its terms be limited to the joint concerns. I f  
it were, the plaintiff in every suit on an instrument in,the partnership 
name must prove, in the first instance, that the transaction related to 

, the common business. If it be not thus limited, it follows that the bad 
faith, singly, of the offending partner will not impair the extent of his 
power, except as between himself and his copartners; and hence the mis- 
application of the funds by one of the partners cannot destroy the 
remedy of (the person from whom they were obtained on the partnership 
security given for them. I n  such case thereis a loss to fall on one of 
two innocent persons; and the question is, which of them ought to bear 
i t ?  Manifestly, he who entrusted the power. I t  was susceptible of 
abuse, and that he knew when he conferred it. I t  is not, in point of 
form, exceeded; and if it has been employed for a different purpose than 
that for whichfit was created, that is a risk that must have been seen 
and undertaken from the beginning. The act done is not void as being 
without authority. There is always at least an apparent authority, and 
that is real authority as to all those who had not reason to think other- 
wise. 

These general observations are useful to a correct exposition 'of the 
general principle upon which the liabilities of partners depend, and 
conduce to a proper understanding of expressions which have dropped 
from the courts in cases of this sort. I t  seems to me clearly that the 
exoneration of the members of a firm, whose name has been pledged for 
the separate debt of one of the partners, does not arise from that act 
being without authority or exceeding the authority, but from the privity 
of the other party to the abuse of an ample authority, and its perversion 
to a purpose for which it was not originally intended. If so, all instru- 
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ments in the partnership name bind all the parties, unless the party who 
,obtains them be guilty of a fraud. The difference is important, be- 
cause it changes the onus and enables the creditor to recover, 
.not because no fraud has been practiced, but because he is inno- (293) 
cent of it. 

The inquiry into the purposes for which the partnership has been 
pledged, with a view to the validity of the instrument, is but of recent 
origin-at least, in a court of law, where alone the notice of a want of 
authority, strictly speaking, is of any moment. The first case we find 
is Bordyce's, stated under the name of Hope v. Cust, in  Shirreff v. 
Wilkes, 1 East, 48. Before that, it would seem as if parties were bound 
at law by whatever was done in their name by one of them; at least, 
there is no case upon the point. That went from the Court of Chan- 
cery, for what reason we do not know, unless it may have been that the 
creditor was the plaintiff in that court, and was therefore bound to 
establish a valid legal demand. But certainly that case does not put 
the liability or exoneration of partners upon any other ground than the 
one I have stated, which must always have been a clear ground of relief 
in equity to the injured partner, whatever may have been the legal 
obligation of the contract. Lord Mclmsfield left it to the jury explicitly 
upon the point of fraud, saying, indeed, that gross negligence amounted 
to fraud, to which all may agree, although there might be a difference 
of opinion, whether or not i t  appeared there. Fordyce owed Hope 
& Co., of Amsterdam, a debt of his own, and sent them the guaranty of 
a house in London, of which he was a member, of which the other part- 
ners had no notice, and in which, consequently, they did not acquiesce. 
I f  i t  had been a question of power merely, it would have been settled by 
those facts in themselves, without any inference from them. But it was 
not. Lord Mansfield took the pains to show the jury why the ignorame 
of the other partners, and the fact that they derived no benefit did not 
excuse them, by stating the case of an accommodation guaranty or 
endorsement given by one partner for anybody's debt but his own, and 
said that clearly bound all. He  therefore told them they must inquire 
whether there had been covin, which he defined to be a contrivance by 
two to cheat a third. "If the fact be clear that Hope & Co. knew that 
this was done to cheat Fordyce's partners, there is no question in 
the cause. But it is manifest that they trusted to it as binding (294) 
on the partnership. Therefore, this brings it to the question 
whether it be not gross negligence, as they knew at the time that Fordyce 
was acting in his separate capacity, and this security was intended to 
indemnify them against his separate debt." I n  his report he said "he 
left it to the jury whether, under these circumstances, the taking of the 
guaranty was, in respect of the partners, a fair transaction, or covenous, 
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with sufficient notice to the plaintiff of the injustice and breach of trust 
Fordyce was guilty of in giving it." The principle adopted by me is 
here distinctly stated. The guaranty was not made without power, but 
the exercise of that power for that purpose was a breach of trust; an& 
if the creditor had suficient notice of that, his conduct was not fair, but 
covenous. Those are the naked points of law laid down; and the jury 
mere to decide whether there was in fact sufficient notice. They did so, 
although there was no evidence of an actual design on the part of Hope 
& Co. to charge the other partners with what they knew they were 
unwilliug to be bound for, which must have been upon the ground that, 
being it separate debt, they ought in that case to have presumed their 
unwillingness, and, therefore, ought not to have relied on it without 
inquiry from the other partners. That it should have been left to the 
jury to make that inference from those facts is the subject of Lord 
Eldon's animadversions, when he said, in  Ez  parte Bonbonus, 8 Ves., 
540, it was doubted whether Hope & C'ust was not carried too far. But 
he admits that the law had then taken this course; that if, under the 
circumstances, the party taking the paper can be considered as adver- 
tised in  the nature of the transaction, that it was not intended to be a 
partnership proceeding (as if it were for an antecedent debt), prima 
facie  i t  will not bind; and he expressed his agreement in the opinion 
of Lord Kenyon, in Shirreff v. Wilkes, that as partners do not act in  
good faith when pledging the partnership property for the debt of the 
individual, so it is a fraud in the person taking that pledge. I yield a 

full assent to the conclusion drawn by Lord Eldon, as thus stated 
(295) by him. Nor do I doubt the propriety of its application to both 

the cases of Hope v. Cust and Shirreff v. Wilkes. I n  the latter 
there mas simply the acceptance of a bill of exchange drawn by the 
creditor, knowing that Robson had no concern in the matter, and no 
assent of his found, and nothing, as Lo~d  Ken?yon remarked, to show 
that he had any knowledge of the transaction. There was no e~idence 
of any previous or subsequent dealings of the firm with this creditor or 
any others who had been creditors of TVilbes and Bishop. I t  vas  an  
isolated transaction, and derived no support from any collateral circum- 
stances-not even that an entry of that bill had been made in the books 
of the firm. Hope's case was still worse, if possible, for he did not even 
take an instrument which, in the ordinary course of business, would be 
entered in mercantile books, but a collateral guaranty, which could not, 
or at  least was not, likely to come to the knowledge of the other part- 
ners, unless communicated directly by the holder. I t  was a fraud in  
those creditors to make men liable for money they did not owe, without 
their privity and under circumstances which denied them the oppor- 
tunity of becoming privy to, or cognizant of, the transaction; for the 
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creditors had not the least reason to believe that they had concurred or 
would concur with their partner in  making his debts their debts. 

I admit, therefore, that the cases cited, and numerous others, estab- 
lish that, if a separate creditor take from his debtor a partnership 
security for his debt, that fact alone is conclusive evidence of fraud, and 
vitiates the security. I use the term fraud because I consider it as 
embracing not only actual collusion, but what has been called gross neg- 
ligence, in  reference to this subject; though it seems to me that the 
fault of the creditor is not so much one of laches as of positive wrong in 
gaining a security which he must know his debtor ought not to give, 
nor, consequently, he to take. That is certainly of itself a fraud. But 
the rule is like that of E d w a r d s  v. Hosben,  2 T .  R., 587, respecting the 
possession of the vendor of chattels being per se fraudulent. I t  is only 
so where there are not circumstances to explain and justify the 
possession. Since this is the nature of the objection to the con- (296) 
duct of the creditor, it fails when, from other circumstances, it 
is seen that he did not know that his debtor ought not to give the 
security, but has reasonable ground to think, and did think, that he 
ought, or that in giving it he was acting with the privity of his partners, 
and not against their interest. I t  was said at the bar that nothing short 
of consultation with the other partners, or bringing home to them actual 
notice of the particular transaction, without objection from them, can 
repel the argument of fraud. That is but another form of putting the 
first objection, of the defect of authority, since it requires evidence of 
specific approbation as a new and distinct authority in itself. I do not 
think that necessary. A fair ground for a rational opinion of the 
creditor that the other partners did approve is necessary, and it is also 
sufficient. Lord E l d o n ,  in  Ex parte Bonbonus,  uses, indeed, the lan- 
guage, "that it will bind if you can show a previous authority or sub- 
sequent approbation; a strong case of subsequent approbation raising 
an inference of previous positive authority." Yet it is manifest that he 
does not there speak of authority in the sense that the general power of 
a partner is a naked legal power to deal on matters relating to the part- 
nership, and on those only; nor of the indispensable necessity, for the 
purpose of enlarging it, of a communication between the separate credi- 
tors and all the partners, or between the partners themselves; for he 
immediately states a case where the liability of the other partners is 
placed by him, not on communication, but on its omission on their part. 
H e  says that other transactions are to be looked to, as well as that, at  
the time; for if the partners will permit the other t o  go o n  deali~zg in 
t h i s  way, without giving notice, it is approbation, and they would not 
be entitled to the benefit of the principle which is established for the 
safety of partners, thus repelling what otherwise might be crassa negli- 
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gentia of the separate creditor by what is certainly neglect, equally 
gross, on the part of the other partners. Hence, in E x  parte Peele, 
6 Ves., 602, much importance was attached to the length of the partner- 

ship and to the general transactions. The agreement had only 
(297) existed four months before a bankruptcy was declared, and, 

indeed, had never been confirmed by articles, and the incoming 
partner was plainly trepanned into an insolvent concern. Kirk had 
entered his separate debt in the books as a partnership debt, but Ford 
swore that he had no knowledge of it. Lord E ldon  said, if the man 
had been a partner, upon a long-existing partnership, with a regular 
series of transactions, books, etc., a knowledge of what his partner had 
been doing might be inferred against him-that which in common pru- 
dence he ought to have known. But that was not the case. I t  was a 
treaty, and difficult to say that he knew of the entry, in which case he 
would be bound. But that fact had'not been sufficiently inquired into; 
and even under those circumstances an inquiry was directed, whether 
a n y  debts due from Kirk on account of his stock in trade were assumed, 
and any  debts due to him carried into the partnership with the knowl- 
edge and consent of Ford. 

I t  is clear, therefore, that Lord Eldon does not mean a specific assent 
to the particular transaction when he speaks of authority to make it, 
but that, under circumstances, it may be as binding as if the partners 
had, as between themselves, give11 the most express assent. The same 
observation applies to the terms in which Bir J o h n  Leach and Lord 
Lyndhurst are stated to have expressed themselves in E x  parte Gould- 
ing. True, the responsibility lies on the separate creditor to ascertain 
the fact whether the other partner knows of the pledging of the partner- 
ship name; and if the creditor knows that his dehtor's partner is igno- 
rant of such pledges of his credit, there is an end of the question. But 
the point to be sought by us is, what is a sufficient ascertaining of the 
fact of ignorance or knowledge-does it require direct and express con- 
sultation, or may the creditor safely act upon appearances which would 
satisfy any disinterested mind? The latter is my opinion, and, if true, 
it turns the question into one of fraud on the part of .the creditor. We 
fortunately have 8ir J o h n  Leach's own authority for saying that such 
is also his opinion, and for the (true exposition of the language in 

E x  parte Gouldimg. I t  is not uncommon for courts, in laying 
(298) down new principles, to use the language of illustration instead 

of definition. and that it should afterwards be discorered that 
there was an inadvertent looseness of expression which might mislead. 
The latest case on this subject is that of Prankland v. NcGusty ,  reported 
in Kapp's Priv. C. C., 274, a book not within our reach here. I t  is also 
found stated in the last edition of Comyn on Contracts, printed the 
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present year. I n  that case the Vice Chancellor himself stated to the 
Privy Council "that, although it lies upon a separate creditor who takes 
a partnership security for his separate debt, if it be taken simpliciter, 
and there is nothing more in the case to prove that i t  was given with 
the consent of the other partners, yet, if there be circumstances to show 
a reasonable belief that it was given with the consent of ihe partnership, 
i t  lies upon the partners to prove the fraud." What is the fraud to be 
proved in such a case? Plainly, that the creditor knew that it was not 
given with the consent of the others, notwithstanding appearances to 
the contrary. This corresponds with the doctrine and decision in Ridley 
v. Taylor ,  13 East, 179, where Ewbank had in fact drawn and mdorsed 
a bill in the name of the partnership, and passed it, after it had been 
accepted eighteen days, to his separate creditor. The Court held that 
the creditor could not be deemed to know, from the circumstances, that 
Ewbank was committing a fraud, and, therefore, that they must give 
effect to the transfer, and say that the defendant, who relied upon covin 
as a defense, had not satisfactorily established it. This seems to me to 
be an intelligible principle, supported by just reasoning, and applicable 
to the ordinary transactions of life. I t  is the case of every day that a 
partner takes his market money or pays his tradesman's bill out of the 
shop till; and nobody ever thinks of going to the other partner, although 
in the same village, to ask whether he allows it. I t  is known that the 
partners must live, and it is in every such case expected that each part- 
ner will look into the conduct of the business sufficiently to satisfy him- 
self whether the other honestly enters his expenditures or indulges in 
such as he cannot afford. But while the partnership continues, 
and a partner is seen daily to live out of. its means, there is no (299) 
idea of fraud in one who takes the money from him for things 
towards his living; for the imputation of fraud may always be repelled 
by the fact of honest intention, with the further fact that the particular 
act which raises the presumption of fraud was done under such circum- 
stances as might create in any man of common prudence and ordinary 
capacity, with honest purposes, the belief that he was not doing a dis- 
honest thing-that which is to the prejudice of another and against his 
will. That can never be said by him who takes the effects or the security 
of the firm for the separate debt of one of the partners, and shows 

I nothing else; nor can it be said of him who thus acts, under any cir- 
cumstances which, as known or understood by him, do not raise a strong 
probability that his debtor was not violating the confidence of his part- 
ners. I t  may be assimilated to probable cause in actions for malicious 
prosecution. Circumstances may appear which in themselves might 
raise a strong suspicion; but if the person who prefers the prosecution 
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knows any material circumstance not to be as it appears, his suspicion 
was pretended, and there was, as to him, no probable cause. So a sepa- 
rate creditor must show, in  the circumstances of the transaction or the 
general dealings, grounds for a rational opinion that the act of his 
debtor was not against the consent of the other joint owners, and that 
he acted on thae opinion in the particular instance. I admit, it will not 
do for him to say simply that he thought so. There must be something 
that would make other sound minds, unbiased by interest, concur with 
him;  and even then it is open to the other party to show that i n  reality 
he did not think so. A separate creditor must, therefore, in  all cases, 
make out a strong case of honest intentions, resting upon just reasons, 
for the act is prima fucie fraudulent. 

The circumstances of the present case seem to me to constitute a 
strong case, such as was entirely sufficient to induce, and did inducc, a 
belief i n  Van BokkeIin and White that the bill was drawn i n  good faith, 
with the knowledge and acquiescence of the other partners, either prior 

or subsequent, and probably because the drawers had in  their 
(300) hands the effects of the original debtors. I admit, the e d e n c e  

does not establish an original distinct agreement that Runyon, 
Ellison & Co. should assume the debts of J. and W. Ellison. James 
Ellison says, indeed, that he and Runyon so understood it, and that i t  
was so understood at the time of taking the inventory, in June, 1826, 
at which Mr. Andrews was present, assisting. But that is denied by 
Andrews; and the instruments which passed between James Ellison and 
Mr. Runyon show that, whatever course those persons might suppose 
the business would practically take, i t  did not then, in point of f o m ,  
purport to be an engagement of the new firm, as such, to collect and 
pay the debts of the former firm. But  it is equally clear that those 
duties remained with William Ellison, and devolved upon Runyon, as 
assignee and successor of James Ellison, and they were the same persons 
that were to be the active partners of the new house of Rumyon, Elli- 
son & CO. 

Although Runyon, Ellison & Co. did not assume the debts, Van Bokke- 
lin, though erroneously, certainly thought they had. Both W. Ellison 
and James Ellison repeatedly stated it to be the fact in their letters 
of June, July, and August, 1826, at  the very beginning of the new busi- 
ness. I t  is said that he ought not to have trusted to them, but applied 
to the other partners. True, that would have been more business-like, 
and if there were nothing more in  the case I should deem the most un- 
equivocal representations of the separate debtors inadequate to justify 
the creditor in  taking the security of the firm, for the very act itself is, 
in every case, to some extent, an affirmation of the offending partner, 
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that he is at liberty so to deal. But those representations were, here, 
sustained by collateral incidents, some of which were immediately con- 
nected with the other partners, which were sufficient to render them 
to the apprehension of a suspicious, not to say cautious, mind in the 
highest degree probable and credible. 

Previous to the year 1826, Evans and Andrews, who did business in 
Edgecombe, had been connected in a house at Washington with Runyon, 
from which the latter wished to retire. As a house from the shipping 

of Tar River was necessary to the house above, it became 
an object to establish a new one there. For some years previous, (301) 
James and William Ellison had carried on an extensive business 
there, and were in good credit; and i t  appears that both Mr. Evans and 
Mr. James Ellison had large separate properties, and each of them was 
esteemed rich. Van Bokkelin was the personal friend of all those 
parties, and had long been the factor and general agent of all their mer- 
cantile establishments in New York, at which place, chiefly, they pur- 
chased merchandise, and to which they made shipments of produce. An 
agreement was made early in 1826, between Evans and Andrews and 
the two Ellisons, that a connection should be formed between the house 
in Edgecombe and the house of the Ellisons in Washington, but upon 
what particular terms does not appear. Just before this time Van 
Bokkelin, to whom James and William Ellison owed a considerable 
debt, had failed, and made an assignment for the benefit of his creditors. 
H e  was nominally succeeded in his business by Mr. White, who had 
been his clerk, and to whom those North Carolina houses transferred ' 
their correspondence. I t  may be mentioned here that I allow no ad- 
vantage to the plaintiffs from the change of names under which the 
New York houses were conducted, for I consider them all as substan- 
tially "A. H. Van Bokkelin." I n  a letter dated 6 April, and addressed 
to Mr. White, Mr. Evans informed him of the proposed retirement of 
the persons who were then his partners in Washington, and desired him 
"to let Mr. Van Bokkelin know that we have taken the two Mr. Ellisons 
into company: we shall join stocks i.1~ July." I t  appears that after this, 
James Ellison preferred retiring, and Runyon agreed to purchase his 
interest in "James and William Ellison's" goods on hand, debts and 
responsibilities altogether; and he went, instead of James Ellison, into 
the new business which began in June following, and was conducted at 
Washington by Runyon and William Ellison, though chiefly by the 
latter. The same two persons were collecting, and to pay the debts of 
James and William Ellison; the assets of that firm being about twenty- 
four thousand dollars, and supposed to exceed their engagements 
eight or ten thousand dollars. Immediately afterwards, William (302) 
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Ellison, in letters in his own name and that of Runyon, Ell& 
son & Co., assured White and Van Bokkelin that the change of the firm 
would not delay but would expedite the payment of the old debts, and 
that remittances should be forwarded as soon as collections could be 
made; and he joined James Ellison in a request that he, James, should 
be discharged by the creditors, as Rumyon, Ellison & Co. had assumed 
the debts; and in July and the subsequent months of that year, and 
for the two next years, produce to a large amount was shipped to New 
York in the name of Runyon, Ellison & Co. Van Bokkelin declined 
acceding to the request that J. Ellison should be released, not because 
he doubted the credit of Rumyon, Ellison & Co., or that they had as- 
sumed the debt, but because his assignees in trust did not think it proper 
to part from a responsible name. Still he appears to have intended to 
have conducted the business upon principles that should appear to be 
strictly proper, by keeping the transactions in the name of each house 
separate and distinct; for, upon the first shipments received, he re- 
quested in  a letter to Runyon, Ellison & Go. to be advised whether the 
shipments in their name were to be passed to the credit of James and 
William Ellison. On 29 September, 1826, he again wrote to Runyon, 
Ellison & Co. enclosing accounts of other creditors in New York of 
J. and W. Ellison, which had been left with him as their general agent, 
and says, "If you wish us to pay, return them with your directions." 
To these two letters i t  does not appear that any specific answers were 
returned. Accordingly all the proceeds of the shipments were passed 
to the credit of Runyon, Ellisoh & Go.; but during the autumn and 
winter Runyon, Ellison & Co. paid debts at home of J. and W. Ellisons' 
to a considerable amount, and drew successive bills on White in favor 
of the New York creditors of J. and W. Ellison, to the amount of four 
thousand four hundred and ninety-three dollars and ninety-five cents, 
which White accepted and paid. 

I n  all the dealings of these houses, those in North Carolina made no 
cash payments, but all the remittances were in produce, of the 

(303) proceeds of which the appropriation was made by bills. Could 
Van Bokkelin doubt, when he saw those funds applied for six or 

eight months to the debts of J. and W. Ellison, that the produce, though 
shipped in the name of Runyon, Ellison & Co., was the proceeds of the 
debts owing to J. and W. Ellison? He must have thought so, otherwise 
he would not have accepted the bills in favor of other creditors, on 
which he had to pay out cash. I f  he had not been convinced that Wil- 
liam Ellison was not committing a breach of trust, it is most improbable 
that he would have concurred in the act for the benefit of others, and 
without applying anything to his own debt. The first step in unfair 
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dealing of this sort would have been to pay himself. But he acted other- 
wise, and was the last of J. and W. Ellison's creditors to get anything. 
H e  had no motive to act dishonestly for he was under no necessity, for 
the purpose of security, to get the responsibility of Runyon, Ellison & 
Co. James Ellison was fully able himself to pay, and the debt of J. and 
W. Ellison was always deemed secure. His interest was against any 
undue preference of James Ellison, to the prejudice of the other per- 
sons, for the former had retired from business, and the latter were his 
active and profitable customers. But it is said that Evans and Andrews 
knew nothing of those transactions. How was Van Bokkelin to suppose 
that? H e  could not suppose that proper entries had not been made in 
the books, and that they would not be looked at by all concerned. The 
series of shipments, and the succession of bills, all in the same direction, 
was evidence to him of the highest character, for transactions to such 
an amount could not be concealed from the least vigilant through SO 

long a period. H e  was in New York and the other partners near the 
scene of business, and from the very beginning Mr. Evans had used 
language calculated to produce the impressioh on his mind that William 
Ellison and James Ellison had told him the truth, and that the business 
was carried on as it was only because it was in conformity to the arrange 
ments of the parties. What is to be understood by the correspondent 
of two mercantile houses when they tell him "that they  have joined 
stocks?" Of itself, the expression denotes an entire union of all 
their common means and engagements. But when that is followed (304) 
up by actual transactions for two years, accordant with such an 
understanding of those terms, is not the conviction irresistible? I n  
fact, however, they were not concealed from Evans and Andrews. Every 
draft in favor of the creditors of J. and W. Ellison in New York, and 
every payment to the creditors at home, were regularly entered to  the  
debit of J .  and W.  Ellison in. the books of Runyon,  Ellison. & Go.; and 
the bills were duly charged in the accounts current, which were rendered 
every three or four months by White to Runyon, Ellison & Co. Things 
were in this state when in April, 1827, William Ellison remitted to 
Van Bokkelin the bill of Runyon, Ellison & Co. on White for five thou- 
sand dollars, in part payment of the debt of J. and W. Ellison to Van 
Bokkelin, and at the same time drew another bill on White for four 
hundred and ninety-two dollars and thirty cents in '  favor of another 
creditor of J. and W. Ellison, which was paid. Both of these last 
bills were also charged in the books of Runyon,  Rllison & Co.; and in 
September, 1827, when Mr. Andrews and Mr. Runyon were in New 
York together, the accounts current of the houses under their several 
charges were delivered to them respectively; and in those of James and 
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William Ellison with Van Bokkelin, and of Runyon, Ellison & Go. with 
R. M. White (which were delivered to Mr. Runyon), the bills of April, 
with others, appear; and that for five thousand dollars is stated therein 
to be "on account of balance due A. H. Van Bokkelin by J. and W. 
Ellison." From that period accounts current were rendered quarterly 
until the copartnership terminated in  the latter part of 1828 or begin- 
ning of 1829, and no intimation of any objection to these transactions 
reached the creditors from any quarter. Now i t  is true that it turns 
out that William Ellison has most unfaithfully managed the business 
under his charge, and wasted or concealed the effects of Runyon, Elli- 
son & Co. and of James and William Ellison to a heavy amount; and 
it is likewise true that Evans and Andrews say that they did not ex- 

amine the books and had no knowledge of these transactions. 
(305) Suppose that to be so, nlust i t  not be inferred against them, upon 

every principle on which vigilance is deemed a duty, and on 
which third persons are allowed to act safely upon the faith of the con- 
duct of others? As Lord Eldon laid it down, i t  must be inferred as that 
which in common prudence they ought to have known. Here was not a 
business just begun, but one which continued for a period of at  least 
two years and a half, having large transactions, with explicit entries 
of all those now impeached. More, if their partner had omitted the 
entries, the creditor took the usual means to convey information from 
himself by rendering accounts containing all the items to one of the 
managing partners of one house, in  the presence of a managing partner 
of the other. To whom else should he have handed those accounts? 
Could he have expected less than that each of those partners should 
have asked of the others to see how their respective branches stood with 
their general agent and factor? and that upon refusal, application would 
be made to the factor himself? I am now considering what Van Bokke- 
lin had reason to think, not what he did think. Upon this last point 
there is no room for a cavil. The very bill itself excludes every sus- 
picion of an actual dishonest purpose. The first thing in an attempt 
at  dishonest conversion is to cover over the transaction so that the owner 
can never trace his property. But here, the bill upon its face tells that 
it was not drawn for the debt, properly speaking, of the drawers, but 
for that of James and William Ellison. I t  is most improbable that 
Van Bokkelin would have taken the security in  that form if he had 
not deemed it fair, and believed that Runyon, Ellison & Co. had under- 
taken to pay, at least, that sum for their predecessors. But I have 
already said that I do not think that alone sufficient to sustain the 
security. There is  a further inquiry, whether Van Bokkelin in  the 
state of his information ought to have thought as he did? Now, from 
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the previous payments to other creditors of J. and W. Ellison out of 
the shipments to him he saw a course of dealing which must, without 
notice to the contrary, have raised a strong belief that i t  met the appro- 
bation of the other partners. The Court would now infer that, 
if Mr. Evans and X r .  Andrews did not positively deny it. I f  (306) 
we should be obliged to make that inference, there must have 
been enough to make Van Bokkelin fall honestly into the same error, 
when he had not their denial to help his judgment. The truth is, those 
persons reposed an unreasonable and blind confidence in  William Elli- 
son and would not look into their affairs. Van Bokkelin could not 
anticipate such remissness in men of business, and such a neglect of 
their interests, when the e~~idence was spread so plainly before them in 
their own books and in  his accounts. Supposing them to have looked 
into those documents, they must have seen everything, and, seeing it, 
their silence under such a train of transactions he had a right to deem 
acquiescence. H e  could not have entertained any other opinion or be- 
lief. The law regarded their safety, and has established a principle 
for their protection. But if they will not put themselves in  a situation 
in  which they can claim the benefit of it, if they will shut their eyes 
to what everybody else must have seen, and be guilty on their part of 
the gross negligence of making no examination of the letters of corre- 
spondents, the accounts rendered by factors, the books kept by their 
partners-will make no inquiry of any fact or from anybody, they 
cannot complain that other people, who had no design to cheat, have 
not taken care of them. They have not taken care of themselves. My 
opinion is, therefore, that their first exception be overruled. 

So, we think, must the second. The debts are not mutual. Not being 
legal set-offs, the insolvency of the plaintiff's assignor does not impugn 
the assignment in  favor of other bona fide creditors. Xellws v. Bryan, 
2 Dev. Eq. Ca., 358. We do not regard the name in which the debt is 
contracted, but look to the real ownership. The master has properly 
credited the account of Runyon, Ellison & Go. with a balance of six 
hundred and seventy-eight dollars and three cents due from Van Bokke- 
lin and White to Evans, Andrews & Co., for the two houses were com- 
posed of the same persons, .cvith the same interest in each. But the other 
credits, as claimed in  this exception, are for sums due to some 
of the partners individually, and had no connection with the (307) 
joint dealings. 

Their third exception is allowed. James Ellison collected the sum 
of five hundred and fifty-five dollars for Van Bokkelin and White, with 
directions to deposit i t  with Runyon, Ellison & Co., to be remitted. H e  
paid it on 11 May, 1829, into the hands of William Ellison, who gave 
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a receipt in the name of Runyon, Ellison & Co. That does not bind the 
other partners, for the plaintiffs admit in their bill that White had 
notice in March, 1829, that at that time there had been a dissolution. 

GASTON, J. I was originally concerned in this cause for the plain- 
tiffs, and feel the delicacy of the situation in which I am placed, in con- 
sequence of the disagreement between my brethren on the main subject 
of controversy between the parties. I n  the act of 1818 (Rev., ch. 963, 
sec. 8)) supplementary to the act establishing this Court, there was a 
provision authorizing, in a case similarly circumstanced, one of the 
judges of the Superior Courts to occupy temporarily the place of the 
Judge who might deem himself incompetent to take a part in the 
decision. 

But the repeal of this provision has been regarded as a legislative 
declaration, that no supposed bias of feeling or opinion should excuse 
a member of this Court from acting judicially upon any cause, when 
his aid is necessary to its determination. Thus circumstanced, I shall 
content myself simply with stating that, on deliberate and, as I trust, 
impartial examination of the case, I entirely concur with my brother 
Rufin in the opinion which he has delivered. 

DANIEL, J., dissentiente. Evans, Andrews, Runyon, and William 
Ellison associated themselves together as merchants and partners in 
trade. The firm had two branches: one at Washington, the books of 
which were kept in the style and name of "Rumyon, Ellison & Co.," and 
William Ellison was the acting partner. The other branch was estab- 
lished at Sparta in Edgecombe County, the books of which were in the 
style and name of "Evans, Andrews & CO.,') and was managed by Evans 

and Andrews. The firm shipped large quantities of produce to 
(308) the care and management of Van Bokkelin and White, commis- 

sion merchants of New York. William Ellison and James Elli- 
son were largely indebted to Van Bokkelin. Runyon had undertaken, 
with James Ellison, to pay his part of the debt. William Ellison (for 
the purpose of discharging this separate debt, which was due only from 
himself and Runyon) drew a bill of exchange in the name of the firm, 
on Van Bokkelin and White, in favor of Van Bokkelin. The bill was 
accepted by the drawees, and the avails passed to Van Bokkelin, in dis- 
charge of the separate debt. 

I n  taking the accounts between the firm in North Carolina, composed 
of the four members first named, and the firm of Van Bokkelin and 
White, the question is whether Van Bokkelin and White are entitled to 
a credit for the amount of this bill of exchange? Much testimony has 
been offered by the plaintiffs for the purpose of proving that Evans and 
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Andrews knew of the bill being drawn in the name of the firm, and to be 
applied as it was applied, or that the debts of William and James Elli- 
son were assumed by the new firm on its first formation. But there is 
nothing that satisfies my mind that those debts were assumed by the , 

new firm, or that Evans  and Andrews knew of or authorized or at any 
time assented to the transaction. The letter of Evans to Van Bokkelin, 
that "they had joined stocks wi th  Wi l l i am  Ellison," furnishes no proof 
that the new firm were to be responsible for the separate debts of Wil- 
liam and James Ellison, or for the price of stock brought by the separate 
partners into the firm, Gow., 168; and Van Bokkelin did not so under- 
stand the letter. H e  refused to discharge James Ellison from liability 
until after much persuasion by James Ellison and after a long time 
had elapsed. The proof that Evans once went to Washington, and 
was seen looking into the books at that place of Runyon,  Ellison & Co., 
wherein William Ellison had charged himself to the firm with several 
small bills, drawn in the name of the firm on Van Bokkelin and White, 
to pay his separate debts in New York, is not sufficient to fix Evans 
with notice. (William Ellison had also charged himself and Runyon 
with this bill on the day book of the firm at Washington.) There 
is no evidence that these entries in the books at Washington ever (309) 
caught the eye of Evans. I f  Evans had been an acting partner 
at Washington, a presumption would arise from the entry in the books 
that he had notice of them, and his silence would have been evidence of 
acquiescence in the transaction. But the position of Evans, although 
a partner, repels the presumption of notice to him by the entries being 
in the books at Washington. Out of the mass of evidence there is not a 
tittle that goes to prove that Evans knew of or sanctioned the transac- 
tion. The letter in which he says that "they had joined stocks," and the 
entry of the bill in the books of "Runyon,  Ellison & Co." does not in 
my mind, fix Evans with liability. The case then comes to this, in 
taking the accounts can V a n  Bokkelin and W h i t e  have a credit for this 
bill of exchange? I s  not the burden of proof upon them to show to the 
court that Evans and Andrews had notice, and sanctioned or authorized 
William Ellison to draw the bill for the payment of his separate debt? 
The power of one partner to bind the firm as to all the partnership 
concerns has never been disputed. I t  is in the scope of a trading part- 
ner's general authority so to act, without the creditors inquiring whether 
the particular partner had such an authority expressly delegated to 
him. Gow., 54. But for one partner to draw bills, etc., in the name of 
the firm to pay his separate debt is beyond his implied authority. A 
series of decisions have shown that if a separate creditor of a partner 
take a partnership security towards the discharge of his separate debt, 
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t h a t  fact alone, unless explained by particular circumstances, is con- 
clusive evidence to charge the creditor with fraud, or with gross negli- 
gence amounting to fraud, and consequently that the firm is not bound 
by such transaction. Collyer on Partnership, 280. This author has 
arranged the authorities which were cited by counsel in the argument 
of the case now under consideration. I n  H o p e  v. Cust ,  1 East, 53, 
where a partner had given the guaranty of the firm as a security for his 
separate debt, Lord Uansf ie ld  directed the jury to inquire, first, whether 
there was not positive fraud, or, secondly, whether there was not gross 

negligence amounting to fraud on the part of the creditor, and 
(310) in either case to find a verdict against him. The facts were 

these: Fordyce, who traded very largely in  his separate capacity 
with H o p e  & C'o. in  Holland, did, for and in the name of himself and 
partners, give them a general guaranty for the money due from him in 
his separate capacity. Fordyce became a bankrupt, and afterwards all 
the partners became bankrupts. And a bill mas filed in the Court of 
Chancery by Hope & Co., in  order to have the benefit of this guaranty; 
the court directed an issue to t ry  the validity of it. There was strong 
presumptive proof that the partners of Fordyce had no privity in the 
transaction. Lord Mamf ie ld ,  in  summing up the evidence to the jury, 
said: "There is no doubt but that the act of every single partner in a 
transaction relating to the partnership binds all the others. But there 
is no general rule which may not be infected by covin or such gross neg- 
ligence as may amount to or be equivalent to covin; therefore, the whole 
will turn on this, whether the taking the guaranty from Fordyce him- 
self, in his o-cm handwriting, without consulting the other partners or 
having their privity, is not such gross negligence in  the H o p e s  as will 
amount to a fraud or covin. Fordyce was acting in  two several capaci- 
ties, having transactions in his own name only, for his own separate 
benefit; and in  the names of the partnership, for his own benefit. I t  is 
manifest that H o p e  & Co. trusted to i t  as binding on the partnership. 
Therefore, this brings it to the question whether it be not a gross negli- 
gence, especially as they knew at the time that Fordyce was acting in  
his separate capacity, and this security was intended to indemnify them 
against his separate debts.)' The jury found a verdict for the defendant. 
Lord Mansfield, in his report to the Court of Chancery, on a motion for 
a new trial, said : "That three things mere established to the satisfaction 
of himself and the jury-first, that the transactions between Hope & Co. 
and Fordyce were wholly on Fordyce's account ; secondly, that the part- 
ners of Fordyce derived no profit or benefit whatever from them; thirdly, 

that they had no notice of tho guaranty, and consequently did 
(311) not acquiesce in it. H e  said he left it to the jury whether, under 
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these circumstances, the taking of the guaranty was, in respect to 
the partners, a fair transaction or csvinous." The case of Shirreff v. 
Willces, 1 East, 48, was decided upon the same principles. "This is an 
action," said Lord Renyon, "brought against three persons-Wilkes, 
Bishop, and Robson-as acceptors of a bill of exchange. I t  appears that 
the acceptance was, in fact, made by Bishop alone, in the name of the 
firm. The consideration of this bill was some porter which had been 
sold by the plaintiff to Wilkes and Bishop only, at a time when Robson 
had no concern with the house. Then the plaintiff, knowing this, drew 
the bill upon all the three partners, and knowingly took an acceptance 
from one of them to bind the other two, one of whom, Robson, had no 
concern with the matter and was no debtor of theirs, no assent of his 
being found, and nothing stated to show that he had any knowledge of 
the transaction. I t  would be carrying the liability of partners for each 
other's acts to a most unjust extent if we suffered a new partner to be 
bound in this manner for an old debt, incurred .by other persons." ' The 
doctrine contained in these cases has, if possible, been carried still fur- 
ther in more modern decisions. Thus, in the case of Green v. Deakin, 
2 Stark. Rep., 341, A. advanced to B. £500 to enable him to enter into 
partnership with C. B. repaid to A. part of the sum advanced, but, being 
pressed to pay the remainder, he drew a bill in the partnership name, 
payable to A., and endorsed to A., without informing him that it was 
done without the concurrence of his partner, C. I n  an action on the 
bill by A. against B. and C., B. having pleaded his bankruptcy, C. in- 
sisted that he was not bound by the transaction between A. and B., which 
he alleged to be a fraud. Lord Ellenborough was of that opinion, and non- 
suited the plaintiff. Again, Ex parte Goulding, 2 Glyn & Jameson, 118; 
Collyer, 283. O'Niel and Martin were partners. Goulding sold and 
delivered to 09Niel on his separate account a cargo of timber. The 
agent of O'Niel, to whom the timber was delivered, drew a bill of ex- 
change on O'Niel & Co., payable to the order of the drawer four 
months after date, and it was indorsed by the drawer to Gould- (312) 
ing in payment of the separate debt. Goulding left the bill, on 
the day he received it, at the counting-house of O'PG'iel & Co.; some 
hours afterwards he called and received the bill, accepted in the name 
of the firm. Goulding admitted the acceptance was in the handwriting 
of 07Niel, but he denied that there was any previous agreement that it 
should be accepted by O'Niel or that there was any collusion with O'Niel 
in the matter. Upon this evidence, Sir John Leach dismissed the peti- 
tion of Goulding to be admitted as a joint creditor against the estate of 
O'Niel & Co. ; and upon appeal the decision was affirmed by Lord Lynd- 
hurst, who said: "If the fact of Martin's ignorance was known by 
Goulding, he can have no claim on the joint estate. The responsibility 
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of ascertainimg that fact rested on Goulding." I n  Ex parte Bonbonus, 
8 Ves., 540, Lord Eldon remarked upon the necessity of the allegation 
in the petition that the several transactions relative to the debt took 
place without the privity or knowledge of Parnell. H e  said that he 
agreed with Lord Ilenyon that, as partners do not act with good faith 
when pledging the partnership property for the debt of the individual, 
so it is a fraud in the person taking that pledge for his separate debt. 
I think it is clearly to be seen and collected from the above British 
authorities that Van Bokkelin cannot exonerate himself from the charge 
of gross negligence, which in law is tantamount to being covinous, if 
Evans and Andrews were ignorant of the transaction of Ellison's draw- 
ing the bill in the name of the firm. As Lord Lyndhurst said, in Ex 
parte Goulding, the responsibility of ascertaining that fact rested on 
Van Bokkelin. This is agreeable to principle. By entering into part- 
nership each party reposes confidence in the other, and constitutes him 
his general agent as t o  all partnership concerns, but in nothing else. 
Therefore, if he acts beyond the scope of his general authority and 
attempts to bind the firm in matters not relating to the partnership, he 
who wishes to take advantage of such transaction must show a new and 
extraordinary authority-an authority separate and distinct from his 

general authority as partner-or the firm will not be bound. 
(313) Such new authority is implied if the other partners have notice 

and are silent on the subject. The rule laid down in the Ameri- 
can decisions is very explicit. I n  Chazournees v. Edwards, 2 Pick. 
Rep., 5 (a case well argued), Parker, C. J., said the principle has been 
very distinctly settled in many cases in the English and New York 
reports that a note or other security given in the name of a mercantile 
firm by one of the house to pay or 'secure a private debt of his own, 
without the knowledge or consent of his partners, cannot be recovered 
against the house. I t  is so laid down in Bailey on Bills (4 ed.), 47, and 
the cases cited in support of the position are numerous and decisive. 
The rule is summed up in these words, land repeated in every case: 
"Where a note is given in the name of a firm, by one of the partners, 
for the private debt of such partner, and known to be so by the person 
taking the note, the other partners are not bound by such note unless 
they have been previously consulted and consent to the transaction." 
The same doctrine is laid down in Doe v. Habey, 16 John. Rep., 34; 
Foot v. Sabin, 19 John. Rep., 154; Brown v. Duncannon, 4 Har. & 
McHenry, 350; Livingston v. Hastie, 2 Cains' Rep., 246, and vide Jones 
v. Yatm, 9 Barn. & Cres., 532; Heath v. Sanson, 2 B. & Ald., 291. I t  
seems to me that the law is decidedly against the plaintiffs' claim upon 
this bill, so far as to charge the firm of Evans & Andrews with the 
amount of it. Nothing can authorize Van Bokkelin or his assignees to 
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recover the amount of this bill against the firm unless he or they show 
to the Court that Evans & Andrews had notice that Ellison had drawn. 
The onus lies on the plaintiff to make the proof, or they cannot recover, 
in my opinip, let the impressions on Van Bokkelin's mind be what 
they may. 

PER CURIAM. Decree accordingly. 

Cited: Weed v. Richardson, 19 N. C., 536; Miller a. Richardson, 24 
N. C., 252; N o m e n t  v. Johmon, 32 s. C., 91; street v. Meadows, 33 
N. C., 131; Abpt v. Miller, 50 N.  C., 34; Carter v. Beaman, 51 N. C., 
45 ; Hartness v. Wallace, 106 N.  C., 431. 

Dist.: Long v. Carter, 25 N. C., 241. 

(314) 
MEMORANDUM. 

At the last session of the General Assembly, John M. Dick, Esq., of 
Guilford County, and Romulus M.  Saunders, Esq., of the city of 
Raleigh, were elected judges of the Superior Courts of Law and Equity 
for this State; the former in the place of Judge Seawell, deceased, and 
the latter in the place of Judge Martin, resigned. 
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ISAAC HIATT ET AL. v. WILLIAM TWOMEY AND GEORGE W. 
MONTGOMERY. 

No warranty is implied in the sale of a patent right, and therefore the pur- 
chaser of such a right cannot, in the absence of fraud, and without an 
express promise, recover of his vendor the price paid for it, upon its 
turning out to be invalid. 

THE BILL charged that the President of the United States, on 18 
January, 1826, issued letters patent to one Thomas Key upon the alle- 
gation that he was the inventor of a new and useful improvement in the 
mode of letting water on water-wheels. I n  the schedule or specification 
annexed to the letters patent, and forming a part thereof, and which 
was set out in the bill,' a description and drawing of the said improve- 
ment was given. The bill also charged that Key conveyed his right in  
the letters patent for the State of North Carolina to Hiram H. Tusk, 
who amigned it to the defendants, and that on 2 December, 1826, the 
plaintiffs purchased, and the defendants conveyed to them, the 
exclusive right of constructing, using and vending, forever, the (316) 
said improvements, in the counties of Stokes and Orange, at and 
for the price of $200. The plaintiffs then stated that, since the pur- 
chase, they had discovered that Key was not the inventor of the said 
improvement; that the pretended improvement was a plan which had 
been discovered by one Jones, and had been in use twenty years ago, at 
divers sawmills in this State; that they were ignorant of this when they 
made the purchase, and charged, first, fraud on the part of the defend- 
ants; secondly, a mistake as to a fact upon which the validity of the 
patent rested. They insisted that the contract had not been, nor could 
i t  be, of any value to them, and prayed to have it rescinded and to be 
repaid their purchase money. 
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The bill was taken pro confesso against the defendant Montgomery, 
as to whom publication had been made, he being an inhabitant of 
another State. The defendant Twomey answered and admitted that he 
and Montgomery contracted with the plaintiffs as mentioned in the bill, 
and for the price there stated; but he insisted that they had no notice 
that the invention was in use anywhere before Key discovered the im- 
provement and obtained his patent; that the improvements mentioned 
in the bill to have been so long in use in this State were different from 
the specification annexed to the patent; that Key assigned the patent 
right for North Carolina to Tusk, and that the defendants were his 
agents, and that they conveyed to the plaintiffs in that character, and 
that the contract and sale on their part was bona fide and not fraudu- 
lent. The plaintiffs replied to the answer, and proofs were taken, the 
general result of which will be found in the opinion of the Court. 

N o  counsel for plaintiff .  
Nash for defendants.  

DANIEL, J., after stating the pleadings, as above, proceeded: The 
Constitution of the United States gives to Congress the power to pass 

laws securing to inventors  the exclusive right to their respective 
(317) discoveries, for a limited time. Const. U. S., Act 1, sec. 8, 

clause 8. Under this authority Congress has passed laws upon this 
subject. Under the sixth section of the Patent Law (Act 1793, ch. 
55)) it is enacted that, if the thing secured by patent had been in 
use, or had been described in a public work, anterior to the supposed 
discovery, the patent is void, whether the pntehtee had or had not a 
knowledge of this previous use or description. E v a n s  v. Eaton,  3 Wheat., 
454; 1 Mason, 302. The same is the rule in England, under the statute 
of 21 of James I, ch. 3. 5 Bac. Abr. Wilson's edition, Prerogative, 
pp. 591, 592, 593. The evidence in this case satisfies the Court that 
there was no fraud committed by the defendants, and that the contract 
was made by them in good faith. But the proofs established that the 
improvements described in the specification annexed to Key's patent 
were known and used in this State before the date of the patent, though 
there is no evidence that the defendants had notice of that fact. Accord- 
ing to the above authorities, the patent is void, and the defendants had 
no title, in law or equity, to convey. I f  a sale be made of a chattel, 
there is an implied warranty that the vendor in possession has title; and 
if the vendee be evicted by a better title, he can at law maintain an 
action of assumpsi t  on the implied warranty. 1 Chit. Plead, 92, 93. I n  
the sale of lands the rule is different. The possession of lands is no 
criterion of title, and no person in his senses would take an offer for a 
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purchase from one merely because he stood upon the ground. The pur- 
chaser must look to his title, and if he does not, it is crnssa negligentia. 
I f  there be no fraud, and no covenants taken to secure the title, the 
purchaser has no remedy for his money on a failure of title. This is a 
settled rule of law. Frost v. Raymowd, 2 Cain's Rep., 188. And the 
same rule prevails in equity. Abbott v. Allen, 2 Johns. Ch. Rep., 523. 
The vendor, selling in good faith, is not responsible for the goodness of 
his title beyond the extent of his covenants. Bree v. Holbeck, Doug. 
Rep., 654; Johnston v. Johmton, 3 Bos. & Pul. Rep., 162; Governeur v. 
Ebmendorf, 5 Johns. Ch. Rep., 84. The plaintiffs do not exhibit 
their conveyance, nor have they alleged that it contains any (318) 
express stipulations for the validity of the patent, nor anything 
from which a stipulation to that effect can be inferred. But they claim 
simply the restoration of their money because their patent turns out to 
be invalid. The subject-matter is not relative to any corporeal thing, 
either real or personal, but to something intangible and incorporeal, 
resting wholly in grant. I n  contracts for the assignment of such in- 
terests, if there be no fraud, the purchaser must depend, in case they 
prove of no value, wholly upon his covenants. Both parties are equally 
innocent, there is no necessary warranty of title, and the loss must fall 
wherever the bargain leaves it. Taylor'v. Hare, 4 Bos. & Pul. Rep., 260. 

The bill must be dismissed, but, as the proofs are very satisfactory 
that the defendants were not merely the agents of Tusk, but had pur- 
chased from him the interest in the patent for this State, and sold it in 
their own right to the plaintiffs, me think, from the unfairness of the 
answer, that they are not entitled to costs. 

PER CURIAM. Bill dismissed. 

Cited: Cansler v. Eaton, 55 N. C., 501. 

TIMOTHY ANDRES v. BRYAN LEE ET AL. 

1. The purchaser of chattels under an executed contract can claim redress 
against his vendor for a defect of title only where there is an express 
or implied warranty, or a deceit. And, ordinarily, the affirmation of title 
by the vendor, at the time of the sale, is equivalent to a warranty; but 
not where the vendor is out of possession, and there is an adverse claim 
to the chattel, made known at the time to the vendee; and especially 
where the vendor, notwithstanding his affirmation of title, says expressly 
that he sells only such as he may have. 
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2. Where a bill is filed upon a claim against two defendants jointly, and one 
suffers the bill to be taken pro c o f ~ f e s s o ,  and the other sets up a defense, 
which defeats the claim altogether, the bill must be dismissed as to both, 
though without cost to him who made default. 

THE BILL m'as filed against several defendants, only two of whom 
answered, and it was taken PTO confesso as against the others, who were 

nonresidents. The case made by the pleadings and proofs was, 
(319) that a certain negro was supposed to belong to the estate of 

Solomon Lee, after whose death an order was obtained by his 
administrator for the sale of the negroas of the deceased for the pur- 
poses of distribution. At the time of the sale the negro in question mas 
actually held and claimed by Baillie Sutton and Thomas Lee as their 
property, and the sale thereof was forbidden by them, and the adminis- 
tyator suspended the sale. Some of the next of kin who were present 
insisted that the sale should procwd, for that the title of the intestate 
was clearly good. The negro was thereupon offered for sale again, the 
administrator declaring repeatedly that he sold only "the right of the 
heirs of Solomon Lee." The plaintiff became the purchaser, at the sum 
of $300, at  a credit of six months, mhicli was from 25 to 40 per cent 
less than the full value of the negro. The plaintiff asked if he ought 
not to have a bill of sale, but, on being told by a bystander that the sale 
itself was a sufficient transfer, without waiting for or receiving a de- 
livery of the slave, gave his bond to the defendants, the next of kin, for 
the purchase money. The plaintiff contrived to get possession of the 
slave afterwards, but it was reacquired immediately by Baillie Sutton 
and Thomas Lee. The plaintiff thereupon brought suit against them, 
but failed, because Solomon Lee's title was defective. The prayer of the 
bill was for an injunction against execution on a judgment which had 
been obtained upon the bond, and for general relief. 

Upon the hearing at  Bladen, on the Spring Circuit of 1835, before 
his Honor, J u d g e  Xeawell, the plaintiff obtained a decree; and the de- 
fendants, John Smith and wife, who alone had answered, appealed. 

B a d g e r  for p l a i n t i f .  
ATo counsel for defendants .  

Gas~on-, J. The purchaser of chattels under an executed contract 
can claim redress against his vendor for a defect of title, only where the 

vendor has undertaken to assure the title, or has deceived the 
(320) purchaser, in  relation to it. I n  this case the plaintiff does not 

impute any fraud to the defendants. His title to redress must 
be founded, then, upon their warranty, either express or implied. We 
do not think that a warranty can be implied from the circumstances of 
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the case, or is established by the proofs. Upon these the case is as fol- 
lows. (Here his Honor stated the facts of the case, as above, and pro- 
ceeded.) 

The o n l y  fact tending to establish a warranty of the title is the asser- 
tion by some of the defendants that the title was good. There is, indeed, 
one witness who states in  his deposition that "he heard James Lee say 
that the right was good, or he would make it good." I t  may be that 
the witness means to represent that James Lee declared that the title 
was good, and, further, that if it proved otherwise, he would make it 
good. But we feel ourselves bound to understand him as representing 
that he used one or the other of the phrases-either that the title was 
good, or that he would make the title good-and that the witness is not 
confident Q-hich of these was the phrase employed. We adopt this con- 
struction of the deposition, for seoeral reasons-first, the plaintiff, in 
his bill, does not charge any engagement to make the title good, but only 
that some of the heirs gave assurances that it mas good; secondly, all 
the other witnesses who speak of James Lee's declarations represent him 
as simply affirming the goodness of the title; and, finally, the testimony 
of the plaintiff's witness should not be strained against the defendants. 

We assent to the argument which insists that this assertion of James 
Lee's is to be regarded as the assertion of the other defendants present 
a t  the sale and not dissenting therefrom; and we admit also that an 
affirmation of title by the vendor at  the time of sale is ordinarily equiva- 
lent to a warranty of title. But in this case we are clearly satisfied that 
i t  amounted to no more, and was understood by the plaintiff to amount 
to no more than a confident expression of honest belief. 

The adverse possession and claim put the purchaser upon his guard, 
and called for some explicit stipulation as to title, if any were required. 
Instead of such a stipulation, he was left to decide between con- 
flicting assertions, and expressly apprised that no more was (321) 
offered for sale than the right of Solomon Lee's next of kin. The 
price shows that the purchase was a speculation; and the giving of a 
note for the purchase money, without delivery of the property, or cove- 
nants from the vendors as to title, leaves scarcely room to doubt but that 
he bought at  his own hazard. 

Upon the pleadings and proofs the Court is therefore satisfied that 
the decree below is erToneous. But 110 defense has been made to the 
bill, except by the defendants, Smith and wife. As against the other 
defendants, who are nonresidents, the bill has been taken pro confesso. 
This state of things presents a question which, as far  as we are in- 
formed, has never been decided in the courts of this State. Where a 
claim is against two jointly, and one suffers the bill to be taken pro 
confesso, and the other sets up a defense, which defeats the claim alto- 
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gether, what disposition of the cause is to be made as against him who 
makes no resistance? We believe that from analogy to the doctrine 
which prevails at law in similar cases, from the probable mischiefs that 
would result from an extension of the rigorous rule against nonresident 
defendants, and because of the obvious equity of such a course, we are 
bound to hold that the def,ense must inure to the benefit of all the de- 
fendants having a joint interest in the subject-matter. 

The decree below is to be reversed, with costs to the appellants in this 
Court. The bill of the plaintiff must be dismissed, and the defendants 
Smith and wife recover their costs in the court below. No costs are 
given to the other defendants there because they made default. 

PER CURIAM. Decree reversed and bill dismissed. 

Cited: Attorney-General v. Carver, 34 N. C., 235; Roberts v. Welch, 
43 N. .C., 294; Sparks v. Messiclc, 65 N. C., 442. 

JAMES HARRISON v. WILLIAM CASEY AND DANIEL CASEY. 

Upon the partial dissolution of an injunction the defendant in equity may 
have an execution there for the sum as to which the injunction is dis- 
solved; but if, instead of that, he sues at law upon the injunction bond, 
he cannot afterwards, upon the total dissolution of the injunction, have . 
an execution from the court of equity, his only remedy being upon his 
judgment at law. 

IN this case the plaintiff had obtained an injunction against a judg- 
ment which the defendant William had against him at law. Upon the 
coming in of the answers, the injunction was dissolved as to three hun- 
dred dollars, part of the judgment enjoined, and the defendant William 
obtained the leave of the court to put the injunction bond in suit at 
law; he did so, and recovered judgment for the penalty, to be discharged 
by the payment of three hundred dollars and the costs. The bill was 
retained as an original, and was afterwards dismissed at the hearing, 
on the merits. The counsel for the defendant William now moved for 
judgment on the injunction bond, which was reGsted by the other side. 

Winston for plaintiff. 
Pearson for def endant. 

RUBFIN, C. J. The court refuses the motion. No reason is perceived 
why the defendant, in this Court, might not have obtained execution 
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here against the plaintiff and his sureties for the sum for which the 
injunction was dissolved. The bond is an agreement to perform the 
orders and decrees of the court, made in the cause from time to time, 
and may be regarded to be in the nature of a rule to that effect. But 
if the defendant did not choose that method, but preferred that of an 
action at law-which was in his own election-this Court can no longer 
give a remedy on the bond. I t  is not here, and indeed is merged in the 
judgment at law; and all further proceedings must be had on that judg- 
ment. That can be enforced only in the cour4 which rendered it. 

PER CURIAM. Motion refused. 

WILLIAM WADSWORTH ET AL. V. DAVID AEMFIELD ET UXOR. 

A testator bequeathed a negro woman, together with several other articles of 
property, to his wife for life, and after her death he gave all the. prop- 
erty, except the negro, to be equally divided among five daughters. The 
negro woman he bequeathed after his wife's death to his daughter B., 
adding, "after s'aid negro is appraised by two freeholders; and B. shall 
pay unto each of her four sisters above mentioned one-fifth part of the 
said appraisement": I t  was held,  that after the death of the widow the 
four sisters were entitled each to one-fifth of the value of the increase 
which the negro woman had borne during the life of the widow, as well 
as of the value of the negro woman herself. 

JONAH TROTTER, in the year 1792, made his will, and bequeathed as 
follows : "First, all my debts to be paid. Secondly, I give and bequeath 
to Jane, my wife, during her widowhood, the plantation whereon I 
now live, with three hundred acres of land, together with all my house- 
hold goods, debts and movable effects, as horses, cows, hogs and sheep, 
and one negro woman named Beck, one negro girl named Ailse. Thirdly, 
I give and bequeath, at my wife Jane's decease, either of life or widow- 
hood, all my household goods, debts and movable effects, as horses, cows, 
hogs and sheep, unto my five daughters, Nancy, Rachel, Jane, Betsey 
and Mary. Fourthly, I give and bequeath unto my daughter Betsey, 
at my wife Jane's decease, either of life or widowhood, the negro woman 
Beck, after the said negro is appraised by two freeholders; and Betsey 
shall pay unto each of her four sisters above mentioned one-fifth part 
of the said appraisement, but shalllhave ten years to raise the money 
in, and the negro shall be hers." To his five daughters above mentioned 
the testator gave no other property by his will than that above set forth. 
The negro Aiba he gave, after the death of his wife, to a sixth daughter, 
named Hannah. A11 the lands which he owned he gave to  his sons. 
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After the death of the testator, and during the life of his widow, the 
slave Beck had issue five children and grand-children. Betsey inter- 
married with the defendant Armfield who, after the death of the widow, 

Jane Trotter, in  right of his wife, took possession of Beck and 
(324) her increase, and contended that he was only bound to account 

with the other four sisters of his wife for four-fifths of the value 
of Beck only; and that he was by law entitled to hold her increase as his 
absolute property, without any contribution. The plaintiffs, who were 
the other four sisters or their assignees, contended that by a proper con- 
struction of the will of Josiah Trotter they were entitled to four-fifths 
of the slaves, or four-fifths of the value of Beck and her issue born at  
the death of the widow; and they prayed a division of the sla7-es or an 
account of their value, and that the same might be secured to them. 

ilrash and J.  M.  Morehead for plaintiff. 
Xendenhall for defendant. 

DAKIEL, J., after stating the case as above, proceeded: The argument 
on the part of the defendants is, that under the will a sested interest 
in  ~ e c G  passed to the testator's daughter Betsey; and that the issue of 
Beck, born since the vesting of that interest, accrued to the said daugh- 
ter by operation of law. That the legacies charged upon that bequest 
are pecuniary iegacies, the amount whereof is to be ascertained when 
Betsey takes Beck into possession, and that amount is also made depen- 
dent on the value at  which Beck shall then be appraised; and that, with- 
out inserting words in  the mill which it does not contain, the appraise- 
ment must be confined to Beck alone. We do not yield to the force of 
this argument. The court cannot, indeed, under the pretense of con- 
struction, alter a will. They must find enough in  i t  to manifest the 
intention which they attribute to the testator, but i t  is not necessary 
that this intention should be expressed with critical precision. On the 
will, i t  is apparent that the testator designed that his h e  daughters 
should share equally of his bounty. H e  makes no mention of the in- 
crease of Beck, either in  the bequest of her to Betsey or in the appraise- 
ment which he directs of her value for the benefit of Betsey's sisters. 
The appraisement is to be made when Betsey is entitled to the posses- 
sion of Beck; and what Betsey then obtains by means of this bequest is 

to be valued so as to give her sisters an equal share thereof. 
(328) Under the name Beck, she received not Beck alone, but Beck 

with her fruits or increase. I n  the valuation for the purpose of 
an  equal division, not Beck alone, but Beck with her attendant fruits or 
increase is to be comprehended. I t  is not the legacy as vested, but as 
enjoyed, which the testator directed to be appraised. Had Beck died 
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without increase during the existence of the particular estate, Betsey 
could not have been called upon for contribution, although her interest 
i n  remainder had completely vested, because the charge was upon her 
legacy after i t  should come into possession. I t  should, therefore, be 
valued such as it then was. Any other construction mould do violence 
to the plan of the testator. 

PER CURISM. Decree for the plaintiffs. 

SAMUEL EDWARDS ET AL. V. T H E  TRUSTEES O F  T H E  CNIVERSITY. 

1. The possession of a trustee, so constituted by act of the parties, is the pos- 
session of his cestui que trust; and no length of possession as such will 
bar; but if a party is sought to be constituted a trustee by the decree of 
a court of Equity, founded on fraud or the like, his possession is then 
considered adverse, and the statute of limitations will be a bar. 

2. Where a plaintiff alleges a disability which is to exempt him from the 
operation of the statute of limitations, it is incumbent on him to prove 
that it was a colztil~uing disability from the time the cause of action 
accrued. 

THE plaintiffs were the children and heirs at law of one John Ed- 
wards, who died in  the year 1817, intestate. John Edwards was a non- 
commissioned officer in  the Continental service during the Re~yolutionary 
War, belonging to the North Carolina line, and had been regularly 
discharged. He being entitled by the laws of the State to one thousand 
acres of military bounty land, the defendants suggested that he had died 
leaving no heirs, and obtained a warrant for the land, as having as- 
cheated to them. The bill prayed that the defendants might be declared 
to be trustees for the plaintiffs, and decreed to convey the land to them, 
and also for general relief. The defendants, in  their answer, denied 
that they held the land, or had elTer obtained a grant for the 
same. They admitted that a land warrant for one thousand (326) 
acres issued for their benefit, it being for the services of John 
Edwards, a corporal in  the Continental line of this State; but they 
alleged that they had assigned it to one Thomas Henderson, on 11 
October, 1821, for his own use and benefit, and without any notice of 
the claim of the plaintiffs; that they had not then, nor at  any time since 
the assignment, any interest in  the warrant or grant of land obtained 
upon the same; and they relied upon the statute of limitations. 

From the proofs taken in  the cause, i t  satisfactorily appeared that 
the plaintiffs were the heirs at  law of John Edwards, who had been a 
noncommissioned officer in the Korth Carolina line; that he was entitled 
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to one thousand acres of land, and that he died in 1817 without ever 
having obtained his warrant; therefore that the defendants did suggest 
that he had died without heirs, and obtained the warrant for their own 
benefit on 5 September, 1821, and assigned the same, without notice of 
the plaintiff's claim, to Thomas Henderson on I1 October of the same 
year. The bill was filed in March, 1831. Two of the plaintiffs were 
stated and proved to be fern@ covert; but at what time they married 
or whether, at the date of the warrant or of the assignment thereof, they 
were covert, and had so continued, was neither stated in the pleadings 
nor shown by the proofs. 

Pearson for plaintiff. 
Badger contra. 

DANIEL, J., having stated the case as above, proceeded: The plaintiffs 
seek to make the defendants their trustees by operation of lam and by 
a decree of this Court. The defendants rely upon the statute of limi- 
tations, nearly ten years having elapsed since they obtained the warrant 
and assigned it to the time of filing the bill. As respects trusts, the dis- 
tinctionin equity is, that if the trust be constituted by act of the parties, 
the possession of the trustee is the possession of the cest~~i que trust, and 
no length of possession as such will bar; but if a party is to be con- 

stituted a trustee by the decree of a court of Equity, founded on 
(327) fraud or the like, his possession is then considered adverse, and 

the statute of limitations will run and be a bar. Hovenden v. 
Lord Alznesley, 2 Sch. & Lef., 633; Cholmondely 21. Clinton, 1 Tur. & 
Russ. Rep., 118, 119; 1 Chit. Prac., 759. As to the plaintiffs who were 
fema covert at the filing of the bill, but who are not shown to have 
been covert when the defendants obtained the warrant and made the 
assignment, the rule is, that when issue is taken on (the plea of the 
statute of limitations, that the cause of action did accrue within a cer- 
tain time, the burden of proof lies on the plaintiff, and he must prove 
a cause of action within the limit. Hurst I:. Parker, 1 Bar. & Ald. 92; 
2 Stark. Ev., 888. When it is incumbent on a plaintiff to prove that he 

. labored under a disability, which exempts him from the operation of 
the statute of limitations, he must show that it was a continuing disa- 
bility from the first, for i t  seems to be a general rule that where such 
a statute has once began to run, no subsequent disability will restrain 
its progress. 2 Stark. Ev., 901; 4 Term Rep., 309; 1 Stra., 566. The 
cause of action in this case arose in the year 1821; the bill was filed 
ten years after, viz., in the year 1831, at which latter period two of the 
plaintiffs were fema covert; but that they were so in the year 1821 there 
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is no proof produced by the plaintiffs, on whom the onus lies; the 
statute of limitations therefore bars the claims of each and all the plain- 
tiffs and the bill must be dismissed, but without costs. 

PER CURIAM. Bill dismissed. 

Cited: Christmas v. Mitchell, 38 N.  C., 548; Thompson v. Thompson, 
46 N. C., 434; Taylor v .  Dawson, 56 N.  C., 91; Barnett v. Woods, 58 
N. C., 433; McKetham v. Murchkon, 73 N. C., 435; Peacock v. Harris, 
85 N. C., 151; Hodges v. Council, 86 N. C., 183; Corn&. v. Lash, 89 
N. C., 168; University v. Bank, 96 N. C., 287; Holden v. Purefoy, 108 
N. C., 168. 

PROBERT COLLIER v. THE BANK OF NEW BERN ET AL. 

1. A court of Equity may, a t  any time during the second term after the death 
of the plaintiff in a. suit, on motion, declare the suit to be abated, though 
if the representative of the plaintiff were afterwards to apply within that 
term, the order would be set aside, and the suit be revived, unless such 
representative had before contumaciously refused to come in and make 
himself a party. 

2. The abatement of a suit in equity for an injunction is not of itself a dis- 
solution of the injunction. I t  requires an order of the court for that 
purpose, which order i t  is competent for the court to make, after an 
abatement by death. 

3. Upon the abatement of an injunction suit in equity, the defendant, on 
motion, may have an order for the dissolution of the injunction, and 
thereupon a judgment upon the injunction bond against the sureties 
thereto. 

4. If the motion for the dissolution should be made a t  the second term, no 
notice thereof need be given to the plaintiff's representative; but if the 
defendant neglect to move a t  that term, i t  may be necessary that he 
should give notice of his motion or that the order should be prospective, 
and be served on the plaintiff's representative. 

(The case of Jones v. Hill, 6 N .  C., 130, and Hi1Z v. Jones, 5 N. C., 211, 
approved. ) 

AFTER this cause was remanded, a t  June  Term, 1834 (see 2 Dev. Eq. 
Rep., 525), to the Court of Equity for Wayne County, i t  was continued 
in  that court until the Spring Term of 1835, when the death of the 
plaintiff was suggested. At  the ensuing Fall  term i t  was ordered that 
the injunction, which had been granted upon the failing of . the  bill, 
should stand dissolved unless the administrators came in  is parties a t  
that term; whereupon the following decree was made, viz.: "In this 
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cause the complainant having died before the last term, and his death 
having been at said term suggested, and the representatives of the com- 
plainant failing to make themselves parties at  this term, and the court 
being just about to adjourn, the cause is declared to be abated and the 
injunktion dissolved. Whereupon, on motion, judgment is rendered 
against John J. Collier, security to the injunction bond, for," etc. From 

this decree declaring the cause abated, and also from the judg- 
(329) ment on the injunction bond, John J. Collier appealed. 

W. C. Xtanley and Devereuz for plaintif. 
H e w y  and J .  H.  Bryan for defendants. 

, 
RCFFIN, C. J. The question in  this case is rather one of practice 

than of principle. The case of Jones v. Hill, 2 Murph., 131, decided 
that the sureties in  an injunction bond are liable under the act of 1800 
(Rev., ch. 551) upon a dissolution of the injunction, decreed for the 
want of prosecution, caused either by the negligence or death of the 
plaintiff, as well as when the decree is founded on the merits. The 
objection here is to the time and manner of pEoceeding against the 
surety. The act of 1810 (Rev., ch. 794) provides that when an  injunc- 
tion is dissolved the bond may be proceeded on in  the same manner and 
under the same rules that bonds are proceeded on in cases of appeal, 
under which it has been the constant practice in the courts of Equity to 
give a summary judgment or decree for the debt and costs, or such part 
as the court thought it right to decree against the plaintiff. 

I t  has been contended for the suretv in  this case that by the abatement 
of the suit it was out of court, and therefore that no order could be 
made in the cause to dissolve the injunction, nor for judgment against 
the surety who is living. On the other hand, the counsel for the defend- 
ant has insisted upon the authority of the case of Jones v. Hill, before 
mentioned. that the abatement itself wrought a dissolution of the in- - 
junction, and that the liability of the surety on his bond survived, and 
might be enforced in equity in  a summary way, as well as by suit at 
law. 

The Court is of opinion that the death of the plaintiff and the failure 
of his representative to prosecute the suit so that i t  abates do not of 
themselves dissolve the iniunction. An order of the court is necessary 
to do that. I t  is not statei in Jones 2). Hill that such an order had bee; 
made in equity before the bond was put in suit. But i t  is not stated, on 
the other hand, that such an order had not been made, or that it was 
deemed unnecessary. The point does not seem to have been raised. 

There can, however, be no doubt on it. The death of a party 
(330) to a suit in  equity does not vacate nor render inoperative the 
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orders made in the cause, while the parties were regularly before the 
court. When revived, i t  stands upon those orders in the plight in which 
the death of the party left it. I t  is true, no order upon the merits can 
be made after the death, and before a ravivor. I t  was for that reason 
that in the original case out of which that of Jones v. Hill arose, the 
motion of the defendant to dissolve the injunction, upon the reading of 
his answer after the plaintiff's death, was refused. Hill v. Jones, 1 
Murph., 211. But although the Court refuses to decree upon the merits, 
or to take any step whatever in that direction while the cause is in that 
state, yet it would be manifestly unjust and oppressive to keep the d e  
fendant in equity, in peril of the pains of a contempt of the court by an 
effort to enforce his recovery at law. That would, in effect, make the 
injunction perpetual, for the defendant cannot compel the executor to 
make himself a party; or, indeed, there may be no representative; or 
the defendant may have died, and the plaintiff may decline to bring in 
his executor. I n  all such cases, therefore, the course is for the party 
against whom the injunction issued, or his representative, to apply for 
an order requiring the complainant or his representative to revive, 
within a limited time, or that, in case of failure, the injunction shall, 
for that reason, be dissolved. Hill a. Hoare, 2 Cox's Cases, 50; Hawley 
v. Bemett ,  4 Paige's Rep., 163. The object of such a motion is to clear 
the defendant, or the person representing him, of a contempt in proceed- 
ing at law; and the effect is that simply, without entering at all into the 
merits. Id is right that the court should withdraw its mandate against 
proceeding at law, if the person to be affected by such a proceeding will 
not prosecute his equitable complaint against i t ;  and the death of one 
of the parties furnishes no reason why the plaintiff at law should be 
deprived for an unreasonable time of his legal and only remedy, or be 
put in contempt for resorting to it after a reasonable time. An order 
of that sort is, therefore, competent and proper for the court to make 
after an abatement by death. I n  England, it would be doubtless 
necessary that a copy of the order should be served. That is the (331) 
common practice as to all the orders of the court, and would be 
the more necessary in a case of this kind, because there is no statute or 
general rule of the court which keeps the cause in court for any period 
after the death of the party. But the Court thinks the rule should be 
otherwise with us. As our terms are at certain and short periods, parties 
are charged with the knowledge of all the orders made in the cause, 
without service of a copy, unless specially directed; and the act of 1801 
(Rev., ch. 574) keeps theleause in court, for thc purpose of being revived 
without bill, upon application of the plaintiff's representative, for two 
terms. At the second term the defendant may have the injunction dis- 
solved upon motion, if it shall not be revived during that term. I f  the 

2 5 5  
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defendant or his representative neglect to move it at that term, it may 
then be necessary that he should give notice of his motion, or that the 
order for the dissolution should be prospective, and served on the plain- 
tiff or his representative, if there be one. The idea was mentioned at 
the bar, that although the cause was kept in court for two terms, yet 
when it did abate it was as of the death of the party; and that it was 
thence to be inferred that the order at the second term against the surety 
was not made in the cause, and was therefore erroneous. The Court 
does not deem it material to inquire to what event or period, the abate- 
ment relates. The order that the injunction shall stand dissolved if. the 
suit be not revived, has been already shown to be proper and valid, al- 
though made after the abatement; for the abatement is in truth the very 
cause and foundation of it. But the abatement does not put any person 
but the deceased party out of court until the end of the second term. 
The rule has been constantly expressed in those terms, both in suits b e  
tween parties and in the re,qula generalis, adopted in the courts on the 
act of 1786 (Rev., ch. 253, see. I ) ,  and was applied equally to cases in 
equity and at law. 1 Hay., 163-455; 2 Hay., 66; Tayl. Rep., 134. The 
surety was therefore before the court during the second term, without 
further notice; and as the injunction was then dissolved for want of 

prosecution, the bond was forfeited and the obligor became liable 
(332) on it. The only inquiry that remained was as to the proper 

remedy. The court might have sent the defendant to law, and 
would have done so if for any reason as complete justice could not have 
been done in this mode, as by allowing a full defense at law; as if, for  
example, the defendant had asked judgment against the executor, which 
would raise the question of assets. But there was no reason for refusing 
the judgment in this case after the surety became fixed with the debt by 
the dissolution of the injunction. On the contrary the defendant in 
equity was entitled to the speediest remedy for raising the money, after 
his demand had thus been judicially ascertained, and it would be equally 
against good morals and the sound policy of the act of 1810 (Rev., ch. 
794) to put it in the power of the surety to involve him again in an 
expensive and tedious litigation. (The interval necessary to the proofs 
and investigation of rights in controversy, and the ascertaining of them 
is that of salutary delay. But all beyond that is unjust; and there can 
be no greater reproach to a system of jurisprudence than that it is 
feeble or dilatory in enforcing rights already established by its tri- 
bunals in due course of law, 

Something was said of the executor of the deceased plaintiff having 
the whole of the second term to become a party, which precluded the 
court from making any order within that term, founded on his not 
having at that moment come in. But the Court thinks there is nothing 
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in  that. The words are, "at or before"; but if they had been "within 
the second term," the meaning of them would be, when required by the 
court, at  that term. There is no doubt, however, that the court would 
have received him and rescinded the orders had he applied at  any time 
after they were made, unless obviously he had contumaciously before 
refused. But the representative did not at any time apply, and there- 
fore, whether the order be considered as made at  the first or the last 
moment of the term, i t  proved, in  the event, to have been properly 
made, and it must be affirmed with costs in this Court. 

PER CURIAM. Decree and judgment affirmed. 

Cited: Stone v. Latham,  68 N. C., 422; University v. Lassiter, 83 
N. C., 41; Marion v .  Ti l ley,  119 N.  C., 474. 

When a purchaser seeks relief from a court of Equity, because he has pur- 
chased without notice, he must deny notice. So when he sets up by plea 
or answer a purchase without notice as a bar to discovery or relief to 
which a plaintiff is entitled, he must be equally explicit in denying it. 
But where a plaintiff would convert a purchaser into a trustee, and seeks 
to charge him because he bought with notice, if the allegation of notice 
is not admitted the plaintiff is bound to prove it. 

THE bill charged that the plaintiff, on 9 June, 1818, conveyed to 
Charles Simms (one of the defendants) one-third part of the lot No. 
18 in  'the town of Milton, for the price of five thousand dollars, and 
took from the said Simms therefor three several bonds, one for one 
thousand dollars, payable 25 December ensuing; the second, for two 
thousand dollars, payable 25 December, 1819; and the third, for two 
thousand dollars, payable on 25 December, 1820; that the first of said 
bonds was duly paid; that upon the second becoming due, and remain- 
ing unpaid, the plaintiff commenced a suit at  law, and obtained a judg- 
ment thereupon; that Simms obtained an injunction against this judg- 
ment, 'upon an allegation of defect of title in the plaintiff to the lot 
in  question; that the defendant Sneed and Howell L. Ridley, the tes- 
tator and ancestor of the defendants, Robards, Lewis and John Ridley, 
became sureties to the injunction bond, and as an indemnity against 
their suretyship Simms conveyed to one John Smith the lot in ques- 
tion, in  trust, for the benefit of ~ n k e d  and Ridley; that the injunction 
was afterwards dissolved, and the plaintiff obtained satisfaction of his 
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judgment from Sneed and Ridley, Simms being then considered in- 
solvent; that Sneed and Ridley and their trustee afterwards sold the 
said lot to David Kyle, another defendant; that at the time when the 
deed in trust was executed for the benefit of Sneed and Ridley, they 
and their trustee had notice that the judgment against which the injunc- 
tion was obtained was in part for the purchase-money of the lot, and 

also that the plaintiff held the other bond for the remaining part 
(334) of the purchase-money, and that he had no other security there- 

for; that when Kyle purchased he had like notice that the last 
bond for the purchase-money remained due and unpaid. The bill then 
charged that the plaintiff had obtained a judgment against Simms upon 
the last bond, but that he had not obtained satisfaction thereof, Simms 
being insolvent. The prayer of the bill was for the payment of the bal- 
ance of the purchase-money by the defendants, or some of them, or that 
the lot in question might be sold for that purpose, so as to enforce the 
lien on it which the plaintiff contended that he had in equity. The de- 
fendants put in separate answers, admitting all the material allegations 
of the bill, except the purchases with notice as therein charged. As to 
that, the representatives of Ridley, who had died, declared their ignor- 
ance of the matters charged in the bill, and therefore did not admit them, 
but insisted that the plaintiff might be held to strict proof of them. 
Sneed answered that at the time when he signed the injunction bond as 
surety for Simms, and took the deed of trust aforementioned, he knew 
that the judgment enjoined was in part for the purchase-money of the 
lot, but whether i t  was on the second or the third bond he had no means 
of ascertaining; that at that time it was not understood, or believed gen- 
erally, that a vendor of land had a lien for his purchase-money, and 
that not deeming the fact of notice material, he might have then had 
notice without being able afterwards to recollect it ;  that he did not, in 
fact, have any recollection of such notice, and that he was unprepared 
either positively to deny or to admit it. Kyle expressly denied notice. 
No replication to these answers was filed by the plaintiff, and the case 
was heard upon the bill and answers. 

Badger and Norwood f o r  plaintiff. 
Devereux and W.  A. Graham for defendants. 

GASTON, J. The plaintiff claims in this case to have an equitable lien 
for the unpaid part of the price of the land sold by him to Simms, and 
afterwards purchased by Sneed and Ridley. Waiving, for the reasons 
stated in  the case of Johnson v. Cawthorn (ante, 32), the inquiry 

whethe7 such a lien exists in 'our State, and if so, to what extent, 
(335) it unquestionably does not exist against a born fide purchaser 

I 

I 
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from the vendee, without notice that the purchase-money on the original 
sale remains unpaid. The plaintiff shows in "his bill that Sneed and 
Ridley are purchasers, but avers that they bought with this notice. On 
the part of the representatives of Ridley, this allegation is as explicitly 
denied as it can be by those who have no personal knowledge of the 
transaction. On the part of Sneed, i t  is not expressly denied, but it ccr- 
tainly is not admitted. He declares in his answer that he has no recol- 
lection whatever of such notice, and therefore does not admit i t ;  but as 
i t  is possible that the fact may have occurred, and deeming it an unim- 
portant circumstance, he may have forgotten i t ;  that he cannot posi- 
tively deny it. We take the rule to be that when a purchaser seeks relief 
from a court of equity because he has purchased without notice, he must 
positively deny notice. So when he sets up by plea or answer a purchase 
without notice as a bar to discovery or relief to which a plaintiff is 
entitled, he must be equally explicit in denying notice. A want of notice 
is an essential part of his equity in the one case, and of his defense in 
the other; and it is a general rule in pleading that whatever is essential 
to the right of the party must be averred by him. But yhere a plaintiff 
would convert a purchaser into a trustee, and seeks to charge him, be- 
cause he bought with notice, and therefore mala fide, if the allegation 
of notice is not admitted, the plaintiff is bound to prove it. Should the 
answer be silent, or not sufficiently explicit in this respect, the plaintiff 
may except to the answer and require one more full and perfect. But 
if he does not except, and cannot prove the notice, he must fail because 
a material part of his equity is not established. Eyre v. Dolphin, 2 
Ball & Beat., 303; Harris v. Ingledew, 3 P. Wms., 91; Jerrard v. 
Baunders, 2 Ves. Jun., 454; Walleryn v. Lee, 9 Ves. Jun., 32. As the 
plaintiff has not replied to these answers, the court cannot declare that 
Sneed and Ridley bought with notice. The bill, therefore, must be dis- 
missed as to Sneed and the representatives of Ridley, with costs. 
Kyle is brought in merely as a stakeholder, and as the bill is not (336) 
sustained against his vendors, it must be dismissed as to him also. . 

Against Simms, the plaintiff has a judgment at law, and neither asks 
nor needs any aid in equity. The bill must be dismissed also as to 
Simms. As to the two latter, however, i t  is dismissed without costs. 

PER CURIAM. Bill dismissed. 

Cited: Saunders v. Lee, 101 N. C., 7. 
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1. Where one of two coexecutors took possession of the effects of the testator, 
sold them, and received and kept the bonds taken for the same, and the 
other executor did not interfere in the management of the business 
further than to assent to the sales and join in signing the inventory and 
account of sales, it was held that the latter, not having done anything 
more than the law required of him, was not responsible to the legatees 
for the deuastavit of the former. 

2. When coexecutors are appointed curators or trustees of a fund bequeathed 
by their testator each is responsible only for what was in his hands or 
under his control; and as neither has any authority to take from the 
possession of another the property of their cestui que trust, he cannot, 
therefore;be made answerable for the default of that other. 

WILLIAM BECK made his will, which was proved by the defendants. 
The testator gave to his wife several slaves, and other personal property, 
for and during her life; and, on her death, then he bequeathed one-fifth 
part thereof to the plaintiff, provided he should attain to the age of 
twenty-one yeah. The testator, after a bequest of one-fifth part of all 
the remaining portion of his property to the plaintiff, provided he 
should arrive to the age of twenty-one years, and the other four-fifths 
to his, the testator's children, directed as follows: "It is my will and 
desire that my executors retain in  their hands the whole of the property 
herein given to him (the plaintiff) until he shall arrive at  the age of 
twenty-one, should he live to that age, and apply the annual profits of 
the same property towards his education, so far as it is necessary, and 
the balance, if any, to be paid to him when he arrives at  the age of 
twenty-one years; but should he die before that age, then the remaining 

profits, together with the property, immediately to be divided 
(337) and paid to my children." Upon the death of the testator, the 

widow took possession of her legacy; and on her death the de- 
fendant Beck, who was the devisee in remainder of the plantation where 
she resided, and also one of the executors, immediately moved to that 
plantation, and took possession of all the property in  which the widow 
had an estate for life. The executors had power by the wilI to divide 
the property among the legatees, either by lot or sale; and for the pur- 
pose of a division among the five claimants, to wit, the plaintiff and the 
four children of the testator, the property was advertised and sold at  
the late residence of the widow, and then the residence of: the defendant 
Beck. The other defendant, Wright, who had married one of the testa- 
tor's daughters, and was therefore entitled to a share of the property, 
was at  the sale and assented to it. Both of the executors signed an 
inventory of this property, and also an account of the sales, and returned 
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them to the county court. On the day of the sale, after the property 
was all cried off, Wright returned home, leaving everything in  the hands 
of Beck, who delivered the articles to the purchasers, and took their 
bonds therefor. Except what is above stated, Wright took no part in 
the management of the business, leaving the whole to Beck, who settled 
with four of the legatees for their shares. One of the bonds taken by 
Beck for articles sold was executed by David Ochiltree and C. Shaw as 
his surety, which bond was for an amount equal to one-fifth part of the 
whole sale, and was at the time perfectly good. Beck kept this bond 
as the share of the plaintiff, then an infant; and on one occasion he 
solicited a gentleman to become his guardian and to take the bond as 
payment of his share, but this was declined. Beck then continued to 
keep the bond, and negligently omitted to collect it, or make any effort 
to collect it, until one of the obligor's became insolvent and the other 
died, and the demand against his estate was barred by the statute of 
limitations. The plaintiff, having arrived to the age of twenty-one 
years, brought this bill against both the executors, in  which he prayed 
for an account of his one-fifth part of the property, which had been 
left to the w;fe for life and then over, as before mentioned. The 
bill was taken pro confesso as against Beck, who was a nonresi- (338) 
dent. Wright answered, and contended that he was not liable to 
the demand; and as far  as he was concerned, and for the purpose of 
deciding on his liability, the facts were admitted by the counsel to be 
as above stated. There was no allegation or pretense that the defendant 
Beck was insolvent. 

W .  C. Stanly for plaintiff. 
Badger and Henry for defendant. 

DANIEL, J., after stating the case. as above, proceeded: I t  is (339) 
contended on behalf of the plaintiff that he is entitled to relief 
against Wright as well as against Beck, notwithstanding the whole of 
the assets came to the hands of Beck, and were disposed of by him, be- 
cause Wright signed the inventory and account of sfles, and assented 
to the sale; for that so far  he wao active in  enabling his coexecutor to 
dispose of the assets, and that he ought therefore in  this Court to  be 
held liable for the devastavit of his coexecutor. 

The devastavit by one of two executors or administrators shall not 
charge his companion, provided he has not, intentionally or otherwise, 
contributed to it, for the testator's having misplaced his confidence in  
one, shall not operate to the prejudice of the other. Hargthorpe v. Mil- 
ford, Cro. Eliz., 318, 319. An executor shall not, under ordinary cir- 
cumstances, be responsible for the assets come to the hands of his co- 
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executor. Littlehales v. Gascoyfie, 3 Bro. Ch. Rep., 73; 2 Will. Exrs., 
1118. This, then, being the rule, Wright could not be held responsible 
for the assets which his coexecutor took into his sole possession immedi- 

I ately after the death of the tenant for life. Wright being passive, and 
not obstructing his coexecutor from getting the assets into his posses- 
sion, is not as to that responsible. Langford v. Gascoyne, 11 Ves., 333. 

The foregoing remarks bring us to the inquiry whether, under 
(340) the circumstances of this case, Wright, by his assent to the sale 

and signing the inventory and account of sales, has made himself 
liable for that devastavit. The signing the inventory could not have 
that effect, because executors are bound to render an inventory of all 
the assets which came to their possession or knowledge, because each has 
authority by the will to take possession of the property, and because 
Beck had already exercised that authority before the inventory was 
signed. I t  was but a formal proceeding, and by no means subjects 
Wright to the devastavit of his coexecutor. I s  there any additional re- 
sponsibility thrown on Wright by his assent to the sale by his coexecutor 
and signing the account of sales with him to be returned to the county 
court ? I t  is contended for the  lai in tiff that the case is within the min- 

L 

, ciple of the rule that when two executors sign a receipt, and one alone 
receives the money, both are equally liable for that money. At one 
period a well-recognized distinction existed between trustees and execu- 
tors. This distinction was founded on the difference between the power 
and authority of a cotrustee and that of a joint executor, viz., that trus- 

I tees cannot act separately, as executors may, but must join both in con- 
I veyances and receipts; and therefore it may be taken that a cotrustee 

joins only for conformity. But a coexecutor, as it is not necessary for 
I him to join, interferes unnecessarily; he was therefore to be considered 

as assuming a power over the fund, and consequently to be answerable 
for its application as far as it wag connected with the particular trust 
action in which he joined. Therefore the rule was that when the execu- 
tors joined in a receipt, both having the whole power over the whole 
fund, both were chargeable; but when trustees joined, each not having 
the whole power, and the joining being necessary, only the person receiv- 
ing the money was chargeable. 2 Will. Exrs., 1125. One executor in 
trust is not answerable for the receipt of the other merely by taking 
probate, permitting the other to possess the assets, and joining in acts 
necessary to enable him to administer. Joining in a receipt, though not 

absolutely necessary, is not colzclusive against an executor any 
(341) more than against a trus.tee, to charge him with the receipt of his 

coexecutor, Hovey v. Blalceman, 4 Ves., 596-605. Again, in 
Scurfield v. Howes, 3 Bro. Ch. Rep., 90, Sir Richard Pepper Arden said 
he dissented from the rule as broadly stated, that if one executor receives 
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the money and two sign the receipt both are chargeable, if it appear that 
the second joined for conformity only. And Lord Redesdale, in Joy  9. 
Campbell, 1 Sch. & Lef., 341, took the distinction to be that if a receipt 
be given for the mere purpose of form, then the signing will not charge 
themperson not receiving the money. And the true question in all these 
cases seems to have been whether the money was under the control of 
both executors. I f  it was so considered by the person paying the money, 
then the joining in the receipt by the executor, who did not actually 
receive it, amounted to a direction to pay to his coexecutor, and he be- 
came responsible for the application, just as if he had received it him- 
self. Again, in Doyle v. Blake, 2 Sch. & Lef., 242, i t  is said, the true 
consideration in a question of this kind is whether the executor who 
merely joins in the receipt had a control, and his joining in the receipt 
is evidence of that control, although the money was actually received 
by the other. The joining in a receipt shall not have the conclusive 
effect of charging both. Westley v. Clarke, 1 Eden, 357. The relaxation 
of the rule in favor of executors has been lamented by Lord Eldon, but 
his lordship, in Walker v. Syrnonds, 3 Swan., 64, alludes to its alteration 
as having been completely effected, and it seems to us reasonable and 
equitable. I n  the case now before the Court, it appears that Beck took 
possession of the property and alone managed the sale; the law required 
an account of sales to be returned to the court; the signing that account 
of sale was, we think, merely for conformity; a control over the prop- 
erty is rebutted by the facts of the case, and, according to the before 
mentioned decisions, does not subject him on that ground to the demand 
of the plaintiff. 

The last position taken by the plaintiff is that, by the will of the tes- 
,tator, the two executors were appointed curators of the estate,'which was 
contingently bequeathed to him; that the bond of Ochiltree and 
Shaw composed a part of that estate; that it was the duty of (342) 
Wright, as well as of Beck, to see to the collection of that bond; 
that Wright has been remiss in this part of his duty; that he has been 
vig;lant in getting his own part of the estate and permitting the other 
shares belonging to the children of the testator (including that of his 
coexecutor) to be paid, and has wholly disregarded the interest of the 
plaintiff, who was then an infant, and should have been protected .by 
him, as well as by Beck; that although Beckais not insolvent, yet that 
he is entitled to a decree against both defendants, and that Wright 
should run the risk of any loss by the possibility of Beck's becoming 
insolvent, and not let that risk fall on him. The true answer to this 
position may be given' almost in the words in which the opinion .of this 
Court was heretofore expressed in the case of Clark et al. v. Cdttorz et al., 
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2 Dev. Eq. Rep., 51. Wright was indeed a curator or trustee for the 
plaintiff, but only for what was in his hands, or had been in  his hands, 
or was under his power and control. Beck was a curator or trustee with 
precisely the same powers. I f  a misplaced confidence was reposed in the 
latter, i t  was not the confidence of Wright, but the confidence of the 
testator. Wright did no act by which an  abuse of that confidence was 
facilitated. H e  had no authority to take out of Beck's hands the prop- 
erty of the cestui que trust, which was rightfully there; he never guar- 
anteed the diligence, fidelity or solvency of his cotrustee; and there is 
no ground i n  conscience to render him answerable when he has com- 
mitted no fault and broken no engagement. 

The bill must be dismissed as against Wright, with costs to be paid 
by Beck; and the plaintiff is declared entitled to an  account against 
Beck. 

PER CURIAM. Decree accordingly. 

Cited: Williams v. Maitland, 36 N. C., 106; Kerr v. Kirkputrick, 
43 N. C., 140. 

THOMAS B. LITTLEJOHN ET AL. v. LEWIS WILLIAMS ET AL., EXECUTORS. 

A plea to a bill of revivor that the cause of action arose more than twenty 
years before the filing of the original bill, and that after the abatement 
of the original bill the bill of revivor was not filed within the proper 
time, and that the same was therefore barred by the statute of limita- 
tions, and the length of time between the abatement of the original suit 
and the filing of the bill of revivor is double, and therefore bad. 

AFTER the cause was remanded to the Court of Equity for Rowan, at  
December Term, 1833 (see 2 Dev. Eq. Rep., 380)) it was continued there 
until October Term, 1835, when the plaintiffs set the plea down-for 
argument. His  Honor, Judge Norwood, pro forma, sustained the plea, 
whereupon the plaintiffs appealed. The plea was that the cause of 
action arose more than twenty years before the filing of the original 
bill, .and that after the abatement of the original bill, the bill of revivor 
was not filed within the proper time, and that the same was therefore 
barred by the statute of limitations and the length of time between the 
abatement and the original suit and the filing of the bill of revivor. 

Nash for plaintifs. 
Pearson' f or defendants. 

264  
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PER CURIAM. The  lea in this case is double. and must' be overruled. 
The defense proper for a plea must be such as .reduces the case to a 
particular point which will bar the plaintiff's demand. I t  is then of 
use, because, by having the judgment of the court upon that point, the 
parties are saved the expense of the examination. A plea does not deny 
the equity, but brings forward a fact or a series of circumstances, form- 
ing in their combined result some one fact, which displaces the equity. 
I f  there be two defenses offered by a plea, they cannot be separated and 
one only allowed. 

The decree below allowing the plea and dismissing the bill is over- 
ruled with costs, and it is brdered that the suit a i d  the proceedings 
therein do stand revived against Lewis Williams and Joseph Williams, 
executors of Joseph Williams, the original defendant, ,and be and stand 
in the same plight and condition as they were in when the said 
suit abated. And the cause is remanded to the Court of Equity (344) 
for the county of Rowan for further proceedings. 

PER CURIAM. Judgment reversed. 

SARAH CARR, ADMINISTRATRIX OF ROBERT CARR, v. TILMAN HOLLIDAY. 

If a person contracts with a lunatic, in good faith, without taking advantage 
of his situation, and without knowledge of the lunacy, a court of Equity, 
although the contract is legally void, will not interfere to  deprive such 
person of the advantages he has obtained, without restoring to him what- 
ever benefit the estate of the lunatic has received by the contract. 

ROBERT CARR came of age on 10 January, 1829, and on 8 April, fol- 
lowing, was, by an inquisition legally taken, found to be a lunatic, and 
that he had been such since the month of November, 1827. Sarah Carr 
was appqinted by the court his committee. Between the time of his 
arrival at age and the finding of the inquisition the defendant entered 
into several pretended contracts with him, and obtained from him, by 
way of exchange or purchase, several slaves, onethird part of a tract of 
land called Haw Landing, and some bonds for money which have been 
paid. On 12 May, 1830, Sarah Carr, as the committee of Robert, and 
on his behalf, filed the present bill for the purpose of having the afore- 
said pretended contracts set aside and the property restored, and for 
general relief. After the filing of the bill Robert Carr died, and Sarah 
Carr administered upon his estate and was made a party plaintiff. The 
defendant answered the bill, and admitted that he made several contracts 
with the said Robert at the times mentioned in the bill, but denied that 
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CARE v. HOLLDAY. 

Robert was a lunatic at any of those times. He alleged that all the con- 
tracts were born fide, and that Robert received from him a full and ade- 
quate consideration for the slaves, land and bonds. 

A replication to the answer was filed by the plaintiff, and 
(345) proofs taken, the result of which will be found in the opinion of 

the Court. 

Devereux for plaintiff. 
W .  C. B t a d y  for defendant. 

DANIEL, J., having stated briefly the pleadings, proceeded: The in- 
quisition was prima facie evidence that Robert Carr was a lunatic, and 
had been and continued so from the month of November, 1827. The 
contracts mentioned in the pleadings would be declared void, if resting 
upon that evidence alone. To repel the force of the inquisition, and in 
support of his answer, the defendant has taken the depositions of many 
persons. The plaintiff, to sustain the allegations in the bill, and sup- 
port the inquisition, has also taken many depositions. From the con- 
flict of the testimony given, either of the parties might have had an issue 
if it had been asked for. But as it has not been asked for, we have our- 
selves examined the depositions and proofs in the cause, and are satisfied 
upon the weight of the evidence, and so find and declare, that Robert 
Carr was and continued to be a lunatic, as mentioned in the inquisition; 
and that he was a lunatic or of unsound mind at the several times when 
the supposed contracts mentioned in the pleadings were entered into. A 
lunatic has no legal capacity to contract, yet a court of Equity will not 
interfere where the lunatic has actually had the benefit of the property 
of the defendant, if the contract was made in good faith, without knowl- 
edge of the lunacy or incapacity, and where no advantage has been taken 
of the situation of the party. I f  the transactions were bolza fide on the 
part of the defendant, the court will not deprive him of the advantages 
he has obtained without restoring to him whatever benefit the'estate of 

the lunatic has received in consequence of the contracts. The 
(346) cases cited Ijy the defendant's counsel support the above-mentioned 

positions. Loomis v .  Bpencer, 2 Paige's Ch. Rep., 153; Neil  v. 
Morley, 9 Ves. Jun., 4'77. The Court therefore directs a reference to the 
master, and an inquiry to be made, whether the estate of the lunatic has 
received benefit by the sales and transactions mentioned in the pleadings, 
and to what extent. And the master will report specially upon each of 
the contracts, what was the true value of each of the things sold by the 
defendant and received by the lunatic, and whether the plaintiff can 
make restoration to the defendant of all or any of the articles so pur- 
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chased. The report may, and probably will, contain matter material 
to the inquiry into the good or bad faith with which the defendant 
contracted, and therefore the Court reserves that point for the present. 

PER CERIAM. Direct a reference. 

Cited: Carr v. Holliday, 40 N. C., 167; Riggan, v. Green, 80 N. C., 
239 ; Creekmore v. Baxter, 121 N.  C., 33. 

GILBERT GILCHRIST v. FLORA BUIE ET AL. 

In a contract of sale, by which the vendors stipulated "to make a sufficient 
title, as far as their claim extends in said land," the words "a sufficient 
title" were held, upon the whole instrument, to mean "a sufficient deed" 
to assure the estate, if they had one, notwithstanding "a quit-claim deed" 
was, by the articles, agreed to be given for other lands. 

THE plaintiff,. by an original bill, filed 21 June, 1827, against Flora 
Buie and Archibald Gilchrist and his wife, charged that he purchased, 
in April, 1823, from Daniel Buie (then the husband of the defendant 
Flora) and his wife, Flora, and from the defendants, Archibald Gilchrist 
and his wife, Mary, certain lands, at  the price of $1,500, and that he exe- 
cuted to Daniel Buie two bonds for $375 each, and to Archibald Gilchrist 
two other bonds for the like sums; that the lands so sold were claimed in 
fee, in  right of the said fern@ covert, as having descended to than  and 
others, as tenants i n  common of three tracts, of which one contained 
450 acres, in  which their shares, as claimed, were 225 acres; 
another contained acres, in  which their shares, as claimed, (347) 
were 186% acres; and the third contained 100 acres, in which 
their shares were 32 acres; that the said vendors and their wives in- 
tended to execute a bond to convey the title, but, through ignorance of 
the necessity of a seal, did execute to him only a writing in  a penalty 
of $4,000, to be void "if they should make a sufficient title to a certain 
parcel of land belonging to the old plantation as far  as their claim 
extends on said lands, and likewise a quitclaim deed to that part coming 
to them of the land belonging to the estate of Collin McPherson, de- 
ceased; and likewise their claim to 100 acres of land, called Goodson's 
lands, including Goodson's fields; and when sufficient titles shall be made 
to said lands, these presents to be null and void, but otherwise to remain 
in  full force." 

That, soon afterwards, Daniel Buie died, and his widow filed her bill 
in the Court of Equity against the present plaintiff and the administra- 
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tor of her late husband, and therein charged that the said lands so agreed 
to be sold came to her by hereditary descent, and that she was willing 
to affirm the sale if she should receive the price and cost; otherwise, she 
prayed that she might be declared to be entitled to the said two bonds 
that were made payable to her said husband; and it was decreed there- 
upon that the said administrator should assign the same to her, which 
was accordingly done; and she instituted actions at law and recovered 
judgments thereon. The bill then charged that the plaintiff had been 
advised that the vendors had no title, either legal or equitable, to any 
but a very small part of the land; that the 100 acres called Goodson's 
land did not in any part belong to them, but was entirely covered by 
adverse and paramount title; that the defendants together claimed one- 
half of the 450 acres as heirs of their brothers, Archibald and Neil 
McPherson, who died intestate and without issue; but that, in fact, the 
said intestate, Neil, left four sisters and three brothers, some one or all 

of whom was or were born before the year 1795, before which 
(348) time the said Neil died. The bill further charged that the alleged 

title of said Archibald and Neil is derived from their grand- 
father, John McPherson, who devised different parts. of the same to 
them severally, but that in respect of the part given to Archibald noth- 
ing passed, because the said Archibald died in 1790, and the said testa- 
tor died in 1791, whereupon the same descended to his two sons, Daniel 
and Alexander. The bill further charged that, at the time of the pur- 
chase, no deficiency of title or quantit? was made known to the plaintiff, 
and that he had no knowledge that there was any defect or difficulty in 
the title, but believed that the defendants had a good title to the re- 
spective shares aforesaid, amounting to the quantities aforesaid. The 
bill further charged that the said Daniel McPherson (one of the sons of 
the testator, John, and the father of the said Archibald and Neil) 
entered into said lands, and, after residing on them for many years 
peaceably, died intestate and in possession, leaving three sons and four 
daughters, of whom the defendants Flora and Mary are two; and that, 
soon afterwards, upon a petition in the County Court to have the real 
and personal estate of said intestate, Daniel, divided, the whole of said 
lands was, as the estate of the said Daniel, the father, allotted to the 
said three sons as their shares, and they were ordered to pay a sum of 
money to each of their four sisters for equality of division, and that 
such payments had been made and accounted by the defendants many 
years before they sold to the plaintiff. The bill further charged that 
the intention of the parties was that the defendant should convey one 
undivided half part of the "old plantation," containing 450 acres, with 
general warranty, and the residue with special warranty; and that such 
is the meaning of the terms "a sufficient title" in the agreement in refer- 
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ence to the first-mentioned parcel, and that the plaintiff has requested 
the defendants to execute to him such conveyances, but that they have 
refused, under the pretense that they were to make only a quitclaim 
deed for the whole. The prayer is for specific performance by convey- 
ances from the defendants, respectively, with covenants of general 
and special warranty, as aforesaid, the plaintiff submitting to (349) 
pay the purchase money; and if the defendants have not title and 
"cannot make a good and sufficient title according to the contract," that 
the agreement be rescinded; and in the meantime for an injunction 
against proceeding therefor at law. 

Upon the bill an injunction was granted by a judge at chambers. 
The answer stated that Daniel McPherson, the father of the defend- 
ants Flora and Mary, and also of Nancy, the wife of complainant, died 
seized of the Goodson place, and leaving four daughters and three sons, 
of whom Colin McPherson was one, and he died intestate and without 
issue, by means whereof each of the defendants became entitled to,,or 
claimed, one-sixth part of that tract; that said Colin was also seized or 
claimed another tract (which is mentioned in the agreement as claimed 
under him), and upon his death each of his brothers and sisters acquired 
the like share of one-sixth thereof; that upon the death of their grand- 
father, John McPherson, in 1791, their brother Neil claimed the tract 
of 450 acres, called the Old Plantation, under his will, and entered into 
the same, and that said Neil died also in the year 1791, leaving no 
brother surviving him, but the three sisters beforementioned, and a 
fourth, named Catharine, who is now living; and that the said four 
sisters were his heirs at law and infants, and that their father, the said 
Daniel, and their uncle, Alexander, did not claim any of the said lands 
devised by the testator, John, to their brothers, Archibald and Neil, 
but that the said Daniel, upon the death of the. said Neil, did, on the 
behalf of his said four daughters, enter into all the said land, claiming 
the same for them, and for them alone, as the sisters and coheirs of the 
said Neil, and continued to so hold for many years; that after the death 
of the said Neil, their father had three other children, sons, by the 
names of Hugh, Alexander, and the said Colin, but that they are unable 
to state when they were born; that in 1801 the said Daniel required 
his daughters to execute to him an instrument, intended by him to be a 
"release to him and his heirs of all the estate, real and personal, of said 
Neil," their brother, which they did, under constraint and with- 
out consideration, and that the same is for that reason ineffectual, (350) 
and also because it is informal in its terms and is not under seal; 
that, notwithstanding the said instrument, the daughters claimed the 
said land, and, after the death of the father, in 1804, and intestate, they 
entered into it as their own by descent from their said brother, Neil; 
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that the administrators of their father's estate procured, upon motion, 
commissioners to be appointed by the County Court, to divide the 
negroes and personal estate of their intestate amongst his children, and 
that in  such division they understood that the lands were allowed to 
the sons, and money directed to be paid to the daughters, but the same 
was void, as none of the children were parties thereto, and i t  was never 
in  any respect acted on, and the sons have not set up any claim to the 
land under the same, or otherwise; but the daughters have claimed and 
enjoy the land exclusirely; that the plaintiff intermarried with Nancy, 
one of the daughters, shortly after the death of Daniel, the father, and 
also assisted his wife's claim to some undivided fourth part of the old 
place; and that in  the year 1820, knowing the title and claim by descent, 
he took actual and exclusive possession thereof on behalf of himself and 
wife and her three sisters, and has lived on it ever since, undisturbed; 
that in  April, 1823, the parties met on the premises to make actual par- 
tition thereof between the four sisters; but that the plaintiff, being of 
opinion that i t  would be injurious to their interest to divide it, and 
wishing to keep the whole tract for his own residence, proposed to pur- 
chase the two shares of the defendants, and thereupon the contract was 
made, as set forth in  the bill. They allege positively that the plaintiff 
was not ignorant of the state of the title or the manner in which it had 
been derived and was claimed by the daughters, but knew the same per- 
fectly, and had consulted counsel on i t ;  that the true intent of the 
agreement was for a sale of their shares as claimed as aforesaid, and 
that they should execute a deed for their claim in the said land, or as 
far  as their claim extends, and that they should not be answerable for 

the title or covenant against the claim of others. The defendant 
(351) Flora insisted that the decree in  the former suit between her and 
\ ,  

the administrator of her husband and the present plaintiff, as a 
defendant therein, whereby the administrator was ordered to transfer 
the bonds to her, and she to make a conveyance to the plaintiff, is con- 
clusive between the parties thereto, and relies on the same as a bar; and 
she answers that, inobedience to that decree, she did execute and tender 
to the plaintiff a deed for her share in all the said tracts, with special 
warranty, which he refused to accept because i t  did not contain a cove- 
nant of general warranty, and not because of any defect of title, which 
he did in  no wise there pretend. The defendants, Gilchrist and wife, 
answered that they were not bound, as they were advised, to enter into 
any covenant for the title, except against their own acts, yet that, believ- 
ing the title to be indefeasible, and wishing to remove every obstacle to 
an amicable adjustment of the business, and to satisfy the plaintiff 
entirely, they did execute their joint deed to him in  fee for one un- 
divided fourth part of the old plantation, and for one undivided sixth 
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part of the  other parcels, with full covenants of general warranty and 
for quiet possession as to those shares; and the said Nancy acknowl- 
edged the same before a judge upon privy examination, and thereupon 
it was tendered to the plaintiff, and refused by him. They also answered 

\ 

that the plaintiff had paid to the defendant Gilchrist $100 in part of 
one of the bonds to him; and all the defendants answered that the 
plaintiff, knowing the title, did, upon the purchase, take the exclusive 
possession of the same of the whole tract as his own, and has ever since 
occupied it without paying any rent, and is still in possession, claiming 
i t  as his own, in  right of his wife, and by virtue of the purchase from 
the other sisters. They answered further that Alexander McPherson, 
the uncle, lived in the neighborhood for upwards of thirty years; and 
also that the youngest of their own brothers had been of full age for 
many years, and that no claim had been set up by either to any part of 
the old place, or to the shares claimed by the defendant in the other 
lands. 

The defendants exhibited with their answers the deed mentioned in 
their answers. That made by Mrs. Buie is dated 20 September, 1825, 
and is of the tenor stated in her answers; that made by Gilchrist 
and wife is dated 4 October, 1825, and is of the tenor stated in (352) 
their answer, and was acknowledged by her on the same day 
before a judge, who certified that, "being privily examined by him as 
to her voluntary assent to the said deed, she replied that she executed 
the same without any constraint or compulsion whate~~er  on the part of 
her husband or any other person"; but the deed attested has never been 
proved as to the husband or acknodedged by him. 

Before the coming in of the answers, the injunction was dissolved and 
replication entered, and testimony afterwards taken, and the cause 
brought on to a hearing in  October, 1832, and a decree made; in i t  the 
court declared that the plaintiff was, at  the time of executing the con- 
tract, in possession of the land mentioned in it ,as tenant in common, in 
his right of his wife, with the defendant, and since the agreement, had 
remained in the sole possession thereof, without eviction or disturbance 
by any person; that at the time of the contract, the complainant had 
as full, if not more full, knowledge than the defendants of the nature 
and extent of their respective titles, and claimed in right of his wife in 
all respects iimilar; that the defendants had respectively executed the 
deeds to the plaintiff which they had exhibited, and tendered the same 
before suit, and that the plaintiff had refused the same; and that they 
had been deposited in  court by the defendants, to be delivered over to 
the plaintiff if the court deemed them sufficient when the same should 
be ordered; that the court approved of the said deeds as being sufficient, 
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according to the terms of the agreement, and that the court did not 
think fit, therefore, to inquire whether the quantity of land was equal 

/ to that alleged by the plaintiff to have been sold; and, therefore, it was 
decreed that the clerk and master should deliver the said deeds to the 
plaintiff upon his application, and that the instrument or agreement 
made by the defendants to the plaintiff should be delivered up to be 

canceled, and that the plaintiff pay all costs of the suit. From 
(353)  this decree the plaintiff prayed an appeal, but did not prosecute 

the same. 
On 20 May, 1834, the plaintiff filed his bill to renew this decree, and 

therein alleged that he had fully performed the same by paying the 
sums due on the judgment at law, and by doing all other acts on his 
part to be performed. The errors assigned are, first, that by the proper 
construction of the agreement the plaintiff was entitled to conveyances, 
with covenants of general warranty, and for quiet enjoyment, and so 
the decree ought to have declared, whereas the deeds tendered have not 
any such covenants and were declared sufficient and proper without 
them; secondly, that the defendants were bound by the contract also to 
make to ihe plaintiff a good title, as well as to enter into covenants for 
it, and the court ought so to have decla~ed, and that the knowledge by 
the plaintiff of the state of the title was in no way material to the case; 
thirdly, that the agreement ought not, upon the fact declared, to have 
been ordered to be delivered up;  fourthly, that the declaration of the 
plaintiff's knowledge of the title was made without any sufficient rele- 
vant or competent evidence; fifthly, that the decree ought to have ascer- 
tained whether the plaintiff would by the said deeds get a good title, 
and, if not, to have restored to him the purchase money paid by him, 
and otherwise relieved him;  and, lastly, the general errors. 

The defendants put in  a demurrer, and for causes assign, first, that 
the plaintiff cannot have a bill of revivor after having his appeal 
allowed, and faiIing to prosecute i t ;  and, second, that the bill is signed 
by one counsel only, when, by the course of the court, two counsel ought 
to sign i t  and certify that in  their opinion there is sufficient ground for 
the same. 

On the argument of the demurrer, his Honor, Judge Xtrange, at 
Robeson, on the last Fall  Circuit, sustained the same, and dismissed the 
bill, with costs ; and the plaintiff appealed to this Court. 

Badger for plaintiff. 
Devereux for defendants. 

(354)  RUFFIN, C. J., after stating the pleadings as above, proceeded 
as follows: The decree on the bill of review does not state the 

grounds of it, whether they were those stated specially in the demurrer, 
272  
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or that the original decree was not erroneous in  any of the respects 
stated in  the bill. 

The Court is of opinion that neither of the special reasons bars the 
plaintiff's bill. I t  is a matter of practice in  England to require the 
signatures of two counsel of character to a petition for rehearing or for 
appeal to the House of Lords, in order to avoid delays and prevent 
frivolous appeals. But we do not find such a rule laid down with 
respect to the bills of review, and it would seem to be altogether inappli- 
cable. Such bills, upon newly discovered evidence, can only be filed by 
leaye of the Court, and the Chancellor grants that leave upon his own 
judgment, and not on the certificate of counsel. When they are brought 
for errors in law, apparent upon the decree, they are regularly enter- 
tained, as a matter of course, as much so as a writ of error is at law. 
That is strictly a writ of right. And a bill of review is of that nature, 
according to the course of the Court of Equity; the only restriction 
imposed is to require previous obedience to the decree, and a deposit to 
answer the costs, or, here, as at law, to give security for the costs. I t  is 
sufficient, therefore, that the bills be signed by one counsel. 

The power to have a cause reexamined, upon appeal, does not preclude 
a reexamination of it before the same court in which i t  was first tried. 
We think the allowance of the appeal, and the failure to prosecute it, 
does not make i t  a decree by consent, nor ought to be attended by the 
consequences of such a decree in this respect. I t  is a principle with the 
chancellor, as well for his own protection from error as for the purposes 
of justice and the satisfaction of suitors, never to conclude any question 
by a single hearing. Until a second hearing be had in some one of the 
regular modes, any one of them which in  the state of the case has not 
been specifically lost or abandoned, is open to the party. After 
appealing and not acting on it, the same party cannot appeal a (355) 
second time to a higher tribunal. But the first decree does not 
thereby stand as if it had been affirmed, especially in  this State, when the 
appellee could have brought up the transcript and asked upon it that 
the former decree should be affirmed. The opposite party cannot be 
injured by having the cause reconsidered upon a bill of review, for he 
can stil! appeal from the decree on it. Unless it would produce some 
prejudice to him, the Court cannot but cheerfully entertain the right to 
revise its own acts at  least 'once. Indeed, it is more respectful that the , 

judge who pronounced the decree should have an opportunity of correct- 
ing his own errors in the first instance. The question between the par- 
ties, therefore, depends upon the propriety of the decree in the  original 
cause. 
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I t  has been contended for the plaintiff, first, that the contract ought 
to have been rescinded, because the defendants could not make him a 
good title; and, secondly, that if the contract ought to be specifically 
executed without regard to the actual state of the title, the defendants 
ought to have been decreed to make conveyances with co~enants of gen- 
eral warranty and for quiet possession; and, therefore, that he ought 
not to have been compelled to accept the deed of Mrs. Buie, which has 
no such covenants, but only against her own acts, and those claiming 
under her, nor to accept that of Gilchrist and wife, because it has not 
been executed so as to pass el-en her estate, whatever it may be; and, 
thirdly, that the decree was erroneous in  ordering the agreement to be 
delivered up. 

The merits of the cause depend upon the two first positions, and they 
again upon the proper circumstances of the contract. I t  is clear that 
the plaintiff cannot, upon the words of the agreement or the understand- 
ing of the parties, claim in respect of the Goodson tract and those called 
"Colin McPherson's estate" more than a conveyance for such title as 
the vendors had: that is a deed with special warranty. There is no 
allegation of fraud, but the relief is put on the ground of the stipula- 

tions of the parties. The bill does not plainly charge ignorance 
(356) and a mistake on the part of the plaintiff as to the state of the 

title, and we suppose i t  was partly in  reference to that charge 
that his knowledge of the title mas declared in the decree; it seems to 
us to be altogether immaterial in every point of view, so far  as regards 
those parcels, because he took them at his own risk expressly; and even 
if mistake would help him, he does not state it so that the Court can 
see in  what it consisted, nor how it misled him. But the fact was found 
against him, and the declaration of it in the decree unnecessarily will 
not hurt. 

The Court probably conceived, also, that the plaintiff's knowledge of 
the title, and his taking possession under i t  in right of his wife and her 
sisters, and the taking exclusive possession under the purchase of the 
sisters' shares, were material to the relief which the plaintiff could have 
i n  that state of the case in respect of the "old plantation," although he 
might, under the contract itself, if matters had remained as they then 
were, have been entitled to demand a perfect title to that tract., Then, 
certainly, on circumstances under which a vendee will be held to have 
waived all objections to the title and to haQe so acted as to have it in  
his power to ask for nothing more than the conveyances of his vendor, 
what in  such a case are proper covenants to be inserted in the convey- 
ance would still have to be determined. I n  England, although a vendor 
must show a good title before the vendee shall be compelled to accept it, 
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yet i t  seems settled that the vendor is not obliged to covenant for the 
title thus apparently good, beyond his own acts and those claiming 
under him. But we believe that is not so considered in this country; 
at  least, it is not so settled; and in practice the vendee seldom submits 
the title to counsel or examines it himself, and therefore requires general 
covenants, which i t  is the constant course to give. I f  his Honor, there- 
fore, thought that the plaintiff was ever entitled to a reference of the 
title in  this case, he must deem the rule of England to be that of this 
State, and that the purchaser cannot ask for general covenants, for the 
deed of Mrs. Buie has none such to be appended to i t  as being proper 
in  the case declared in the decree. That position has never yet 
been laid down by us or our predecessors, and would require very ( 3 5 7 )  
deliberate consideration before the adoption or positive repudia- 
tion of it. The task of that examination is not imposed on us in this 
case, for the question does not arise if the contract between these parties 
was written for a title, nor for covenants for a title. Such, we think, is 
its character, and therefore all the inquiry into the knowledge or conduct 
of the plaintiff was superfluous. 

The doubt can extend only to the first tract mentioned-the old 
plantation-to which the vendors are to "make a sufficient title a? far 
as their claim extends on said lands." I t  is argued for the plaintiff 
that those terms in  themselves embrace a good title, or at  least covenants 
for it, and must have that meaning when contrasted with the phrase, 
"quitclaim deed," which immediately follows, and is applied particu- 
larly to the other tracts. "Sufficient title," in  its proper and obvious 
sense, refers to the interest or estate in the land, and requires it to be 
indefeasible, and it may be also stipulated for the usual covenants for 
the title and enjoyment. But those words may be used in a different 
sense, and the question is whether there is enough here to show that 
they were. We think there is. They are not contrasted in the agree- 
ment with the other words for the purpose of obliging the vendors to 
show a good title to one parcel and dispensing with it as to the others, 
nor to make a deed with general covenants as to the former, which might 
be omitted as to the latter. The term title is evidently used for deed. 
That is the vulgar sense in which it is often used, and that was the 
meaning of these parties. Deed or conveyance must be substituted or 
interpolated to make it mean anything; for that the vendors should be 
able to make out a sufficient title would not serve the plaintiff any pur- 
pose unless they were required to convey it to him. To make a title, 
therefore, did not mean to make out one, but to make a deed, and a suf- 
ficient one, at  least in  point of form, and to pass the title. We will not 
say that if the agreement had stopped there, the vendors might be 
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deemed to have performed the agreement by a conveyance, good in point 
of form only, and might not have been bound to make one which 

(358) was in fact operative and would carry a good title. But it does 
not stop with those words. To what are they to make a sufficient 

deed? Not to any particular undivided share or determinate quantity 
of land, but to a certain tract of land, as fa r  as their claim extends o n  
said lands. Now, whatever the former expression may mean, if stand- 
ing alone, these last words qualify it and confine it to their claim, such 
as it is. A purchaser under a notice of a sale of an estate, "as A. B. 
held it," canndt insist upon any title but such as A. B. had (Preire v. 
Wright, 4 Mad. Rep., 193), even when the sale professed to be of the 
whole in severalty. To what could a general warranty be answered in 
this case? The agreement does not specify what their claim was-what 
shares or proportions they had, or pretended to have. , I f  the 'deed, 
therefore, followed the agreement and conveyed their "shares," or claim, 
the warranty would be futile; for, as far as their shares extended, the 
title would be good and the covenant unnecessary, and beyond that the 
deed would not purport to convey, and there would be nothing for the 
covenant to operate on. I t  is said, however, that the vendors claimed 
each, an undivided fourth part, and that establishes what was meant by 
their claim. But there is nothing in the agreement to that effect, nor,' 
if we can go out of it, is there anything to show that such was the 
meaning of the parties. The defendants deny that charge in the bill, 
and say that they were only to convey the title they had. Suppose it 
had turned out that the defendants owned the whole tract, could the 
Court say they had not contracted to sell the whole, when the agreement 
is for their claim in the tract, without specifying what part? I t  may 
be further argued that the insertion of a general warranty in the deed 
of Gilchrist and wife proves the intention. I t  would certainly be some 
evidence of it if they had not explained their reason and denied that 
inference, and their explanation is supported by the circumstance that 
the covenant embraces all the different tracts, while they certainly were 
not bound to warrant all. But what puts the meaning beyond doubt is 

that the very same words, "sufficient title,'' are used in the close 
(359) of the instrument in the sense of "deed" only. I t  provides that 

when "sufficient titles shall be made to said lands," the bond shall 
be void. What bonds? A11 that were sold, to parts of which the instru- 
ment is express that the sufficient titles shall consist of a "quitclaim 
deed." We conceive, upon the whole, that the sense of the parties was 
that the defendants sold their interest, whatever it might be, and agreed 
to convey it by the description of their claim or shares therein. His 
Honor was therefore right in refusing to inquire into their title, either 
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as to its validity or the quantity to which it extended. But we do not 
concur in  that part of the decree which declares the deeds tendered by 
the defendants to be proper and sufficient, according to the tenor and 
effect of the agreement. That of Mrs. Buie, we think, was, for the 
reasons already given. I f  each vendor was bound for the performance 
of the others upon the agreement, she was not, because she was a mar- 
ried woman when i t  was made, and subsequently undertook to carry 
only her own interest, as her husband had contracted she should, and 
her deed is effectual to that purpose. But that of GiIchrist and wife is 
not effectual, according to several decisions of this Court, for the want 
of probate or acknowledgment as to the husband, before which the wife 
cannot be privily examined. Burgess v. Wilson, 2 Dev., 306. The 
decree ought, therefore, to have relieved the plaintiff, either by rescind- ' 

ing the agreement as to that share, unless the husband, in  a reasonable 
time, executed and procured his wife to execute a conveyance duly 
acknowledged; and we suppose that would have been the decree had the 
objection been made or the acknowledgment read at  the hearing. It is 
highly probable that i t  was not, for i;t is not even stated as one of the 
grounds of the bill of review, but is made in argument in  this Court for 
the first time. For  that reason we cannot correct the decree, although 
we think i t  erroneous in  this respect. 

The rule is well established that a bill of review must recite the for- 
mer bill and the proceedings which were had on it, so as to hear what 
matters were in issue; and the former decree, so as to hear how those 
matters were disposed of; and then the points in  which that 
decree is conceived to be erroneous, so as to show what the party (360) 
complains of, and how he is injured thereby. I t  is not enough 
that there is error, but i t  must be to the prejudice of the plaintiff; and, 
therefore, the other side may look into every part of the decree and 
insist that, upon the whole of it, right has been done. Nor will any 
error, by itself, do, unless complained of in the bill, because the plaintiff 
may have had an interest, at  the time, in submitting to that part of the 
decree which is erroneous, and ought not to retract when he finds his 
interest the other way; or the defendants might have withheld this 
demurrer and consented to the correction of the decree if the bill had 
stated this objection. I t  is plain that this plaintiff had an  interest 
when the decree was pronounced, supposing i t  to be correct, i n  either 
respect, to state the deed as it is;  for, as the deed of the husband alone, 
with covenants binding on him, i t  is better than the deed of both with- 
out covenants, and will coerce the husband to have a deed by himself 
and his wife properly executed, i n  order to pass his title and prevent 
that, at  least, from being used so as to be a breach of his present cove- 
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nants. However that may be, a bill of review does certainly bring up 
the whole decree, but the court looks, at the instance of the plaintiff, 
only as to those parts of the decree which he particularly complains of 
and states in the bill as the grounds of it. Cooper's Eq. PI., 95. w e  
would not construe the terms in which the errors are alleged, with rigor, 
so as to exclude from re6xamination anything that counsel could be 
supposed to have expected to insist on." BU{ after the most liberal 
exposition of this bill, we cannot think that this point entered into the 
imagination of the draftsman. The whole scope of the bill is to have 
the construction of the contract corrected and to have it declared that 
the plaintiff ought to have a good title, or covenant for such a title; and 
the only objection to the deed is that they did not convey such a title . 
nor contain such covenants. Not a word is said about the insufficiency 
of the deeds for want of such execution. Now, the Court is of opinion 
that the plaintiff was not entitled to those covenants, and the fact is 

that they are in the deed from Gilchrist and wife. But, the deed 
(361) not being good as to her, and that being apparent, as it is said, 

justice ought to be done tp the plaintiff. That is the difficulty; 
i t  is not apparent and cannot be made to appear in this suit, since the 
bill has no obligation which will enable the Court to look for the fact 
in the decree. 

I t  has been urged, indeed, that it is covered by the assignment of error 
in that part of the decree which orders the agreement to be delivered 
up, which was done, upon the idea that it had been performed before 
the original bill was filed. I t  struck us, at first, that there was an infor- 
mality in directing that, upon the plaintiff's bill, instead of putting the 
vendors to their bill after performance. But it is clearly otherwise. I f  
the plaintiff's bill had been dismissed, it would have been informal to 
cancel the agreement in the suit. But the bill was not dismissed, and 
the plaintiff got all he was entitled to, though not all he claimed. He 
got specific performance, according to the tenor and meaning of the 
articles; for a tender of a deed is not performance of an agreement to 
convey in this Court, as at law. Jt only affects costs here, and the 
vendee may still file his bill to get the deed. Here that was done, and 
obtained, by the decree. Of course,/when the agreement was fully per- 
formed under the direction of the court, i t  was proper the court should 
see that the party periorming should be safe from further vexation on 
it. I f  the plaintiff were to proceed on it at law, the court would be 
bound to restrain him by injunction, and, therefore, might at once 
detain the instrument or order it to be delivered over. This part of the 
decree was therefore right in itself, supposing the construction of the 
instrument to be right, and we do not perceive how the allegation of 
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error in  it can reach the defect in Mrs. Gilchrist's deed. The cancella- 
tion followed as a consequence of performance by the execution of that 
deed, and consequently the error in the order was the result of the 
defect in'the deed. But that defect itself is not complained of in  the 
bill, and, therefore, the Court can no more declare that there was error 
i n  canceling the agreement than we can declare i t  erroneous to have held 
the deed to be duly executed. 

Upon the whole, therefore, the Court does not perceive any error in  
the decree, as complained of in the bill. Though not formally expressed, 
i t  is substantially right; and the decree of the Court of Equity, 
whereby the plaintiff's bill of review was ordered to stand dis- (362) 
missed, with costs, and the decree in the said bill of review com- 
plained of, was ordered to be affirmed, is by this Court affirmed, with 
costs. 

PER CURIAM. Decree affirmed. 

Cited: Am. Bible Xoc. v. HolZister, 64 N.  C., 14. 

GILBERT GILCHRIST v. DANIEL GILCHRIST ET AL. 

One against whom a decree has passed cannot sustain a bill praying relief 
inconsistent that decree, by making another party and, charging a 
subsequent interest in him. The proper course is to file a bill of review 
as to the original parties, charging supplementally the interest of the new 
defendant. 

THIS was an original bill, filed 28 June, 1834, against Flora Buie, 
Archibald Gilchrist and his wife, Mary, against Duncan Buie and Mal- 
colm Buie, administrators of Daniel Buie, deceased, and against Daniel 
Gilchrist, and charges the same matter which is charged in the original 
bill filed by the same complainant on 21 June, 1827, against Flora Buie 
and A. Qilchrist and wife on the decree in  which he brought his bill of 
review on 20 May, 1834, which has been decided at  the present term. 
The only differences between the bills are, that the present seeks no 
relief in  respect of the plaintiff's bonds that were made payable to 
Daniel Buie, and by his administrators assigned to his widow, Flora, 
and makes those administrators parties; and charges, further, that the 
bonds which were made payable to Archibald Gilchrist have been 
assigned to the defendant Daniel Gilchrist, deceased; that he has recov- 
ered judgments on them; and the prayer is, as before, for conveyances 
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with general warranty for one-half af the 450 acres, the old plantation, 
or that the contract may be rescinded for want of title in the vendors, 
and in  the meantime for injunctions against the judgments obtained by 
Daniel, the assignee. 

The defendants, by plea or answers, severally rely on the decree in  
the former suit, which was made in  October, 1832, as a bar, and the bill 

was thereupon dismissed in  the court below by Strange, J., at 
(363) Roberson, on the last Fall Circuit, and the plaintiff appealed to 

this Court. 

Badger for plaintif. 
Devereux contra. 

RUFBIN, C .  J., after stating the case as above, proceeded: The intro- 
duction of the new matter does not set the party at  large from the for- 
mer decree, which is a bar in respect of all parties to it, and those claim- 
ing under them. No relief can be given to the plaintiff in  this suit, 
which would not be inconsistent with the decree of 1832, and, therefore, 
while that remains in  force, the plaintiff cannot proceed at  all. The 
proper method of bringing in  a person who was not a party to the 
original suit, and has become interested in the subject, is to file a bill 
in  review, or one in  the nature of a bill in review, against the original 
parties, and charge therein, by way of supplement, any event which has 

I I 

since occurred or which created the interest of the new party, and to 
pray that the former decree may be reversed, and that the cause may be 
heard with respect to the new matter and parties, made by the supple- 
mental part of the bill, at  the same time that i t  is reheard upon the 

~ . original bill, and that the plaintiff may have such relief on the supple- 
mental case as i t  may entitle him to. Lord Redesdale thus lays it down 
in  his treatise, 89-92 ; and i n  Perry v. Philips, 17 Ves., 173, Lord Eldon 
recognizes and approves of that passage as at  once providing a method 
for correcting decrees and adjusting all rights of other persons in  the 
subject, without the necessity of making one decree in  conflict with ~ another. The matter in  this bill might have been inserted i n  the bill 
of review which was filed in  May, M34, but an attempt to set aside a 
decree collaterally by an original bill which does not mention the first 
suit, but seeks a decree inconsistent with the former, cannot be suffered. 
Wirtley v. Bislchead, 3 Atk., 811; Ogilvie v. Herne, 13 Ves., 564. 

The decree of the Court of Equity is therefore affirmed, with costs 
in this Court. 

PER CURIAM. Decree affirmed. 
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ZACHARIAH HITE ET AL. V. CALVIN GOODMAN ET AL. 
(364) 

1. Where the justices of a county meet out of court, and in their public char- 
acter offer a reward for the apprehension of outlawed slaves, they are 
not personally bound, although the county is not responsible upon their 
engagement. 

2. One who, without fraud, contracts in the name of another, but without his 
authority, is not personally liable upon the contract unless he renders 
himself so by express stipulation, or by the receipt of the consideration. 

CERTAIN runaway slaves having committed great outrages i n  the 
county of Gates, several magistrates of that county assembled at  the 
courthouse to deliberate upon the propriety of calling upon the colonel 
of the county to order out the militia for the purpose of apprehending 
them. This meeting was held during the recess between the regular 
terms of the County Court, and at  i t  the following order was made: 
"Ordered, that a reward of $1,600 be given for the apprehension of 
negroes, Jim, etc. (four in number), or $400 for each." The plaintiffs 
alleged that three of the slaves were taken by them and one Collins; 
that they were without redress at  law, because Collins, after having 
assigned to one of them his interest in  the claim for a reward, had 
fraudulently dismissed a suit brought to recover it. The prayer of the 
bill was for payment of the sum of $1,200, being that portion of the 
reward to which they were entitled for taking three of the outlaws. 

The claim was resisted upon several grounds, which i t  is not necessary 
to state. 

Kinmey for plaintiffs. 
Iredell contra. 

GASTON, J., after stating the facts as above, proceeded: I t  has not 
been, and will not be pretended, that in  its terms this order is a personal 
undertaking on the part of these individuals to pay the reward. I t  
purports to be a command, issued by the embodied magistracy of the 
county, to that county an$ its fiscal officers. I f  i t  can be regarded in  
the nature of an engagement, i t  must be viewed as professing and 
as credited by the plaintiffs to be, not the engagement of the (365) 
defendants, but the engagement of the county of Gates. But i t  
is admitted on all hands that the order for the reward did not bind the 
county, for that the justices had no authority to disburse or direct the 
application of the county moneys, except when holding the regular 
County Court. And i t  is insisted by the plaintiffs that whenever a con- 
tract is entered into in  behalf of others without authority, i t  becomes 
the personal contract of the pretended agents. To this proposition, in 
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its broad terms, we do not assent. Every man who is guilty of a fraud 
in pretending an authority to bind another, and who by means of that 
fraud does an injury to a third person, is undoubtedly responsible to 
the extent of such injury. H e  who stipulates in  the name of another 
without fraud, but without authority, and receives the consideration of 
that stipulation, may be liable on the promise which the law implies 
from the receipt of the consideration. Debs v. Cawthorn, 2 Dev., 90. 
But  where there is no concealment or misrepresentation in him who 
promises in the name of another, and no consideration or benefit moves 
personally to him, where there is a simple misapprehension on both 
sides that he for whom and as whose the engagement is made, will be 
bound to perform it, I am not aware of the principle of law or equity 
that raises a personal promise in opposition to the unquestioned truth of 
the case. But however this may be as to engagements professing to be 
made under authority from individuals, we consider it settled that an 
action will not lie against a public agent for any contract entered into 
by him in  his public character, although alleged to be in  the particular 
instance a breach of his employment, unless he explicitly undertakes to 
be personally responsible. Gidley v. Palmerston, 2 Bro. & Bing., 275; 
Unwin v. Wolseley, 1 Terms, 674; ~Vacbeath v. Heldermand, id., 172; 
Hodgson v. Dexter, 1 Cranch, 345. The defendants, therefore, are not 
liable as charged. The mere fact that the order exceeded their authority 
does not support the allegation of a personal promise. 

Without examination into the other grounds of defense which have 
been taken, we feel ourselves bound to dismiss the bill, with costs 

(366) to these defendants. 
I f  the plaintiffs have a well-founded claim against the county, 

it ought not to be doubted but that, on proper application, they will 
obtain full justice. 

PER CURIAM. Bill dismissed. 

Cited: Dameron v. Irwin, 30 N. C., 424; Brown v. Hatton, 31 N.  C., 
326; Tucker v. Iredell, 35 N. C., 43.5; FozvZe v. Kerchner, 87 N.  C., 62. 

BENJAMIN BRILEY v. GEORGE A. SUGG Amo ROBERT WILLIAMS. 

A surety, against whom and the principal debtor a judgment has been ob- 
tained, by paying the debt and taking an assignment of the jud-ment 
to himself satisfies it, and reduces his claim to a simple contract debt, 
and can, on the footing of the judgment, have no relief in a court of 
Equity. The proper course is to have an assignment of it made to a 
person not a party to the record. 
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THE plaintiff was surety to one Richard H. Hines in  a bond payable 
to one James S. Clark. Clark transferred this bond to one Anderson, 
who brought a suit on it in  the name of Clark, to his (Anderson's) use, 
and his beneficial interest appeared on the face of the original (Yrit and 
on the proceeding throughout the whole process of the suit. At August 
Term, 1831, of the County Court of Pi t t  (the term commencing the first 
Monday on that month) judgment in this action was entered up against 
both Hines and the plaintiff for $735 and costs. The plaintiff paid the 
amount of this judgment to Anderson, who assigned it to him. By the 
payment to Anderson, the plaintiff did not intend to satisfy the judg- 
ment, but wished to get the control of it, so as to avail himself of any 
lien which might exist under it upon the property of Hines. Execution 
issued, tested the first Monday of August, 1831, to the sheriff of Edge- 
combe, and was by him levied, on the first of November ensuing, upon 
the land of Hines, subject, however, to a deed of trust to the defendant 
Williams to secure a debt due by Hines to one Foreman. The defendant 
Sugg obtained a judgment at August Term, 1831, of the County 
Court of Edgecombe (which began on the 4th of that month), (367) 
for $890. Execution issued from the same term, which also came 
into the hands of the sheriff of Edgecombe, and was by him levied Ion 
the land above mentioned. No sale of the land was made, and that fact 
was returned upon both executions, and writs of vendi t ioni  exponas 
issued upon both judgments, returnable to the February Term, 1832, of 
the respective courts; that in favor of the defendant Sugg came to the 
hands of the sheriff; that in favor of Clark, to the use of Atkinson, for 
the plaintiff's benefit, miscarried. I n  January, 1832, the defendant 
Williams sold the land, and after discharging the debt to Foreman, 
there remained in  his hands $715, which he, being indemnified by the 
defendant Sugg, paid in part satisfaction of the execution in  his favor. 

Hines was also a defendant, and the prayer of the bill was to have 
the judgment in  favor of Clark, which, the plaintiff contended, had a 
priority, satisfied out of the surplus in the hands of the defendant 
Williams. 

The case was argued at June Term, 1836, by Devereux for the plain- 
tiff, and by Iredell  and Badger for the defendant. 

DANIEL, J., after stating the case as above, proceeded as follows: 
We are of the opinion that the plaintiff has no right to have priority 
in  satisfaction of his debt out of the balance of the purchase money 
which remained in  Williams' hands after satisfying Foreman's deed in 
trust. I t  is true that Clark's judgment against Hines and Briley, and 
the execution issued on the same, were prior in  point of time to that of 
the defendant Sugg. But the plaintiff, who was jointly bound with 
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Hines in  the judgment, paid the same to Anderson, who was Clark's 
agent upon record and authorized to receive the debt. The writ against 
Hines being in the name of Clark, "to the use of Anderson," and all the 
proceedings in  the cause so entitled, i t  was notice to the world of such 

agency, and Clark was bound by the act of Anderson within the 
(368) authority given him. Clark v. Shields, 3 Hawks, 461. Notwith- 

standing the plaintiff did not intend to extinguish the judgment 
by paying Anderson the amount, yet in a court of law and in  a court 
of equity i t  would have that effect. We have determined i t  would be so 
at  law in  the case of Sherwood v. Collier, 3 Dev., 380. I s  payment 
simply of a judgment of record such an extinguishment of i t  as to 
deprive a subsequent born fide assignee of any remedy in a court of 
equity against the judgment debtor? To an action on a record, a plea 
of payment was not good a t  common law. But if a judgment of record 
had been paid, the defendant had a right to demand-a warrant to some 
attorney of the court authorizing him to enter up satisfaction on the 
roll. 1 Archb. Prac., 325; 2 Saund. Pr .  C., 713. But by the statute of 
4 Ann., ch. 16, see. 12, payment may be pleaded to an action on a judg- 
ment if the whole judgment be satisfied. 1 Chitty's Pl., 426. I n  
anhlogy to the case of a bond in England it seems to us that the assignee 
would have no remedy against the judgment debtor. I f  oneu have a 
bond in  England, where bonds are not negotiable, and receives the 
money due upon it, and afterwards assign i t  for valuable consideration, 
as unsatisfied, to another, who has no notice of the payment, yet the 
purchaser can have no avail of this bond. Turton v. Benson, 1 P. Wms., 
497; 8. c., 2 Tern., 764; 1 Stra., 240. I f  the plaintiff (a surety) had 
taken an  assignment of the judgment against his principal and himself 
to a stranger, and did not intend satisfaction, then the judgment would 
not have been extinguished; and as execution had been issued on the 
same, it would have held its rank in  the scale of priorities. Hodges v. 
Armstrong, 3 Dev., 253. But that has not been the case here. The 
plaintiff has paid the debt to the judgment creditor, by which payment 
he has reduced himself to the situation of a simple contract creditor of 
Hines. The general rule is, that if one of two joint obligors, being a 
surety, pays off the debt, he is at  law merely a simple contract creditor 
of the principal; if the principal dies, equity will not convert him into 
a specialty creditor. Copes v. Middleton, 1 Turn., 231; Worfington v. 
Sparks, 2 Ves., 569 (as to administration of deceaseds' estates, the act 

of Assembly makes the surety who has paid a bond, etc., a 
(369) specialty creditor). I n  Jones v. David, 4 Russel, 277 (3  Cond. 

Ch. Rep., 665), the plaintiff joined the testator as surety in  a 
bond which he paid after the death of the testator, taking an assignment 
of the bond; he was still only a simple contract creditor to the testator. 
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The assignment was but an idle formality. The assignment of an in- 
strument which had ceased to have any legal force could not confer 
any legal rights. The plaintiff, as a creditor of Hines, cannot in this 
Court follow the assets in the hands of Williams, a third person, with- 
out first obtaining a judgment upon his simple contract debt against 
Hines and failing to get satisfaction bj. execution at  law. 

The bill must be dismissed, but without costs, as the defendant did 
not demur. Jones v. David, ubi supra. 

PER CURIAM. Bill dismissed. 

Cited: Peoples v. Tatum, 36 N.  C., 415; Hanner v. Douglass, 57 
N. C., 266; Tiddy v. Harris, 101 N. C., 593; Liles v. Rogers, 113 N.  C., 
200; Burnett v. Sledge, 129 N. C., 120. 

HOWELL HARRIS .v. JOHN EWING. 

The act of 1783 (Rev., ch. 185, see. ll), requiring entries of land to set forth 
the nearest water courses, mountains, etc., is merely directory, and does 
not avoid entries because they are not as special as they might be made. 
If, from the want of distinguishing marks to identify the land, a second 
enterer has been misled, the first is void as to him; but if he had notice 
of the first before he paid his purchase-money, it is valid as to him, not- 
withstanding the defective description. 

THIS case came before the Court by appeal from the final decree of 
Strange, J., pronounced in  the Court of Equity for MONTGOMERY 
County, on the last Fall  Circuit, by which the bill was dismissed. The 
bill stated that the plaintiff made an entry on 1 October, 1822, of "fifty 
acres of vacant land situate in  that county, adjoining the lands of 
Daniel Chisholm"; that he obtained a warrant and had his survey made 
on 16 January, 1824, and paid the purchase money into the treasury 
and obtained a grant on 24 September, 1824. The bill then set forth 
the description of the land as contained in the certificate of survey and 
grant, as follows : "lying on the waters of Chuk's Creek, and beginning 
at  a pine standing at  the intersection of his own line and Daniel Chis- 
holm's line, and running thence north 38' east 135 poles to his 
own corner," and so on, calling for courses, distances and par- (370) 
ticular corners, to the beginning. I t  then charged that the de- 
fendant, with full knowledge of the plaintiff's entry and survey, and 
that he claimed the particular land under them, made an entry for him- 
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self on 1 March, 1824, and subsequently surveyed it, and took out a 
grant on 20 September, 1824, covering 41 acres of the plaintiff's survey, 
and that he recovered that part in  ejectment, and evicted the plaintiff 
therefrom. The prayer was, that the defendant might be declared a 
trustee for the plaintiff and decreed to convey to him and restore the 
possession, and for an account of the profits and of the costs of the 
suit at  law. 

The allegations of the bill were admitted i n  the answer. But, in  
avoidance of them, the defendant set up several matters which, he in- 
sisted, were destructive of the plaintiff's right-first, that the plaintiff 
did not pay his purchase money within the time prescribed by law, and, 
therefore, that his entry lapsed; secondly, that his entry was defective 
in  not calling for Chuk's Creek, which runs through the land, nor for 
any other remarkable place within or near the land, and was altogether 
vague and indefinite; and, thirdly, that the entry did not cover the land 
in  dispute, because it does not in fact adjoin any land of Daniel Chis- 
holm, who owned none within less than two miles of it. The'answer 
first insisted on a distinct title under one McCaskell for eight acres of 
the land sued for.and recovered at  law. 

Mendenhall for plaintiff. 
iVo coumel for defendant. 

RUFFIN, C. J., after stating the facts as above, proceeded: As the 
decree does not declare the matter of law upon which it is based, it 
becomes necessary here to examine each of the several points raised in 
the pleadings. 

There is no proof in support of the last position in the answer. The 
demised premises are described in the declaration in ejectment by the 
very abuttals contained in the grant to the present defendant, and he 
has put in no other conveyances to himself but that grant. 

The act of 1808 (Rev., ch. 759) enacts, "As the standing law in 
future, that entries made in  the course of any one year shall be paid 

for on or before 15 December in  the same year thereafter." 
(371) Upon these words the period is not to be computed from the day 

of the entry, so as to make the price payable in  the second Decem- 
ber that may succeed the making of the entry. I f  that had been meant, 
it would have been easy to express i t  much more explicitly than it is. 
We think the year of the entry, and not the day, is the epoch from 
which the computation of the act begins. The 15th of December of the 
second year after the expiration of the year of entry is the time, as 
seems almost necessarily inferable from the words, "made in the course 

, of any one year," which make "thereafter" referable to that whole year, 
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and not the particular day of that year. This construction is nearly 
so obvious that its correctness was taken for granted by this Court in 
Nunn v. JUulholland, 2 Dev. Eq. Rep., 381. I f  it were doubtful, the 
Court would not be at liberty now to depart from it, as we learn upon 
inquiry at  the executive offices that a similar one was adopted there upon 
the passage of the act of 1804, ch. 653, and has been acted on ever since. 
A very clear wording could alone authorize a construction in opposition 
to one so long settled by the officers to whom the execution of the act is 
immediately confided, and under the annual practical sanction of the 
members of the Legislature, through whose hands, it is well known, 
their constituents remit a large portion of the purchase money due on 
entries. Our opinion, therefore, is that the plaintiff's payment was 
made in due time. 

Another objection is, that if the entry be in  itself sufficient, the plain- 
tiff cannot claim this land under it, because in his survey he has de- 
parted from the entry and taken up land that does not adjoin the lands 
of Daniel Chisholm. We think this position cannot be sustained. The 
land claimed by the plaintiff is situate between another tract owned by 
him and one on which the defendant resides and which he now claims. 
I n  whom the title actually is, does not appear-the plaintiff's grant 
calling for it as Chisholm's land, and the defendant's grant as his own. 
The witnesses on both sides speak of it as having formerly be- 
longed to one McCaskell, and it is probable (though not shown) (372) 
that he conveyed it to the defendant. But it is distinctly estab- 
lished by several witnesses that the contract of purchase was made be- 
tween &Caskell and Chisholm, the father-in-law of the defendant, and 
that Chisholm intended it chiefly as an advancement to his daughter. 
Being more in value than he then chose to give, i t  was not conveyed 
immediately to the defendant, but Chieholm himself took the profits for 
some time. Afterwards, upon Chisholm's receiving from him a part of 
the purchase money, he gave up the whole tract to the defendant. I t  
does not appear at what time that occurred, but i t  is plain from these 
facts that Chisholm mas at  least the equitable owner for a considerable 
period, and it is stated by the witnesses that he was reputed in the 
neighborhood to be the owner, and/that about the period when the plain- 
tiff's entry was made, the land was called Chisholm's or Harris', indif- 
ferently. 

Every instrument must sufficiently describe the subject of the con- 
tract, and if there be but one description, that must of necessity be 
adhered to. The object of the description is to identify the thing for 
which the contract is made, and whatever means will effect that end 
must be all-sufficient. Judges are at  liberty-nay, are bound-to under- 
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stand the terms of a .description in the sense in which the rest of the 
world and in which they as men would understand them. I t  would be 
mischievous to apply a rule merely artificial to terms not i n  themselves 
technical. To enable a person in the neighborhood to point out a par- 
ticular spot to another, the notorious reputation of ownership is a more 
satisfactory guide than a reference to the strict legal title. I t  answers 
the same purpose as the description in  a deed, for the particular line 
called for must in  each case be shown dehors the deed, whether it be a 
line understood to be that of another or to be proved by his title paper 
to be his line. I n  truth, however, the actual title is seldom thought of, 
and would generally mislead if the parties were confined to it. I t  is 
called for as i t  is known-that is, according to the knowledge of the 
public generally, or common opinion-not according to the proper title. 

Thus viewing the subject, the Court is of opinion that the line 
(373) called for in  the entry as Chisholm's line is sufficiently estab- 

lished to be his for the purposes of identity, and that in  his sur- 
vey the plaintiff did not depart from his entry. 

The remaining point is one on which there have been few adjudica- 
tions in this State, and none reported. The Court thus not being 
familiar with the doctrine, has not adopted their conclusion without 
hesitation. But, from the best consideration we have been enabled to 
bestow on it, our opinion upon that is also adverse to the defendant. 

The plaintiff's entry is extremely vague. I t  is contended to be so 
much so as to be radically defective and void. Such must be the con- 
sequence if the directions of the act of 1783 (Rev., ch. 185, sec. 11) be 
peremptory as to the means by which an enterer must in his entry ascer- 
tain the land intended to be embraced in  it. But we think that is not 
the proper construction of the statute, but that it is directory; that an 
entry is not absolutely void, in any case, merely because i t  is not as 
special as the party could have made i t  by the use of all the ifidicia, 
internal and external, supplied by the act as evidences of identity; but 
that it ought to be valid or invalid in  respect of a subsequent entry 
according to the fact, that the second enterer may or may not have sus- 
tained loss by the want of particularity i n  it. Without going minutely 
through all the reasons, some may be mentioned which have been suf- 
ficient to satisfy our minds that the act is directory in its character. 
I t  is plain that i t  was not intended that the entry should be so specific 
as entirely within itself to identify the land by its boundaries, because 
the same statute commands a survey to follow the entry at a short inter- 
val, and in  the seventeenth section points out the means of identity to 
be set out in the certificate of survey. I t  is obvious to the most cursory 
observer that the requisitions of the act are less strict in  reference to the 
objects discovered by the survey than in respect to those which the entry 

* 
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must specify, if the statute is to be literally taken. By the eleventh 
. section, not only "remarkable places" within the entry, but also "water- 

courses, mountains and remarkable places, nearest to," but with- 
out thehland, are to be stated in the entry, while the other section (374) 
omits the whole of them. To insist that the former section is 
peremptory would be to make the entry supersede the use of the survey 
altogether. Besides, we know that the State wished to have all her 
vacant lands appropriated as speedily as possible, and that a t  that 
period the purchase money was paid to the entry .taker, so as immedi- 
ately to constitute the enterer an equitable purchaser. The Legislature 
cannot be supposed to have intended those provisions as a trap to catch 
the money of the citizens for public uses, and at  the same time avoid the 
claim for the land by reason of some trivial oversight of one of the 
many objects, internal and external, specified in  the act. The truth is, 
that the interest of the State, as vendor, was not at all concerned in the 
entry's'being more or less special. The quantity was alone important 
to her, because that regulated the price. Again, the entry has never 
been considered in this State as a constituent part of the legal title, and 
for that reason such precision in its terms is not necessary as will upon 
their face connect and identify the land granted with that entered. 

I t  appears to the Court, therefore, that a vague entry is not void as 
against the State, but gives the enterer an equity to call for the comple- 
tion of his title by the public officers. I f  it be not void against the State, 
it is a necessary consequence, as we think, that i t  is likewise not so as 
against a subsequent purchaser from the State with -notice. 

The act, although directory, is to be so construed as will insure pro- 
tection to other and innocent persons desirous of taking up land. That, 
we think, was the purpose of the Legislature, and, therefore, we hold 
that to be the meaning of the law. The entry, therefore, ought, pr ima 
facie, to be so explicit in its calls as to give reasonable notice to a second 
enterer of the first appropriation. I f  it do not, and the same land be 
entered again, the last purchaser has conscience on his side, while the 
fault is on the other. What calls will suffice to this end may much 
depend upon the state of the country and the opportunities and dangers 
of exploring and gaining an exact knowledge of it. Circum- 
stances may justify a legislature or a court in requiring a call (375) 
for something .notorious, by which a second enterer could easily 
identify the particular land, while in  other cases identity alone might be 
deemed sufficient for all purposes in an entry, as i t  is in common deeds 
of conveyances between man and man. We are not aware that more 
than terms of identity were ever supposed indispensable in  this State. 
I f  they were, they cannot now be, because such alone are at  present u s e  
ful. But the discussion need not be pursued on this subject, for i t  may 



I N  TI-TE SIJPREME COURT. [ 2 l  

be admitted, and such is our opinion, that the entry must import to 
describe the land, so that another person may identify it thereby; and, 
therefore, that one who makes a second entry might have done it before 
he laid out his money. I f ,  then, the plaintiff's claim had rested on his 
entry, merely, at the time the defendant entered, we should have no 
dificulty in  pronouncing i t  defective. I t  calls for nothing but the line 
of Chisholm's, without saying which line or on what side of the line the 
land was situate. But that was not the statc of the case. The plaintifyi 
had taken further stcps to set apart the land from all other., Hr sur- 
veyed it and completely identified it, and of that the defendant had full 
knowledge bcfore the inception of his title. This Ire confesses in his 
answer, and is fully proved by his surveyor, who had also made the sur- 
vey for the plaintiff. We have before stated that the only purpose on 
which a special entry is preferred to a general and vague one is to give 
notice to a second enterer. I f  that be correct, the specific notice estab- 
lished in this case must supply the original defect in the entry. . I t  is a 
defect which does not avoid it altogether, but only displaces it when 
otherwise i t  would prejudice the ignorant and the innocent. But, like 
an unregistered deed, it gives a coniplete equity against one who does 
know of its existence and of the particular land surveyed under it, pro- 
vided he come to that knowledge before he parts with his money or, as 
our law now stands, makes his entry. The case is within the principle 
of Roberts v. Erwin, 2 Hawks, 48, in  which it was held, at law, that dis- 

tinct personal notice to a creditor supplies the want of an adver- 
(376) tisemcnt, required by the act of 1796, of the intention of a debtor 

to remove. 
We think i t  makes no difference that the plaintiff had not paid his 

purchase money at the time the defendant entered. The act of 1808 
altered that of 1783 and extended the credit, i t  is true. Rut the cntry 
gave the plaintiff the right of preBmption, of which the defendant could 
not rightfully deprive him having thc knowledge he had. 

The Court, therefore, deems the decree heretofore pronounced errone- 
ous, and reverses it, with costs in  both courts, and declares the plaintiff 
entitled to have a conveyance of the laud covered by both grants to be 
restored to the possession and quieted therein. The Court would order 
a reference for an account of the profits if it had not been declined by 
the plaintiff. 

I t  has been in several cases held that the plaintiff cannot recover his 
own costs at  law when he has defended them upon a title mercly equita- 
ble; but the defendant is bound to repay the costs recovered by him at 
law; and i t  is referred to the master of Montgomery to ascertain and 
report them. 

PER CURIAM. Decree below reversed. 
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MATHEW .JTrILSON, EXECUTOR OF CHRISTY ARNP, SR., 
v. CHRISTY ARNY, JR. 

Whenever a devisor gives away by will the property of a devisee, so that the 
claim of the devisee to the latter defeats the will, a case of election 
arises, upon the presumed intention of the devisor, but the implication 
of this intention must he plain, as it is not readily to be supposed that 
one gives away the estate of another. 

THE testator of the plaintiff duly made and published his will, where- 
by he de~~ised as follows: 

"I give and bequeath to my son, Christy Arny, $350 in money. I also 
give and devise to him, his heirs and assigns, forever, the plantation 
whereon I now reside; but if he should make choice of the lot in 
Lincolnton, on mhich the smith shop stands, with an out lot (377) 
adjoining the same, in preference to my home plantation, my 
will is that he shall have the same in fee simple. I n  that case I will 
and direct niy executor, hereafter named and appointed, to sell my said 
plantation, and the money arising to go in discharge of the foregoing 
money legacies, and should any remain of the same, after the payment 
of said legacies, the balance shall be equally diaided between my chil- 
dren. But if my son, Christy, should elect to keep nly home plantation, 
then and in that case the said lots shall be sold by my said executors, 
and the money arising therefrom, after the said money legacies are dis- 
charged, shall be equally dirided between my aforementioned children." 

The bill stated that the defendant, the devisee, had taken possession 
of both the plantation and lots, and prayed that he might be decreed to 
make his election between them, and that the one which he did not take 
might be sold for the purposes of the will and the defendant directed to 
join in the sale. 

The defendant, in  his answer, insisted that he had title to the lots, 
and denied that the will put him to his election. 
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WILSON a. ARNY. 

D. I". Caldzoell for plaintif f .  
Pearson for defendant .  

RUFFIN, C. J. We are of opinion that this case is clearly with the 
plaintiff. The doctrine of elcetion is based upon the principle that one 
who takes a bounty under an instrument is under an obligation to give 
effect to the whole instrument, or rather that the donor intended that 
he should not enjoy that bounty if he disappointed that bestowed in the 
same instrument to another. The question commonly arises upon a dis- 
position by a testator, simply as a gift to one, of the estate of another, 
to whom he also gives simpliciter,  an estate of the testator, or some 
pecuniary benefit. To put the legatee to his election, i t  is necessary 
that the instrument should clearly ascertain the property given, and 

that the gifts themselves should be in such terms as are incon- 
(378) sistent with the notion that the donee can keep his own estate 

and also take, under the will, without defeating the intention of 
the testator. I t  is, in other words, in the nature of a condition, and, 
generally speaking, that condition is implied from the nature of the 
several dispositions; and where the implicatjon is not plain therefrom, 
and almost necessary, such a condition cannot be implied, because no 
one in a doubtful case is to be taken as intending to give away what 
belongs to mother. 

But in the case before us there is no necessity nor opening for pre- 
sumption or implication. The condition is expressed in  so many words 
in the will itself. I t  is not a case for election by construction of the 
court, but created expressly by the testator himself. The plantation is 
given to the defendant, and it is then added, "but if he should make 
choice of tho lot in  Lincolnton, on which the smith shop stands, with an 
out lot adjoining the same, in pre fereme  to my plantation, he  shall have 
the lots, and the plantation be sold" by the executors, and the proceeds 
applied to tho payment of pecuniary legacies, and the surplus given to 
particular persons. That would seem to make the meaning precise 
enough; but the testator immediately repeats the condition in  these 
words, "but if my said son shall elect to kc91 my home plantation, t h e n  
and in Lhat case the said lots shall be sold" and the proceeds applied as . 

before. There cannot be a plainer express condition than that here 
declared; and, accordingly, the defendant must renounce the plantation 
devised to him, unless within a reasonable time he declares his election 
before the master to keep it, and in that case join in  the sale and convey- 
ance of the lots for the purposes of the will. As i t  appears that the 
defendant has been in possession, both of the plantation and lots, since 
the death of the testator, he must account for the rents and profits, since 
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that period, of the parcel he may surrender, which account the master 
will take as soon as the defendant shall have declared his election. The 
defendant must also now pay the costs up to this time. 

PER CURIAM. Decree accordingly. 

Ci ted:  iVcQueen  v. iVcQueen,  55 N .  C., 1 9 ;  Bobb ins  v. WindZy ,  56 
N. C., 288. 

FRANCIS HARPER r. DAVID 11. TTILLIAMS ET AL. 

A vendor has no equitable lien for the purchase-money against a creditor of 
the vendee, who claims under an execution sale. 

The case of Johnson v. Cawthorn (an t e ,  page 32)  approved. 

THIS was a bill, filed by a vendor, to subject the land sold to the pay- 
ment of the purchase money. Many facts and circumstances were stated 
to strengthen the plaintiff's claim, mhich were strongly contested by the 
defendant, but which it is wholly unnecessary to state, as it was con- 
ceded that the defendant claimed under a sale made upon executions 
against the vendee. * 

The case was submitted, without argument, by .tWordecai for the plain- 
tiff and W. C. S t a n l y  for the defendant. 

9 

RITFFIX, C: J. We do not advert to the particular circumstances 
stated in the answer, on which i t  is insisted that the plainti8 gave credit 
exclusively to his vendee, personally, and that he then, or subsequently, 
renounced his lien, because the case must be decided against the plaintiff 
upon the general principle agreed on in Johnson  v. Caul thom,  ante ,  32. 
The vendor has no equitable lien as against the vendee's creditor, who 
proceeds to a sale by execution. 

, PER C ~ R I ~ ~ X .  Bill dismissed. 

JOSEPH 51. D. POWELL v. JESSE POWELL, EXECUTOR 
O F  DEMPSEY POWELL. 

Then slaves were given by parol, and upon the death of the donee, intestate, 
were assigned to one of his next of kin, a possession of them by the 
latter for more than three years gives him a perfect title. 

THE defendant's testator, in the year 1822, made a parol gift of slaves 
to his nephew, the father of the plaintiff. Possession was held under 
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(380) this gift by the donee until his death, in 1824, when they 
came to the hands of his administrator, who soon after delivered 

them over, in a course of distribution, to the defendant as the guardian 
of the plaintiff. Possession of the slaves was continued by the defendant 
as guardian of the plaintiff, until the year 1831, when Dempsey Powell 
died, having made his will, whereof he appointed the defendant executor. 
The defendant, being advised that he held the s l a ~ ~ e s  as executor of 
Dempsex Powell, and not as guardian of the plaintiff, immediately 
resigned the latter trust; and the object of the present bill was to deter- 
mine whether the plaintiff had the title to the slaves, or whether the 
defendant should hold them as executor. 

Manly for plaintiff. 
W .  H. Haywood for defendant. 

GASTOR, J., after stating the facts, proceeded: The possession of the 
plaintiff's father was under a general bailment, determinable at the will 
of either party, and no length of possession under that bailment could 
avail to give him a title. Hill v. Hughes, 1 Dev. & Bat., 336. But upon 
his death the bailment necessarily terminated. Whether the possession 
then taken by his administrator was adverse to the'title of the defend- 
ant's testator, i t  is unnecessary for us to determine. Perhaps it might 
depend upon the fact whether the possession was taken as of the effects 
of his intestate under his authority as administrator, or as of the effects 
of the bailor found among those of his intestate. But after they were 
delivered over unto the plaintiff upon a claim of right, as his, the plain- 
tiff's own property, a possession of them by the plaintiff's guardian, as 
such, was wholly inconsistent with and repugnant to the admission of a 
title in the original bailor. Dowel1 v. Wadsworth, 2 Dev., 103. An 
action of detinue or trover might then have been brought by him against 
the possessor. By our statute of limitations, such actions are barred if 
not instituted within three years after the cause of action accrued; and 
under our act of 1820 (Rev., ch. 1065) a possession of a slave, continued 

until it is protected by the statute of limitations, confers a com- 
(381) plete title against the person thereby barred of his action. This 

last act contains, indeed, a proviso that it shall not affect the law 
requiring gifts of slaves to be made by written transfer, but the proviso 
is satisfied, and completely satisfied, by holding that a parol gift is, in 
law, a bailment, and that no length of possession under the bailment 
shall cause it to operate as a gift. 

I t  is the opinjon of the Court that the plaintiff is entitled to a decree 
for the negroes, and an account of the hire and profits. 

PER CURIAM. Decree accordingly. 
2 9 4 
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JOHN B. BAKER ET UX. T. REBECCA CARSON. 

Where one having a remainder in fee in land n7ent into possession and made 
permanent improvement at'the request of the tenant for life, i t  was he ld ,  
DAXIEL, J., dissenting, that a court of Equity would restrain the tenant 
for life from resuming the possession until he had paid for the better- 
ments, although there was no note or memorandum in writing made of 
the transaction. 

THE case made by the pleadings and proofs was, that the late husband 
of the defendant, the father of the feme plaintiff, had by his will given 
the estate to his wife for life, with a remainder to his children; that 
after his death the plaintiff intermarried; that the plaintiff, John, mas, 
at his marriage, settled upon land situate several miles from the defend- 
ant, and continued to reside there until the month of January following 
his marriage; ,that the defendant, being anxious to have her daughter, 
the wife of the plaintiff, near her, stated to him that the land devised to 
her for life, and in  which his wife had a remainder in fee, in  common 
with her sister, was in  a great measure uncleared, and she proposed that 
a division of it should take place between the tenants in  common in 
remainder, and that the plaintiff should take possession of such part of 
it as might be assigned to his wife, and there make a settlement. The 
defendant offered, in  case this was done, to release to the plaintiff 
her life estate in the land. This plan was, at  the earnest entreaty (382) 
of the defendant, carried into execution, and the premises were 
greatly improved by the plaintiff, who resided on them for several years, 
but, having neglected to take a conveyance of the defendant's life estate, 
she had, upon some disagreement with him, commenced an action of 
ejectment to turn him out of possession. 

The bill prayed for a conveyance of the defendant's life estate, or for 
an injunction to restrain the defendant from prosecuting her action 
unless she would pay the plaintiff for the improvements made by him 
upon the land. The defendant, by plea, relied upon the act of 1819 
(Re~r., ch. 1016), avoiding parol contracts for the sale of land and slaves. 
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The case was argued several terms ago by 

Devereux for the  plaintiff ,  and 
Mordecai for the  defendant;  and continued under advisement until 

this term. 

RUFFIN, C. J. The plaintiff, Lisitta Raker, is the owner in fee of the 
tract of land described in the bill, subject to the life estate of the defend- 
ant, and one object of the bill is to enforce the execution of an agree- 
ment, on the part of the defendant, to convey this life estate to the said 
plaintiff. So far as the bill seeks this relief, it must be dismissed. The 
alleged agreement is by parol, and the defendant insists on the act of 
1819, which declares all such parol agreements void, in  law and equity. 
But the bill asks for relief of a different kind. I t  prays that the defend- 
ant may be enjoined from turning the plaintiff, John, out of possession 
unless she will make him a reasonable allowance for the valuabIe im- 
provements he has put upon the land. This claim to relief is not 
founded upon the supposed existence of a n y  contract of which it seeks 
execution, or for the breach of which it asks compensation, or damages. 
I t  is an appeal to the Court to prevent fraud. The case made is, that 
the plaintiff entered upon this land by the license of the defendant, and, 
therefore, was not a wrongdoer; that the land was then in  woods, wholly 

useless and unproductive; that he reclaimed the land, made it fit 
(383) for cultivation, built his dwelling and put other valuable and 

lasting improvements upon i t ;  and all this was done, not only 
under the eye of the defendant, but upon her assurances that he should 
not be turned out of his home nor deprived of the fruits of his labor; 
that she has thought proper to revoke this license, is about to eject him 
at law and thus appropriate wholly to herself the improvements, which, 
by these misrepresentations, she has procured to be made. 

I t  is difficult to explain the grounds on which this relief is asked for, 
more distinctly than appears from a statement of the case. I t  is a mis- 
representation, I think, to suppose that the plaintiff asks damages. H e  
prays that the defendant may be restrained from the exercise of hey 
legal power to turn him out of house and home unless she will consent 
to do what conscience requires-make him an equivalent for the worth 
of his labor, dishonestly taken to herself. The bill does not ask com- 
pensation for work and labor done at the request of the defendant, for 
i t  was not for the defendant's benefit, but for his ozun, and on an assur- 
an%, which she cannot in conscience violate, that h e  should have t h e  
benefit thereof.  

I t  is needless to determine whether any action could lie at law to get 
compensation for the labor if she should be permitted to wrest the fruits 
of i t  from him; for if it could, i t  must be on the principle that to pre- 
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vent so flagrant an injustice the law would, on a principle of equity, 
imply a promise to pay against the fact. A court of equity does not 
entertain less abhorrence for fraud than a court of law, and, when it 
can exercise jurisdiction, will go as far  to redress or prevent it. I t  
seems to me'it has here a plain jurisdiction by enjoining the defendant 
until she zuill do justice. 

But I think there could be no adequate and perhaps no remedy at law. 
An action for work and labor done or money expended will not lie, 
except it be done for the use and at the request of the defendant. When 
it has been done for his use, without a previous request, a subsequent 
acceptance may supply the want of that request. But where it 
was not done originally for his use,  but he gets the benefit of it (384) 
because in law it was his ,  as an appurtenance of the property to 
which it is affixed, it is inconceivable to me how in law he can be made 
to pay for it. Can a man be made to pay where he gets nothing but 
his own? 

To hold that there is n o  relief, either in law or equity-that a man 
may be stripped of the entire fruits of his toil for years by any one x7ho 
can cajole him into the weakness of expending them on his land by 
assurances for a future title-is a doctrine which seems to be subversive 
of first principles. 

This, I think, is a question altogether of a different nature from that 
in  D e n t o n  v. Stewart, 1 Cox, 258; T o d d  v. Gee, 17  Ves., 273, and the 
other cases cited in the argument. I t  is not a case of damages for the 
nonperformance of a contract, valid in law, which the defendant has 
disabled herself from performing, or is unable to perform, for the want 
of a title, or for compensation for a partial defect of title, or for a dif- 
ference in  the estate from the description in the contract. Though 
equity, in cases of the latter kind, makes compensation out of the pur- 
chase money, i t  very properly, in  the former, refuses to give damages 
or entertain a bill in the alternative for a conveyance or for the damages 
or compensation. That is plainly a question of legal damages, which 
ought, therefore, to be left at lam. The vendor gets no benefit by the 
labor of the plaintiff in such a case, for the very cause of the damage is 
that the vendor is not the owner of the estate. I f  he were, the Court 
would compel a specific performanee. As that cannot be, a decree for 
compensation is, in effect, a decree for the damages arising on the 
breach of the agreement. This case, on the contrary, is founded on the 
equity of the plaintiff against the defendant as the owner of the estate, 
who takes it away, with its impro~enlents, made by the plaintiff. The 
relief goes upon her unconscientious gains. True, the plaintiff sets forth 
the contract and asks for its performance. But that is not an alterna- 
tive, i n  the sense before spoken of. I t  was necessary for him to do so, 
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that he might offer an acceptance on his part, without which he would 
have no equity, for he would have no right to compensation if the 
defendant were willing to let him enjoy the fruit of his labor. He  must, 

therefore, give her the election. Having elected to take the land, 
(385) the defendant ought to pay the plaintiff, not for the land, nor 

damages for a breach of the agreement, but for his labor, of 
which she fraudulently sweeps the profits. 

As the case is supported by the proofs, I would not permit the defend- 
ant to eject the plaintiff until she make a fair  allowance for the value 
to her of the improvements which he has made on the land. I t  may be 
that this has fully been made through his use of the land since the 
delivery of i t  was demanded. To enable us to ascertain what is just 
between the parties, let the clerk and master of Pi t t  inquire and report 
the additional value conferred on the defendant's life estate in this land 
by means of the plaintiff's labor and expenditures thereon, and also the 
reasonable value of the use of the land since 1 January, 1831, when pos- 
session was required to be surrendered. 

GASTON, J., concurred with the Chief Justice. 

DANIEL, J., dissentiente: This is not such an agreement as a court of 
equity would have caused to have been specifically executed, previous to 
the passage of the act of 1819, requiring all contracts for the sale of 
lands to be in  writing, the consideration not being of such a nature as 
to induce the Court to decree for the plainti8. But the agreement being 
since the passage of the act, and being by parol, and the act relied on 
by the defendant, as to so much of the bill as seeks a conveyance, the 
plea must, of course, as to that, be sustained. The bill then rests simply 
on a demand for damages, or compensation for work and labor done by 
the plaintiff for the benefit of the defendant. I am of the opinion that 
a court of equity cannot aid the plaintiff on this part of his case. Courts 
of equity (except in a few instances) never decree damages o r  cornpew 
sation singly, without other relief. And the granting compensation to 
purchasers is only a peculiar exception, incidental and ancillary to that 
jurisdiction, which the court possesses in  giving relief, by enforcing a 
specific performance of contracts in matters of freehold. 2 Chitty's 

Gen. Practice, 404. The cases of Denton v. Stewart, 1 Cox, 258, 
(386) and Rex v. Buttertom, 6 Term, 554, have been cited as authori- 

ties in favor of the demand of the plaintiff. Denton v. Stewart 
has been impugned by other cases; and the rule is no& established that 
a bill cannot be sustained having for its sole object an integral demand 
of compensation, unmixed with any circumstances showing that a plain- 
tiff was driven to a court of equity for relief. Gwillim v. Stone, 3 
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Meriv., 237; Blow v. Sutton, 14 Ves., 128; Greneway v. Adams, 12 Ves., 
309. I n  the case of Todd v. Gee, 17 Ves., 273, the chancellor (Lord 
Eldon) declares his inclination to support the course of previous authori- 
ties against that of Denton v. Stewart, observing that the power of a 
court of equity to give relief, in the shape of damages, is confined to 
cases where i t  has an opportunity of ordering conlpensation out of the 
purchase money. I n  the case of 1Vewhanz v. May, 13 Price, 749, coram 
dlezander, Lord Chief Baron, the bill mas by a purchaser of freehold 
houses, praying that the vendor might be decreed to refund and pay 
him a fair and reasonable compensation for the difference in the actual 
value of the property sold, and the stated value, as by reference to 
the rental, which, ,though in fact only £89. per annum, had been repre- 
sented by a broker, the defendant's agent, to be £110, on the faith of 
that representation the plaintiff had purchased at the sum of £1,225. 
The Chief Baron, in  giving his opinion, said it is not in eT7ery case of 
fraud that relief is to be administered in  a court of equity. I n  the case, 
for instance, of fraudulent warranty on the sale of a horse, or any fraud 
upon the sale of a chattel, no one, I apprehend, ever thought of filing a 
bill in equity. The cases of compensation in equity I consider to have 
grown out of  the^ jurisdiction of the courts of equity as exercised in 
respect of contracts for the purchase of real property, where it is often 
ancillary or incidentally necessary to effectuate decrees of specific per- 
formance. This, however, appears to me to be no more than a common 
case of fraud by means of misrepresentation, raising a dry question of 
damages-in effect, a mere money demand. Compensation will not be 
granted in equity for any loss sustained by the bargain in con- 
sequence of the  endor or not being able to perfect his title; the (387) 
remedy, if any, being at lam. 1 Mad. C. P., 440; 1 Chitty's Gen. 
Prac., 868. I f  the plaintiff should be dispossessed of the land by the 
defendant, the:, whether he can recover damages at lam, either in a 
general action on the case or on an implied assumpsit for work and labor 
done, will be determined when the case occurs. I think the plea must 
be sustained and the bill dismissed. I f  the plaintiff be dispossessed by 
the defendant, I think the law mould raise an implied assumpsit for 
work and labor done on the land for the benefit of the owner. 

PER CURIAM. Decree accordingly. 

Cited: AZbea v. Grifin, 22 N. C., 10; Dunn 11. Moore, 38 N.  C., 367; 
Love v. Neibon, 54 N .  C., 341; Daniel v. Crumpler, 75 N. C., 186; 
1lIcCracken v. JIcCracken, 88 N.  C., 281; Hedgepeth v. .Rose, 95 N. C., 
45; Pitt v.  Moore, 99 N .  C., 90; Tucker v. Jlarkland, 101 N.  C., 426; 
Vann v. ATewsom, 110 N. C., 125 ; Rumbouglz v. Young, 119 K. C., 569 ; 
Love v. Atkinson, 131 N .  C., 548. 
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HARRIET FREEMAN ET AL. v. DANIEL S. HILL, EXECCT~R 
OF CHARLES A. HILL, ET AL. 

An ante-nuptial settlement in articles is in equity, if registered, valid as a 
lien upon the property agreed to be settled, against the general creditors 
of the settler, and of course is valid against one claiming in place of a 
creditor. Therefore a purchaser at execution sale of the property in- 
cluded in the settlement is bound to execute it, although he may not have 
had notice of it at the time of his purchase. 

ON 11 January, 1819, William D. Freeman, in contemplation of a 
marriage which had been agreed on between himself and Harriet Guin, 
executed a bond to the defendants, Marmaduke N. Jeffreys and Jones 
Cook, in the penal sum of £10,000, with condition to be void if within 
six months after the marriage he should, by such deed as the obligees 
might approve, convey the whole of the property of his then intended 
wife unto the said obligees, upon trust, to permit the said Freeman to 
have the use and profits thereof during his life, and after his death, to 
the use of the said Harriet, and of such child or children of the said 
Harriet as might be then living, as tenants in  compon, and their heirs 
forever; and if she should have no children living at his death, 
then to the use of the said Harriet and her heirs forever. The (390) 
marriage was shortly afterwards solemnized, and the bond, within 
six months thereafter, proved and registered. Freeman, by virtue of the 
marriage, became possessed of several slaves, to which his wife was pre- 
viously entitled, and in  the month of February, 1828, died insolvent, 
without ever having executed the conveyance mentioned in the condition 
of the bond. His  wife survived him, and had then living three infant 
children, who, with her, were the plaintiffs in  this cause. On 6 October, 
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1820, the defendant Charles A. Hill purchased one of these negroes-a 
man called Gray-at an execution sale on a judgment against Freeman. 
Shortly after the death of Freeman, this bill was filed, praying that the 
said bond might be established as a marriage settlement, and specifically 
executed, with respect to the said negro, for an account of his hire and 
profits since the death of Freeman, and for general relief. These facts 
were clearly established, either by the admissions of the defendant or by 
proof. The bill also charged that the defendant Hill  had express knowl- 
edge of the bond before his purchase. This allegation was not admitted 
on his part, and was the only matter of fact disputed in the case. 

The case was argued several terms ago by W .  H. Haywood for the 
plaintiff, Badger for the defendant, Hill and Devereuz for the trustees. 

GASTON, J. Were it necessary to decide on the fact of notice, we 
should probably have little difficulty in determining it against the de- 
fendant. While he denies, by his answer, knowledge of the bond, he 
states several circumstances, tending to show information respecting 
the claim of the plaintiff, as should have put him upon his guard; and, 
according to the law of a court of equity, is equivalent to notice. But, 
as in  our view of the case the fact of notice is an immaterial one, we 
forbear from determining it. 

By the marriage, Freeman acquired a legal title to the slave in ques- 
tion. This legal title was, by virtue of the bond, charged spe- 

(391) cifically with the trusts therein declared. An agreement for a 
mortgage is, in  equity, a mortgage, and a lien upon the land 

agreed to be mortgaged, against the creditors of the mortgagor. Burn 
u. Burn, 3 Vesey, 5'73. An equitable mortgagee has a specific lien, even 
against the prerogative of the Crown, in respect of a debt accruing to 
the king subsequently. Casberd v. Ward, 6 Price, 411 ; Picton v. Phil- 
pot, 12 Price, 197. One covenants before marriage to settle certain 
lands on his wife for life, and afterwards devises these lands for the 
payment of his debts; this covenant is a specific lien on those lands 
against the creditors. But if he had covenanted to settle land of a 
certain value, without mentioning any in certain, then there would have 
been no specific lien, and the wife must have come in as a creditor in 
general. Frenault v. Dedin, 1 P. Wms., 429. This specific lien was 
good against the creditors of Freeman. There is no allegation or pre- 
tense that the equitable settlement was not bona fide. I t  was a provision 
made for the intended wife and her children, only to the extent of her 
then property. Our act of 1785 (Rev., ch. 238, see. 2) permits a mar- 
riage settlement, or other marriage contract to avail against creditors, 
when a greater value is not secured to the wife, than the portion re- 
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ceived with her, and the net estate of the husband at the time of his 
marriage, exclusive of his debts. 

The bond was registered within the time prescribed by the first sec- 
tion of this act for the registration of marriage settlements and other 
marriage contracts binding the estates of husbands. This was a neces- 
sary ceremony to give validity to this equitable settlement against the 
creditors of Freeman. 

From the preamble of the act, and from the language of its se~era l  
enactments, it- is obvious that it is the creditors of the husband whom 
it designs to protect against deception and injury. 

This equitable settlement, being unimpeached for fraud, not exceed- 
ing the amount permitted to be thus settled, and having the notoriety 
prescribed by law, and being therefore good and valid against the hus- 
band's creditors, with or without actual notice, must be good 
and valid against those who succeed simply to the rights of those (392) 
creditors, with or without notice. A sale under a f i e r i  fcccias is 
the prescribed mode in which the law carries into effect its seizure of 
the property of a debtdr, for the satisfaction of the demand of his credi- 
tors. The mandate gives no authority to the officer to seize any other 
estate than the estate of the debtor, and the vendee under the execution 
acquires no other estate than the law directed to be seized for this pur- 
pose. The vendee represents the judgment creditor, but is not regarded 
a purchaser from the proprietor. The well-known doctrine of equity, 
which refuses to enforce a trust against a purchaser for valuable con- 
sideration, and without notice, applies only in cases of sales between 
parties, not to vendees under executions. I f  the bond in this case had 
not been registered, as no notice would have made it binding upon the 
creditor, none mould have given it validity against the vendee at the 
sale under the creditor's execution. Registered or not registered, it 
would have been enforced against a purchaser (from the husband) with 
notice of the lien. I t  would be absurd if all could be prohibited from 
buying at  an execution sale what a creditor had a right by execution 
to seize and sell; and scarcely less so if what could not be rightfully 
seized by execution might nevertheless be rightfully bought at  a sale 
under it. Cases may occur in  which a vendee at  an execution sale may 
be protected or relieved against valid liens upon the property because 
of fraud in the encumbrancer concealing his demand. But these belong 
to a different head of equity and have no application to the subject 
now under consideration. 

I t  is the opinion of the court that the plaintiffs are entitled to a 
decree for the negro, and for his hire and profits since the death of 
Freeman, and to costs against the defendant Hill. Under the circum- 
stances of this case the trustees must pay their own costs. 
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Cited: Dudley v. Cole, post, 436; Polk v. Gallant, 22 N .  C., 397; 
Rutherford v. Green, 37 N.  C., 127; Tondinson v. Blackburn, ibid., 
511; Irwin v. Davidson, 38 N. C., 320; Croom v. Wright, 39 N.  O., 
250; Spencer v. Hawkins, ibid., 292; Vannoy v. Martin, 41 N .  C., 172; 
Smith  v. Smith, 57 N. C., 306; Carr v. Fearilegton, 63 N.  C., 563; 
Walke v. Moody, 65 N. C., 602; Hicks v. Skinner, 71 N. C., 540. 

KIMBOROUGH J. SIMIMS ET AL. v. ISHAM GARROT 
+ND BERRY D. SIRXMS. 

1. A legacy to the lawful heirs of A., when it appears in the will that he is 
living, is equivalent, as a description, to a legacy to his next of kin, or 
to his children. 

2. A legacy to the children of A. is to be divided among those born at the 
death of the testator. 

3. A lapsed legacy does not fall into a residue which is only partial in its 
nature, though it requires very special words to deprive a residue of its 
general character. Where a residue consisting of crop, stock and furni- 
ture was given, i t  was held that a lapsed legacy of a slave did not fall 
into it, but was subject to distribution under the statute. 

4. A bequest of a slave to A. for life, with remainder to the lawful heirs of 
B., who it appears from the will was alive, is tantamount to a bequest 
to the children of B., and is to be divided among those who shall be 
in esse at the death of the first taker, and is not confined to those born 
at the death of the testator. 

REDDING SIMMS in the year 1823, by his will, among other things, be- 
queathed as follows: "I leave to my beloved mother, Martha Simms, 
one negro woman, during her natural life, by the name of Sally, and 
at  her death I give her to J o e l  Simms's lawful heirs. 

"I loan to my brother Joel Simms, during his natural life, four 
negroes, viz., etc.; also one tract of land, etc.; and at his death, etc., I 
give to my brother John Simms two negroes, etc.; also two hundred 
and fifty dollars in cash. 

"The balance of my property, consisting of stock, of horses, cattle, 
hogs and sheep, with my household and kitchen furniture, plantation 
utensils, with my crop of corn, fodder, wheat and cotton, I leave with 
my executors, out of which my just debts are to be paid; and the residue, 
if any, I give to Joel Simms7s lawful heirs; one mule excepted, which 
I give to Berry D. Simms." 

Of this will he appointed the defendants executors who, after his 
death, proved the same. John Simms died before the testator. The 
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plaintiffs are Joel Simms's children, who survived the testator. Martha 
Simms, the mother of the testator, survived him; and upon her death 
the negro woman, Sally, was sold by the executors. The plain- 
tiff, Berry Simms the younger, is a son of Joel, born after the (394) 
death of the testator but before that of his mother. 

The bill prayed an account of the assets of Redding Simms, and at  
the hearing the following questions arose: 

1. Whether the plaintiffs were sufficiently described so as to enable 
them to take under the mill? 

2. I f  they were, did the plaintiff, Berry Simms the younger, take 
under the residuary clause? 

3. Whether the legacy to John Simms, which lapsed by his death, 
passed under the residuary clause ? 

4. Whether the plaintiffs, and especially the plaintiff Berry Simms 
the younger, took the money for which the slave Sally was sold? 

W .  H. Hayzvood for plainti f fs .  
B a d g e r  for de fendan t .  

DANIEL, J. I n  this case there are several questions submitted for the 
decision of this Court, arising upon the construction of the last will 
of Redding Simms. First. Does the residuum, after paying debts, 
belong to the plaintiffs, who were the only children and next of kin to 
Joel Simms at the death of the testator? The residuary clause is in 
these w o ~ d s  : "The balance of my property, consisting of stock, of horses, 
cattle, hogs, and sheep, with all my household and kitchen furniture, 
plantation utensils, with my crop of corn, fodder, wheat and cotton, I 
leave with my executors, out of which my just debts are to be paid; 
and the residue, if any, I give to Joel Simms's lawful heirs; one mule 
excepted, which I give to Berry D. Simms." The testator takes notice 
that Joel Simms was alive at the making of the will: he devises and 
bequeaths to him lands and slaves. There can be no doubt that the 
testator did not intend that the words "lawful heirs" should be taken 
in their technical meaning, but he meant to designate a class of per- 
sons who should take immediately on his death. That class of persons 
must be either the next of kin of Joel Simms or the children of Joel 
Simms; and in  this case it is not material which, since the next of kin 
to Joel Simms were his children-the plaintiffs. I t  is always 
a question of intention as to the meaning of a testator in the (395) 
use of the word "heirs," if i t  appear that the intent was for the 
heir properly and technically such, to take the personal estate, there 
can be no objection to his title. 1 Roper on Leg., 88; Gwynne v. $fad- 
dock ,  14 Ves. Jun., 488 ; Bri t ton,  @. T w ~ i n i n g ,  3 Mer., 176; ikfounsey v. 
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Blamire, 4 Russell, 354. But 'the intention here is plainly that Joe1 
Simms' next of kin, or children, at  the death of the testator, should take 
this partial residue, if any, and so we determine. Secondly, Berry 
Simms, Jr., the son of Joel Simms, born after the death of the testator 
and after the time when this fund (the partial residue) was in  law to 
be divided, is not entitled to a share of this fund. The rights of lega- 
tees are finally settled and determined at testator's death when the legacy 
is due. 1 Roper on Leg., 48, 49, and the authorities there cited. 

Third question. Testator bequeathed a legacy in  money and slaves 
to his brother, John Simms. John Simnls died in the lifetime of the 

' 

testator, and the legacy lapsed. The plaintiffs claim this fund as residu- 
ary legatees. Are they entitled to i t ?  I t  does not appear from any- 
thing sa;d in  the will that the testator contemplated the possibility of 
any of the legatees dying in his lifetime. I f  the plaintiffs were general 
residuary legatees, they would be entitled not only to what remains after 
payment of debts and legacies, but also to whatever may by lapse, 
invalid disposition, or other casualty, fall into the residue after the 
date and making of the will. Bird v. Le Fevre, 15 Qes. Jun., 589; 
Roberts v. Cooke, 16 Ves. Jun., 451; Smith u. Pitzgerald, 3 Ves. & 
Beames, 3 ;  Leak v. Robertson, 2 Xer., 392; 5 Mad., 412; 2 Roper on 
Leg., 453. 

But when the legatee is not generally but only partially residuary 
legatee, he will not, in that character, be entitled to any benefit from 
lapses, though very special words are required to take a bequest of the 
residue out of the general rule. 2 Jac. & Wal., 406, per Lord Eldon. 
2 Roper on Leg., 457. I t  sometimes happens that a testator appoints a 
residuary legatee of a partial residue, and not of the general undis- . 

posed of surplus of his personal estate, in which case of course 
(396) the residuary legatee of such partial residue will not be entitled 

to lapsed interests, as where a testator directs a certain leasehold 
house, and the furniture and effects thereto belonging, to be sold, and 
out of the produce certain legacies to be paid, adding words to this 
effect: "if anything remains" or ('what is left to B."; in such case B. 
will only be entitled as residuary legatee of the fund specified, and not 
of the general residue. 2 Roper on Leg., 558. So here the testator 
bequeaths "the balance of my property, consisting of stock, of horses," 
etc., enumerating the particular articles, which particular property he 
charges with his debts, and then in and at the foot of the same clause 
he goes on to say, ('and the residue, if any, I give to Joel Simms's lawful 
heirs." The words "residue, if any," must of necessity be understood 
to refer to the particular fund made from the particular articles just 
above enumerated. So that it seems to us that the plaintiffs are resid- 
uary legatees of a partial residue, and not of the whole undisposed of 

3 0 6  



N. C.] DECE3IBER TERM, 1836. 

surplus of testator's personal estate. F r a z e ~  v. Alexander, 2 Dev. Eq. 
Rep., 348. We are therefore of the opinion that the plaintiffs are not 
entitled in their character of residuary legatees to the fund which fell 
in  by the legacy of John Simnls lapsing; but the same is undisposed . 
of and belongs to the next of kin of the testator, and goes according to 
the statute of distributions. 

Fourth question. Testator, by a clause in his will, bequeaths as fol- 
lows : "I leave to my beloved mother, Martha Simms, one negro wo1na11, 
during her natural life, by the naule of Sally, and at  her death I give 
her to Joel Simms's lawful heirs." Martha Simms is dead, and the 
slave Sally has been sold by the executors, and the money is now in 
court. Are the plaintiffs entitled to this fund? or are they entitled to 
it with their brother, Berry Simms, who was born during the life of 
Martha Simms, the tenant for life? or is the fund undisposed of by the 
mill, and to be distributed as in a case of intestacy? I t  has been before 
remarked that the testator knew that Joel Simms was alive, for 
he bequeathed him a legacy, and therefore did not mean to be (397) 
understood by the words "lawful heirs," when used in his residu- 
ary bequest (which bequest was to take effect at his death) as intending 
heirs of Joel Simn~s, according to the technical meaning of that word; 
and although the inference is less strong upon this clause of the will 
than in the other that the testator, by using those words, intended that 
the next of kin, or children of Joel Simms, should take in remainder, 
yet in our opinion the inference of intention is sufficiently strong to 
induce us so to construe the words, for he has used the same words in 
the same way in different parts of his d l .  We therefore must under- 
sta-nd that he intended that they should convey the same meaning when 
used in one and every clause of his mill. We think that the children 
of Joel Simms (being his next of kin) will take this fund as legatees 
in  remainder; and we are of the opinion that Berry Simms, Jr., is 
entitled to a share of the money produced by the sale of the slave Sally, 
he being in rsse at the time the law required the fund to be divided. I f  
the words, "Joel Simms's lawful heirs," could be niade to mean Joel 
Simms's children, then there mould be no doubt but that Berry (born 
during the life of the tenant for life) would take. Knight v. Wall ,  de- 
termined at this term. But take the words ('lawful heirs" to mean next 
of kin of Joel Simms, then the words in the clause in question, ('and at 
her death (viz., Martha's death) I give her (slave Sally) to," etc., show 
an intention in the testator that the next of kin of Joel Simms living 
at  the death of Martha, the tenant for life, should take the fund in 
remainder. As in  the case of Long v. Blackall, 3 Ves., 484, where tes- 
tator gave leasehold property upon the death of his last surviving son, 
r i thout  leaving issue male, etc. (to x~hom he had limited the estate) 
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"to such persons as should then be his (the testator's) legal representa- 
tives." The even& happened upon which its last limitation mas to take 
place; and it vTas determined that the testator's next of kin living at 
the death of the sur~~ivor  of the sons were entitled. Vide; also 1 Roper 

on Leg., 124. We are of the opinion that the fund by the sale 
(398) of the slave Sally belongs to the plaintiffs and their brother, 

Berry Simms, J r .  
PER CURIAM. Decree accordingly. 

Cited: DicFen v. Cotten, 22 N. C., 274; Johnson v. Johnson, 38 
N .  C., 429; iWeba.ne v.  Womack,  55 N. C., 301; Hayley  v.  Hayley ,  62 
N. C., 187; I rv in  v. Clark, 98  11'. C., 445. 

ALEXAKDER McKdk' V. HARRY S. T\'ILLIAMS ET AL. 

1. Slaves held in trust to be divided among A.'s children "who may be now 
living and those who represent a deceased child, in proportion and after 
the same manner as if they were claiming them as next of kin of their 
father," are not liable to an execution at lam. And in equity, a creditor 
under an assignment subsequent in date to the execution, but prior to the 
bill of the plaintiff in such execution, to subject the fund, is preferred. 

2. A creditor whose execution has no lien upon a trust estate can subject it 
in equity only upon the ground that he cannot otherwise procure satis- 
faction. The jurisdiction is original ; and as priority of time is regarded 
in equity, any other person having bona pde a specific lien prior to the 
filing of his bill is preferred to him. 

3. But where the execution has a lien at law the jurisdiction becomes ancil- 
lary, and the legal priority is not lost by seeking that relief. 

PHEREBEE WILLIAMS, on 20 Kovember, 1827, conveyed to Joel Wil- 
liams fifty-nine slaves in trust, to be divided into three equal parts, of 
which one-third part to be divided among the children of donor's brother 
Samuel, deceased, who may now be living, and those 7vho represent any 
deceased child or children, in the proportion and after the same manner 
as if they were claiming the said slaves as next of kin, or distributees, 
under the statute of intestacy, of their father's estate. One other third 
part is giren in the same words to the family of her brother Isaac, also 
deceased, and the remaining third in the same words to the family of 
her brother Joel, deceased. Then is added the followillg clause : '(And 
also upon the further trust to appropriate the hire and profits derived 
from the said slaves, to and among the children aforesaid, and grand- 
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children, in  the same proportion that they share in the slaves, after 
deducting the reasonable charges and disbursements for managing this 
trust." The trustee, Joel Williams, took possession of the slaves, 
and hired them out in the years 1828 and 1829. Samuel Wil- (399) 
liams, the brother of the donor, left living at his death, and at 
the date of the above-mentioned deed, four children, of whom Harry S. 
Williams is one and the wife of the present plaintiff is another. The 
families of the other two brothers of the donor, Isaac and Joel, were 
very numerous; several of the creditors of the said Harry S. and of the 
plaintiff, respectively (who had removed from this State), levied at- 
tachments on the slares in  the hands of the trustee as garnishee, and 
the set-era1 children and grandchildren set up claims to shares of the 
slaves in  conflict with each other. I n  February, 1829, Joel Williams, 
the trustee, filed his bill in the Court of Equity for Cumberland County 
against all his cestui pue trusts, and their attaching creditors, submit- 
ting to carry into execution the trusts, and alleging his inability to do 
so by reason of the impossibility of determining what share each claim- 
ant was entitled to, and of the impediment to a division, by means of 
those attachments, and praying that the accounts and divisions might, 
for his protection, be taken under the direction of the court. 

I n  that cause it was, on 22 November, 1830, ordered that a division 
of the slares into three equal parts should be made by the clerk and 
master; the part that might be allotted to the children of Isaac Williams 
to be again divided into nine equal shares-one for each of his children 
or those representing them-and the same with respect to the share of 
Joel Williams' (deceased's) children: that the negroes allotted for those 
two classes of claimants should be delivered to the individual claimants, 
respectively, upon their giving bonds, respectively, for the forthcoming 
of the slaves to answer the further order or orders in the course, but 
that the third part allotted to the children of Samuel Williams, deceased, 
should remain in the hands of the trustee, Joel, without further division 
amongst these children, severally, and be hired out by the said trustee, 
subject to the further order of the court touching their final disposition, 
and it was referred to a master to state an account of the trustee 
with the trust fund for the hires and expenses of the slaves, and (400) 
to report a just allowance to the trustee for his trouble and serv- 
ices and all his cost at law, and these orders were declared to be made 
by consent and without prejudice to the rights and ultimate liability of 
any of the parties. 

On 12 February, 1831, the master made the divisions as directed; and 
as to the share allotted to Samuel Williams' children, he reported "that 
it remains undivided, to await the decree that may be made touching 
the same." The master also reported on the accounts of the trustee. 
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At the next term, May, 1831, the report as to the division of the slaves 
was congrmed, but the parties had leave to except to so much of it as 
related to the accounts. 

The present plaintiff was a creditor by judgment in the court of 
Cumberland of the defendant Harry S. Williams, one of the four chjl- 
dren of Samuel Williams, deceased; and in December, 1830, sued out a 
fieri facias thereon, on which the sheriff returned to March court, 1831, 
"that he had, on 16 February, 1831,,levied the same on the defendant's 
interest in  the pal;t allotted to the children of Samuel Williams of the 
negroes belonging to the estate of Pherebee Williams, deceased." On 
this return the plaintiff has regularly issued writs of ve~zditioni exponas 
from that time up to the filing of this bill, but nothing has been done 
on them, nor did the sheriff at any time interfere with the possession 
of the slaves by the trustee, Joel Williams. 

At the next term of the Court of Equity, 22 November, 1831, it was 
further ordered that the clerk and master should sell the slaves allotted 
to Samuel Williams' children, on a credit of six months, and bring the 
proceeds of the sale into court for the further direction of the court; 
and that the creditors, by judgment or attachment of Harry S. Wil- 
liams, should not sell any of the said slaves on execution, but might 
apply in that court for satisfaction out of the proceeds of the sale then 
ordered. 

The master sold the negroes accordingly, on 2 January, 1832, for 
$6,278, and made a report thereof, which was confirmed on 16 May, 

1832, and the master was ordered to collect the money when'the 
(401) bonds should fall due; and the same was ordered to be divided 

into four equal parts, whereof Harry S. Williams was declared 
to be entitled to receive one-fourth part. The trustee, Joel Williams, 
was also ordered to pay and deliver to the master a balance then found 
to be in  his hands, in cash and bonds, for the hires of the slaves, after 
making him all just allowances; and the master was directed also to 
collect those debts. On 18 October, 1832, Harry S. Williams, then and 
for some years before, residing out of the State, assigned all his interest 
in the said slaves so allotted to him or for his use, and in  the proceeds 
of the sale thereof, and the funds to him in  any wise belonging, under 
the said deed of his aunt, Pherebee Williams, and the decrees of the 
court in the said suit for or on account of the said slaves or their hires 
or profits to the defendant McNeill, in trust, to secure the payment of 
certain debts in the deed mentioned, amounting to the sum of $1,909, 
whereof the sum of $259 was due to certain creditors by judgment in 
Cumberland, rendered on attachments served on these slaves; and the 
residue, $1,650, was due to certain other creditors in Tennessee; and if 
the fund should be more than sufficient to discharge those debts, then in 
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trust to pay a debt of said Harry S. to one S. Sonter upou judgment in 
Cumberland; and the residue, if any, to pay to maker of the decd. 

On 14 May, 1833, it IWS, upon the petition in the cause presented by 
H. S. Williams and McNeill, ordered by the court that the master pay 
out of the share of H. S. Williams, of the fund in court, the sums due to 
the said attaching creditors, who are also prorided for in the assignment 
to McNeill, and that he pay the residue of the said H. S. Williams' 
share of said fund, consisting of one-fourth of the proceeds of the sale 
of one-third part of all the said negroes, and a like proportion of the 
proceeds of the hires to the said McNeill, he being entitled thereto 
under and by virtue of the said assignment. The present bill mas then 
brought on 1 June, 1833, by the plaintiff, Alexander itIcKay, against 
H. S. Williams, NcNeill, Xonter, and the creditors in Tennessee, in 
11-hich the foregoing matters were charged; and also that McNeill 
had received, or was about to receive from the clerk and master, (402) 
the sum so decreed to be paid to him, to apply it in payment of 
the debts, as by the assignment directed. The bill submitted to payment 
being made to the creditors by attachment in North Carolina, as they 
had acquired a specific lien on the property independent of and long 
before the assignment; but in  respect of the other debts thereby secured, 
the bill insisted that the plaintiff, by force of his writ of fie& facias, 
and by keeping up writs of vendilioni exponas, had a preferable legal 
right to satisfaction out of the said slaves, and then had it out of their 
proceeds; and that the said H. S. Williams could not assign the same, 
so as to defeat him, and that such assignment was void as against him. 
The bill further charged that the assignment was made by Williams, 
and accepted by McNeill, with a full knowledge of the plaintiff's judg- 
ment and executions, and with the view to defeat his right to priority 
of satisfaction, before the creditors secured or intended to be secured, 
by the said deed: and that said McXeill intended to send the fund to 
the creditors out of the State, towards the satisfaction of their debts, 
in manifest fraud of the plaintiff's rights, although the plaintiff had 
given him notice not to do so. The,prayer mas that McNeill might be 
enjoined from thus paying ooer the money, or any part of the trust 
funds, and might come to an account thereof with the plaintiff, and 
first satisfy the debts to the plaintiff. 

An injunction issued accordingly. 
The defendants NcNeill and H. S. 'CITilliains answered, and denied 

any actual intention to defeat the plaintiff's debt; and stated that the 
debts secured or intended to be secured by the assignment were true 
and just debts, and that the deed was executed solely for the purpose of 
securing and satisfying them; and insjsted that i t  was effectual in law 
for that purpose, notwithstanding the judgment and executions of the 
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plaintiff, of which McNeill denied any knowledge at the time of the 
assignment. By the death of F. Williams, the principal creditor in 

Tennessee, the suit abated as to her, and the bill was taken pro 
(403) confesso, after advertisement as to the other creditors there resi- 

dent. The cause being set down for hearing, mas transferred 
to this Court. 

Badger for p la in t i f .  
Beuereuz  f o ~  defendants. 

RUFFIN, C. J. The bill does not impeach the assignment as being 
fraudulent within the act of 1715, for waxt of a consideration, on 
account of the debts mentioned in  i t  not being due. On the contrary, 
i t  assumes all of them to be just, and submits to payment of those upon 
judgments in  this State, because they have a legal preference by reason 
of the prior lien of the attachments. I n  the ground of that submis- 
sion, we think the pleader who drew the bill was mistaken, because, in 
our opinion, this interest of H. S. Williams was not subject to attach- 
ment. But for the same reason on which that preference is yielded, 
the bill insists that the plaintiff acquired a lien by his execution, which 
arrested the power of the debtor to assign this fund. Upon the correct- 
ness of this position the rights of these parties depend. 

There is no doubt that this Court, considering an equitable right as 
a part of the property of a debtor, will make i t  effectual to the satis- 
faction of a creditor who has established his debt by judgment, and is 
unable to obtain satisfaction by execution at  law; but this is not on the 
ground of any lien created by the execution on the equitable property 
of the debtor. On the contrary, i t  is upon the ground that there is no 
such lien; and that in  consequence thereof, unless equity will decree a 
satisfaction, the creditor can have no other remedy. Since there is no 
lien, the debtor may assign for value, unless the object of the assign- 
ment be in  reality and primarily to defeat the creditor, as if the pur- 
chaser have notice of the judgment debt, knows of the insolvency of the 
debtor, and that his object is to put the money in his pocket and defy 
the creditor. Edgil l  9. Haywood,  3 Atk., 356. But that is an intent 
that cannot be implied; nay, is repelled, when the assignment is to 
satisfy or secure another bona fide debt; because, until a specific lien be 

in  some way created, a debtor has a right to prefer which creditor 
(404) he pleases. This is so even at  law, and much more in  equity, 

~ rh ich  regards all debts as alike in  conscience. I f  therefore, from 
the nature of the property, the process of execution does not create a 
lien at  law, the creditor must file his bill against the debtor and his 
trustee, to change the particular equitable property in this Court, which 
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constitutes a lis pendens, as to the thing, and consequently restrains the 
debtor's alienation or, rather, keeps the property still liable in the hands 
of the assignee. Edgil l  v. Haywood; Hecndricks v .  Robinson, 2 John. 
C.  C., 306. Until bill filed, any honest disposition by the debtor of his 
equitable property is sustained, and that for the payment of a just debt 
is apparently honest. 

I t  is, however, otherwise when the property is subject to be sold 
under the execution at  law, for the jurisdiction here then becomes an- 
cillary to  the law. The legal lien is not lost by the creditor being under 
the necessity of coming into this Court to clear the title of doubts or 
ascertain the precise extent and value of the debtor's interest; equity 

. neither sets up nor destroys such a lien. 
As the assignment in question here was made before the bill filed, 

and is not impeached for fraud, it must prevail, unless the plaintiff' 
could have soId the negroes in question under his execution. The case 
may be confined to the view arising on that state of facts. Although i t  
might be a material question whether the plaintiff did not lose the 
lien, as against these parties, by what afterwards happened; that is to 
say, by his not selling and suffering the negroes to be turned into money 
under the decree of the Court of Equity. But supposing his rights 
against this fund to be the same as against the negroes themselres, he 
cannot be preferred to the assignee, unless at  law the negroes were sub- 
ject to sale by the sheriff. 

I t  is insisted that they were, first, because the legal title vested in 
H. S. Williams and his brethren, as tenants in common, of their share, 
upon the division made in February, 1831, under the order of Kovem- 
ber, 1830; but the contrary is quite clear. No conveyance by the 
trustee was made or directed, and when that general division was con- 
firmed, the share allotted to this particular family was undivided 
between them, and was directed to be still held by the trustee, ex- (408) 
pressly upon the old trusts, for them. 

I t  is further insisted, secondly, upon the ground that after that de- 
cision the trust estate was within the act of 1812, and subject to be 
sold under execution against H. S. Williams, one of the cestui que trust .  
I t  is to be remarked here that all the rights of the plaintiff depend in 
this suit upon the soundness of this rule, as applied to the property in 
the State i t  mas during the operation of his fieri facias, sued out from 
December, 1830, and returnable to March Court, 1831. ,411 the execu- 
tions since issued are writs of venditiocni exponns, upon the levy of that 
fieri facim; and therefore the whole rests upon the effect that had at 
the time. We think it clear that the property was not then in a con- 
dition to be seized and, sold at law. I t  was then subject to all the com- 
plicated trusts that erer existed under-the deed of Pherebee Williams. 



I N  THE SUPREME COURT. la1 

Eren the general division was not then reported, much less confirmed. 
The whole was liable then to be set aside, and the negroes allotted to 
this family, gix-en to others of the cestui gue trusts. Indeed, that division 
seems to have been made more for the convenience of the parties, and 
to relieve the trustee as to the possession of some of the slaves, than to 
collclude the rights, or for any other purpose, for to all the parties it 
was without prejudice; and the respectiye claimants had still to show, 
ainong themselves in families, what advancement from their se~era l  
fathers they had receil-ed; and the shares of all were subject to the 
demands of the trustee for his services and disbursements on the trust 
property, according to the terms of the deed. But this lvas more par- 
ticularly the case with respect to the allotment of slaves, in which 
H. S. Williams mas concerned, for they mere to be held by the trustee 
himself as such, subject to the original order of the court as to their 
distribution, none whate~~er  having been then or previously made touch- 
ing that share. 

Those slares were then plainly not held upon that simple, pure and 
clear trust, by which it was the duty of the trustee to admit the cestui 

yue trust into the immediate enjoyment and possession of the 
(406) property, and convey the legal estate upon his demand, which, 

according to the rule of Brown, v. G m ~ e s ,  4 Hawks, 342, and 
Ha~riso?z v. Battle, 1 Dev. Equity, 537, approved in Gillis v. Mcliay, 
4 Dev., 172, is necessary to bring the case within the act of 1812. This 
last case, indeed, arose upon the very deed now before us, and it obliges 
us to treat all interest of the cestui yue trust under the deed as merely 
equitable rights, until the property came to those persons, divested alto- 
gether of the trust; or, at  least, until those trusts be altered and reduced 
by a decree of the court, or the acts of the parties, to a state of purity 
and simplicity, in which the trustee holds only for one cestui que trust, 
or for one set of cestui que trusts, all claiming an equal and ascertained 
interest. 

The case, therefore, is against the plaintiff upon its particular cir- 
cumstances at  the time he sued the execution by which he supposes him- 
self to hare  acquired a lien. 

This cause, it is thus seen, may be decided without discussing the 
more general question whether, upon a trust for two or more, as imme- 
diate, equitable, joint-tenant or tenants in common, the interest of one 
of them can be sold under execution against him alone. The Court, 
therefore, deems it proper to leave that important point still open. 

I t  appears by the pleadings and exhibits that the debts secured by 
the assignment amount to nineteen hundred and nine dollars, exclusi~e 
of that to Sonter, of which the particular amount does not appear. The 
sum to which McNeill is entitled, as the share of 'H. S. Williams of the 
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proceeds of the sale of the slaves, is only fifteen hundred and sixty-nine 
dollars and fifty cents; a balance, therefore, will be still due on those 
debts. I f  this were the whole case, the bill ought at once to be dis- 
missed; but the deed of H. S. Williams, which is exhibited, also con- 
veys two tracts of land upon the same trusts, with directions to sell 
them; and &Neil1 has also received, or is entitled to receive, further 
sums as his assignor's share of the hires of the negroes. I t  does not 
appear what sums will come to the trustee from those sources, and it 
niay be that, after satisfying the debts mentioned in the deed, 
there will be a surplus applicable to the plaintiff's demand in (407) 
this Court. Liberty is therefore given to the plaintiff to have 
an account stated of those debts upon the foot of the assignment, and 
also of the trust fund in the hands of the trustee, in order to ascertain 
whether there will be anything over and above those debts, as described 
in the deed. But if such a reference be not asked at  or before the calling 
of the cause at the next term, the bill will then stand dismissed, with 
costs. I n  the meantime tho injunction heretofore granted must be dis- 
sol~ed, so far as respects the sun1 of fifteen hundred and sixty-nine 
dollars and fifty cents, before mentioned. 

PER CURIAM. Decree accordingly. 

Cited: Burgin v. Burgin, 23 N. C., 163; ilfcGee v. Hussey, 27 N.  C.,' 
258; Broum v. Long, 36 N. C., 193; Canady a. Nutall, 37 N.  C., 268; 
Prost v. Reynolds, 39 N. C., 500; Presnell v. Landers, 40 N. C., 254; 
Bridges v. Mnyo, 45 N.  C., 173; Dizon v. Dixon, 51 N. C., 327; Love 7). 

Smathers, 82 N. C., 372. 

THOMAS McLIN v. ROBERT McNAMARA, ADMINISTRATOR OF S. PERRAND. 

1. If a defense, which may be pleaded, is relied upon in the answer, its 
validity can only be determined at the hearing. That part of the answer 
cannot be set down for argument as a plea. 

2. The rules of practice as settled in Bruce v. Child, 11 N. C.,  372, approved. 

THIS bill was filed against the defendant, as administrator of S. L. 
Ferrand, for an account of certain dealings between the plaintiff and 
the intestate, including some articles of merchandise which had been 
consigned to Ferrand for sale, on the plaintiff's account. The defend- 
ant put in an answer, to which he did not annex any account, and in 
which he denied all accountability, so far as the facts are known to 
him; but if i t  should be established by proofs, the answer then insists 
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on the statute of limitations, and also on the act of 1789, for the protec- 
tion of administrators, and prays the same benefit thereof as if the 
same had been pleaded. 

The plaintiff replied to the answer, and the cause stood several terms 
upon orders for taking testimony. At the last term, without any 

(408) order, publication, and without setting the cause down for hear- 
ing "the pleas mrere set down for argument"; and the counsel 

for the plaintiff further moved the court "that it be referred to the 
master, without prejudice, to take an account, with power to examine 
the parties on oath, and to compel them to produce such papers as they 
may respectively have in  their possession as are requisite for taking 
such account.'' The court refused the motion, but allowed an appeal 
by the plaintiff to this Court. 

W .  C. Xtanly for plaintif. 
J .  H.  Bryan for clefendant. 

RUFFIN, C. J., after stating the record as above, proceeded: The 
question brought up by the appeal is necessarily confined to the order 
denying the motion made on behalf of the plaintiff. But we cannot 
forbear remarking upon the unusual and incorrect manner in which 

- the  parties treat the defense set up under the statute of limitations. 
That defense, it is true, is proper for a plea, the office of which is to 
render an  answer unnecessary. I f  the defendant does not, indeed, 
choose to bring it forward, by way of plea, he may insist on it in an 
answer. But if he does, the whole case made by the bill and answer is 
open for consideration; and the party cannot claim to have that part 
of his answer, as constituting a distinct and substamtive bar, disposed 
of before the cause is ready for hearing on all the pleadings and proofs. 
I t  is doubtless competent for the court, upon the hearing, to decline 
entering into other parts of a cause, if there be one decisively against 
the plaintiff. But that is only to save time and unnecessary labor, and 
is a decision of the court in the cause, when the whole of it is open to 
discussion upon the hearing, and is very different from setting the case 
ddwn to be heard upon the bill, one particular part of the answer, and 
the replication to it. There is, in fact, no plea to be argued. There is 
an answer, and the cause now stands on a general replication to it, and 
therefore the equity cannot be denied until the case shall come on regu- 

l a d y  to a hearing. 
(409) A similar reason sustains the particular order complained 

against. I t  is contrary to the course of the court to order a 
reference for taking accounts, on motion. I t  involves the whole merits 
of the cause, since such a reference can never be made until the defend- 
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ant is found by the court to be bound to account; and that is the ques- 
tion to be decided at the hearing. Inquiries as to particular facts may, 
indeed, be ordered upon the hearing, in  aid of the Chancellor, upon 
matters reserved for further directions; but a reference to take an ac- 
count upon a bill, whose sole object is to get such an account, is a per- 
emptory adjudication of the defendant's liabilities, according to the 
result as. it may be found by the master, and overrules all the bars set 
up in  the answer, so far at  least as to prevent the bill from being after- 
wards dismissed. I f  it be said that the reference asked was to be with- 
out prejudice, the reply is obvious that, as an order of the court in ilz- 
viturn, such an order is incongruous and absurd, since i t  professes to 
reserve that for future adjudication, which, by the import of the same 
order, has been already determined. The parties may consent to such a 
proceeding for the purpose of speeding the cause, and the court may 
require in  a proper case such consent from a party as a condition on 
which a favor may be granted to him. But without consent, the court 
can never make such an order. Attempts have been made, upon the 
pretext of a loose practice in  our courts, to escape from the consequences 
of a reference by t r e a t i ~ g  the case as still open to the equity of the 
defendant; but such attempts have not been sanctioned by this Court. 
B r u c e  v. C h i l d ,  4 Hawks, 372. I t  is deemed safe and proper to adhere 
to the established rules and practice of courts of Equity. I t  must, 
therefore, be certified to the court of Craven that, in  the opinion of 
this Court, there is no error in the order of that .court, from which the 
plaintiff appealed, and the appellant must pay the costs of the appeal. 

PER CURIAM. Decree below confirmed. 

C i t e d :  N c D o n a l d  v. McLeod ,  36 N .  C., 224; McCmkill v. X c B r y d e ,  
35 X. C., 53. 

GARNETT NEELY v. NATHANIEL TORIAN. 
(410) 

Where a man in embarrassed circumstances, whose property mas advertised 
for sale under a deed of trust, was induced to permit a tract of land, 
which he would not have had sold if the trust could have been otherwise 
satisfied, to be exposed to sale, by the promise of one who wished to buy 
it, that he should have time to redeem i t ;  and the effect of this promise 
was to stifle competition and enable the person making it to purchase 
at  an under-value, a court of Equity will compel such purcha~er to sub- 
mit to a redemption, and the act of 1819 (Rev., ch. 1016) mill be no bar 
to such relief. 



THE bill of the plaintiff charged that the plaintiff became indebted to 
the State Bank in  the sum of eight hundred dollars, or thereabouts, 
and that Samuel Mitchell and James Currie were bound as his sureties 
therefor; that to indemnify his sureties the plaintiff conveyed in  trust 
to one John B. McMullin two tracts of land, two negro slaves, his stock 
of horses, cattle and hogs, and all his other property; that a suit was 
brought by the bank against the plaintiff and his sureties, and a judg- 
ment obtained therein at  the January Term, 1832, of Caswell County 

r 

Court; that execution issued upon this judgment, returnable to the 
April Term following of said court, and that the trustee advertised a 
sale of the property so conveyed, in  order to raise the amount so re- 
covered, to take place at the plaintiff's house on 3 April, 1832. The 
bill further charged that a large number of persons attended at the 
time and place appointed; that one of the negroes was sold at the price 
of four hundred dollars, and that then the defendant, professing a 
desire to serve the plaintiff, agreed with the plaintiff to bid off the 
plantation on which he resided, and whereon there was a valuable mill, 
to advance the residue of the money wanted to satisfy the execution, 
and to permit the plaintiff to redeem the same on repaying within a 
reasonable time the sum so advanced, and interkt ; that Samuel Mitchell 
was called as a witness to this agreement; that thereupon the said 
plantation was next set up for sale by the direction of the plaintiff, and 
bid off by the defendant at the price of six hundred and eleven dollars. 

The bill chargffd that the plantation was worth two thousand 
(411) dollars; that i t  would have commanded at that sale at least one 

thousand dollars, but that the persons present were the neighbors 
of the plaintiff, commisserated his situation, and were aware of the 
agreement which had been made between him and the defendant, and 
understood that the purpose of the defendant in bidding was to befriend 
the plaintiff. The bill further charged that on the second day after 
the sale the defendant paid to the trustee the sum of five hundred and 
twenty-one dollars and sixty-eight cents, being the aniount which was 
required in addition to the money raised by the sale of the slave before 
mentioned, to discharge the execution, but had never paid nor offered 
to pay the residue of the price of the land; that on 14 August, 1832, 
the plaintiff, having raised the money which had been paid by the 
defendant, tendered the same to him with interest; when the defendant 
refused to receive i t  under pretense that the plaintiff had suffered the 
tinie to elapse within which the defendant mould have allowed him to 
redeem; and the defendant insisted that the sale had then become abso- 
lute. The plaintiff averred that he was still ready to pay, and by his 
bill proffeed to pay the sum advanced by the defendant, with interest 
thereon, but charged that the defendant had taken absolute conveyances 
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from the trustee, and instituted an action of ~jertmeiit to turn the 
plaintiff out of possession. The plaintiff prayed a writ of injunction 
to restrain the defendant from further prosecution of the action of 
ejectment; that the defendant might be decreed to conrey the land to 
the plaintiff on payment of the sum advanced and interest thereon, and 
for further relief. Upon the filing of this bill, a writ of injunction 
issued to restrain the defendant from prosecuting the action of eject- 
ment further than to judgment. The defendant put in his answer to 
this bill, whereby, admitting his purchase at the sale by the trustee of 
the land mentioned in the plaintiff's bill, at the price therein stated, 
and that he had taken a conveyance from the trustee for the said land. 
H e  explicitly denied having entered into the agreement charged, or 
having said or done anything for the purpose of preventing competi- 
tion at the sale, or his knowing or believing at the time of the 
sale that the bystanders were under any impression that he mas (412) 
bidding to befriend the plaintiff, or under any agreement with 
the plaintiff. The defendant, in and by his said answer, set forth that, 
understanding that the sale mas to take place, he attended thereat, with - - ,  

the view of making some purchases, by means whereof he might save 
some small debts therein particularly stated, due to him from the 
plaintiff; that applications were made to him by the plaintiff to advance 
the money required and take a deed of trust on the land for security, 
which he reiected: that just as the sale was about to commence the 
plaintiff requested him, if he became the purchaser, to give to the plain- 
tiff a chance of redeeming the land, declaring that he, the plaintiff, 
could in three days get the money to pay off the bank debt from William 
McKissack; that thereupon, without apprising the plaintiff of what he 
meant to do. the rslaintiff called on Col. Samuel Mitchell. one of the 
sureties for whose indemnity the sale was to be made, and inquired 

the price mas required to be paid down; that Colonel Mitchell 
replied that if the money were paid by the Wednesday of the next Cas- 
well County Court it would do; that he (Col. Mitchell) had offered the 
same terms to the plaintiff, and would do so to the defendant, and that 
the defendant then re;l?arked that the plaintiff had stated that he could 
get the money in three days, and that >f the defendant bought the  land 
and the plaintiff raised the money in three days he (the defendant) 
would give up the land. 

The defendant denied that any contract, agreement or understanding, 
further than as above stated, existed between him and the plaintiff 
upon the subject. The defendant further denied that he made lmoxm 
the agreement, such as i t  mas, to the company assembled, or any one 
of them; or in any manner intimated that any understanding existed 
on the subject, or that he had either knowledge or suspicion that the 
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company belie~red that any understanding for redemption did exist; 
and declared that he had determined not to bid for the land more than 
seven hundred dollars; and that he had been informed by most of 

the moneyed men in the neighborhood that i t  brought about its 
(413) ~ralue. The answer further stated that the defendant, finding 

that the plaintiff did not or could not get the mopey according 
to his expectations, on 6 April paid McNullin, the trustee, five hundred 
dollars and sixty-eight cents; that the plaintiff was present thereat and 
consented to the residue of the purchase money remaining in the de- 
fendant's hands until a settlement should be made with respect to the 
defendant's claims before referred to, amounting in  the whole to about 
seventy-se17en dollars. The defendant admitted that on 14 August, 1832, 
the plaintiff came to him with witnesses and offered to repay the pur- 
chase money, which the defendant refused to receive; but the defendant 
offered to pay the plaintiff the residue of his bid, after deduction of the 
claims aforesaid; which offer the defendant rejected. The defendant 
further prayed by his answer to have the benefit of the act of 1819, 
avoiding par01 contracts respecting the sale of lands and slaves, as fully 
as if he had especially pleaded the same; averring that neither the 
said pretended agreement, nor any part thereof, nor any memorandum 
thereof, was e ~ ~ e r  reduced to writing. Upon the coming in of this 
ansm7er, a motion was made to dissolve the injunction, and thereupon 
the court ordered that the same should be dissolved unless the plaintiff 
should, by a given day, deposit with the clerk and master the sum paid 
by the defendant, and interest thereon. The money was paid into the 
office accordingly. The plaintiff filed a general replication to the 
answer. The parties proceeded to their proofs; and these being com- 
pleted, the cause was set down for hearing and removed to this Court. 

W .  A. Q r a h a m  for plaintif f .  
J .  W. S o r w o o d  for defendant .  

GASTON, J. The plaintiff founds his claim to r:lief not on the ground 
of the specific execution of a contract respecting the sale of a tract of 
land, but on the ground that the defendant has taken an unconscientious 
advantage of the plaintiff in getting his land at  a price below its value, 

and below what it would have commanded had not competition at 
(414) the sale been prevented by the defendant's unfair practices. We 

have diligently examined the proofs to ascertain whether they 
make out this claim to relief. I f  they do, the act of 1519 is certainly 
not in his way. How i t  might be, if the bill were brought simply to 
execute the agreement between the parties, i t  is not necessary to de- 
termine. Whatever difficulty there may be in  ascertaining the truth 
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of this transaction in other respects, it is certain that an almost uni- 
versal belief prevailed among those present at the sale that the defendant 
mas purchasing or bidding as a friend of the plaintiff, and under some 
agreement for the benefit of the plaintiff. Fourteen persons who were 
present at the sale have been examined, and eleven of these, and among 
them the trustee and the crier who conducted the sale, state explicitly 
that such was their impression; and s e ~ ~ e r a l  of them testify that such 
mas, as far  as they had means of knowing, the belief of all the by- 
standers. One of the remaining three, Col. Afitchell, states what took - 
place, and says nothing as to m-hat mas his impression. The other two 
testify only that they heard nothing said and saw nothing done by the 
defendant to excite this belief; but eTTen one of these (Russel), it is 
shown by other testimony, when called on to bid at  the sale, declined 
to do so, and gave as a reason that he could not get the property, as the 
plaintiff had a bidder there to befriend him. I t  is also satisfactorily 
shown that the effect of this general impression and belief was to put 
down competition, and to enable the plaintiff to get the land at a price, 
not only below its value, but less than that which it would otherwise 
hare commanded. I t  could scarcely have been otherwise. After a 
price had been offered sufficient to indemnify the sureties, not only the 
ordinary inducements for competition would be removed by the belief 
of such friendly arrangement between the debtor and one of the bidders, 
but a further interference with the bidding vould have been deemed an 
odious act. That the land was sold below its real value is not to be 
doubted. The defendant admits that he had intended to bid as far as 
$700, and seems to have expected to secure thereby a debt of 
upwards of $70 which the plaintiff owed him. The persevering (415) 
efforts of the plaintiff to redeem, and the strenuous resistance on 
the part of the defendant to redemption, furnish full e~idence that the 
purchase, if ail absolute one, mas "a bargain." But the effect of this 
impression, to put down competition, is expressly proved. Douglass, the 
crier, in his first deposition, testifies that William McAlurray arrived 
after the land was set up for sale, and, seeming!y in haste, bid for the 
land several times; that suddenly he stopped bidding, requested the crier 
not to be in haste, and went off, saying that he would return presently, 
and then say whethel; he should bid again or not; that after some time 
he returned and said to the crier (but the vitness does not know or 
belieye that this was heard by the defendant) that he had come for no 
other purpose than to befriend Neely by buying the land and giving 
him an  opportunity to redeem, but as Neely had got Torian to befriend 
him, he should not bid again& Torian; and, thereupon, in  the words of 
the witness, ((1 continued to cry the property, and made every exertion 
I could to get a h ighe~  bid, but found it in vain. The trust was satisfied. 
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I was told Mr. Torian mas to befriend Neely by giving him time to 
redeem the land and mill, and so Mr. Torian v a s  the last and highest 
bidder." XcMurray testifies that he did not bid for the land, and should 
haye bid more, but that Green Tli .  Brown informed him that there was 
an understanding between the plaintiff and defendant which stopped 
him; that the witness then apologized to-Neely for having bid, and that 
Torian was not far  off when he made the apology; and that in the 
evening after the sale the witness said something to the defendant, but 
he does not distinctly recollect what, about the redemption, when the 
defendant replied, "If Neely will do right, I mill." What was the pre- 
cise agreement between the plaintiff, if any, in relation to the defend- 
ant's purchase, and whence arose the general belief that the defendant's 
purchase was not to be an absolute one, are inquiries in~olved in more 
doubt. The first material circumstance bearing upon these questions 

appears from the testimony of Enos Ross. A short time before 
(416) the day of sale, the witness was at the mill of the defendant, and 

inquired of him whether the plaintiff's mill mould be sold, when 
defendant said that he expected not, for that the plaintiff could get $400 
for his negro boy from Brooks, and the suit which the plaintiff had 
against Roan would enable him to do without selling the mill, as he 
could raise the balance upon the strength (meaning, no doubt, the 
secuk ty )  of his mill. 

The information respecting the sale of the boy to Brooks was correct, 
for me learn from his testimony that although he bid off the boy at the 
trustee's sale, it was in fornial completion of a prior contract between 
himself and the plaintiff to purchase the boy at the stipulated price of 
$400. Green W. Brown arrived at the place of sale at an early hour, 
and was applied to by the plaintiff to purchase the land and hold it as a 
security until the plaintiff could redeem it. Brown declined acceding 
to the proposition, and then learned from the plaintiff his determination 
to have every other thing in the trust deed sold rather than the land, 
unless he could get some one to befriend him. About this time, but 
before any sale had begun, it appears from the testimony of Thompson 
Neely, the defendant came into the mill, examined her, and asked 
whether the plaintiff (witness: father) had made any arrangements to 
save the mill, when witness informed him that kis father and Brown 
were at the house, together, and, as witness expected, engaged upon that 
business. The plaintiff and Brown returned, and then the plaintiff 
applied to the defendant to befriend him, buy in the mill, and wait until 
he could raise the money. The defendant, according to the testimony 
of this witness, at  first declined, stating as a reason that he should be 
obliged to borrow the money, or a part of it at least, if the plaintiff did 
not have it ready by the Wednesday or Thursday week, the return term 
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of the execution. The plaintiff expressed his confidence that he could 
get the money by that time, through Maurice Smith, of Granville, to 
whom William McKissack, of Person, had promised to recommend him, 
and added that if he should fail to get the money in time he would pay 
the defendant any interest defendant might require, observing at  
the same time that he had money due to him. The defendant (417) 
asked what, if the plaintiff should not get the money by the time, 
was the defendant to do, and what security mould he have? And the 
plaintiff answered, "Hold on the land; it is good for the money any 
time." And the defendant replied that he believed it was. The witness 
further states that the defendant said he must walk out, but would see 
the plaintiff again; that some time afterwards he saw the parties and 
Colonel Mitchell together in  conversation, and when they separated he 
walked to Colonel Mitchell and asked him what they were going to do, 
when the colonel said they were going to sell the boy first, and then the 
defendant was to buy in the land for his father and give him a reason- 
able time to pay it. The next testimony in point of time, and Yery 
important testimony it is, is that of Col. Samuel Mitchell. As one of 
the sureties for whose indemnity the property had been conveyed, he 
attended at the sale. He  declares that he was called to the parties, 
plaintiff and defendant, by one or the other, but is not positive which; 
that the defendant said that he had an idea of bidding for the land and 
mill, but that he had not the money in hand; that the witness observed 
that if the money was paid by the Wednesday of the following week 
(the week of Caswell County Court) it would be as good as at  the 
present moment; that the plaintiff stated that by that day he thought 
he could pay the money himself, for that he had a prospect of getting 
it from William McKissack, and should go in a day or two and get it 
and pay it to the trustee; that the defendant replied, "If you can do so, 
you can still retain your land and mill7'; that plaintiff inquired, if he 
should fail to get it-in time, but should get it in a few days, or other- 
wise in some short and reasonable t i m e  afterwards, whether it would 
not answer the purpose, and the defendant replied that he did not know 
that i t  would make any difference. Witness added, "With interest?" 
and defendant said that was understood. The witness adds that he did 
not understand that the defendant had determined to bid off the land 
at any rate, and that he does not recollect, nor does he think that he 
told young Neely, that the defendant was to bid off the land and 
allow his father to redeem it, or words to that import. I t  then ('418) 
appears that, immediately after this conversation between the 
parties and Colonel Mitchell, the negro boy, which Brooks had con- 
tracted with the plaintiff to buy at $400, was set u p  bnd bid off by him, 
and then the land was set up;  that the defendant took his seat, had no 
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conversation with any one in relation to his purposes, and, after some 
bids by Colonel Mitchell, McBIurray and others, became the highest 
bidder, as stated by Douglass. 

Before passing upon the effect of this evidence, it is proper to con- 
sider of some remarks which have been made upon the testimony of 
young Neely. The young man represents the defendant as stating, 
before the conversation with Mitchell, that he might be obliged to bor- 
row the money if it was not ready by the Wednesday or Thursday of 
the next County Court; and it is asked, "How could he know, as the 
sale was advertised to be for cash, that the parties interested would wait 
for the money until that time?" I t  does not seem to us that this sup- 
posed incongruity subjects his testimony to suspicim. I t  was known 
that the sole object of the sale was to have the money in time to satisfy 
the execution, and it could scarcely be doubted but that the persons 
interested would not object to an induIgence which was consistent with 
this object. The defendant's answer informs us that when he was dis- 
tinctly assured by Colonel Mitchell that the indulgence would be granted 
to him if he bought, Colonel Mitchell said that the plaintiff had been 
previously informed that he should have this indulgence; and it is 
exceedingly .probable that the defendant was apprised by the plaintiff 
of this prevlous assurance. I t  was natural, however, for the defendant, 
notwithstanding such his belief, and such information from the plain- 
tiff, to get a distinct and direct assurance from Colonel Mitchell before 
he ventured to act upon the faith of this supposed indulgence. So far  
as there may be a discrepancy between the testimony of Colonel Mitchell 
and that of Thompson Meely, we have no hesitation in placing superior 
confidence in  the accuracy of the former. We believe, therefore, that 

he did not tell Thompson Neely that the defendant was to bid 
(419) off the land, particularly as Colonel Mitchell did not understand 

that the defendant had bound himself to bid it off at any rate; 
but we have little doubt that, in answer to young -Keely's inquiries, he 
stated what had taken place;.and it was very natural for the latter, 
after what had occurred in the mill, to understand the communication 
as he represented it. 

From this testimony we infer that the defendant knew that the plain- 
tiff was anxious to prevent the sale of this tract of land, and believed 
that the plaintiff might save himself from this evil by procuring money 
upon the security of this land to pay the balance of what was required 
to be raised; that with this knowledge of the plaintiff's necessities and 
wishes, and this bel+ef .of his ability to save the land, he encouraged the 
plaintiff to believe that his object would be effected through the means 
of a formal sale to the defendant, who would not take a title if the 
plaintiff should be able to raise the sum demanded by the Wednesday 
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of the succeeding week, and would permit the plaintiff, if disappointed 
in then raising the money, and the defendant should be obliged to 
advance it, to redeem the land by repayment of the sum advanced and 
interest (possibly more than ordinary interest) within a reasonable 
time; that the plaintiff caught eagerly at  the expectations thereby 
excited, and, in full confidence that they were well founded, not only 
declined further efforts to save this land, the home of himself and his 
family, and the property which he was most reluctant to part with, 
either by a sale of the other articles comprehended in the deed of trust, 
or by arrangements to obtain aid from his friends on the faith thereof; 
that the defendant could not but see that he had raised these expecta- 
tions, excited this confidence, and thereby induced the plaintiff to direct 
the land to be set up for sale; that the defendant also foresaw that, upon 
a sale so directed, he was likely to purchase the land without full com- 
petition, and that he has thus obtained it at  a price much below its 
actual value and less than it would have brought had a fair competition 
taken place. But these inferences of unfairness on the part of the 
defendant are supposed to be repelled by the testimony of Dr. 
McXullin. H e  states that on Friday, 6 April, he applied to the (420) 
plaintiff, in order to get the courses of the land, by which to 
make out the deed from himself, as trustee, to the defendant, as pur- 
chaser; and that the plaintiff produced the original title-deed from 
which he extracted them; that the plaintiff inquired of him whether he 
intended to charge commissions, and upon being answered in  the affirma- 
tive, declared that he would not allow them, as they were already 
charged by the sheriff; that the plaintiff went with the witness to the 
defendant to forbid the defendant from paying commissions to the 
trustee; that he heard nothing said against the deed, nor did the plain- 
tiff, on that occasion, allege that any understanding existed between him 
and the defendant; that as the plaintiff and witness were walking on, 
the plaintiff complained that his property had sold far  below its value; 
that the witness remarked that it mas very possible that the land would 
have sold for a higher price if an impression had not existed among 
some of the persons present that the defendant was purchasing or bid- 
ding as the plaintiff's friend and was to give him the privilege of re- 
demption, when the plaintiff disavowed the alleged understanding with 
indignation and as though he mas offended that such an impression 
should have existed. The witness does not testify as to what occurred 
after he and the plaintiff reached the defendant's house, further than 
that, in  answer to an interrogatory of the defendant, he stated that there 
was a balance left in defendant's hands after satisfying what the trustee 
wanted; that no objections were made thereto by the plaintiff, and he 
was under an impression that there was to be a settlement between the 
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parties; that he "had heard" (but does not state when) the defendant 
say that the plaintiff owed him about $70. On the same day the witness 
took a receipt from the plaintiff fo; the whole amount of defendant's 
bid, in order to close the trust; and on 20 April, afterwards, he returned 
to the plaintiff $21.95 commissions, which, until then, he had retained 
on the amount of the sales made by him under the deed of trust. 

I t  is not so much what appears upon this deposition as what does not 
appear, and might reasonably have been expected to appear, had it 

occurred, that renders it difficult to reconcile this deposition with 
(421) the testimony already examined. I t  is not so strange that the 

plaintiff should have said nothing to the witness against making 
the deed, or in relation to the understanding between the plaintiff and 
the defendant, for the witness came in character of trustee, and no 
understanding between the plaintiff and defendant could discharge the 
trustee from the obligation to make the deed when the defendant was 
ready to pay the money. The trustee had no concern whatever with 
that understanding. But i t  is strange if we are to collect from this 
deposition that such was the case, that nothing was said about the 
defendant paying the money so much in advance of the day when the 
sureties for whom the trustee acted required it to be paid. The depo- 
sition, however, does not negative the fact of any remark being made 
on that subject; and as it is expressly stated in Thompson Neely's 
deposition, and as from the manner in which testimony is taken in our 
courts of Equity, the contents of that deposition were known to the 
defendant, and he has not, by a reexamination of Dr. McMullin, as 
he might have done, contradicted Neely; in  this respect we must con- 
clude that Dr. McMullin is not to be understood as intending to nega- 
tive the fact. The witness Neely states that on the second day after 
the sale (we presume it was on the third, for the doctor had probably, 
by means of his memoranda, the means of affixing the day with most 
precision) the trustee came to his father's house and requested his 
father to aid him in  making out the deed for the land, and the plaintiff 
inquired why he wanted to prepare the deed, when the trustee observed 
that he was going to dram the money, and the defendant required to 
have a deed before he paid i t ;  and that the plaintiff did remark that 
this was contrary to their understanding, for that the money was not 
to be drawn from defendant until the Wednesday or Thursday of next 
week; that the plaintiff asked how much of the money he meant to 
draw, and McMullin said the whole amount bid; when the plaintiff 

forbade him taking more than was required to satisfy the trust; 
(422) that the plaintiff also objected to paying the trustee any com- 

missions because a commission had been allowed to the sheriff; 
and adds that MciSiPullin assigned as a reason for not waiting for the 
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nioney that he was responsible for it as trustee-had no security for 
it-and therefore would have the money. This testimony is not in  
conflict with that of the other witnesses. The understanding referred 
to is not the understanding between plaintiff and defendant, to which 
Dr. McMullin declares no allusion was made, but the understanding 
between Col. Mitchell on the one side and the plaintiff and defendant 
on the other. The reason assigned for requiring such immediate pay- 
ment is at least plausible, and the on ly  circumstance to be found in the 
case tending to explain the unexpected haste with which the trust was 
closed. The understanding that the money was not to be demanded 
until the Wednesday of the court is admitted by the answer, is proved 
by Col. Xitchell, and can scarce be believed to have been unknown 
to the trustee. I t  is difficult to understand how the plaintiff could have 
disavowed any understanding xvith the defendant with regard to the sale 
not being purely absolute, unless it be an understanding which he sup- 
posed could be enforced. As to the fact of some understanding to that 
effect there is no doubt. The defendant admits in  the answer that the 
sale was not to be absolute if the money were raised in three days. Col. 
Mitchell' declares that it mas certainly not to be absolute if the money 
were raised by the Wednesday of court, nor if paid with interest in a 
short time th'ereafter. The dejfendant admitted to William McMurray 
that there was some understanding, and that if the plaintiff did what 
was right, h e  should; and Enos Rogers states that two weeks after the 
sale he observed to the defendant that the defendant had got the land 
very low, but supposed that Neely had the chance of redeeming i t ;  when 
defendant answered that "he had had the chance, but that defendant 
did not know how it was then." The indignation which the plaintiff 
manifested was indeed natural if it were excited by the effect on the 
sale of his land, consequent upon the belief that the defendant 
was acting as his friend, or at the discovery that this belief was (423) 
about to pro\-e unfounded, or if directed against the defendant, 
or the trustee for the harshness of the course apparently about to be 
pursued against him, but is inconceivable unless the witness misqpre-  
hended either its cause or its object. 

This deposition is silent with regard to a very important part of this 
case, of which some explanation ought to be given by the defendant- 
and of which, if any satisfactory one could be given, this witness had 
the peculiar means to know it-why was it that the defendant paid the 
purchase money before the day when, according to his own statement, 
h e  was to be permitted to retain it, and according to Col. Mitchell's tes- 
timony t h e  plainti f f  was to be allowed to raise i t ?  Had the plaintiff 
declared his inability to procure the money? Had  he waived the in- 
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dulgence so anxiously stipulated fo r?  Was it because of the impor- 
tunities of the trustee upon the defendant to close the trust and to be 
freed from responsibility? Did the defendant remind the trustee that 
the delay was for the plaintiff's accommodation rather than for the 
defendant's? Or, rather, was the defendant himself prompt and eager 
to pay the money and get a title as soon as a deed could be prepared? 
Even the three days of grace, which he concedes in his answer were 
to be allowed, had not elapsed before he foreclosed the plaintiff; and 
not a fact is shown to account for this manifest departure from the 
understanding of all parties in relation to the sale; a departure which 
had certainly a tendency to discourage the plaintiff from making efforts 
to raise the money, and which it is very difficult to reconcile to fair 
dealing. 

Our conclusion' upon the whole testimony is that the defendant has 
deceived an embarrassed man into an assent to the sale of his land to 
the defendant, through the trustee, by taking advantage of his distress 
and exciting false hopes that the sale should not be treated as absolute, 
but that the land might be redeemed within a reasonable time. That 
thereby the defendant has obtained the land at an inadequate price, 
and at  a price less than the plaintiff, but for this deception, would have 

procured; and that, in  conscience, the defendant cannot retain 
(424) the unfair gains thus acquired, but can avail himself of his 

legal title only, as a security for what has been advanced on the 
faith of it. 

Connecting the circumstances mentioned, as before stated in the depo- 
sition of Dr. McNullin, relative to a settlement between the parties, 
with the fact stated in  John McMurray's deposition, that when the 
plaintiff tendered to the defendant the price he had paid for the land 
he also offered to pay the defendant's shop account, we feel ourselves 
warranted in  holding that the demands which the defendant had against 
the plaintiff when thk sale took place were intended by both parties to 
be secured thereby, and ought therefore to be regarded as advances. I f  
these, have not been satisfied, the defendant may have their amount 
ascertained by a reference. 

The purchase money is 'already in  court, and the defendant is per- 
mitted to receive it whenever he may make demand therefor. If the 
account should not be taken before 20 July next, the defendant must 
be understood to waive it. 

The plaintiff is declared entitled, on payment of any balance of 
account that may be found due, to have a decree for a perpetual in- 
junction against disturbing his possession of the land in question; for 
the payment by the defendant of all the costs in  the action of ejectment 
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heretofore brought; for a conveyance, by the defendant to the plaintiff, 
of the said lands, with covenants against the acts and encumbrances 
of the defendant; and for the costs of the plaintiff in  this suit, to be 
taxed by the clerk thereof. 

PER CURIAM. Decree accordingly. 

Cited: Rich v. iVarsh, 39 N. C., 398; ~VcLend  v. B u l l a ~ d ,  84 N. C., 
528; Cheek v. Watson,  85 N .  C., 198. 

JOHR' SCOTT ET ~ t .  v. JOHX DUNN ET AL. 

Where an executor sold lands and applied the proceeds to the payment of 
debts, under a mistake of his power, and the purchaser is evicted by the 
devisee, the land in equity will be subjected to indemnify. the purchaser, 
to the extent to which his money was applied to the debts, over and 
above the personal estate. 

THE bill charged that William Kooling, the elder, by his last will and 
testament, whereof he appointed the defendant Dunn and others his ex- 
ecutors, after directing all his just debts to be paid, devised a certain tract 
of land, in distinct parcels, to his two sons and five grandsons, the other 
defendants to the bill. That after the death of the testator, the de- 
fendant Dunn alone proved the will, and finding that there was an 
insufficiency of personal assets to satisfy the debts of the testator, and 
believing that by the will the land devised was so charged with the 
payment thereof as to authorize him to sell it, advertised the same for 
sale at public auction; that the plaintiffs became the purchasers at said 
auction, at  the price'of two hundred and forty-two dollars and fifty 
cents; have paid the whole purchase money to the executor Dunn, and 
received from him a conveyance in  fee, accordingly. The bill further 
charged that the title to the land being contested by the defendants, the 
devisees, the plaintiffs instituted an action of ejectment to establish it, 
and to recover possession thereof; but failed in said action because, in 
law, the executor had no authority to make the sale aforesaid. I t  also 
charged that of the purchase money so paid by the plaintiffs all but 
the sum of one hundred and one dollars and seventy-eight cents was 
applied by the executor to the payment of the debts of his testator, and 
that this sum yet remained in his hands; and it prayed that the defend- 
ant Dunn might be decreed to refund to the plaintiffs the part of the 
purchase money remaining in his hands; and as to the residue, that the 
necessary accounts might be taken to ascertain whether the whole per- 
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sonal estate was not administered in the payment of debts, without 
fully paying the same (should the matter be denied by the de- 

(426) fendants), and that the plaintiffs might stand in  the place of 
the creditors who have been thus satisfied, and who might have 

enforced these demands against the land; and that the land might be 
decreed to be sold for the payment thereof. The answer of the executor 
admitted all the substantial allegatioi~s in the bill except that it averred 
that he received from the plaintiffs but the sum of one hundred and 
eighty dollars in payment for the land, and that the whole of this was 
applied to the payment of the testator's debts, except the sum of ninety- 
five dollars and eighty-six cents, which is admitted to be yet in his 
hands, and which sum he was willing to pay over as the court might 
direct. To this answer was annexed an account of his administration 
of the assets of his testator, which showed a result corresponding with 
that above mentioned. The other defendants, the devisees, admitted 
the execution and probate of the will and the sale of the land, as charged, 
but insisted that the personal estate was fully sufficient for the satis- 
faction of all the debts of the testator; and denied the right of the 
plaintiffs, if the personal estate had been insufficient, to be subrogated 
to the rights of the creditors of the testator, because the law had pointed 
out the course to be pursued in subjecting the real estate of deceased 
debtors to the satisfaction of their debts, after the personalty has been. 
exhausted, because they, the devisees, had in no way contributed to the 
blunders of the executor in transcending his authority, or to inducing 
the plaintiffs to purchase at his unauthorized sale; because if the plain- 
tiffs had any relief it should be sought against the defendant Dunn 
alone, and in a court of common law: because the plaintiffs had knowl- 
edge of the will and that it gave the executor no power to sell; because 
the land was purchased at an under value by reason of misrepresenta- 
tion of the plaintiffs that they were purchasing 'for the benefit of the 
devisees, and because, although they purchased at the price of two hun- 
dred and forty-two dollars, and gave bond for the payment of that 
sum, on a credit of nine months, they, on the day after the sale, obtained 
from the defendant Dunn a surrender of the land by paying to him in 

cash the sum of one hundred and eighty dollars only. 
(421)  The cause was set down for hearing upon bill and answer. 

Badger fur p la in t i f s .  
W .  A. G r a h a m  and Norwood for defendants.  

Gas~on-, J. There is no contest between the plaintiffs and the de- 
fendant Dunn as to the money of the plaintiffs not paid over, and for 
this sum they will of course have a decree against him. 
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The claim of the plaintiffs to be substituted to the creditors, whose 
demands they have satisfied, is supported, we think, by well-settled 
principles. By  the laws of this State, real as well as personal property 
is liable for debts of every description, but'personal property is the 
primary fund for their satisfaction. I t  is alleged that the personal 
assets were insufficient for the discharge of all the debts. Whether this 
be the fact or not can only be ascertained by taking an account of the 
assets and of the administration of them. I f  in taking the accounts 
the fact should be established as alleged, then it follows from the doc- 
trine sanctioned in the cases of Wil l iam v. Williams, 2 Dev. Eq. Reps., 
69, and Xaunders v. Saunders, ibid., 262, that the defendant Dunn would 
have a right in a Court of Equity to be subrogated to those creditors 
who have been paid by his advances. As between Dunn and the plain- 
tiffs, if their money were yet in his hands he could not retain it with 
a safe conscience, and would be obliged to refund it. And it seems to 
us clear that if he could rightfully reclaim it from his codefendants he 
might be compelled to assert this right or permit the plaintiffs to assert 
it in his name, in order that it might be refunded. The court would 
do this upon the same principle by which the surety on making satis- 
faction to the creditor becomes entitled to demand every means of en- 
forcing payment which the creditor himself had against the principal 
debtor; a principle which, when traced to its origin, is founded on the 
plain obligations of humanity, which bind every one to furnish to 
another those aids to iscape from loss ~ ~ h i c h  he can part with 
without injury to himself (Home's Princl. of Equity, 84). As (428) 
all the parties are before the court, complete justice may be done 
by deciding direct relief to the plaintiffs. The objections urged in this 
case are not, in our opinion, sufficient to repel the claim here advanced. 
There can be no relief at  lam as to the money paid over, either against 
Dunn or the devisees. Not against him, for it has been applied in con- 
formity to his agreement with the plaintiffs; not against the devisees, 
for between the plaintiffs and them there has been no contract. The 
doctrine of substitution which prevails in equity is not founded on con- 
tract, but, as we have seen, on the principles of natural justice. Un- 
questionably the devisees are not to be injured by the mistake of the 
executor as to the extent of his power over their land, but that mistake 
should not give them unfair gains. The executor was not an officious 
intermeddler in paying off the debts of his testator; and his erroneous 
belief that he could indemnify himself in a particular way should not 
bar him from obtaining indemnity by legitimate means. I t  is not a 
question here whether a mistake of law shall confer any rights, but 
whether such mistake shall be visited with a forfeiture of rights, wholly 
independent of that mistake. 

3 3 1  



I N  THE SUPREME COURT. P I  

I t  is immaterial to the devisees whether the price at which the land 
was sold was a fair and full price or not, for that sale is not sought to 
be established. I t  is also unimportant for any purposes now under con- 
sideration to inquire wherefore the land was surrendered on payment 
of a sum less than its amount; for certainly no relief will be granted 
except in respect to the sum actually paid. When the disposition of 
the costs shall come before the Court then this circumstance, and others 
of a like kind,  ill receive the consideration to which they may be en- 
titled. The Court therefore declares that the plaintiffs may have the 
accounts taken as prayed for, and reserves the further consideration of 
the case until the corning in of the coniniissioners' report. 

PER C u ~ ~ a a r .  Decree accordingly. 

Gitecl: Laws z.. Thompson, 49 N.  C., 107; Springs v. Ilarven, 56 
N. C., 99; HoZt v. Bason, 12 N. C., 310; Wall v. Fairl?j, 77 N. C., 108;  
Perry v.  Adams, 98 N. C., 173. 

DAVID W. DUDLEY v. JAMES C. COLE. 

1. Where the plaintiff in an execution obtained his judgment by fraud- 
there being no debt due him-and fraudulently .prevented the defendant 
having it reversed, in equity he shall have no benefit from a sale under it. 

2. Whether the purchaser of a stranger to the judgment would be protected? 
Quere. 

ON 1 June, 1824, William Orme, in  the name of John Simmons, to 
the use of Orme, sued out a warrant against Morris Ward for the sum 
of one hundred dollars, due by note, on which judgment was rendered 
by Daniel Smith, a justice of the peace, on the 5th day of that month 
for the sum demanded, and costs. On 28 March, 1825, Orme sued out 
a fieri facias thereon from another justice of the peace, and caused it 
to be levied on I June on a tract of land .belonging to Ward, and re- 
turned to Jones County Court, and there obtained.an order of sale; and 
on 12 September following, the sheriff exposed the land for sale, and 
Orme became the purchaser at one hundred dollars and took the sheriff's 
deed. Afterwards William Orme died intestate, learing one Robert 
Orme his heir at law, against whom judgments were rendered and exe- 
cutions issued in 1530, under which the defendant Cole purchased the 
same land, as the property of Robert Orme, and tool< the sheriff's deed. 
Cole thereupon brought an ejectment against Ward, n~ho still continued 
in  possession. 
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The original bill mas brought in 1833 by Ward, in  forma pauperis, 
and alleged that the judgment against him was fraudulently obtained, 
and the sale under it fraudulently made; and specially charged the fol- 
lowing matters as constituting such fraud: 

That the plaintiff did not owe Orme or Simmons any sum secured 
by note, nor any sum of money whatever, but that Simmons had been 
indebted to Ward by sundry bonds, of which one m-as for the sum of 
one hundred dollars, which had been placed in  the hands of one Franks 
for collection; that Ward and Simmons came to a settlement, on which 
the former gave to the latter an acquittance against the bond 
held by Franks, and therein engaged to surrender or cancel i t ;  (430) 
and that accordingly, by the consent of Ward and the directions 
of Simmons, Franks destroyed the bond before the year 1824; that 
Orme afterwards .came into possession of the plaintiff's receipt to Sim- 
mons, and issued the before-mentioned warrant on it, which was served 
on 1 June, 1824, by one Lee, a constable, who summoned Ward to trial 
on the 5th of the same month at  Trent Bridge, the usuaI place of trial 
in that district, and the place of Orme's residence; that Ward accord- 
ingly attended by the usual hour of trial, namely, the middle of the 
day, and requested Lee to return the warrant before a justice of the 
peace, who was then sitting to try all the other warrants, returnable 
there on that day; that Lee then informed him, and such was the fact, 
that in the early part of the day Mr. Smith had been passing by on 
his nTay to New Bern, and had been requested by Orme to stop and try 
that warrant, and that he did so, and gave judgment by default, without 
any evidence but the production of the receipt itself, and left all the 
papers with Orme, and immediately proceeded on his journey. The 
bill further charged that Ward immediately applied to Orme himself 
to produce the warrant for the purpose of a second trial before a magis- 
trate then sitting on other warrants, which he refused: that in conse- - 
quence thereof, as soon as Nr. Smith returned home Ward stated to 
gim, on oath, his defense, and the advantage that had been taken to 
deprive him of i t ;  whereupon Smith granted a new trial, and on 14 
June, 1824, issued and delivered a written notice thereof to Lee, rc- 
quiring him to have the parties and papers before a justice of the peace 
for such second trial, but that Orme refused to deliver or produce the 
papers; that Ward keliewd the judgment to be then superseded and 
no longer binding, and consequently that no steps could be taken against 
him in the matter until he should be again sued; that he knew and 
suspected nothing to the contrary until September of the succeeding 
year when, being at the courthouse, he heard the sheriff set up his land, 
under an order of sale, and upon inquiring discovered that in 
Narch, 1825, Orme had obtained from another justice of the (431) 
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peace living in a remote part of the county an execution on the judg- 
ment, and had caused it to be levied on his land by one &Daniel, 
a constable, also residing in another and remote district, and returned 
to court, and had obtained the order of sale-all without notice to 
Ward: that Ward then applied to the sheriff to know what process was 
in  hands against the land, and was told by him that, besides Orme's, 
he had an order of sale at the suit of one Bryant, and that if he m~ould 
pay the debt to Bryant the sale should then be solely at the instance of 
Orme; and that Ward immediately paid Bryant and took his receipt 
for the debt, in the presence of the sheriff, to whom he mas also ready, 
and offered to pay the costs; that the sheriff then proceeded in the sale 
as upon Orme's execution only, when Ward gave public notice of his 
intention to resist the sale and seek relief against i t ;  but that Orme, 
notwithstanding, purchased as before mentioned and .took a deed from 
the sheriff in which it was recited that the sale was made under both 
writs; that the application of any part of the price to the costs in 
Bryant's suit was unknown to Ward, who had been assured publicly 
that the sale was under Orme's execution only. The bill then stated 
that Ward refused to give up the possession, but continued to claim 
and reside on the land up to the time of the sheriff's sale to Cole under 
the execution against Robert Orme, and at that sale gave open notice 
of his right to all bidders, and particularly to a Mr. Roe, m~ho bought 
the land as the agent of Cole, the defendant. 

The prayer of the bill was for a reconveyance of the land; that the 
defendant might be enjoined from proceeding further in his action at 
law, and that the plaintiff might be quieted in his possession. 

The answer denied all personal knowledge or information on the part 
of the defendant of any of the circumstances stated in  the bill, touching 
the nature of William Orme's demand against the plaintiff or his 
method of proceeding thereon; and insisted that, as the same appeared 
of record to be regular, neither they nor the sale under them could be 

impeached for fraud as against him, because he was not a party 
(432) nor in  anywise privy thereto, and was ignorant thereof when he 

paid his purchase money and took his deed from the sheriff. 
The answer admitted that the plaintiff continued in  possession when 
the defendant purchased, and that he gave notice of his claim to the 
agent Roe, who made the purchase for Cole. The answer further stated 
that the sale in September, 1825, was under Bryant's execution for the 
costs due ther'eon, as well as under Orme's for the debt and costs, and 
that both are recited in  the sheriff's deed to Orme; and insisted that 
at  all events the title passed by ~ ~ i r t u e  of the former. 

By an interlocutory order the plaintiff was required to suffer judg- 
ment to be entered against him in the action of ejectment, and the de- 
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fendant was enjoined from proceeding thereon, or otherwise disturbing 
the plaintiff until the hearing. 

After replication and taking depositions, Ward died, having first 
devised the land in  dispute to David W. Dudley, the present plaintiff, 
who revived the suit by a supplemental bill and bill of revivor ; and the 
cause being ready for hearing, was transferred to this Court. 

The defendant exhibited transcripts of the records of the county 
court, and also the deed made by the sheriff, from which it appears that 
the judgment and execution against Ward were for the sums and of the 
dates before mentioned, and that the sheriff satisfied the costs due to 
Bryant out of the sum bid by Orme, and applied the residue thereof 
to Orme's execution. By the transcript it also appeared that no note 
or other paper on which the judgment in the name of Simmons was 
rendered was returned to the county court. 

The depositions of the magistrate Smith and of the constable Lee 
mere filed, and fully sustained the allegations of the bill as to the nature 
of Orme's deinandiethe ser~ice  and return of the warrant, and the trial 
and judgment thereon before the arrival of Ward, his dissatisfaction 
and application for a new trial, and the order therefor. Lee further + 

stated that when he gave notice to Orme and demanded the paper, Orme 
replied that he could not deliver them as he had sold the debt 
and transferred the papers to another person, but would not dis- (433) 
close to whom. 

Other witnesses didtinctly proved that the bond of Simmons, against 
which Ward gave a receipt, was, with the knowledge and at the request 
of Simmons, canceled by h a n k s  soon after the date of the receipt. 

Mr. Huggins, the sheriff, who made all the sales, stated that, in answer 
to Ward's inquiry, he informed him that he held the two executions 
and no others, and that if he would pay Bryant's debt the sale should 
proceed upon Orme's only; and that he did pay Bryant, and immedi- 
ately gave notice that he would attempt to set aside a sale upon the 
other as fraudulent; but that, nevertheless, he put up the land by Orme's 
directions, and Orme bought it at one hundred dollars. H e  says that 
he would not have sold under the other writ for the costs, viz., four , 
dollars and ninety-two cents, but that after Orme's purchase he applied 
as much of the price as discharged those costs. 

Devereun: for plaintiff. 
J .  H. Bryan" for defendant. 

RUFFIK, C. J., after stating the case as above, proceeded as follows: 
I t  may be remarked in the outset that this case is clear of everything 
that could be said in favor of a third person who might have become 
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the purchaser under the execution, in  the name of Simmons, against 
Orme, who instituted that suit, and claimed the benefit of the judgment, 
and was himself the purchaser. The relief we think is clear, the only 
doubt being whether it ought not to be by an immediate reconveyance, 
notwithstanding the small sum applied to the costs of the other case. 
That the sale under Orme's own process cannot be sustained, while the 
essential principles of justice and fairness constitute any part a1 the 
system of equity, as administered in judicial tribunals, no mind we 
think can doubt. With the objections which might be taken at law to 
those proceedings on the grounds of the order for a new trial, the with- 

-holding from the county court the paper on which the judgment 
(434) was rendered, or any matter of the like kind, this Court does 
\ ,  

not deal. V e  assume that the judgment is right, so far as re- 
spects the action of the legal tribunals themselves; and if that were not 
sd, this Court will not undertake to revise them for the purpose of 
correcting either mistakes of facts or errors in law. But when the party 
practices a deception upon the court of law, and thereby precludes the 
opposite party from all defense; when by means thereof he gets a judg- 

. ment for a sum of'money of which no part is due; and then further, 
by concealment and falsehood, defeats every fair effort made by the 
ordinary legal means for reexamining his judgment, a Court of Equity 
mill restrain such a party from the unconscientious use of a legal ad- 
vantage thus fraudulently obtained and thus fraudulently kept up. I t  
is clear, in the first place, that there was no debt tin this case, and that 
Orme was quite sensible of it. This would not be material, merely as 
it would show the judgment to be wrong, in'a case in which the party 
sued had 'made defense, or had the opportunity of making i t ;  but it 
becomes a most material inquiry when there has, in  fact, been no de- 
fense, but it has been lost, apparently, by the contrivances of the plain- 
tiff, as evidence of the motive of those contrivances. Besides the direct 
testimony of the witnesses as to the nature of the demand and of its 

- 
being entirely unfounded, it is also strongly to be inferred from the 
circumstance that Orme took possession of the written instrument on 
which he got the judgment and did not have it returned to court with 
the judgment, but has suppressed it altogether; from the mode in  which 
he took the judgment, just before Ward might be expected at the place 
of trial, according to the summons, and just before he did arrive; from 
his subsequent refusal to come to another trial, and the steps taken to 
enforce the judgment after he knew that it had been superseded, or at 
least that Ward thought it had, without the least intimation to Ward 
of his intentions, the Court cannot but find that Orme designed de- 
liberately to deprive the other party of all opportunity of defense, in 
the first instance, and subsequently of all the ordinary legal means 
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of redress, either on the merits or the matter of law. The mark (435) 
seems to have been this land for, from the levy, we must take it 
that Ward had no personal property, nor it seems much of anything, 
for in this suit he appears as a pauper. I t  would be bad enough, by 
contrivance, to put such a man under the necessity of giving security 
for the debt to obtain a trial de novo; but it was yet worse to bring his 
land to sale under circumstances in their nature calculated to diminish 
the price, and then, after buying it, to tell him to reverse the judgment 
at law and get restitution, not of the land, but of the money it brought. 
Throughout the proceedings we are obliged-to perceive the anxious 
purpose, by means of circumvention and contrivance, to defeat this poor 
man of the semblance of a trial, and to take from him his land, for a 
claim having no existence. The title derived under such proceedings, 
by the author of them, must be null. 

But reliance is placed by the defendant on Bryant's judgment and 
execution to render the title indefeasible. We think i t  cannot have that 
effect, although that is admitted to be fair. I f  a sale under that execu- 
tion had been rendered necessary, in order to secure those costs, by 
Orme7s pressing a sale under his own, whereby the lien of the first 
would be lost, it perhaps would not be a hard measure of justice to 
hold that the whole sale was so far imbued with oppression and undue 
advantage that the contriver should not profit by it, to any purpose; 
but the Court cannot declare that the sale was, in fact, made for the 
costs on Bryant's execution, but rather the contrary. Such was the 
declaration of the sheriff to Ward, who was clearly under that impres- 
sion. The recital in the sheriff's deed is not positively inconsistent with 
that supposition. After the sale the sheriff may have satisfied those 
costs out of the purchase money, because that was the only fund out 
of which he could then make them, and may have thought i t  proper, 
for that reason, to  recite that execution in his deed. The circumstance 
may be accounted for in that way, and is in itself probable, rather than 
the supposition that the sheriff combined with Orme to have the sale 
under both writs, notwithstanding his assurance to the contrary, 
especially when there is no evidence from a bystander that the (436) 
sheriff did thus sell, in violation of his first declaration. Taking 
this to be the truth of the case, we must regard the sun1 of four dollars 
and ninety-two cents of Orme's money as having been applied by the 
sheriff to Ward's use, and to that extent the sheriff's deed must stand 
as a security, but no further. 

The present defendant is in no better situation than Orme, in  whose 
shoes he stands. The denial of personal notice cannot avail him. The 
possession of Ward and the express notice to his agent affect him. Be- 
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sides being a purchaser at  sheriff's sale, his case is governed by the 
principle of Freeman v. Hil l ,  lately i n  this Court, and he can only get 
the title of the defendant in the execution. 

The decree must therefore be that the deed to Orme is good only as a 
security for the sum of four dollars and ninety-two ccnts, and that upon 
the payment thereof by the plaintiff to the defendant the latter shall 
convey the land in the pleadings and exhibits mentioned to the plaintiff, 
the devisee of the original plaintiff, free from any encumbrance by the 
defendant created, by a deed to be approved by the master, and the in- 
junction be perpetuated. The defendant must pay all the costs at  law 
and in  equity. 

PER CURIAM. Decree accordingly. 

Cited: Rutherford u. Green, 37 N. C., 127; Tomlinson v. Blackburn, 
id., 511 ; Xullon w. Xchomtmald, 86 N. C., 202; Graniham 21. l iennedy, 
91 N. C., 154. 

(437) 
JAMES HARRISON v. HANNAH WOOD. 

To a bill enjoininq the heir from ejecting the plaintiff from land which dp- 
scended upon the former, upon the ground that thc latter had purchased 
under the erroneous idea that the heir was barred, and had paid the 
debts of the ancestor to value of the land, thc drficiency of the pcrsorlal 
estate is all that gives an equity to the plaintiff; and' to ascertain that, 
the personal representative of the anccstor is an indispe~lsable party. 

THE plaintiff alleged that in  March, 1818, he purchased of one Oliver 
a tract of land lying in  Jones County; that lie paid tho purchase money 
(eleven hundred dollars) and took possession in January, 1819, and 
continued that possession until recently, when the defendant brought an 
ejectment for it and recovered judgment at  the Fall Circuit of 1835 
( 1  Dev. & Bat. Rep., 356) ; that one John Philyan had died seized of 
the land; that judgments had been rendered against him in his lifetime, 
and for his debts after his death, against his widow and administratrix; 
that under these judgments the land was sold by the sheriff and pur- 
chased by one Giles, who before that had bought the widow's dower, 
and who had sold to Oliver; that the plaintiff failed in his defense to 
the ejectment because the defendant was heir at law of Philyan, and had 
not been served with process to subject the land to those judgments; that 
Philyan died, indebted greatly beyond the value of his personal estate, 
and that the land in question was all of which he died seized; that it 
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was liable to. the satisfaction of those judgments, and that the plaintiff, 
having purchased from the assignee of Giles, whose money went to dis- 
charge them, had in this Court a right to be substituted to the creditors 
and be protected in his possession of the land. The bill then alleged the 
insolvency of the defendant, and her avowed intention of selling the 
land and removing from the State, and prayed that she might be 
enjoined from suing out a writ of possession upon her judgment. The 
defendant answered at  some length. I t  is sufficient to state that she 
denied the insolvency of Philyan; on the contrary she averred that his 
personal estate was amply sufficient to discharge all the claims 
upon it. She also denied any intention to sell the land and (435) 
remove from the State. 

Upon the answer, his Honor, Judge DonneZZ, at Jones, on the last cir- - 
cuit, dissolved the injunction, and the plaintiff appealed. 

J .  H.  Bryan f o r  plaintif. 
Devereuz for defendant. 

RUBFIN, C. J. The Court does not perceive a ground for a decree in 
favor of the plaintiff upon his bill, much less for continuing the pre- 
liminary injunction granted to him. Upon the face of the bill there is 
an admission that the legal estate which descended to the defendant was 
not divested by the sheriff's sale, because the defendant had not been 
made a party to the proceedings at  law commenced against her ancestor. 
I f ,  then, i t  be yielded that a creditor can file against the heir a bill in  
the courts of equity of this State, either on behalf of himself and the 
other creditors or of himself alone, for an account of the real estate, and 
for satisfaction out of it, yet i t  is clear there can be no rblief against the 
heir without first taking an account of the personal estate. To such a 

, bill, therefore, the personal representative is an  indispensable party. 
The heir has a right to assistance from that quarter to contest the debt, 
to establish a payment of it, and finally to have it satisfied out of the 
personal estate as the primary fund, if there be any. Here the adminis- 
tratrix is not made a party, but the plaintiff contents himself with 
alleging that the intestate was indebted beyond the value of his personal 
assets, without even stating that those assets were inadequate to pay the 
judgment creditors under whom he claims. The bill, when it comes to 
be heard, must, therefore, be dismissed, unless i t  should be altered by 
substantial amendments. At present, &r view is limited to the order 

I dissolving the injunction, from which the appeal was taken. The equity 
1 of the plaintiff, which is essential to every step he can take against the 

heir, depends upon the deficiency of the personal assets. That is 
to be established either by the admissions of the heir or by an (439) 
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account taken in the cause. Under this bill, it cannot be in  the lat- 
ter mode, because the personal representative is not before the Court. 
The plaintiff has chosen to rely upon the answer of the defendant upon 
that point. But the answer does not admit that the assets which came 
to the hands of the administratrix were insufficient to  pay the debts, and, 
on the contrary, insists that they were fully sufficient. Upon a motion 
to dissolve the injunction, at least that precise denial in  the answer is 
conclusive. 

But if the administratrix were a party, and everything else were 
right, so that upon the hearing it would be clear that the plaintiff was 
entitled to satisfaction out of the real estate, his Honor's decree would 
still be proper. Until a decree, the plaintiff has no right to the posses- " 
sion of the land, but the right to the estate, and the possession is perfect 
in the heir. A creditor' cannot enter upon the lands of a deceased 
debtor and keep out the heir upon any principle recognized by this 
Court, more than he can by any rule of law. The heir is, at law, 
entitled to the issue and prpfits, and also to the lands, until a judgment 
against him and a sale under i t ;  and likewise in  equity, until his lia- 
bility has been ascertained by a decree. As the- sale, upon execution 
under which the plaintiff claims, was altogether inoperative, he can 
have no higher equity than the general one belonging to the creditors, 
to whom he seeks to be substituted; and, of course, he cannot intrude, as 
yet, between the defendant and her inheritance. The special matter 
charged in  the bill, that the defendant is insolvent and intends to sell 
the land, which is insisted on in  argument, as a peculiar equity in this 
case, does not, i n  our opinion, vary the rights of the parties. I t  could, 

. at most, only be a ground for restraining the defendant from selling, 
and for a motion for the appointment of a receiver; i t  is none for pro- 
hibiting her-from entering, or for protecting the plaintiff's unlawful 
possession. The motion for a receiver the plaintiff has not made; possi- 

bly, among other reasons, because one of the first duties of that 
(440) officer would be to collect from the plaintiff the mesne profits 

received by him and bring them into court in the cause. There 
is also no necessity for an injunction against a sale; for, while process 
sued annuls at  law the voluntary alienation of the heir, there is no doubt 
that a pendente l i ts  is treated in the same manner in this 
Court. 

I t  was further contended at the bar that there ought to be relief, and 
an injunction in the meantime, in respect of the dower; but upon that 
point, also, we think the plaintiff must fail. ' The bill, in the first place, 
does not state that the widow is yet living, so as to show that her claim 
to dower is a subsisting one. I f  that defect were supplied, there are 
other objections equally valid. I t  is not stated that dower was ever 
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assigned to the widow, nor afterwards conveyed to Giles, and no assign- 
ment or deed from her has been exhibited or read. I f  such documents 
exist, they constitute a legal title "pro tanto," and there is no ground 
for the interposition of this Court. I t  is probable, however, that when 
Giles, after contracting for the dower, purchased, as he supposed, the 
reversion, he deemed i t  useless to have the dower allotted, and that, in 
fact, it never was assigned. I f  that be the case, the plaintiff cannot 
have a decree upon this bill. Dower, until assignment, is not an estate 
in  the land of the deceased husband, but a mere right. Tompkins v. 
Fonda, 4 Paige's Reps., 448. The widow cannot defend herself against 
the suit of the heir for any part of the land. Williamson v. Cox, 
2 Hay., 4. I t  may, no doubt, be released to the heir or his alienee, but 
it cannot be conveyed to a stranger. The sale of the widow could, there- 
fore, amount but to an equitable assignment of her right, which might 
sustain a bill against her and the heir to have the contract established 
and specifically executed by a decree for an assignment of dower and for 
a conveyance to the vendee; but this bill has no such aspect. The widow 
is not a party, nor the contract with her set forth with any precision, 
nor is there even a prayer for an assignment of dower. 

Upon no ground, therefore, ought the injunction to have been con- 
tinued, but was properly dissohed, with costs, which must be cer- 
tified accordingly to the court of equity. The appellant must (441) 
also pay the costs in this Court. 

PER CURIAX. Decree affirmed. 

Cited: Xoore v. Shields, 68 N.  C., 331; S. v. Thompson, 130 N.  C., 
681. 

GUSTON PERRY, EXECUTOK OF JAMES MAXWELL, v. TOLLIER TERREL, 
EXECUTOR OF MARY MAXWELL. 

A devisee for life is entitled to the crop growing at his death, as is a legatee 
for life to the increase of cattle and the interest of money. 

JAMES MAXWELL made his will, and therein appointed his wife execu- 
trix, and gave to her his whole estate, real and personal, during her life, 
with a discretionary authority to sell such parts of the personal estate 
as she might choose, with remainder at her death, as to one-third, to 
such of her relations as she might appoint;.and as to the other two- 
thirds, to certain other persons mentioned in  the will. Mrs. Maxwell, 
upon the death of her husband, in 1831, proved the will and took the 
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estate into her possession. The testator left debts due to him at his death, 
and the executrix also sold a part of the estate, namely, a negro, some 
merchandise, and part of the cattle, and other perishable things; and all 
those moneys she kept out at interest. Some of the slaves, likewise parts ' 
of the horses, cattle, and other stock, she did not sell, but retained them 
for her use, on her husband's plantation, where she still resided; and 
while she held them they increased. At her death, on 5 November, 1834, 
she left a crop on the land, made that year and then ungathered. 

The bill was filed by the representative of the husband against the 
representative of the wife, and stated that upon the death of Mrs. Max- 
well the defendant came to a settlement with the plaintiff, and account,ed 
with him for the money due to the husband as principal or interest at  
the time of his death, and also for the prices of such parts of the estate 

as she had sold; and also had delivered to the plaintiff the negroes 
(442) and all their increase, and the original stocks of horses, cattle, 

sheep and hogs, or such parts as were then alive; but that the 
defendant refused to account for the interest that had accrued upon any 
of the moneys during the life of Mrs. Naxwell, and to deliver to him 
any of the increase of the stocks during the same period, and also to 
surrender to him the crops that mere made, but not gathered, at the 
death of Mrs. Maxwell; and the bill sougtt relief specially in respect of 
such interest, increase, and crops, and nothing else. To the bill the 
defendant put in  a general demurrer, which was allowed by his Honor, 
Judge Settle, in the Superior Court of Franklin, on the last spring cir- 
cuit, and the bill dismissed, from which the plaintiff appealed. 

W .  H .  Haywood for plaintif.  
Badger contra. 

RUFFIN, C. J. From the very special framing of the bill, i t  is obvi- 
ous that the parties did not propose entering into a general account of 
the estate, but intended to confine the controversy to the three points on 
which particular relief is prayed. We need not, therefore, say anything 
upon the general duty of an executor to sell all personal things, except 
slaves given as a residue for life and then over, nor inquire whether this 
will discharged Mrs. Maxwell, as executrix, from that duty, by the dis- 
cretion given to her for her convenience as a legatee. We understand, 
from the bill, that for all the specific articles originally composing the 
residue of the estate the parties have satisfactorily accounted. 

Upon the questions distinctly submitted by the bill there can be. no 
doubt. A tenant for life'is unquestionably entitled to the emblements 
on the land devised, at  the period of her death, and as certainly to the 
increase of animals during her time. Where money is bequeathed for 
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life, the very thing given is the interest, and that only. The remainder- 
man can no more claim the interest accrued in  the time of the particular 
legatee than the latter can claim a part of the principal. 

The decree is, therefore, affirmed, with costs, to be paid by the (443) 
plaintiff in both courts. 

PER CURIA&. Decree affirmed. 

JOHN BLACK, ADMINISTRATOR OF HUGH BLACK, V. DAVID RAY. 

1. When one having an interest for life in slaves, with a view of defeating 
those in remainder, sold them, and with the proceeds purchased others, 
the remainderman may affirm the sale, and subject those slaves to his 
claims ; but he cannot recover specifically the slaves so purchased. 

2. To a bill affirming the sale, and seeking to charge the slaves for the. pur- 
chase-money, the personal representatives of the first taker are necessary 
parties. 

IN THE progress of this suit many changes had been made in  its par- 
ties and in its character. I t  was at  the hearing considered as one 
instituted by the administrator, with the will annexed, of Hugh Black 
against David Ray, seeking relief upon the following case : Hugh Black 
died in  the year 1807, having by his will bequeathed certain slaves to 
his widow, Effie Black, for life, and without making any ulterior dis- 
position of them. The widow received the slaves so bequeathed, and, 
with intent to defraud those who might be entitled to them after her 
death, sold some of them absolutely, and with a part of the proceeds of 
these sales purchased a negro girl, named Edy. The defendant was 
charged with having been an agent of the widow in making these sales 
and this purchase, and to have had full notice of the nature of Effie 
Black's estate, of her purpose in  selling, and of this application of the 
proceeds of the sales. Effie Black was dead; but, before her death; 
made a gift of the girl, Edy, to the defendant, who had her and her 
issue, since born, in  his possession. The bill insisted that the plaintiff 
was, i n  equity, entitled to Edy and her issue, and prayed that the 
defendant might be decreed to deliver %hem. 

Mendenhall for plaintiff. 
W .  H. Haywood for defendant. 

GASTON, J., after stating the case as above, proceeded as follows: The 
case, as charged, is not admitted by the defendant's answer, and proofs 
have been taken to support it: But to us it seems unnecessary to 
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(444) examine these proofs, for that the bill cannot be supported. I t  
is argued for the plaintiff that the tenant for life ought to be 

regarded as a trustee for him in remainder, and that, the trust fund 
having been converted into other property, he can, by the rules of this 
Court, pursue the property so substituted. I f  we concede to the plaintiff 
the posltion that the widow was quasi a trustee for 'him (a  point on 
which we do not express an opinion), we are yet unable to see upon 
what principles of a court of equity the property now claimed became 
his. The sales may be either repudiated or ratified. I f  repudiated, the 
slaves sold belong to the  lai in tiff, and he has a legal interest in them; 
he may claim them wherever found. I f  the sales be adopted, he may be 
entitled to their price, and to hold the trustee responsible for it. There 
are cases, too, inwhich a cestui que trust., or one standing in a situation 
analogous to that of a cestui que trust; may pursue property acquired 
by a misapplication of the trust funds, whether in the hands of the 
trustee, or of one who has obtained that property gratuitously, or with 
notice, in  order to have satisfaction of his claim for compensation. 
Ryall v. Ryall, 1 Atk., 59. But this bill does not seek to charge the 
negroes in question with the payment of the money due him as the price 
of those sold; it demands them as his property. We are not aware that 
the doctrine of substitution has ever been carried to this extent. Besides, 
to a bill which should seek thus to charge property in  the hands of an 
alienee of the wrongdoer, it is essential that such wrongdoer or his rep- 
resentative should be a party, in order that the amount of the injury, 
the amount of the compe~sation, and the question whether compensation 
has been made, or not, may be properly tried, and that satisfaction may 
be hid ,  if it can be, out of the property of the wrongdoer. I f  the bill 
were framed with a view to compensation, we might not, perhaps 

(though there could be but a very feeble claim to indulgence, 
(445) after the repeated amendments allowed), dismiss the bill because 

the widow's representatives are not before the Court, but afford 
the plaintiff an  opp&tunity to bring them in. We do n i t  say that 
plaintiff can have such relief, however his bill may be modified, but it 
is certain he cannot ask i t  under its present frame. 

We must dismiss the bill; but, lest we may throw any embarrassment 
in  the way of the plaintiff, should he be advised to seek relief on a bill 
framed with a different aspect, we shall, out of abundant caution, dis- 
miss it without prejudice to such a bill. 

PER CURIAM. Bill dismissed. 

Cited: White v. White, 36 N. C., 444; McEinley v. Xcott, 49 N. C., 
1 9 8 ;  Bateman v. Latham, 56 N .  C., 38; Whitley v. Foy, 59 N.  C. ,  37. 
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BARDEN TOLER v. JOHN C. PENDER ET AL. 

A conveyance in the form of a mortgage, securing a specific debt, but ad- 
mitted by the defendants to be intended as an indemnity against the 
costs of a lawsuit, cannot be supported upon the ground that it is held 
as a means of enforcing the execution of an agreement for giving the 
defendant a part of the property recovered in that lawsuit. 

THE plaintiff, Barden Toler, filed his bill against Stephen Boyd, John 
0. Pender, and Blany Coor, and therein charged that one Nehemiah 
Toler had obtained judgment against him in the County Court of 
Wayne, in an action of detinue, for several slaves; that he applied to 
the defendants to become his sureties for a certiorari or appeal upon 
this judgment to the Superior Court of Wayne; that they consented, 
upon the condition of being indemnified against loss; that it was there- 
upon agreed th$t he should execute unto them a mortgage of certain lands 
and negroes for the purpose of saving them harmless from said surety- 
ship; that one Calvin Coor, the brother of the defendant Blany Coor, 
was employed by the defendants to draft the said mortgage; that two 
deeds were prepared by the said Calvin, under the direction of the 
defendants, and were executed by him upon the representation (446) 
that they were proper to carry into effect this contract of indem- 
nity. Copies of these deeds were appended to the bill, from which it 
appeared that the plaintiff was a marksman and could not write. One 
of them was a deed of bargain and sale, whereby, in consideration of 
the sum of $2,600, thereby acknowledged to be received, the plaintiff 
bargained and sold to the defendants several negroes and other personal 
property, with condition to be void upon the repayment of the said sum 
to the defendants, with interest; and the other was also a deed of bargain 
and sale, whereby the plaintiff, in consideration of the sum of $600 
acknowledged to be received, bargained and sold certain tracts of land 
to the defendants, to hold for the term of three years, upon condition 
that the same should be void on repayment of the said $600, with 
interest. The bill expressly charged that these deeds were executed upon 
no other consideration and for no other purpose than to indemnify the 
defendants against their liability as his sureties; that this liability had 
entirely ceaied, for that the plaintiff had finally succeeded in  the Supe- 
rior Court in reversing the judgment of the County Court, and had 
fully paid off all the costs for which he was answerable in  that suit, but 
that the defendants had caused an action of detinue to be brought 
against him for the negroes named in one of the deeds, and were setting 
u p  a title to the land comprehended in the other; and also charged that, 
pending the sui't between him and Nehemiah Toler, the defendants 
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Blany Coor a d  John C. Perrder had held possession, respectively, of 
some of the mortgaged negroes, and had received and retained the profits 
thereof, and the plaintiff prayed for a perpetual injunction of the suit 
at  law; that the said deeds might be surrendered and canceled; that the 
defendants Coor and Pender should account for the profits of the 
negroes while in their possession, and for general relief. 

To this bill the defendants put in several answers. 
The defendant Boyd admitted by his answer that, so far  as he was 

concerned, the deeds mere made to indemnify him against his liability 
for becoming a surety to the certiorari bond, but averred that the 

(447) plaintiff at  the same time promised to pay him $25, should the 
plaintiff fail in the suit, and $100 dollars, should he succeed, for 

his services in writing notices, for taking depositions, and in  attending 
to the taking of depositions in said suit; and he admitted that, since the 
determination of that suit, the plaintiff had paid him the $100, accord- 
ing to promise. The defendants Coor and Pender set forth in their 
answers that the plaintiff had repeatedly solicited them to become his 
sureties on the bond for a certiorari; that they at  length yielded to his 
importunities, upon the express agreement that the plaintiff should 
execute to them conveyances for two of the negroes in  dispute, free from 
all conditions and encumbrances, except the title of Nehemiah Toler; 
that, relying on this, engagement, they executed the bond as his sureties, 
but that the plaintiff did not make the conveyance stipulated; that after- 
wards the deeds in question were executed by the plaintiff, not as a sub- 
stitute for the former agreement, nor for the purpose of releasing the 
samg but "for the purpose of giving to them an additional security 
against loss by reason of their said suretyship," and they admitted that 
neither of them had sustained any injury thereby, but they insisted that, 
after the termination of the suit of Nehemiah Toler in favor of the 
plaintiff, he had refused to execute a conveyance for tho two slaves, 
agreeably to his promise, and they declared that they had brought the 
action of detinue, complained of, as the means of coercing him to render 
them justice in that respect. 

They both professed a willingness to forego any legal advantage which 
they might have under the said deeds if the plaintiff would convey to 
them the two negroes, which they were to have absolutely, but prayed, 
if the plaintiff would not execute this engagement, that he should be 
held to the literal terms of the deeds, and not be permitted to vary the 
same by par01 evidence, which said deeds they averred were not obtained 
from him by any misrepresentation or fraud, but were drawn up at his 
own suggestion by Calvin Coor, who had been employed by him to p r o  

pare them. The answer of the defendant Coor admitted that he 
(448) had held possessiorl of some of the mortgaged negroes during a 
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part of the time the suit of Nehemiah Toler was pending, but in- 
sisted that he held them by a contract of hiring, made with the plain- 
tiff, and had paid up such hire in full. The other defendant, John C. 
Pender, by his answer, denied that he had at  any time held possession 
of any of them. 

To these answers the plaintiff replied generally, and a great mass of 
testimony was taken on both sides. 

Devereux and J .  H. B r y a n  for plaintiff. 
W .  C. S t a n l y  for defendants.  

GASTON, J., after stating the facts as above, proceeded as follows: 
We deem i t  unnecessary to comment upon the proofs, for upon the 
pleadings i t  appears to us clear that the plaintiff is entitled to relief. 
There is no allegation in the bill upon which we can examine the right 
of the defendant Boyd to retain the reward of one hundred dollars 
received for his alleged services. We cannot, as this bill is framed, 
compel him to refund i t ;  and whether he has obtained this rightfully 
or wrongfully, i t  is all which he claims of the spoils. After the distinct 
admission by the defendants that the deeds in question were executed 
and intended simply and solely as an indemnity to save them harmless 
against their liability as the surety of the plaintiff, this Court must 
act upon the deeds as though they had been drawn up in proper terms 
to express that intent. I t  would be monstrous if the incapacity or 
ignorance or fraud of the draughtsman should, in a court of conscience, 
give operation to an  instrument inconsistent with the -acknowledged 
intention of all the parties thereto. Nor will this Court permit the 
defendants Coor and Pender to avail themselves of these deeds as a 
security for enforcing the performance of the agreement, which they 
set up by their answer, even if such agreement were prov6d beyond 
dispute. I t  is an agreement abhorrent to morals, as having been ex- 
torted from a distressed man; contrary to public policy, as creating 
interests unfavorable to the impartial administration of justice; against 
the principles of the common law, and interdicted by positive 
statutes. I t  is founded in champerty ,  the most odious species of (449) 
maintenance, and far  from vesting rights worthy of the juris- 
diction of a court of equity, makes out a case perhaps better fitted for 
the animadversion of a criminal court. 

The plaintiff is entitled to the perpetual injunction which he prays 
for, to have the deeds surrendered and canceled, and to have a convey- 
ance from the defendants of every right which they or any of them can 
set up under them. We do not examine into the evidence of the mat- 
ters of account between the plaintiff and the defendants Coor and 
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Pender. AS to them, the plaintiff may have a reference if he requires 
it. All the costs, both at law and equity, up to the taking of the 
account, must be paid by the defendants. They are each and all of them 
liable therefor, having joined in the action which gave occasion for 
this bill. 

PER CURIAM. Decree accordingly. 

ANDREW FALLS ET - 4 ~ .  v. THEODORICK F. BIRCHETT ET AL. 

Two sets of solicitors' fees are not taxed in a cause removed to the Supreme 
Court, viz. : one in that Court and one in the court below; and execution 
for such costs can only issue from the Supreme Court. 

SUITS in equity between these parties were, upon being set for hearing 
in the Court of Equity for Lincoln, transferred to this Court to be 
heard. Upon the hearing in this Court there was the usual decree for 
costs, including solicitors' fees; and the clerk sent down to the clerk and 
master of Lincoln a certificate, according to the act of 1825 (Taylor's 
Rev., c. 1282). Thereupon execution was issued from the Court of 
Equity for the costs due to the clerk and master, the sheriff, and also 
for the fees of the solicitors employed in the Court of Equity at Lin- 
colnton, by the parties who prevailed in this Court. At the last term 

the opposite parties moved to set aside the execution and retax 
(450) the costs, so as to exclude the fees of the solicitors, which was 

ordered accordingly by his Honor, J u d g e  Dick ,  and an appeal 
taken to this Court. 

Badger, for p'ccintifjcs. 
D e v e r l u z  for defendants.  

RUFFIN, C. J., after stating the facts as above set forth, proceeded: 
We think the decision of his Honor correct: the statute authorizes exe- 
cutions to be issued from the Superior Courts or the Courts of Equity, 
upon the certificate of the judgment or decree of the Supreme Court, 
only for the costs incurred in said cases in the court from which the 
cause was sent. This means clearly the costs taxed in  the court below, 
and absolutely payable by one of the parties to the suit, at all events. 
I n  cases of appeals from either court, it doubtless includes the fees to 
solicitors and attorneys, taxed or taxable in the court below, according 
to the final decision here; but when an equity suit is removed for orig- 
inal hearing here, there is no solicitor's fee incurred on either side in the 
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Court of Equitly; that is, there is no liability on one side to pay the fee 
of the other party to his solicitor; that arises for the first time upon the 
decree of this Court; and consequently the execution for i t  must issue 
from this Court. I t  is indeed only a question of practice, for the de- 
cision of it affects no rights, since the same person is entitled to the 
same sum of money, let the execution issue from which court i t  may. 
The decree is that the costs, etc., be paid to the party, and not to a par- 
ticular solicitor, or set of solicitors, engaged either in on8 court or the 
other. .With their rights, as against each other or their clients, the 
Court, as far  as this question goes, has nothing to do. The decree did 
not give solicitors' fees in  both courts, and could not do so, except upon 
an appeal; and the sole question is, from what court the execution for 
the single set is to go? We think from this Court. The officers' fees 
stand on a different footing, because they are taxed to the several parties 
as the service is rendered, and it would be impqssible to retax the bill 
upon a motion here for that purpose, with any certainty of doing 
justice, without puttiqg the parties to almost as much expense (451) 
as would cover the costs of an ordinary suit. 

The order is therefore affirmed, with costs in  this Court, against the 
appellants. 

PER CURIAM. Decree affirmed. 

JOHN WOODFIN v. WILLIAM D. SMITH ET AL. 

A court of equity will not enjoin an execution, because the defendant at lam 
has paid it, when he might have proved that fact on the trial, and was 
not .by fraud or surprise prevented from so doing. C 

THIS bill was originally filed as an injunction bill. The injunction 
was dissolved on the coming in of the answers of the defendants, and 
the bill was then continued over as an original. The gravamen of the 
bill is that two judgments were rendered against the plaintiff, before a 
justice, in favor of John W. Statton, which was satisfied by the plaintiff 
through the agency of Hiram Whitehead; that upon the death of the 
said Whitehead, the satisfied judgments being found without any en- 
dorsement of satisfaction among his papers were put into the hands of 
an officer, who served a notice on the plaintiff to show cause why e x e  
cutions should not issue thereon; that the plaintiff being obliged to 
attend a court at the distance of sixty miles as a witness under subpa?m, 
on the second' day after that on which he was cited to appear info~med 
the officer of theepayments made and of his inability to attend on the 
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appointed day to prove it, requested a postponement of the trial, and 
expected confidently that the trial would be postponed accordingly; 
that the  notice, nevertheless, was returned; and no defense being made, 
the executions were ordered, and came to the hands of the defendant 
Fortune, a deputy sheriff of the county; that an execution upon a judg- 
ment obtained against the plaintiff in the county court, by one Moses L. 

Hodges, also came to the hands of the said deputy sheriff; that 
(452) the defendant Smith had purchased from the agent of the repre- 

sentative of Hiram Whitehead the two judgments in the name of 
Statton, with notice of plaintiff's payment thereof, and was &lso the 
equitable proprietor of the judgment of Hodges; that the plaintiff made 
payments to Fortune of sundry sums of money, expressly to be applied 
to the judgment of Hodges, informing him that the other judgments 
had been satisfied, and that he would not pay them again, but that 
Fortune, combining with Smith to prevent the plaintiff from setting 
up his defense against these judgments, had applied the sums so received 
in the first place to the satisfaction of the executions upon them, and 
the balance in part payment of the judgment of Hodges, and was pro- 
ceeding to enforce the collection of the residue of that judgment. 

The defendant Fortune explicitIy denied in his answer that the pay- 
ments received by him from the plaintiff were received on account of, 
or directed to be applied by, the plaintiff to the discharge of the court 
execution, but declared that they were applied, in the first place, to the 
satisfaction of the justice's judgments, simply because the payments 
were sufficient to extinguish them, and averred that this application was 
made with the knowledge and approbation of the plaintiff. 

H e  distinctly denied all knowledge in  relation to the alleged matters 
of defense set up by the plaintiff against those judgments in the name 
of Statton, and all concert and combination with his codefendant, Smith. 
The defendant Smith answered that he had been informed and believed 
that Whitehead purchased the judgments of Statton at the request of 
the plaintiff, and that after the death of Whitehead, the executions 
having remained dormant more than a year and a day, the administrator 
of Whitehead caused them to be revived by citation; that the defendant 
took those judgments from the administrator after they were 60 revived, 
and at their full amount, in satisfaction of a debt due him; that before 
he traded for them he had repeated conversations with the plaintiff, in  
which the plaintiff stated that a settlement ought to have taken place 

between him and Whitehead, and that he believed he had claims 
(453) against Whitehead to the full amount of the judgments, but as 

Whitehead had died before any settlement, he would be obliged 
to pay them; that in consequence of these conversations he consented to 
take the judgments as a payment of the debt which the  administrator 
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of Whitehead was liable for. He d&ied all combination or collusion 
with his codefendant, insisted that he was in conscience entitled to retain 
the money received upon those judgments, and, further, that if, in truth, 
the plaintiff had paid them off to Whitehead, or to Statton through 
Whitehead, the plaintiff ought to have made that defense before the 
magistrate when cited to show cause why execution should not issue; or, 
if prevented from obtaining justice there, he should have sought the 
ordinary and legal remedies by application to the courts which review 
the proceedings before magistrates. 

N o  counsel appeared for either .party. 

GASTON, J., having stated the case as above, proceeded: No evidence 
of any kind is offered on the part of the plaintiff to support his allega- 
tion of his having directed an application of his payments. There is no 
ground on which he can have relief against Fortune, and the bill must 
be dismissed as to him, with costs. 

I f  we were satisfied of our right to grant relief against the other 
defendant, we might hold that the plaintiff's allegation of having paid 
the judgments of Statton to or through Whitehead is true, for Statton 
testifies that he sold the judgments to Whitehead, and that thereupon 
the latter remarked that the plaintiff had already paid him the amount 
of them. 

There is no evidence to support the allegation of the defendant that 
he bought these judgments in consequence of the plaintiff's admission 
that he was bound to pay them; and there is evidence which renders it 
at least probable that he was aware of the plaintiff's claim that the , 
original judgmente had been paid off in Whitehead's lifetime. At all 
events, as the judgments were not assignable at law, the defendant, by 
his purchase, took the judgments, liable to any equities subsisting 
against them. 

But we are unable to perceive any satisfactory ground on which a 
court of equity ought in this case to interpose for the relief of the plain- 
tiff. The alleged payment should have been pleaded when the 
plaintiff was cited to show cause why executions should not issue. (454) 
The payment, if made, was sufficient cause against the ordering 
of the executions, and he had notice and opportunity to show it. He  
has not proved that he requested a postponement of the trial, or received 
any assurance, direct or indirect, that it would be postponed. Reese, the 
officer examined for that purpose, testifies that he "cited the plaintiff to 
attend at the widow Whitehead's, but that he failed to attend, alleging 
that he had to attend Haywood Court, and saying also that he had paid 
the claims." I t  does not appear that the plaintiff was deceived by any 
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promise to postpone the trial on the citation, and he has not proved his 
inability to attend. The question of payment must be considered as 
having been regularly passed upon by the judgment rendered on the 
citation. Besides, he has alleged no excuse for not endeavoring to have 
a new trial, or appeal, or remedy by rec0rda.l-i; has alleged no efforts 
on his part to ascertain what had been done on the citation, andno  steps 
taken to correct the injustice of this adjudication for many months after , 

it was rendered. 
We feel ourselves constrained to hold that, under these circumstances, 

he is not entitled to the extraordinary aid which h.e asks for. The bill 
must, therefore, be dismissed as to Smith, also; but in  this respect it is 
dismissed without costs. 

PER CURIAM. Bill dismissed. 

Cited: Grafitham v. Kennedy) 91 N. C., 153. 

(455) 
ROBERT HARRIS v. WILLIAM HORNER ET AL. 

One who takes an assignment of property to secure a debt, and neither ad- 
vances money nor releases his debt, is not a purchaser within the rule 
of equity which protects purchasers without notice. 

THE plaintiff obtained a judgment before a justice on an attachment 
against Stephen Clements for $100, with interest from 21 December, 
1826, to the rendition of the judgment, on 29 January, 1829. Two dol- 
lars were paid on the same. Clements was in  the State of Tennessee. 
The judgment was left in  the hands of John J. Carrington (the plaintiff 
alleges, as his agent), to have i t  sent to Tennessee and collected. John 
J. Carrington sent James Carrington to Tennessee, as his agent, to col- 
lect this judgment, and other claims which he had against other persons 
in that State. James Carrington, on his arrival in Tennessee, took the 
notes of one Terry and James and Stephen CIements for the amount of 
the claims that were due John J. Carrington, including the judgment in 
favor of the plaintiff. John J. Carrington became insolvent, and on 
27 September, 1827, in  consideration of a large debt due from him to 
Horner, and his (Horner7s) liabilities for him, executed to Horner, by 
way of security, a deed of assignment of all debts due to him by all per- 
sons whatever. The deed mentions "and the debts committed to James 
Carrington for collection, and all property which the said James may 
take in  satisfaction of said debts." John J. Carrington gave an order 
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on James Carrington to delirer to the defendant the notes and evidences 
of debt and what property he held of his, which was accordingly done, 
and among which were the notes of Terry and James and Stephen 
Clements. 

The plaintiff filed this bill to compel the defendant Horner to account 
to him for the amount of the aforesaid judgment ( J .  J. Carrington 
being insolvent), alleging the same bdonged to him, the plaintiff. The 
defendant admitted that at the date of the deed of assignment he 
knew the said judgment had been sent by J. J. Carrington to (456) 
Tennessee for collection, and was one of the evidences of debt in 
the hands of James Carrington. E e  says that John J .  Carrington, both 
before and after that time, told him-and he beliered the statement- 
that he purchased for a valuable consideration the said judgment of the 
plaintiff. The defendant averred that he honestly believed that the 
judgment was passed to him by the deed of assignment executed by 
J .  J. Carrington. H e  admitted that he had received evidences of debt 
which included that judgment, but he denied that the judgment was the 
property of the plaintiffs at the date of the deed of assignme~t.  Me 
insisted that he was a bona fide purchaser of it, without notice of the 
plaintiff's claim thereto. 

W. A. Graham and WaddcZZ for plaintiff. 
P. H.  Mangum and ATorwood for clcfendants. 

DANIEL, J., after stating the facts as abore set forth, proceeded: 
There has been a great deal of testimony taken in this cause. We have 
examined it, and are satisfied that the judgment in favor of the plaintiff 
against Stephen Clements, as mentioned in the bill, was truly the prop- 
erty of the plaintiff, and that it had been placed in the hands of John 
J. Carrington, as agent of the plaintiff, to be sent to the State of Ten- 
nessee for collection. The defendant, by his admissions, had sufficient 
evidence before him to put him upon inquiry, if he had in fact advanced 
or paid at the time a valuable consideration for the judgment. But we 
are of the opinion that he does not come within the principles of the 
rule, as he in fact 'was nothing out of pocket by the assignment, so far  
as relates to this judgment. The inducement for the assignment was 
old debts due by Carrington to him, and already incurred liabilities, but 
no acquittance was given for the same to Carrington. There was no 
present loss to the defendant in consequence of the assignment. The 
defendant admits that he received the judgment or notes which were 
given for it. The evidence proves that he was compelled to receive this 
debt and others in horses, and as a just loss on the claims. We are of 
the opinion (as Carrington is insolvent) that the plaintiff is entitled 
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(457) to a decree for an account of so much of the judgmeflt as the 
defendant has actually received. I t  is, therefore, referred to the 

master of the Court of Equity for the county of Orange, as a commis- 
sioner, to state and report what sum in cash value the defendant Horner 
has received on the said judgment, allowing him reasonable commis- 
sions for his trouble in  collecting that sum. 

PER CURIAM. Decree accordingly. 

Cited: Hokderby v. Elurn, 22 N. C., 52; Potts v. Blackwell, 56 N .  C., 
454; Brooks v. Sullivan, 129 N.  C., 190. 

ARCHIBALD BLUE, ADMINISTRATOR OF JOHN PATTERSON, SR., V. DANIEL 
PATTERSON, ADMIXISTRATOR OF JOHN PATTERSON, JR. 

A defeqdant Claiming a slave by reason of his having, under a mistake, paid 
for him to A., supposing him to be entitled, must, in a suit by the executor 
of B., under whose will A. is clearly entitIed, make the administrator of 
the latter a party by cross-bill before he can avail himself of that defense. 

JOHN PATTERSON, the younger, the son of John Patterson, the elder, 
died in  the year 1794, possessed of a slave, named James. He made no 
will and left no children. His  father and several brothers and sisters 
survived him. I n  the year 1820 the defendant took out letters of admin- 
istration upon the estate, received the slave into his possession, and 
returned an inventory of him. I n  the same year the plaintiff took out 
letters of administration, with the will of John Patterson, the elder, 
annexed, who died in  the yea? 1813. I n  the year 1827 the plaintiff 
filed this bill, seeking distribution of the estate of John, the younger, 
and praying that the slave, James, might be surrendered to him. The 
defendant, in his answer, set up several defenses, which are all stated in 
the opinion of the Court. 

Badger and W .  H.  Haywood for plaintiff. 
Winston for defendant. 

(488) DANIEL, J., after stating the facts as above set forth, pro- 
ceeded: The defendant has made several objections to the plain- 

tiff's claim. We will notice them in their order. 
First. That the will of John Patterson, Sr., under which the plaintiff 

cIaims, was obtained by fraud, although he admits i t  has been admitted 
to probate by the county court. 
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Answer: A will cannot be set aside, in  equity, for fraud or imposi- 
tion; for if i t  be of personal estate, in England, the ecclesiastical court 
has jurisdiction; and if of real estate, a court of law, by issue devisavit 
vel non. 1 Chitty's E. Dig., 596, 597. A court of equity has no juris- 
diction to declare what is, or is not, a man's last will. Pemberton v.  
Pemberton, 13 Ves., 297. Therefore, this objection is answerable. 

Second objection. The plaintiff brought suit at  law for the slave, 
James, and there was a verdict and judgment for the defendant. 

Answer: The defendant held the slave, as administrator of J. Patter- 
son, Jr., i n  trust for the plaintiff; and a court of law has no jurisdic- 
tion of trusts. The plaintiff's remedy was only in  a court of equity. 
The judgment at law is no bar here, as the court of law had no jurisdic- 
tion of the subject-matter. Therefore, this objection is overruled. 

Third objection. The slave belonged to the brothers and sisters of 
John Patterson, Jr., as his next of kin. 

Answer: The slave belonged, on the death of John Patterson, Jr., to 
his father, John Patterson, Sr., as his next of kin. 

Fourth objection. Under the will of John Patterson, Sr., the slave, 
James, is bequeathed to Duncan Patterson, who was the cestui que trust 
of the plaintiff. That Duncan Patterson, pretending to be the admin- 
istrator of John Patterson, J r .  (though in fact he was not), sold the 
slave, James, with a view of making a distribution of the money among 
the brothers and sisters of John, the younger, who, as he and the defend- 
ant then thought, were his next of kin; that the defendant purchased the 
slave at  the sale, at  a full and fair price, and has paid, by the 
consent and order of Duncan Patterson, to each of the brothers (459) 
and sisters, their shares of the purchase money, except the share 
of Duncan Patterson, who proposed that payment of that should be 
delayed until a future final settlement of all their business should take 
place. I t  would (he says) be against conscience now to compel him to 
account for the slave for the use of Duncan Patterson's estate. 

Answer: First. The defendant has made no proof that he has paid 
the purchase money. Secondly. Duncan Patterson being dead and his 
administrators not being before the Court, the defendant not havbg  
filed a cross-bill for that purpose, we cannot, under the present state of 
the pleadings, take any notice of this part of the defense, for the want 
of proper parties to contest it. 

But the decree in this suit cannot preclude the defendant from avail- 
ing himself of the same matter in  a bill against the present plaintiff 
and the representative of Duncan. 

Fifth objection. The defendant says that he took possession of the 
slave as his own property soon after the death of his father, in 1813, and 
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has held him as such ever since. H e  contends that lapse of time should 
restrain the Court from giving the plaintiff any relief. 

Answer: Before the year 1820 there was no person authorized to 
bring suit. Administration on the estate of J. Patterson, Sr., was 
granted to the plaintiff in that year, and in that year the defendant 
administered on the estate of John Patterson, Jr . ,  and returned an 
inventory, including the slave, James, as the property of his intestate. 
The bill was filed in 1827. There had but seven years elapsed, after a 
proper person was authorized to sue, before filing of the bill. This 
length of time never could be considered, in this Court, as an objection 
to a defendant's executing an express trust. We think this objection 
must be overruled; and, upon the whole case, we are of the opinion that 
the defendant must be decreed to deliver up to the plaintiff the slave, 
James, and account for his hires and profits. 

PER CURIAM. Decree accordingly. 

WILLIAM H. DAVIS v. CHARLES R. HOWCOTT ET UXOR, ET - 4 ~ .  

Where a testator devises as follows: "I devise to my wife the use of the 
lands and buildings whereon I now live, for and during the term of her 
natural life; and after her death it is my will and desire that the said 
land, etc., shall be sold by my executors, and at their discretion, and the 
proceeds thereof be equally divided between my four children, or the 
survivors of them"; and before the death of the widow, she and the 
executors, upon petition, procured the land to be sold by the clerk and 
master, under an order of the court ~f Equity, and the purchase-money 
was paid to him, and never came to the use of the children, i t  was held 
that the latter were not barred of their legal title to the land. 

ANDREW KNOX, by his last will and testament, duly executed, to pass 
lands, devised as follows: "I give, devise and bequeath unto my beloved 
wife, Sarah Penelope Knox, the use of the land and buildings whereon I 
now live, for and during the term of her natural life, and after her death 
i t  iB my will and desire that the said land and buildings shall be sold by 
my executors and at  their discretion, and the proceeds thereof to be 
equally divided between my four children, or the survivors of them, say 
Lavinia Matilda, Andrew, Nathaniel B., and Louisa Matilda Knox, and 
their heirs forever." Of this will he appointed his wife, Sarah, 
Nathaniel Bond, and Ambrose Knox executors, the two latter of whom, 
after the death of the testator, proved the mill; but the widow neither 
qualified nor acted as executrix. At the April Term, 1830, of the 
Court of Equity for the county of Chowan, the widow and the executors 
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filed a petition, en: parte, in which they set forth these facts, and further 
represented that the land attached to the dwelling-house consisted of 
ten acres only; that the petitioner, Sarah (the widow), did not intend to 
reside there; that the rent of the premises would not equal the interest 
on the sum for which they might be sold, and that the premises, if 
rented out, would unavoidably be much injured; that the petitioners 
were desirous that the premises should be sold before the expiration of 
the life estate of the petitioner, Sarah; that the purchase money might 
be put at interest, to be paid to her during life, and the principal 
thereof secured, to be paid to the other petitioners, for the benefit (461) 
of the children, at  the expiration of the life estate, but that, as 
the rights of infants were concerned, they were unwilling to make the 
sale without the aid of the court, and thereupon they prayed that a sale 
of the premises might be made and the purchase money so secured that 
the interest thereof might be paid to the widow during her life, and the 
principal, at her death, to the-other petitioners, for the benefit of the 
children, the devisees named in  the will. From the defective memoranda 
of the proceedings of the court, it was to be collected that some order 
for a sale was made in  pursuance of this petition; that the sale was 
conducted by the clerk and master; that he reported to the court, at  a 
subsequent term, that a sale had been made to Hugh B. Knox, at  the 
price of $2,500, on a credit of six, twelve, and eighteen months, and the 
sale, so reported, was confirmed by the court. No directions were given 
how the amount of the purchase money should be secured, nor to whom 
i t  should be paid. No order was made for collecting the purchase 
money. 

No further proceedings were ever had by the court, nor by the execu- 
tors, in relation to the subject-matter. The proofs and admissions of 
the parties also showed that Hugh B. Knox, the purchaser, when he bid 
off the property, gave his promissory notes to the clerk and master for 
the price, and took from him a paper-writing certifying that he, Knox, 
had become the purchaser at the sale, had givi-n notes for the purchase 
money, and that he, the clerk, would make a title at any time. I t  also 
appeared that Knox paid off these notes to the clerk, who has since died, 
and died insolvent. Two of the children of Andrew Knox, the testator, 
had also died; and in  April, 1825, Sarah Penelope Knox was appointed 
guardian to Andrew Knox and Louisa Matilda, the surviving children. 
I n  April, 1826, the sheriff of Chowan County, having an execution 

- against Sarah Penelope Knox, by her directions and in  her name, 
applied to the son of the late clerk and master, who was also his execu- 
tor and successor in office, and obtained from him $1,253.42, part 
of the money so paid by Hugh Knox, which was appropriated (462) 
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to the discharge of the execution. This payment to her order was 
made under a declaration that in strictness she was not entitled to the 
money, but that the risk of making i t  would be guarded against by an 
indemnity. Sarah Penelope Knox had died also insolvent. Hugh Iinox 
also died without having obtained a deed for the land, and at  an execu- 
tion sale against his heirs at law the plaintiff purchased his estate in 
the said land and received a conveyance therefor from the sheriff. 
,4ndrew Knox and Louisa Matilda Knox, who has intermarried with 
Charles Howcott, afterwards instituted an action of ejectment against 
the plaintiff to recover the land. I n  the course of the suit the plaintiff 
obtained a release a i d  conveyance from Andrew Knox of his undivided 
share in  the premises, but, being unable to make an effectual defense 
against Howcott and wife, a judgment was rendered against him as to 
their moiety. The plaintiff then filed this bill against them and the 
executors of Andrew Knox, the testator, and the administrator of Sarah 
Penelope Knox, praying that the executors might be decreed to make 
him a title, and for an injuuction against Howcott and wifc, and for 
general relief. The injunction was granted on filing the bill, and had 
been continued until the hearing of the cause. 

Kinney for plaintiff. 
Devereux for Howcott and wife. 

GASTON, J., after stating the case as above, proceeded as follows: The 
ground on which the plaintiff rests his claim to the aid of the Court is, 
that by his purchase at  the execution sale he acquired the estate of the 
late Hugh B. Knox, who, by virtue of his purchase at the sale of the 
clerk and master, and of the payment of the purchase money, was, in 
equity, the owner of the land in dispute. I f  both these positions can be 
sustained, i t  is not easy to see why the plaintiff did not resist the 
recovery of Howcott and wife, at  law. The sale to him, if valid, is 
made so by our act of 18'12, which passes to the purchaser not only the 

equitable interest of the rest& que trust, but the entire legal 
(463) estate of the trustee. But, as this objection has not been raised 

- on the pleadings, and even had i t  been raised, the plaintiff might 
yet have been justified in asking for assistance in having his title estab- 
lishcd and cleared from doubt; and as the injunction might be sustained 
as incidental to the main relief, we have not permitted ourselves to be 
arrested by i t  in the consideration of the case. Many objections were 
taken in argument to the regularity of the proceedings under which the 
plaintiff purchased at  the execution sale, some of which objections i t  
would be difficult to get over, but we forbear from examining them, 
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because, assuming that they are all unfounded and that the plaintiff by 
that purchase acquired the estate of Bugh B. Knox, we are unable to 
see that Hugh B. Knox had any estate or any right in equity to demand 
that conveyance or appointment from the executors of Andrew Knox, 
which the plaintiff seeks as his assignee. 

The will of Andrew Knox contained no devise of the legal estate of 
the land in  question, except to his wife for the term of her life. A 
naked power, wholly without an interest, was thereby granted to his 
executors, and the land descended to his children and heirs at  law, sub- 
ject to the estate for life, and liable to be divested when the power so 
given should be validly executed. An appointment by the executors, 
pursuant to the power, would operate as the designation of a person to 
take under the will, and the ulterior legal estate would then pass to the 
appointee as the devisee of the testator. I t  is perfectly clear that the 
executors cannot be compelled to do any act which is not warranted by 
the scope of the power confided to them. Their sole authority is derived 
from the testator. What he has empowered them to do, they may do; 
if they refuse, they may be compelled; if they have done it, but uncon- 
scientiously withhold the formal evidence of the act, i t  may be extorted 
from them. The question presents itself, have the executors sold .the 
tract in  question to Hugh B. Knox conformably to the trust reposed in  
them? I f  they have, he and those who may represent him have a right 
to demand such a deed as shall authenticate the sale and complete the 
title to the land. 

I t  is a doubtful point, upon the authorities, when there is a devise to 
one for life, and that after his decease the land shall be sold, whether a 
sale can be made until after the decease of the tenant for life. 
However this may be, when an intent may be collected that the (464) 
testator did not mean by the words, after the decease of the 
tenant for life, to limit and postpone the time of the sale, but only to 
mark the determination of his estate (see Hargrave's note to Co. Lit., 
113, and Vredale v. Vredale, 3 Atk., 117)) we think that in  this case such 
an  intent is repelled by the direction given with respect to the applica- 
tion of the proceeds of the sale. The testator, after the devise for life, 
expresses his wish that the land should be sold and the proceeds divided 
among his four children or the survivors of them. It is admitted by 
the counsel on both sides, and the pleadings proceed upon the under- 
standing, that such is the legal interpretation of the will (therefore, it 
is that the representatives of the deceased children are not brought 
before the court), that by survivors are meant those living at  the death 
of the tenant for life. The sale directed is for the purpose of dividing 
among these children the value of that which is itself unsusceptible of 
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partition. I f  all these children bad died before their mother, he unques- 
tionably did not direct that a sale should then be made. The power 
was a trust, to be called into action only for the benefit of the cestui  que 
trusts. I f  but onc child had survived the tcnant for life, the executors 
might well have hesitated in undertaking to make a sale. The late case 
in the Court of Exchequer, in  England, referred to by Mr. Sugdcn, in 
his Treatise on Powers (first American, from the 3d London edition, 
273), is a direct authority in  point. 

I f  this difficulty could be removed, another presents itself, which, in 
our opinion, is conclusive-the executors did not sell to Hugh B. Knox. 
Wc do not rely now on the forms with which the pretended sale was 
conducted, irregular and extraordinary as they were, but upon the fact 
that the alleged price was never paid to the executors or to any person 

authorized to receive it. Whatever a court of equity, by virtue 
(465) of its controlling and conservative power over the interests of 

infants, may order in  regard to the disposal or change of thcir 
property, i t  acted in no such character here. The infants were in no 
way before the court. Their rights werc not represented; no decree was 
rendered, or could have been rendcred, changing thosc rights; the peti- 
tion was wholly an ex pa& one by the widow, who held the life estate, 
and the executors, who had a power of sale under the will. ' The court 
could not enlarge, change or modify that power in  any respect. The 
sale, whether made with or without the sanction of the court, could be 
rightfully made only by the executors. I f  they employed the clerk and 
master to set up thc property at auction, the bidding might be regarded 
as one a t  their auction. I f  he receivcd the money as their agent, for 
that purpose appointed, i t  would have been a receipt by them. But the 
whole character of the transaction shows that this was a pretended sale 
by the clerk as a judicial sale, and that the receipt of the money by hint 
was by color of his authority as clerk. The certificate given to Knox is 
signed by him as clcrk and master, recites a sale made by him under a 
decree, and obliges him to make a deed whencver demanded. A report 
of the sale is made by him in his official character, and by an order of 
court he is compensated for his services in conducting the sale, as 
such. Had  the sale been valid as a judicial sale, the clerk and master 
would not then have been authorized to receive the money without an 
order of the court to collect i t ;  and the purchaser, wishing to pay, in 
such a case, before an order to collect, can only save himself from hazard 
by obtaining pernlission to pay i t  into court. No title can be made until 
the court authorizes i t ;  and the court will not direct a conveyance before 
i t  ascertains that the money is effectually secured for all those who may 
thereafter become entitled to it. I f  the master, as master, could sell, 
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. 
the payment of the price to him, under these circumstances, unless the 
money afterwards reached the hands of those to whom it belonged, would 
not pass the equitable estate in the subject-matter of the purchase. Still 
less could it have that effect when the master had no authority even to 
make the sale. 

The case may be a hard one upon Hugh B. Knox or on the plaintiff, 
who claims to have succeeded to his rights. Nothing appears to raise a 
suspicion that he did not act in  good faith. But we cannot make 
a decree to divest the heirs of Andrew Knox of the inheritance (466) 
which descended to them from their father, unless the sale has 
been made, which he authorized by his will. I n  equity there is no sale 
without payment of the purchase money. By the misplaced confidence 
of the alleged purchaser, instead of this money having been paid to those 
who were interested to receive it, and secured to the intended objects of 
the testator's bounty, one-half of it has been pocketed by thk insolvent 
clerk and the other half appropriated to the personal necessities of the 
insolvent widow. The injunction must be dissolved and the bill dis- 
missed, with costs, as to the defendants, Howcott and wife; as to the 
other defendants, the bill is to be dismissed, but without costs. The 
executors have come before the Court under very unfavorable circum- 
stances. The misconduct of the widow deprives her estate of a right to 
remuneration for the expenses of this litigation; and an administrator 
who relies upon the insolvency of his intestate, and where that insol- 
vency is not contested, is not on that account entitled to costs, in  equity. 
Adair v. Shaw, 1 Sch. & Lef., 280; Vredale v. Vredale, 3 Atk., 119; 
Rumphrey v. Morse, 2 Atk., 408. 

PER CURIAM. Bill dismissed. 

CHRISTIAN C L ~ P  E; AL. V. JOHN FOGLEMAN. 

In England a limitation over upon a bequest of personalty, in case the first 
legatee "shall die without leaving any issue," is good. The same words 
in a devise either reduces an estate in fee to one for life or enlarges an 
estate for life to an estate tail. In this State, since our act of 1784, 
abolishing entails, the same construction is put upon th,e words in both 
cases. The words, without having issue or children, clearly confine the 
time to the death of the legatee. 

JACOB CLAPP died in  the year 1826, having made and published his 
will, by which'he devised his land to his two sons, and bequeathed 
pecuniary legacies to his two daughters. To all these provisions 
he added the following limitation: "It is my will that if any of (467) 
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my children die without leaving issue or children, that what I have 
given them shall return, or its value, and be equally divided among all 
my children." 

The defendant married one of the daughters, and received her legacy. 
She died without leaving children sur~~iv ing  her. The plaintiffs were 
the other children of the testator, and the bill set forth the above facts, 
and prayed an account and payment of the legacy. 

The defendant, in his answer, insisted, first, that the legacy belonged 
absolutely to his wife, the limitation over being too remote; secondly, 
that if in this he was mistaken; that the plaintiffs had a plain remedy 
at law, and ought not to have filed this bill. His Honor, Judge Settle, 
at Guilford, on the last circuit, pronounced a decree according to the 
prayer of the bill, and the defendant appealed. 

Xo couhsel appeared for plaintifis. 
Iredell for defendant. 

DANIEL, J., having stated the facts as above, proceeded: I n  the first 
place, the will, having been made before our act of Assembly of 1827 
(ch. 7) was passed, is not to be construed by it, but is to be construed 
by those rules of law relative to the subject-matter as they existed before 
the passage of that act. The subject of the suit being personal property, 
the limitation over to the plaintiff would be good as an executory devise, 
by force of the words, "if any of my children shall die without leaving 
issue," if the additional words, "or children," had not been inserted; 
for these words shall be, as to personal estate, construed to mean a dying 
without leaving issue at the death of such child. The reason of which 
difference, in case of personal property, is in  order to support the de~ise  
ox-er, which otherwise would be too remote. The reason, wherefore, in 
England, in the case of a d e ~ i s e  of lands to one, and if he die without 

issue or without leaving issue? shall reduce or enlarge his estate 
(468) to an estate tail, is because they are supposed to be inserted in 

faror of the issue, that they may have it, and the intent of the 
testator may take place by creating an estate tail. Thus we see the 
reason why a different construction is then put upon the same words in 
a will, where they relate to different species of property. Forth v. 
Chapman, 1 P. Wms., 663; Dansey v. Gbfi th ,  4 Maule & Selw., 62; 
Crooke v. De Vandes, 9 Ves., 197, 203; 2 Thomas' Coke, 762. I n  this 
State, since the act of 1784, there cannot be an estate tail; the same 
construction is put on words like these in devises of real property as, in 
England, obtains on bequests of personalty. Jones and Wife  v. Spaight, 
1 Car. Law Rep., 544. As to the second objection, without stopping to 
inquire whether the plaintiff could recover in assumpsit at law, this 
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Court has always held the first taker, in a case like this, to be a trustee 
for the executory devisees when the contingency happened which caused 
these legacies to vest; and a court of equity, once having the jurisdic- 
tion, does not lose it by its being also assumed by a court of law. We 
are of the opinion that the decree in the Superior Court of Equity was 
correct and the same must be affirmed, with the cost of this Court. 

PER CURIAM. Decree affirmed. 

Cited: Ward v. Jones, 40 N. C., 406; Camp v. Smith, 68 N .  C., 540. 

MEMORANDUM. 

At the late session of the General Assembly, FREDERICK NASH, EsQ., 
of the county of Orange; JOHN D. TOOMER, EsQ., of the county of Cum- 
berland; JOHN L. BAYLEY, EsQ., of the county of Pasquotank, and 
RICHMOND M. PEARSON, EsQ., of the county of Davie, were elected 
judges of the Superior Courts of Law and Equity for this State; the 
three first in the places of judges NORWOOD, STRANGE, and DONNELL, 
resigned; and the last to supply the office rendered necessary by the 
creation of an additional judicial circuit. 
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JOSEPH McK. ALEXANDER, EXECUTOR OF WILLIAM J. WILSON, 
v. ROBERT H. BURTON ET AL., EXECUTORS OF JAMES CONNER. 

The courts of this State have no power to make submissions to arbitration 
rules of Court, excepting when the subject-matter of the submission is a 
suit pending in them; and the Superior Court has no power to make an 
order appointing commissioners to audit and settle the accounts of an 
executor. An order of that court appointing commissioners is only obliga- 
tory so far as it sets forth a contract between the parties to i t ;  and one 
made upon the joint petition of the executors and creditors, directing 
commissioners "to adjust and finally settle" the accounts of the former, 
in the absence of proof to the contrary, is taken as only authorizing them 
to make a statement of his receipts and expenditures, and to allow his 
commissions; and does not confer the right to disturb the priorities of 
the creditors, or in any way to interfere with the legal course of admin- 
istration. 

THE bill charged, in substance, that the plaintiff, being the sole acting 
executor of William J. Wilson, and having, shortly after the death of 
his testator, and in pursuance of the directions of his will, made sale of 
all his estate, real and personal, and having discovered that it was uncer- 
tain whether the assets would be sufficient to discharge the debts due by 
bond and otherwise liquidated, for the purpose of removing all difficul- 
ties that might arise between himself and the creditors having 
these demands, agreed to refer "the settlement of the estate and (410) 
the question as to whom and i n  what manner the assets were to 
be disbursed" to the arbitrament of Pearsall Thompson, the clerk of the 
Superior Court of Law for the county of Mecklenburg, and William J. 
Alexander and Washington Morrison, Esqs., and that the same might 
be rendered more solemn and permanent, it was agreed that a petition 
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should be drawn up and signed by the parties, praying the judge of the 
Superior Court of said county to appoint the said Thompson, Alexander, 
and Morrison to adjust and finally settle said estate and to place the 
same on the records of the court. The bill further charged that, in  pur- 
suance of the said agreement, a petition was drawn up and signed by 
the parties, or their duly authorized agents; that ,the judge ordered the 
matters contained in the said petition to be referred as prayed for;  that 
the referees thereupon made an award, which was filed anlong !he 
records of the court; that by said award they adjudged that certai~l 
debts should be paid off in full, and that certain other debts claimed by 
the creditors signing the petition, and amongst them the debt due to the 
testator of defendants, should be paid out of the residue of the assets 
pro rata-that is to say, at the rate of 63 cents upon the dollar; that 
the plaintiff had applied the assets as directed by the said award, had 
paid to the testator of the defendants in his lifetime a part of the sum 
awarded to him, and since his death had paid the residue thereof to his 
widow, who, he charged, was authorized to receive the same. The plain- 
tiff then complained that, notwithstanding he had furnished the defend- 
ant with a copy of the award, he had instituted a suit at law to recover 
the whole amount of the bonds. To the bill was appended as an exhibit 
a copy of the petition, order of court, and award referred to. 

The defendans, by their answers, denied that their testator ever did 
agree to submit his claim against the plaintiff as executor of Wilson to 
the arbitrament of any persons whatever; declared that they were in- 

formed and believed the fact to be that there was no communica- 
(471) tion with him on the subject of a reference, either with respect 

to the validity of his claim or the amount to be paid him thereon, 
but that the paper-writing, called a submission (the petition), was 
handed to him when very ill, and that he directed James Wilson, the 
son of complainant's testator, to sign it, under the belief that it was 
simply an application for the appointment of a committee to settle the 
plaintiff's accounts as executor, and probably to fix the rate of his com- 
missions; and they insisted that, upon the petition and the order of the 
court thereupon, i t  is apparent that there was no submission to an 
award, nor any such submission contemplated by the parties. They 
admitted that a sum of money was paid by the plaintiff to their testa- 
tor, which was duly endorsed on one of the bonds, and that, after his 
death and before the probate of his will, a further sum mas paid to his 
widow; but they peremptorily denied that either of these sums was 
received on account of the award, and stated that, with regard to the 
latter sum, i t  was paid to the widow wholIy without any authority on 
her part to receive i t ;  but the defendant Burton, after his qualification 

3 6 6 
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as executor, having received from the widow the bonds, which until then 
had remained in  her possession, and learning that so much money had 
been received by her on account thereof, caused the same to be endorsed 
as a further payment. The defendants admitted that they had brought 
suit on the bonds to recover the residue unpaid thereof; aver that the 
sum claimed is justly due; charged the plaintiff with fraud in the 
administration of the estate, and contended that he had assets sufficient 
to satisfy their demands. 

Upon these answers, his Honor, Judge Saunders, continued until the 
hearing the injunction which had issued upon the filing of the bill to 
restrain the defendants from proceeding in their action upon the bond 
of the plaintiff's testator to the testator of the defendants; and, the 
defendants being dissatisfied therewith, his Honor was, upon their 
prayer, pleased to allow an appeal to this Court. 

-4. 1V. Burton  for defendants. 
D. B. Caldwell contra. 

GASTON, J., after stating the case as above, proceeded as follows: We 
deem it unnecessary to enter upon the inquiry whether, if there has been 
the submission charged in  the bill, the award thereupon does not 
furnish a legal defense against the action enjoined. Nor shall (472) 
we examine whether it may not be open for the plaintiff to show 
by extrimic evidence that in truth such a submission was made; or for 
the defendants, on the other hand, to prove that their testator signed 
the petition under a misconception of its import. I n  the present state 
of the conflicting allegations of the parties, and for the purpose of 
deciding on the question before us, we have confined our attention to 
the construction of the written documents exhibited. The petition is 
addressed to the judge of the Superior Court of Law and Equity for the 
county of Mecklenburg. I t  states that the executor of William J. Wil- 
son and the creditors petition his Honor to appoint the clerk of the 
court, together with William J. Alexander and Washington Morrison, 
Esquires, to adjust and finally settle with J. McKnitt Alexander, the 
executor, the estate of William J. Wilson, and place the same on the 
records of the court; and it purports to be signed by the executor, and 
by several persons as creditors, among whom is the testator of the de- 
fendants. The order thereupon is that Pearsall Thompson, William J. 
Alexander, and Washington Morrison, Esquires, be appointed a com- 
mittee to adjust and finally settle the estate of William J. Wilson, de- 
ceased, with J. McKnitt Alexander, the executor. The petition is dated 
July, 1834, and the order is made at August Term, 1834. The award 
bears date 17 February, 1835. I t  prefixes a statement of the unsatisfied 
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demands against the estate, which is headed "Report of the estate of 
William J. Wilson by the executor"; two lists of debts paid by the 
executor, and a statement showing "amount of William J. Wilson's 
estate"; and then proceeds to declare that the said Alexander, Morrison 
and Thompson, being appointed by the Superior Court of law, by and 
with the advice and consent of the executor of William J. Wilson, on 
the one part, and of the creditors set forth in the preceding statement, 

on the other, to settle the estate of said Wilson and "decide to 
(473) whom and in what manner the assets of said estate should be 

paid," do award that the executor, having paid the amount of 
debts as set forth in the two lists above mentioned, do pay those con- 
tained in  the first statement pro rata out of the assets, there being a 
deficiency to pay all the bond debts and others of equal dignity; that 
the executor be allowed four per cent commissions, and that Margaret 
Wilson (one of the petitioning creditors paid in full) pay the executor 
one hundred dollars in addition to the commissions above allowed. 
There is then subjoined or endorsed a general statement representing 
the amount of the estate, the balance after deduction of commissions 
and debts subject to no deduction; the amount of debts subject to deduc- 
tion, and the excess of these above the balance of assets, showing that 
the executor will be enabled to pay fifty-three cents in the dollar. It 
does not appear when the proceedings of the committee or arbitrators 
were returned to court, but that they were returned would appear from 
the copy thereof certified by the clerk of the court. There was no action 
thereon by the court. The testator of the defendants died 11 April, 
1835. 

Executors and administrators are required by law to make a settle- 
ment of their estates with the county court, which is authorized to make 
to them an allowance by way of commissions on the amount of receipts 
and expenditures that shall appear to be fairly made in the managemen.t 
of the estates. I t  is the universal usage to make this settlement through 
the agency of a committee appointed by the county court, which com- 
mittee also reports to the court a reasonable rate of commissions. Such 
settlements, however, are regarded as ex parte settlements, and in  no 
respect binding the creditors, legatees or next of kin, except as to the 
allowance of commissions when sanctioned by the court. The Superior 
Courts have no original jurisdiction over these settlements or the allow- 
ance of commissions; nor have any of our courts authority to direct a 
submission to arbitration to be made a rule of court, unless when the 
parties agree to a reference of some subject of litigation actually pend- 

ing before them. To a proceeding so anomalous as that which 
(474) we are examining it is difficult to assign a precise character. I t .  

368 
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has no force as a judicial proceeding- and is binding on the parties 
-only to the extent to which the parties have declared their will to be 
thereby bound. From the concurrency of the creditors with the 
executors in the appointment of the persons to superintend or make the 
settlement between him and the estate, it may be inferred that the 
parties intended to impart to such a settlement a character above that 
of the mere ex parte settlements usually made by executors and admin- 
istrators. This inference is strengthened by the introduction of the 
unusual expression, "finally," in the application for the appointment- 
"to adjust and finally settle." But whatever was to be the character of 
the settlement, whether conclusive, ex pcrrrte, or intermediate between 
these extremes, the main inquiry is, what was the subject-matter of i t ?  
The petition and the order thereon show that this was "the estate of the 
deceased with the executor"; and such a settlement involves directly 
no more than an inquiry into his receipts and disbursements and the 
reasonable rate of commissions to be thereon allowed. Before we can 
hold that the rights of the creditors as against the executor, or as to 
priority as between themselves, were conclusively adjudicated by an 
award, it must clearly appear that the creditors submitted these subjects 
to adjudication. Had a submission of these rights been intended, we 
cannot but think that the language of the petition and order would 
have been more explicit. The persons nominated to act would have 
been characterized not as a committee, but as referees or arbitrators; 
the subject-matter of the reference would have embraced, in terms, not 
merely a settlement of the estate with the executor, but in the language 
of the bill and the award, have set forth the questions arising between 
the creditors, "to whom and in what manner the assets of said estate 
should be paid"; and .the result of the reference has been designated, 
not as a settlement of the estate to be returned to court, but by its well- 
known name of an award to'be binding upon the parties. I t  would be 
dangerous to imply a delegation of authority not resulting from ob- 
vious intendment to a tribunal raised by the parties, so as to 
deprive them of the power of resorting to the tribunals con- (475) 
stituted by the law for the ascertainment of rights and the 
decision of controversies. Upon this view of the case we are of opinion 
that for the present, and upon the face of the exhibits, the award, as 
it has been termed, cannot be considered as binding the defendants to 
forego their claim to the unpaid residue of the bonds, for which they 
have brought suit. 

On the trial of the suit, what effect shall be given as evidence to the 
accounts accompanying the report of the committee is a question on 
which it were improper now to express any opinion. 
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GEDDY v. STAINBACK. 

The Court directs that this, their opinion, shall be certified to the 
Court of Equity for the county of Mecklenburg, with instructions to. 
revcrse the order appealcd from, and to order that the injunction here- 
tofore granted in this case be dissolved with costs. The plaintiff must 
pay the costs of this Court. 

PER CURIAM. Order reversed. 

Cited:  Lusk v. ClayLon, 70 N. C., 188. 

ELIZABETH GBDDY v. LITTLEBERRY E. STAINEACIir ET AL. 

1. In the absence of fraud, mistake or surprise, par01 evidence cannot be 
received to prove that a bond, payable immediately, was not to be de- 
manded until after the obligor's death. 

2. A bond given for the amount of an account is not rendered voluntary by 
the fact that the obligor had a set-of€ of equal amount which was waived. 

TJIE allegations of the bill were that William Gilmore, a nephew of 
the plaintiff, having been unfortunate in business, and having lost his 
wife, who left a family of infant daughters, brought them to the house 
of the plaintiff, his maternal aunt;  that at that time no agreement was 
made for their board, but that Gilrnore informed her that he was about 
to commence business in Petersburg as a grocer, and that he would 

supply her with such articles in his line as she required; that 
(476) the children resided with her eight years, and that during that 

period their father did supply her as he had promised; that on 
1 September, 1827, he visited his children, and while at  the house of 
the plaintiff produced an account for the various articles which he had 
furnished her with, and asked her to execute a bond to him for the 
amount; that this was promptly refused by her, she stating to him that 
he owed her a sum at least equal to the amount of his account; that 
this was admitted by Gilmore, who told her that his children were as 
nearly related to her as any other person; that as she was a single 
woman, advanced in life, her property would upon her death be dis- 
tributed among her relations, and he asked the bond only as a means of 
enabling his children to receive a portion of i t ;  and that he then prom- 
isod her that if she would execute the bond she should never be called 
on for paymcnt of it, but that he would wait until her death, and then 
receive it only in the event of her leaving property to pay i t ;  that, 
moved by these considerations, she executed the bond before a respect- 
able witness, to whom the above statement was made; that Gilmore had 
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died insolvent, having before his death pledged it to John V. Wilcox 
(a defendant) upon a loan of four hundred dollars; that the bond had 
been, by Wilcox, handed to the defendant Stainback, the partner of 
Gilmore, who had brought suit on i t ;  that Gilmore had promised her 
that he would charge its amount to himself and take it from the part- 
nership effects and put it among his private papers ; that upon his death- 
bed he had communicated the above-mentioned facts to Stainback, and 
besought him not to press the plaintiff for the amount during her life; 
that he, Stainback, instead of so doing, had brought suit on the bond; 
that the plaintiff had succeeded in setting off against it the sum due 

' 
for the board of the children of Gilmore, subsequent to its date; that 
of a large sum due her before its execution she had been defeated by 
the presumption of a settlement which the bond raised, and by the 
statute of liditations; and that judgment for the balance of the bond 
had been entered against her. The plaintiff insist6d that the bond was 
testamentary in its chkracter, and if in this she was mistaken, then 
that she was entitled to have the payment of it stayed until her 
death; and she prayed either a perpetual injunction or one dur- (477) 
ing her life. 

The defense and testimony is stated fully by the Chief Justice in giv- 
ing judgment. 

Badger and Devereux for plaintif. 
W .  H.  Haywood for defendccnts. 

RUFFIN, C. J. The instrument is in no sense testamentary. I t  was 
never intended to be revokable according to the statement of the bill. 
The form of the instrument shows this. I t  is a bond, and the plaintiff 
admits that it was meant to bind her to the absolute payment of the 
money, if not immediately, at her death. I f  it be meant that it is 
testamentary, because it is a voluntary provision for a relation, to arise 
after the party's death; it is not even that, if that would do. This is 
not a voluntary bond. The bill admits that the plaintiff had merchan- 
dise to the value of the sum for which the bond was given. I t  is there- 
fore founded on an adequate and full consideration. The plaintiff 
says, indeed, that she might have made a counter-demand, of equal 
or larger amount, but that she would not nor did not. If the board 
of the children was not meant from the beginning to be gratuitous, a 
point on which the parties had probably no definite purposes, much 
less distinct communication, yet the abandonment of a claim for it, by 
the person who might set up such an one, will not make the bond of 
that person for a just debt due to another voluntary; more especially 
when it was not expressly abandoned, as was the case here, for the 
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plaintiff actually had the benefit of the subsequent board, by way of 
set-off, in the action on this bond; and she attributes the loss of the 
residue to the operation of the statute of limitations. The plaintiff is 
certainly, therefore, not entitled to a perpetual injunction. 

I f  the alleged agreement for the delay were established, relief might 
be granted to the extent of stopping the payment during the plaintiff's 
life. But the only evidence of the agreement is the testimony of the 

subscribing witness. The plaintiff has failed in her attempt to 
(478) draw i t  from the defendants upon her interrogatories. Stain- 

back answers distinctly that the goods for which the small bond 
was given were furnished by W. Gilmore & Co., but that those which 
formed the consideration of the large bond were not, but must have 
been purchased by Gilmore for the plaintiff, for that the firm of W. 
Gilmore & Co. was not formed until the year 1828, whi'ch was after 
the date of this bond. H e  states that no entry was made of i t  on the 
books of that concern, and tenders the inspection of them to any agent 
of the plaintiff; and he denies that Gilmore ever made any communi- 
cation whatever to him, or to any person to his knowledge, upon the 
subject of the bond, or of any condition on which it was given; and, 
moreover, denies that he knew of the existence of the bond, or of the 
debt on which it was founded, until after the death of Gilmore. The 
plaintiff's case, therefore, rests entirely upon the testimony of the 
witness. 

H e  states that he also resided with the plaintiff during the whole 
period that Mr. Gilmore's children did; that he was present and wit- 
nessed the bond for one thousand dollars; that a t  that time or any other 
he never heard compensation for the board of the children spoken of, 
but that when the bond was given it was distinctly agreed that i t  was 
not to be presented for payment until after the death of the plaintiff, 
but upon that event, if she left property, the money was to be recover- 
able. 

Upon this evidence it is not competent to the Court to vary the writ- 
ten contract. Neither the bill nor the deposition intimate that the bond 
is not in its form what the parties thought and intended it to be at  the 
time. There is no allegation of fraud,mistake, or what is technically 
called surprise in  this Court. The bond was not given for more than 
was intended or than was due, upon the principle on which the parties 
settled, nor payable at a different day from that on which it was under- 
stood to purport to be payable. The allegation and evidence is merely 
of a distinct collateral agreement, entered into at  the time, which is 
insisted on as controlling the written agreement. I t  ought to have been 

inserted in the instrument or set forth in  a separate one, in  the 
(479) nature of a defeasance or condition. I t  has been so often said 
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by the Court that par01 evidence is inadmissible for that purpose 
as to render it almost a legal adage, not needing the support of an 
authority. There are, however, many adjudications, and among them 
is the case of Howell v. Hooks, 2 Dev. Eq., 258, directly in point. 

PER CURIAM. Bill dismissed with costs. 

LITTLEBERRY E. STAINBACK v. ELIZABETH GEDDY ET AL. 

Matters of equitable defense against a judgment at law cannot be set up to 
prevent the removal of an encumbrance, operating as an impediment to 
the satisfaction of it, but must be urged by a bill seeking relief against it. 

THIS suit, which was pending at the same time with the preceding 
one of Geddy v. Stainback et al., was brought for the purpose of having 
a sale of certain mortgaged premises belonging to the plaintiff in that 
suit, to satisfy the judgment he had obtained upon the bond mentioned 
in that suit'. The matters set forth in the bill in the preceding suit were 
relied upon in the answer in this .as a bar to the relief sought. The 
allegations and proofs were exactly the same in both' suits, the preceding 
one being, in fact, a cross-bill to the present. 

W. H. Haywood for plaintiff. - 
Badger and Deverezcx for defendants. 

RUFBIN, C. J. The relief sought is of course to every judgment credi- 
tor, as such, in the way of whose satisfaction at law an encumbrance 
stands. H e  has a right to redeem or to have the encumbrance satisfied 
out of the property; and it is no favor to him, but mere justice, to 
decree i t  for him in this Court. I t  is not to be considered, therefore, 
that objections to the relief can be made upon the ground of an equity 
against the judgment, by way of defenses. The proper mode of 
taking benefit of such an equity seems to be by a bill of the (480) 
defendant at law. But in this case, as the opinion of the Court 
is clear, and has been already expressed upon the merits in the other 
cause, it is enough to say that, for the reasons before given, the con- 
tracts, as written, are obligatory in this Court as they are at law, and 
therefore that the plaintiff is entitled to have satisfaction of his judg- 
ment. There must be a reference to the master to ascertain the sum 
due to the plaintiff for principal, interest, and costs, upon the foot of 
his judgment; the sums due the creditors mentioned in the deeds of 
trust, and the present state of the trust fund; of what it consists, etc. 

PER CURIAM. Decree accordingly. 
373  
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JOHN M. DICK ET AL. V. ALIZN PITCHFORD ET AL. 

1. A deed for land and slaves upon trust, to apply annually the rents and 
profits to the use and benefit of the cestui que trust, for his life, "so that 
they shall not be sold or disposed of or anticipated by him," without 
giving the cstate over in case of an attempted sale or anticipation, does 
not prevent an assignment of his interest by the cestui que trust; and the 
assignee has a right to an account of the rents and profits from the time 
of the assignment; but in such case, if thwe be ulterior contingent trusts, 
he has no right to call upon thc trustee for the surrender of the posses- 
sion of the trust property. 

2. A deed by a trustcc, reliriquishing his legal estate, but without conveying 
it to any person, is inoperative, and leaves the estate in him subject to 
all the trusts declared in the deed creating it. 

THIS bill was filed by John M. Dick, Daniel R. Pitchford, and Miles 
Pitchford, against Allen Pitchford, I-lezekiah Pitchford, and Branch 
Pitchford; and its prayer was, the said Allen and Hezekiah might be 
tlccreed to surrender unto the complainant, John &I. Dick, the posscs- 
sion of the negro slaves, Harriet, Solomon, Elvira, Sally and Frances, 
and to account with him for the p~ofits of said slaves, and for general 
relief. All the allegations of the bill were admitted by the defendant, 
Branch Pitchford, in  his answer to be true; the bill was taken pro 

confess0 against the defendant I-Iezekiah, and the sole eontro- 
(481) versy was with the defendant Allen Pitchford. On the pleadings 

and proofs the case appeared to be that, on 23 February, 1818, 
Daniel Yitchford, the elder, of the county of Warrm, by a deed of 
bargain and sale, in consideration of the sum of ten dollars, acknowl- 
edged to be paid by Thomas Pitchford, also of said county, conveyed 
unto the said Thomas, his heirs, executors, administrators and assigns, 
a tract of land in Guilford County and five negro slaves, Russel, Sylvia, 
Nancy, Salisbury, and Harriett, upon the following trust, that is to 
say, upon trust "annually to apply the rents and hire of the said land 
and ncgrors, or their issue, or other profits thereof to the use and benefit 
of Hezekiah Pitchford" (son of the bargainor), "during the life of the 
said Hezekiah and no longer; so that they be not subject to be sold 
or disposed of by the said EIezekiah, or the rents and profits anticipated 
by him, or be in any manner subject to his debts or contracts; and after 
the death of the said Hezekiah, in trust for the three sons of the said 
Hezekiah, to wit, Branch, Daniel, and Miles Pitchford, or such of them 
as may be living at  the death of the said Hezekiah; but should the said 
sons, or either or any of them, die before their said father, leaving issue 
then alive, such issue shall stand in the place of his father, and have 
that part or parts which his or their parent or parents wouId have 
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taken had he or they been alive at  the time of said Hezekiah's death, to 
them, the said three sons, Branch, Daniel and Miles, in manner afore- 
said, their heirs and assigns forever." Hezekiah Pitchford removed to 
the county of Guilford with. his three sons; there became embarrassed 
with debt, and was hard pressed by his creditors. To enable him and 
his sons, by a disposition of part of this property, to remove these em- 
barrassments and relieve this pressure, Thomas Pitchford, the trustee, 
on 22 December, 1830, executed an instrument under his hand and seal 
whereby, after reciting the deed of trust, it is declared as follows: "Now 
be it known that I, Thomas Pitchford, trustee as aforesaid, for divers 
good causes me thereunto moving, and being further desirous of giving 
up and relinquishing the said trust reposed in me by said deed, 
I hereby, for myself, my heirs, executors, administrators and (482) 
assigns, now and forever relinquish and abstain from all law, 
authority, or any other interference in  any of the premises aforesaid, 
by reason of the said trust deed or otherwise." This instrument was, 
on 13 February, 1831, transmitted to James Cole, of Guilford County, 
enclosed in a letter written in  the name of and subscribed by the said 
Thomas, and addressed to the said Cole. The letter also covered a 
bond of indemnity, to be executed by the said Hezekiah and his sons, 
and requested the said Cole to have the said bond executed and the 
instruments delivered to the proper parties, so that the said Thomas 
might be discharged from his trust and the said Hezekiah relieved from 
his debts; with a further request that "the boys would come down and 
take their property and make the other arrangements." At  the  date 
of these transactions the said Thomas had sufficient capacity to enable 
him in  law to perform valid acts, but his mind, from habitual drunken- 
ness, was in such a state of imbecility as rendered the aid of friends 
necessary for the explanation of any business not of ordinary occur- 
rence. The nature of the instrument and the purport of the letter were 
explained to and understood by him. From the evidence it is to be 
inferred that the indemnifying bond enclosed in  the letter was executed. 
I t  does not appear, nor can i t  be inferred, that the sons of Hezekiah 
took the property or made the other arrangements alluded to therein, 
but i t  is to be collected; that Salisbury, one of the trust negroes, was, 
shortly after the receipt of the letter, sold by Hezekiah and his sons 
and the proceeds, or a part of them, applied to the relief of the said 
Hezekiah. I n  the meantime Sylvia, one of these negroes, had borne 
issue-Evan, Solomon, Elvira, Sally and Peggy, and on 19 January, 
1832, Hezekiah and his sons came to an agreement for the final disposi- 
tion of the trust slaves and the increase thereof between themselves; 
and in  pursuance of said agreement, and on that day, the sons conveyed 
to their father the negroes Russel, Sylvia, and Robert; the father and 
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. (483) his sons, Branch and Daniel, conveyed unto the complainant, 
Miles Pitchford, Solomon and Elvira; the father and his sons, 

Branch and Miles, conveyed unto the complainant, Daniel Pitch- 
ford, Harriet and Sally; and the father and his sons, Miles and Daniel, 
conveyed the others to the defendant Branch. Thomas Pitchford died 
in January, 1833, having all these negroes in his possession; and upon 
his death they came to the possession of the defendant, Allen Pitch- 
ford, his administrator, and so continued up to the institution of this 
suit. On 26 July, 1833, the complainant Miles conveyed to the com- 
plainant, John M. Dick, Solomon and Elvira; and on 9 August, 1833, 
the complainant Daniel also conveyed to him Harriet, Sally, and 
Frances, an infant child of Sally. After these conveyances the com- 
plainant Dick demanded from the said Allen the negroes so purchased 
by him, which demand was refused, he, the said Allen, alleging that he 
was advised he could not rightfully surrender the possession of them 
during the life of the said Hezekiah. Upon this demand and refusal, 
the present bill was brought in December, 1833. 

Badger for plaintiffs. 
Mendenhall for defendant Al len  Pitchf ord. 

GASTON, J., after stating the case as above, proceeded as follows: 
Upon this case it is necessary, in the first place, to ascertain the effect 
of the qualifications and restrictions imposed by the deed of settlement 
upon the use or beneficial interest thereby secured to Hezekiah Pitch- 
ford. The deed provides that the trustee shall, annually, during the 
life of the said Hezekiah, apply all the rents and profits to his use and 
benefit. The trustee has no discretion over these proceeds, and they 
belong wholly to the said Hezekiah. The deed does not provide that in 
the event of the said Hezekiah attempting to sell or dispose of the same, 
or otherwise to anticipate the receipt thereof, that they shall then go 
over and be paid to some other person; it secures to him, at all events, 
the enjoyment of the property for life, but prohibits him from trans- 
ferring it or anticipating its profits. Now, the general right of the 

giver of property to prescribe the modifications of his gift is 
(484) subject to the condition that these modifications be not contrary 

to law nor repugnant to the nature of the conveyance, nor incom- 
patible with the legal incidents belonging to the disposition he has made. 
The power of alienation is a legal incident of ownership. I t  is familiar 
doctrine that if a feoffment, grant, release, confirmation, or devise be 
made upon condition not to alien the estate, or if a term for years or 
chattel personal be granted upon condition not to assign, such conditions 
are altogether nugatory. The doctrine obtains not less in  courts of 
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equity, acting upon those interests which are the proper subject-matter 
of their jurisdiction, than in courts of law adjudicating upon legal 
interests. A departure from it would introduce endless confusion and 
innumerable mischiefs. The capricious regulations which individuals 
would fain impose on the enjoyment and disposal of property must yield 
to the fixed rules which have been prescribed by the supreme power as 

' essential to the useful existence of property. I f  under the settlement a 
legal estate had been limited to Hezekiah Pitchford for life, he would 
have taken that estate as one in its nature alienable, and the prohibition 
against alienation would have been absolutely void. The exclusive right, 
enforced through the trust imposed on the legal proprietor, to receive 
the profits of the property thereby conveyed, is, in equity, the estate in 
that property; and equity must hold a prohibition to dispose of what is 
his as wholly inoperative. 

No doubt, the peculiar provisions in this deed have been borrowed 
from those restraints upon alienation, and upon anticipation of profits, 
which, in England, and in comparatively modern times, have been intro- 
duced into settlements for the separate use of married women, in order 
to protect them against the undue influence of their husbands. By the 
common law, upon marriage the personal property of the wife becomes 
the property of the husband, and he is entitled to all the rents and 
profits of her real estate. But in equity a separate and exclusive prop- - 
erty may be secured to her in personal estate and in the rents and profits 
of real estate. Equity, for these purposes, confers upon her a 
capacity which she has not at law, and regards her as a ferne (485) 
sole, so far forth as the settlement makes her the owner of the 
property. I t  has been held by great judges that this capacity, being the 
creature of equity, may be so moulded by equity as not to permit it to 
be abused to purposes for which it was not bestowed. Upon this reason- 
ing, these restraints upon married women have been upheld. Other 
eminent judges have disapproved of this reasoning and insisted that if 
equity allows a wife to hold property as though she were a feme sole, 
the property so held should be subject to all the incidents which belong 
to the like property in the hands of a feme sole. Whichever party may 
have had the advantage in the argument, authority has settled the con- 
troversy in that country. The first instance of express and effectual 
provisions against anticipation of profits is said to have occurred in the 
settlement of Miss Watson's property under the sanction of Lord Thur-  
low, soon after his judgment in Pybus v. S m i t h  (reported 1 Ves. Jun., 
189, and 3 Brown's Ch. C., 340), rendered in 1791. Many cases have 
since come under the consideration of the English courts in which the 
validity of such restraints in settlements for the use of married women 
has been conclusively established. I n  this State no case of the kind has 
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been judicially considered, and how it would here be determined, it is 
unnecessary now to say. I n  the excepted case, where such restraints are 
allowed, there has been a diversity of opinion and a conflict of decisions 
as to the extent to which they may be carried. An eminent judge-the 
late Master of the Rolls, Sir John Leach-held that, in  order to afford 
adequate and complete protection to these favored interests, the power 
of anticipation may be controlled, even while the feme is single, so as' 
to secure for her a separate estate in the event of a future marriage; 
but, upon appeal to the then Lord Chancellor Brougham, he reversed 
the decrees of the Master of the Rolls and held that a clause against 
anticipation annexed to a life estate in  a trust fund settled to the sepa- 
rate and excIusive use of a woman does not prevent her, at  any time 

before marriage, from making an effectual assignment. Wood- 
(486) meston v. Walker, 2 Russ. & Mylne, 197; Brown v. Pocock, ibid., 

210; and Cooper's Sel. Ca., 70. But in these cases, and in  many 
others, where the point has been considered, i t  is admitted as indis- 
putable that such restraints imposed on persons having legal capacity 
to dispose of property are wholly inept and null. Brandon v. Robinson, 
18 Vss. Jun., 429; Barton v. Briscoe, 1 Jacobs, 603; Newton v. Reid, 
4 Sim., 141; Jackson v. Hobhouse, 2 Meriv., 482. The Court is, there- 
fore, of opinion that the defendant Hezekiah could rightfully transfer 
his interest in the trust property, and declares that this interest, as to 
the slaves claimed by the complainant, John M. Dick, has been trans- 
ferred to him, and that he is entitled to an account of the profits thereof, 
since the interest of the said Hezekiah i n  the same was transferred 
to him. 

But the said complainant, by his counsel, insists that he is entitled to 
the immediate possession of the slaves, and either to a conveyance from 
the defendant Allen of the legal estate therein, or to an  injunction 
restraining the said defendant from asserting said title. This Court 
does not think so. I f  the instrument of 22 December, 1830, had not 
been executed, and the defendant Hezekiah' still retained the interest in 
the slaves given him by his father's deed, i t  is very clear that he would 
not have been entitled to demand a surrender of the possession from the 
trustee. H e  collld have claimed no more than what that deed secured 
to him-the annual profits of the slaves during his life. I f  the sons had 
concurred with the father in  demanding a surrender of the possession, 
it ought not to have been decreed. Under the deed of Daniel Pitchford, 
the elder, valuable contingent interests have been limited to the children 
of the said Hezekiah's sons, and the legal title was conveyed to the 
trustee in  order to secure these contingent interests, as well as those of 
the father and his sons. The instrument of 22 December, 1830, neither 
enlarged these interests nor destroyed the cont'ingent interests, nor 
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changed the duty of the trustee to any of his cestui que trusts. Unques- 
tionably, that instrument was intended to operate as a relinquishment 
of the legal estate, but it qannot, in  law, have this operation 
unless i t  availed to pass the title, and this i t  did not pass, nor (487) 
purport to pass, to any person whatever. I f ,  indeed, i t  had trans- 
ferred the title, there would have been no pretext for asking the aid of 
a court of equity. The very ground on which this bill seeks relief 
against the administrator of the trustee is that the legal title to the 
slaves is in him. The instrument not operating at law as a relinquish- 
ment, we do not see why equity should decree to i t  this operation. I t  is 
'the duty of him who holds the legal estate to perform, and it is the duty 
of this Court to protect, all the trusts of the original gift which are not 
incompatible with law, and to deliver over the possession to those who 
have an interest to defeat, and might be tempted to defeat, the contin- 
gent trusts would, in him and in  the Court, be a breach of duty. The 
arrangements made between the defendant Hezekiah and his sons, and 
between them and the complainant, John M. Dick, since the execution of 
the instrument of 22 December, 1830, do not, we think, furnish a suf- 
ficient reason for the interference asked for. I t  is not charged that 
they, or any of them, have been circumvented or surprised into these 
arrangements by the fraud or misrepresentations of the trustee-if such 
a charge can be considered as intimated in the bill, it is not proved-if 
distinctly alleged and proved, whatever other redress it might call for, 
it presents no equity for obtaining what the trustee's administrator can- 
not rightfully yield, and what they are not in conscience entitled to 
demand. Each and every of them should be secured in the enjoyment 
of the rights, such as they are, which have passed under those arrange- 
ments; but a misapprehension as to the extent or value of these rights 
furnishes no adequate reason for asking more. 

A decretal order will be drawn up for taking an account embodying 
the declarations of the Court as to the rights of the parties litigant; and 
the further consideration of the cause will be reserved until the coming 
i n  of the report, or until the Court shall be called on for further 
directions. 

Cited: Battle v. Petway, 27 N. C., 576; Miller v. Bingharn, 36 N. C., 
425; Mebane v. Mebane, 39 N. C., 132; Harris v. Harris, 42 N. C., 115; 
Forbes v. Smith,  43 N. C., 31; Turnage v. Green, 55 N. C., 66; 
McK&ght v. Wilson, id., 494; Pace v. Pace, 73 N. C., 125; Ricks v. 
Pope, 129 N. C., 55. 
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THOMAS NEWBY, EXECUTOR .OF WILLIAM LAYDEN, V. EDMUND B. 
SKINNER ET UXOR, ET AL. 

Where a testator directs land to be sold and the proceeds divided, it is not 
a conversion of the land into personalty out and out, but merely the 
appointment of a mode of division; and those entitled to the purchase- 
money take as devisees; and the money is not subject to the payment of 
debts until the personal estate is exhausted. 

WILLIAM LAYDEN died in December, 1834, having duly made his last 
will and testament, whereof he constituted his daughter, Eliza Curtis, 
and his friend, Thomas Newby, executors; the last of whom alone proved 
the will and performed the functions of executor. By the will the tes- 
tator devised to his wife for life his Sound plantation, and bequeathed 
to her sundry negroes and other specific chattels; devised to his son, 
Joseph, in  fee, the tract of land called the Clayton tract, and bequeathed 
to him several negroes specifically; directed that three negro slaves, 
designated by name, and a tract called the Thomas Barclift tract, should 
be sold for the payment of his debts; bequeathed certain negroes spe- 
cifically to each of his two daughters, Mary Jane  and Eliza Curtis 
(wife of the defendant Skinner), and then devised, bequeathed and 
declared as follows: "It is my wish that the lands called the Dempsey 
Barclift tract, or say the Broad Neck tract, should be rented out for the 
benefit of my estate for the term of two years; and also my negro men, 
Will and Stephen" (the former of whom he had bequeathed to his 
daughter, Eliza Curtis, and the latter to his son, Joseph), "to be hired 
out for the term of two years for the benefit of my estate. Item. I t  is 
my wish that, after two years, the Broad Neck tract, or say the Demp- 
sey Barclift land, should be sold at  .six and twelve months credit, by 
those who purchase the land to give good security, and the moneys to  
be equally divided between Mary Jane and Eliza Curtis, both my 
daughters; and, also, if there should be any moneys left after paying 
my just debts, should be equally divided between my two daughters as 
above." Thomas Newby, the executor, has filed his bill against the 

devisees and legatees, setting forth that he has applied the re- 
(489) siduary part of the testator's personal estate and all the funds 

arising from the sales of the negroes and tract of land specifically 
charged with the payment of testator's debts, and the rents of the Broad 
Neck tract, and the hires of the negroes, Will and Stephen, for two 
years; and has sold some of the negroes specifically bequeathed, and 
applied their proceeds also to the satisfaction of those debts; that he 
has sold the Broad Neck tract and applied a part of the proceeds of 
that sale to the satisfaction of debts; and that he has now a balance in 
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his hands which he knows not to whom to pay, because of a controversy 
between the widow and the son of the deceased on the one hand, and the 
daughters on the other; the former contending that the proceeds of the 
sale of the Broad Neck tract ought to be regarded as in the nature of a 
pecuniary legacy, and therefore liable to abatement before their legacies, 
which are specific; and the latter insisting that the said proceeds are in . 
the nature of land specifically devised and not liable for debts, except 
upon a deficiency of the whole personal estate. The defendants have 
answered. The daughters set up the claim to receive the proceeds of 
the Broad Neck tract undiminished because of the testator's debts; the 
widow joins with them in the assertion of this claim; and the son, who 
is a minor, submits his rights to the protection of the Court. 

Kinney for Joseph Layden, the infant legatee. 
Devereux for Si%in~er and wife and Mary J .  Layden. 

GASTON, J., having stated the case as' above, proceeded: I n  our 
opinion, the daughters have clearly the right in this controversy. The 
general rule is indisputable that the personal estate is the first and 
natural fund for the payment of debts, and the real estate is not to be 
made liable thereto, except to supply the deficiency of the personal. I t  
is sought, in this case, to subject the proceeds of the land devised to the 
daughters, because, by the direction of the testator to sell the land, he 
turned it, in the contemplation of a court of equity, int? person- 
alty, and made it a part of his general personal estate. This (490) 
position, to the extent to which it is pressed, is untenable. The 
real estate directed to be sold was, at the time of the testator's death, 
land. By the will it was to remain land until sold, and it was directed 
to be sold only for the convenience of division between the devisees. I t  
was impressed with the character of personalty so far as was necessary 
to effectuate the testator's purpose, but no further. Every person taking 
an interest under a will, in the produce of land directed to be sold, is 
in truth a devisee, and not a legatee. As he takes from the bounty of 
the devisor, he must receive what is given, in the quality which the 
devisor has impressed upon it. The devisor has given, not the land, 
but the price of the land; and although the trustee is not bound to sell 
if the cestui que t m s t  will take the land itself, yet the land in the hand 
of the cestui que trust is, in equity, regarded as personalty; and if he 
die without any act to change its quality, it is personalty as between 
his heir and executor. The devisor might, if he pleased (see Eidney v. 
Consmaker, 1 Ves. Jr., 436, and 2d ib., 267) have converted the land 
into money, out and out, and then, from the whole context of the will, 
it would have been open for consideration, whether it was made an  
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auxiliary fund for the payment of debts or was thrown into the ordinary 
fund as a part thereof, or constituted the primary fund in  exoneration 
of the personal estate. But even in these cases the executors take as 
devisees; i t  is not strictly a part of the testator's general personal estate, 
but real assets, applicable in their hands to the payment of debts, be- 
cause devised to them in trust, to be so applied. And i n  England, how- 
ever i t  may be with us, the proceeds of land so converted are held to be 
equitable and not legal assets. Barker v. May, 9 Barn. and Cress., 489 
(17 Eng. Com. Law Reps., 426). But a conversion of land into money, 
directed for the benefit of the devisees, creates no charge upon the land 
for the payment of debts, and does not make the proceeds either legal 

or equitable assets i n  the hands of an  executor. H e  holds these 
(491) proceeds simply as a trustee for the devisees. Gibbs v. Angier, 

12 Ves., 413 ; and see Smith, v. Claxton, 4 Mad., 484. 
The bill submits to the Court also the qzcamtum of commissions to 

which the executor is entitled. The ordinary tribunal for deciding on 
such a question is the Counly Court; and although when a court of 
equity is resorted to for the settlement of an estate, it may, as incidental 
to the exercise of this jurisdiction, determine that question also, i t  
ought to have the materials before it, as far  as practicable, to enable i t  
to form an  advised judgment. We should require for that purpose an 
examination, by a commissioner, of the nature and quality of the serv- 
ices rendered by the executor, and a report from him, before we acted 
upon the subject. This has not been moved for, and we should not 
direct it withou't a motion. I t  will produce costs which neither party 
may be willing to incur. 

I t  is highly probable that the declaration of our opinion on the main 
question in controversy will enable the parties to come to a complete 
settlement. I f  i t  should not, either party may hereafter move in  the 
cause as he may be advised. 

PER CURIA&. Declare accordingly. 

Cited: McBee, ex parte, 63 N. C., 335. 

SARAH PENDLETON ET AL. V. JOHN C. BLOUNT ET AL. 

A testatrix, after a bequest of slaves, which was void, being for their emanci- 
pation, directed the balance of her estate to be sold, and after paying all 
her just debts the surplus, if any, to be retained in the hands of her 
executor, and two-thirds of it to be laid out by him for the clothing and 
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support of her brother's children, and the other third to be for the use 
of the slaves: I t  was held that the children of the testatrix's brother 
were only partial residuary legatees, and that she died intestate as to 
the slaves and one-third of the residue besides them. 

ELIZABETH BRASIER, by her will, gave all her negroes to her ('executor, 
hereinafter named, to be by him hired out annually to such person or 
persons as he may think proper, and the hire of the said negroes 
I leave as a fund for their support when they are too old or (492) 
unable to support themselves"; and after sundry particular in- 
structions for their comfort and for removing them to another State or 
to Africa, and giving several small specific legacies, she proceeded as 
follows: '(It is my wish and desire that all the balance of my property 
be sold, and after paying all my just debts, the surplus, if any, be 
retained i n  the hands of my executor, and two-thirds of i t  be laid out 
by him, a t  his discretion, for the clothing and support of my brother's 
(Thaddeus Pendleton's) two smallest children; and the other third to 
be kept for the benefit of my negroes when he may think they need it." 

The plaintiffs were the two residuary legatees, the children of the 
testatrids brother. The defendants were the executor and next of kin; 
and the bill charged that the bequest of the slaves, being for emancipa- 
tion,.was void, and that the slaves fell into the residue and passed, two- 
thirds of them, to the plaintiffs. The bill admitted a right in  the next 
of kin to distribution as to one-third of the slaves and of the residue as 
created by the will, and prayed for an account and division accordingly. 
The defendants claimed that the testatrix died intestate as to her slaves. 

Devereux for plaintif8. 
Xinney f o r  the next of kin. 

- 
DANIEL, J. I t  is very clear that the bequests of the slaves in  the 

manner stated, and the one-third of the fund produced by the sale of 
the balance of the property and directed to be kept for testatrix's 
negroes, are illegal and void. Sorrey v. Bright, ante, p. 113. The ques- 
tion then arises, does a trust result for the plaintiffs of two-thirds of the 
slaves and the fund contemplated by the will to be for their benefit, or 
does the whole of the slaves and the said fund go to the next of kin, as 
in  a case of intestacy? Had the plaintiffs been expressly named general 
residuary legatees, their claim would be well founded. But it seems to 
us that the plaintiffs are only partially residuary legatees, and that of 
a particular fund. Out of ''the balance" of her property her debts were 
to  be paid, and then the ('surplus," if any, "to be held by the 
executor, two-thirds of i t  (viz., the surplus, if any) for the (493) 
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clothing and support of the plaintiffs; "the other third to be kept for 
the benefit of my negroes." The intention of the testatrix is very clear 
that the plaintiffs were to be excluded in any event from taking, as. 
residuary legatees, the one-third of the fund set apart for the negroes. 
And her intention is equally clear that her slaves were not to compose a 
part of the residue, since one-third of that very residue is given to the 
slaves themselves. Her intention was to confine the legacy of the plain- 
tiffs to the two-thirds of a surplus arising out of a particular fund when 
her debts charged on that fund should be paid. This being the inten- 
tion, as is plainly to be gathered from reading the will, the plaintiffs' 
claims cannot be allowed to the extent set up. The bequests relative to. 
the slaves, or the fund mentioned in the will for the slaves, are illegal 
and void bequests. The slaves and said fund belong to the next of kin 
and must be divided among the plaintiffs and the defendants as they 
each may be respectively entitled under the statute of distributions. 

PER CURIAM. Decree accordingly. 

Cited:  White v. Green, 36 N. C., 49; Thompson v. Newlin, 43 N.  C.,.. 
46; Green v. Lane, id., 79; H u h o n  v. Pierce, id., 128; Greem v. Lane, 

. 45 N. C., 114. 

ROBERT WHITE  v. HENRY W. THOMPSON ET UXOR, ET AL. 

Defective conveyances to children are aided in equity. Mere inadequacy of' 
price, in the absence of fraud or surprise, is no defense against a decree 
for a specific performance, especially when, in addition to the price, 
affection for a child entered into the consideration. 

GEORGE WHITE, the father of the plaintiff, purchased a tract of land 
of one Johnson, for which he paid $1,500. He took a deed in his own 
name, but told the plaintiff that he had purchased i t  for him, and that 
he, the plaintiff, must aid in paying for it. The plaintiff paid one- 
third of the purchase money; and upon consultation with a neighbor as 

to the best means of securing the title, it was concluded that the 
(494) father should endorse his deed from Johnson to the plaintiff. 

This was done, and the following memorandum was written on 
the deed: "I endorse the within deed to Robert White, 9 May, 1829. 
Given under my hand and seal." This was signed by the father, in the 
presence of two witnesses, who attested it. The plaintiff went into pos- 
session, and the father died soon after, leaving seven children. Two of 
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these children, who are defendants, brought an ejectment to recover 
their two-seventh parts of the land. The bill prayed an injunction and 
that the defect in  the plaintiff's title might be amended by the defend- 
ants conveying to him the legal estate which had descended to them 
from George White. 

The defendants, in  their answer, put the plaintiff to the proof of his 
case, and, as a distinct defense, alleged that their father was old and 
infirm, and had been induced by the contrivance of the plaintiff to make 
the endorsement on the deed. They also insisted that the part of the 
purchase money paid by the plaintiff had been obtained from their 
father, who had already advanced the plaintiff greatly, to the injury of 
his other children. 

J .  H. Bryan  for plaintiff. 
T h e  defendants were not represented in this  Court. 

DANIEL, J., after stating the case as above, proceeded: The evidence 
in  the cause proves to our satisfaction that the money advanced by the 
plaintiff was his own money. There is no proof to support the allega- 
tion in the answer that the father was imposed on, but there is abundant 
proof that he intended to do what he did, and that he acted knowingly 
and understandingly on the subject. The price advanced by the plain- 
tiff, to be sure, was only one-third of the value of the land; but the 
father meant to make a further provision and advancement to his son; 
and the evidence shows that he executed the agreement on the back of 
the deed in  consideration of the money advanced, and also in considera- 
tion of the natural love and affection for his son. To induce a court 
of equity to decree the specific performance of an agreement, it must 
be supported by a valuable or meritorious consideration. Mere 
inadequacy of price is no ground for refusing a specific per- (495) 
formance, when the party is under no incapacity or deficiency 
of judgment, or led by accident or design into a misapprehension of 
the value. Western v. Russell, 3 Ves. & Bea., 188. I n  the case before 
us, the father knew the value; he was under no incapacity; and to the 
money advanced, his love and affection was an additional consideration, . 
which will be considered by the Court. Whether the provision was 
greater than it ought to be, the Court will not take upon itself to ex- 
amine; the father, as Lord Hardwicke said in Goring v. Nash,  3 Atk., 
185, being considered the judge of the quantum of the provision. The 
defendants say that this is a parol agreement, and ought not, on that 
account, to be enforced. I t  is an agreement in writing, signed by the 
vendor; and if the statute of fraud had been relied on in  the answer 
(but i t  is not) parol evidence might have been given to prove the con- 
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sideration. We are compelled to say that the injunction must be made 
perpetual, and the defendants must be decreed to convey to the plaintiff 
what title they have in the land. The defendants are two of the heirs 
at  law who have been seeking their rights; the plaintiff, therefore, will 
not recover costs against them. 

PER CURIAM. Decree accordingly. 

JESSE WARD v. JONATHAN LEDBETTER ET AL. 

1. Upon an evecutory agreement for the purchase of land, the payment of the 
purchase-money constitutes the vendee, in equity, the owner; and he has 
a right to a conveyance from every person having the legal title, with 
notice of his claim. Thus, where A. purchased land of B., and took a 
bond to secure his title, and subsequently sold to C., who paid the pur- 
chase-money which came to the hands of B., and took a bond for title 
from 8.; and the latter, to defeat the claim of C., surrendered to B.- his 
bond; B., having notice of C.'s equity, is bound to convey to him. And if 
C. has received any part of the consideration for the surrender of the 
bond by A. to B., that is no defense to C.'s bill, but must be brought for- 
ward as the foundation of a distinct suit. 

2. Par01 evidence, although it may be inadmissible to reform a written con- 
tract, yet is received to repel a specific execution of i t ;  but in the latter 
case it cannot be received to show that the written contract was not the 
one made, but to prove fraud, accident or surprise, raising an equity to 
rebut the claim to specific execution. 

IN the month of April, 1830, Jonathan Ledbetter sold to Jonathan 
Elms a tract of land lying in the county of Rutherford at  the price of 
six hundred dollars; received Elms's notes to secure the payment of the 
purchase money, and delivered to him a bond i n  the penal sum of twelve 
hundred dollars, conditioned to make a warranty title thereto upon 
the payment of said notes. Elms finding i t  impracticable to raise the 
money to make the payment, and having offered to Ledbetter fifty dol- 
lars to be freed from the contract, which offer was refused on 5 March, 
1831, sold all his interest in  the said land to Jesse Ward, at  the price 
of five hundred and fifty dollars; and, to secure a title to the said Ward, 
executed a bond with Jones Bradley as his surety, with condition to 
be void on the said Elms executing a good title to said Ward, after a 
reasonable time allowed for procuring a title to himself from Ledbetter. 
Ward paid the purchase money to Elms, who paid i t  over immediately 
to Ledbetter, and therewith, and by fifty dollars which he advanced, 
discharged in full his notes to Ledbetter. Elms thereupon required 
of Ledbetter to execute a conveyance, according to the stipulations 
of his bond; and Ledbetter refusing to make a conveyance, except with 
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a reservation or exception of an estate for life to his, the said (497) 
Ledbetter", father therein, Elms instituted a suit in equity 
against him to compel a conveyance. Pending this suit, Ledbetter had 
full notice of Elms's sale to Ward, and of Ward's payment of the pur- 
chase money, and made several attempts to repurchase the land from 
Ward;  but failing in  these, he entered into an agreement with Elms, 
who was about leaving the State in  order to escape from his creditors, 
whereby, in consideration of certain property and money, either ad- 
vanced or secured to be paid unto said Elms, amounting i n  the whole 
to  five hundred and fifty dollars, Elms dismissed the suit in equity at  
his proper costs, and bound himself to surrender to Ledbetter the bond 
which the latter had given to make a title. This compromise was made 
24 November, 1832. Elms immediately thereafter absconded; and at  
the next term of the Court of Equity for the county of Rutherford 
Ward filed this bill against the said Ledbetter, Elms, and Bradley, 
charging these matters, and praying for a proper conveyance of title, 
and for general relief. 

D. P. Caldwell for plaintiff. 
A. M. Bur ton  and Badger for defendant. 

I t  is unnecessary to state the defenses set up by the defendant Led- 
better nor the testimony filed, as they are set forth in the opinion of 

GASTON, J., who, after stating the substance of the bill, as above, pro- 
ceeded as follows: The defendant Ledbetter resists this claim on three 
grounds: first, he alleges that the contract between himself and Elms 
was not for an absolute sale of the land in  dispute, but for a sale with 
a n  exception of an estate for life therein to his, the defendant Ledbet- 
ter's, father; secondly, for that the plaintiff relied on the bond of Elms 
and Bradley for the performance of Elms's stipulation, and not upon 
any  equitable relief which he might have against the said defendant; 
took no assignment of said defendant's bond to Elms, but left i t  with 
Elms, who was permitted to prosecute the suit for a title in his own 
name; and thirdly, that some of the said defendant's notes which 
he  executed to Elms upon the compromise have come to the (498) 
plaintiff's hands with full knowledge of the consideration on 
which they were given. Testimony was offered in support of the first 
ground of defense; and i t  was read, subject to an objection on the part 
of the plaintiff, that parol evidence could not be admitted to contradict 
o r  explain a written instrument, except in the exercise of a jurisdiction 
to  reform that instrument because of fraud, accident, or mistake; and 
that there was no allegation on the part of the defendant in  this  case 
of any facts showing either fraud, accident, or mistake in  the drafting 
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of the instrument in question. On the part of the defendant i t  was 
admitted that relief is not granted in Courts of Equity against written 
instruments, except in the exercise of the jurisdiction above referred 
to; but it was urged that the execution of written agreements may al- 
ways be resisted on the ground that they do not conform to the actual 
agreement of the parties. I t  is proper to remark that in the case before 
us it is not pretended that the written agreement between the parties 
had been waived and a new agreement entered into, or that the agree- 
ment, after being reduced to writing, had been altered by parol, but 
simply that the written is not the true agreement, without the averment 
of any matter wherefore the written agreement did not conform to the 
intention of the parties. Unquestionably, parol evidence may be re- 
ceived to repel a demand for specific performqnce of an agreement 
where it would be inadmissible to vary the written agreement in order 
to have i t  executed in its new form. The Iatter cannot be permitted 
without a violation of the statute of frauds, which denies efficacy to 
agreements not reduced to writing. But it does not follow, because 
parol evidence offered to repel or rebut an equity is not against the 
statute of frauds, and is therefore, often for that purpose, admissible, 
when it could not be received to make out an agreement sought to be 
enforced, and which the statute requires to be in writing; that, there- 
fore, the rule of law which, independently of any statute, forbids a 
written contract to be contradicted, explained or varied by extrinsic 

testimony, does not prevail in equity equally as in law, and 
(499) against defendants resisting specific execution, as well as against 

defendznts resisting specific execution, as well as against all other 
parties to such instruments. The reverse is stated in one of the cases. 
referred to by the defendant's counsel (Clowes v. Biggemon, 1 Ves. & 
Bea., 524)) with a precision and accuracy that render any addition or 
explanation unnecessary. A bill had been formerly brought by Higgin- 
son against Clowes, 15 Ves. Jun., 516, to compel the execution of an 
agreement for the purchase of an estate, consisting of seven distinct 
lots; and it was insisted by the plaintiff in that action that it was part 
of the agreement that the trees on all these lots were to be taken at a 
valuation. The defendant resisted the execution because, as he insisted, 
the agreement bound him to pay only for the trees on two of the lots. 
Parol evidence was offered on the part of the then plaintiff of the 
declarations made by the auctioneer at the time of the auction, which 
evidence the Master of the Roils ( S i r  Will iam Grant) refused to re- 
ceive, holding that sales at auction were within the statute of frauds, 
and that the whole of the agreement was by that statute required to be 
in writing. The vendor's bill being dismissed, Clowes, the vendee, then 

' 

brought his bill against Higginson to have the agreement of sale exe- 
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cuted according to his construction of the contract, when the vendor 
offered this parol evidence to repel the execution of the agreement as 
demanded; but the Vice-Chancellor (Sir T h o m a s  P l u m e r )  rejected it 
because of the general rule of law, which he declared to be also the rule 
in equity, that parol evidence could not be received to explain or con- 
tradict a written agreement, whether offered by a plaintiff seeking 
specific performance or by a defendant resisting it. He  declared that 
the rule admitting the evidence in the latter case was intelligible and 
clear; that i t  never was admitted to show that the writing purporting 
to be the contract is not the contract; not to vary the agreement as i t  is 
expressed, open to no objection, and therefore upon the face binding; 
but to show circumstances of fraud, or making out a clear case of mk- 
take  or surprise, and thus rendering a specific performance unjust. 
With respect to the latter head, of mistake or surprise, he was 
emphatic in stating that great caution was required in  the appli- (500) 
cation of the evidence lest, under the pretense of proving mistake 
or surprise, the rule should be relaxed by letting in evidence to explain, 
alter, or contradict, and thus in effect to get rid of a written agreement. 
I n  our opinion the rule is properly laid down by the Vice-chancellor, 
and'the objection made to the parol evidence in  this case is well founded. 

I t  may, however, afford satisfaction to the parties to be informed 
that upon the parol evidence this Court entertains a clear opinion 
against the defendant. The explicit testimony of Dr. McIntyre, who 
was selected by the parties to draft the instrument, to whom they made 
known the bargain, who wrote the instrument conformably to their 
instructions, and who read i t  over to them previously to its execution, 
and then learned that it expressed their agreement, very fa r  outweighs 
the " u n d e r s t a n d i n f  (as the deponent describes his belief) of the sub- 
scribing witness that Elms was not to take possession until after the 
old man's death, and loose observations of Elms, testified to by two 
other witnesses, as declaratory of that purpose. 

The other objections made by the defendant Ledbetter furnish no 
defense against the relief sought by the plaintiff. The answer distinctly 
admits, and if it did not, the proofs unequivocally establish, that after 
Elms had purchased the land in  controversy from Ledbetter he sold 
the same land to the plaintiff; that the plaintiff paid the price stipu- 
lated for in  his purchase from Elms, and that the defendant had full 
knowledge of all these facts before he entered into the contrivance with 
Elms to defeat the plaintiff's purchase. I n  equity, the contract and 
payment of the purchase money constituted the plaintiff complete owner 
of the estate, and as such he became entitled, and is yet entitled, to de- 
mand a conveyance of the legal title. The bond which the plaintiff 
took from Elms was but a security for procuring that title, and for pro- 
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curing i t  at Elms's cost. The suit brought by Elms was a step taken 
in  order to get the title for the plaintiff; and the arrangement 

(501) made between Ledbetter and Elms was a gross fraud upon the 
rights of the plaintiff. I t  is not pretended by the defendant that 

this arrangement was made with the knowledge or privity of the plain- 
tiff, or that i t  afterwards in  any way received his sanction. I f  the 
defendant has any equity to be relieved from the payment of the notes 
which he passed to Elms under this arrangement, and these notes or 
any of them have come into the hands of the plaintiff, this equity.must 
be asserted in  an appropriate way, but furnishes no defense in this 
action. 

Elms has answered the plaintiff's bill-sets up no defense against it, 
but offers in  excuse for his scandalous breach of honesty the tempta- 
tions of Ledbetter, and his sore distress. 

The Court is therefore of opinion that, as against these defendants, 
the plaintiff is entitled to a decree for a conveyance of the legal title 
in  the land mentioned in  the bill, and to an account for the profits made, 
or which might have been made by either of them thereon, from the 
time when full payment was made to the defendant Ledbetter, and also 
to his costs. 

The plaintiff has not prayed us for any decree against the defendant 
Bradley; nor, as at  present advised, do we think that a decree can be 
had against him. But as the cause has not been heard between the 
plaintiff and the defendant Bradley, that part of it, and all other mat- 
ters, will be reserved until the coming in  of the report, or until the 
Court shall be further moved thereon. 

PER CURIAM. Decree accordingly. 

Cited: Rutherford v. Grem, 37 N.  C., 127; Wilcoxow v. Galloway, 
67 N. C., 465. 

JACOB POWELL ET UXOR, ET AL. V. ABSALOM MYERS ET AL., EXECUTORS 
OF JOSEPH PICKETT. 

1. A judgment confessed by an administrator is prima facie fair, and in the 
absence of all proof that it is otherwise is to be allowed in settling the 
accounts of the administrator. 

2. Mere technical informality in the entry of a judgment is not cause for 
rejecting it as a credit in an administrator's account. 

THIS was a petition for an account of the administration of the estate 
of John Wright, filed by the plaintiffs against the defendants, the execu- 
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tors of Joseph Pickett, who was administrator with the will annexed 
of John Wright. There had been a reference of the accounts directed, 
and the commissioner had rejected certain judgments confessed by 
Pickett as administrator because of some informality in  them. I f  these 
judgments were allowed as charges against the plaintiffs, then Pickett 
had paid out everything which came to his hands. There was no alle- 
gation of fraud in the administrator, and no proof that the judgments 
were not for honest debts, or that they had not been paid, the only objec- 
tion stated to their allowance being the technical informality above 
alluded to. The defendants excepted to the report because of the dis- 
allowance of the sum paid i n  satisfaction of these judgments. 
His  Honor, Judge Settle, at Anson, on the last circuit, allowed the 
exception and dismissed the petition, and the plaintiffs appealed. 

W i n s t o n  f o r  p l a i n t i f s .  
D e v e r e u x  f o r  d e f e n d a n t s .  

GASTON, J. The subject-matter of this controversy is an account be- 
tween the plaintiffs as legatees of John Wright, deceased, and the de- 
fendants, executors of Joseph Pickett deceased, who was the adminis- 
trator with the will annexed of the said John Wright, of the adminis- 
tration by the said Pickett, of the assets of his testator. An account 

. was taken by the commissioner, who reported a balance against the 
testator of the defendants. The balance so reported arose e n t i r e l y  
from the commissioner having rejected as a credit the amount (503) 
of four judgments rendered against the intestate by nil d i c i t  on 
suits instituted against him by alleged creditors of his testator, and 
which judgments were paid off to the creditors. The defendants ex- 
cepted to so much of the commissioner's report as rejected this credit. 
The court sustained the exception and declared the defendants entitled 
to the credit claimed; and it therefore appearing that nothing was due 
to the plaintiffs, dismissed the petition. 

I t  appears to us that there is no error in the decree below. The only 
grounds taken for disallowing these judgments are technical irregulari- 
ties in  the proceedings upon which they were founded. I t  is not ob- 
jected that the debts were not b o r n  f i d e  due, or that the administrator 
permitted judgments to be rendered for more than was due, or that he 
did not honestly pay off all that was recovered. Unless some such objec- 
tions were made and sustained, objections showing that, in  conscience,  
the administrator was liable to his c e s t u i  q u e  t r u s t s  for assets misap- 
plied., they cannot have a decree against his representatives. The first 
duty of the administrator was to pay off the debts due from his testa- 
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tor, and all that he has honestly paid off must be al1o;ved him by those 
whose claim is posterior to that of the creditors. 

I t  was competent for the plaintiffs to- impeach the judgments for 
fraud, and as they were rendered by confession, slighter evidence might 
be sufficient to show fraud than if they had been rendered after con- 
testation. But they must be presumed to be honest until they are im- 
peached; and objections for informality merely are decisive indications 
that substantial objections could not have been successfuIIy urged. 

The decree is affirmed with costs. 
PER CURIAM. Decree below affirmed. 

WILLIE GAITHER V. PINCKNEY CALDWELL. 

A partner who claims the benefit in equity of a debt due the partnership as 
a, set-off or satisfaction of his individual note must make his copartner 
a party to his bill. 

THE plaintiff filed his bill in the Court of Equity for the county of 
Iredell on 29 September, 1827, against P. C. Caldwell, who alone was 
made defendant thereto, and therein charged that he had executed a 
bond to a certain John A. Chaffin for the sum of six hundred dollars, 
due to the said John on the settlement of the accounts of a copartner- 
ship theretofore existing between them; that at  the time of executing 
the bond the plaintiff was in  copartnership with one Newton Craw- 
ford, trading under the firm of Crawford & Gaither; that shortly 
afterwards Chaffin commenced dealing with the firm, under an express 
agreement that whatever debt he might contract therewith should be 
passed to  the plaintiff's credit on his bond; that by arrangements made 
between the plaintiff and his partner, Crawford, the plaintiff was au- 
thorized to apply the debt of Chaffin to the firm in  this way; that after- 
wards, i n  the month of Way, 1827, a settlement was made between 
the plaintiff and Chaffin in relation to his dealings with the firm, 
whereby the balance due from Chaffin thereon was ascertained to amount 
to one hundred and twenty-five dollars and seventy and three-fourth 
cents; and Chaffin executed his bond for that sum, payable to the firm, 
and renewed his promise to credit the plaintiff's bond to him for that 
amount; that about or before the time of this settlement Chaffin as- 
signed the said bond of the plaintiff to the defendant, with distinct 
notice, and an express agreement, that the same should be subject to a 
deduction of the amount due from Chaffin to Crawford and Gaither; 
that the defendant had induced the plaintiff in May, 1827, to accept 
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service of a writ returnable to the next County Court of Iredell, upon 
an express promise that the cause "should stand" until the November 
term following; that',. regardless of his promise, the defendant had 
caused a judgment to be taken by default for the whole amount 
of the bond, and was proceeding to collect the same by execu- (505) 
tion, and that Chaffin had become insolvent, and had left the 
State. The prayer of the bill was that the defendant should be en- 
joined as to the said sum of one hundred and twenty-five dollars and 
seventy and three-fourth cents, and the interest thereon since the exe- 
cution of Chaffin's bond to Crawford and Gaither. 

The defendant filed his answer to the bill, and therein set forth that 
in the spring of 1825 he sold out to the plaintiff and the said John A. 
Chaffin his stock of goods in trade, at  an advance of twelve and a half 
per centum on the cost; that a computation was made by the plaintiff 
whereby the price of the goods appeared to be between twenty-one and 
twenty-two hundred dollars; that i t  was agreed if any errors appeared 
in this computation these should be thereafter rectified; that in the 
winter of 1826-27, and in payment of the debt thus contracted, Chaffin 
delivered to the defendant his own note, with Abram Jones surety 
thereto, for the sum of fifteen hundred dollars, and transferred two 
bonds of the plaintiff, one for five hundred and fifty-three dollars and 
the other for six hundred dollars; that the only agreement entered into 
between Chaffin and the defendant at  the time of the transfer was that 
if, upon a final settlement of the valuation of the goods sold by the de- 
fendant, there should be found anything due from the defendant the 
same should be credited on the bonds of the plaintiff so transferred; 
a r ~ d  if, on the other hand, a balance should be found due by the plain- 
tiff, the same should be paid by the said Gaither; that an adjustment 
was afterwards made by certain persons, to whom the same was sub- 
mitted, and thereupon a balance was found due to the defendant from 
the plaintiff, greatly exceeding one hundred and fifty dollars, which the 
plaintiff admitted to be correct. The defendant denied the promise 
alleged to have been made to the plaintiff when the service of the de- 
fendant's writ was acknowledged, but admitted that he promised not 
to force the collection of the money sooner than i t  could be compelled 
by the regular course of legal proceedings; and set forth that the 
writ was returned to the-May term of Iredell County Court; (506) 
that judgment a t  said term was rendered by default; that, al- 
though execution was issued from said term, returnable to the August 
term following, and was levied on the plaintiff's property, the defendant 
forebore to enforce a sale thereon, and caused the execution to be re- 
turned; and that it was not until the execution issued from the August 
term, returnable to November, that the defendant endeavored to press 
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the collection of the judgment, when he would have been enabled to do 
so had the defendant pleaded to the action. The defendant denied that 
he ever had any notice previous to the transfer pf the plaintiff's bonds 
of the alleged agreement between the plaintiff and the said John A. 
Chaffin, or of any other agreement whereby the bonds might be dimin- 
ished or made liable to credits, other than the agreement before stated 
in his answer, and insisted that the bond in question became due on 
4 May, 1827, and was assigned to him before the day of payment for a 
valuable and b o n a  fide consideration. 

Upon the coming in of this answer the injunction, which was granted 
on the issuing of the bill, was dissolved with costs; and, Qn motion of 
the plaintiff, the bill was held over as an original bill. Replication was 
made to the answer, the parties proceeded to their proofs, and the cause 
being set down for final hearing was, by consent of the parties, trans- 
mitted to this Court to be heard. 

The proofs on the part of the plaintiffs consist of two depositions. 
Abram R. Jones, the surety to the note of fifteen hundred dollars, given 
by Chaffin to the defendant, testifies that he was present about 1 Febru- 
ary, 1827, when this note was delivered to the defendant, and that a t  
the same time two notes of the plaintiff, payable to Chaffin, and amount- 
ing to about the sum of eleven hundred and fifty dollars, were also 
delivered to the defendant; and that at  the same time Chaffin stated 
that Crawford and Gaither had an account against him which he sup- 
posed to be between fifty and a hundred dollars, and which was to be a 
credit on one of the notes. H e  further testifies that Caldwell's claim 

against Chaffin did not exceed twenty-three hundred dollars, and 
(507) that his impression and understanding at  the time was that the  

d i f fe rence was'to be credited on the note or notes Chaffin gave 
Caldwell, and that no credit because of that difference was ever given 
to the note whereon he was surety. Judge Pearson testifies that in  
May, 1827, when he was engaged in the practice of the law, he made 
a settlement at  the request of the plaintiff and John A. Chaffin of their 
respective demands against each other; that the principal charge of the  
plaintiff was an account of Crawford and Gaither against Chaffin; 
that after allowing to Chaffin as set-offs against this account all his 
claims against Gaither individually, there yet remained a balance 
against Chaffin of one hundred and twenty-five dollars and seventy and 
three-fourth cents; that Gaither said that Crawford had transferred to 
him (his) Crawford's interest'in this account of the firm, but as he 
exhibited no evidence of the transfer, the deponent drew the note for 
this balance, payable to Crawford and Gaither, which note Chaffin 
executed in his presence. This note is appended to the deposition and 
bears date-19 May, 1527. On the part of the defendant, the persons to 
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whom, according to his answer, the computation made at the sale of 
the goods was referred for correction, have been examined. Their testi- 
mony has been taken so vaguely that i t  is difficult to infer anything 
from it with certainty except an error of addition in  the inventory of 
the goods sold by defendant to Chaffin and the plaintiff, to the injury 
of the defendant. They do not state whether Chaffin was before them, 
nor the time at which they revised the computation. They refer to 
their corrections made at  the foot of the inventory, which was returned 
to the defendant, and is not produced. John A. Chaffin has also been 
examined, and nothing is to be collected from his testimony but that a 
mistake against the defendant was made in  the inventory of the goods 
sold by the defendant to Chaffin and Gaither, which he thinks was dis- 
covered and rectified at  the time he transferred the notes of the plain- 
tiff to the defendant; he is not examined by either party touching the 
alleged agreement to credit these notes, with the amount of his debt, to 
Crawford and Gaither; and i n  answer to a question from the 
defendant, whether he does not remember that the amount of (508) 
all the notes delivered to the defendant fell short of the sum 
truly due from Chaffin and Gaither for the purchase of the goods; and 
whether he did not confess a judgment to the defendant for the balance 
of about one hundred and ninety dollars, answers that his recollection 
is too indistinct to enable him to render a definite answer. 

N o  coumel appeared in this  Court. 

GASTON, J., after stating the pleadings and proofs as above set forth, 
proceeded: The frame of the plaintiff's bill is so defective as not to 
warrant a decree in his favor, however clear his proofs might be. H e  
claims to credit against the bond in  the hands of the defendant a debt 
due from Chaffin, not to himself individually, but to himself and Craw- 
ford jointly, and this because of arrangements made with Crawford 
by which the plaintiff is individually to have the benefit of this copart- 
nership demand, and because he is, therefore, in, equity, the assignee 
thereof. Now, in all such cases the assignor must be a party, because 
his legal interest has not been transferred, and he would not otherwise 
be bound by the decree. I t  is not of course, however, to dismiss a bill 
on account of a defect of parties discovered at  the hearing, but rather 
to let the cause stand over with liberty for the plaintiff to amend by 
adding parties. But we ought not to delay the cause for this purpose, 
because, upon the proofs and independently of this objection, we cannot 
decree for the plaintiff. 

The charge of notice to the defendant of an agreement between the 
plaintiff and Chaffin, that Chaffin's debt to Crawford and Gaither should 

395 



IX  THE SUPREME COURT. [a1 

be applied as a payment on the bonds of the plaintiff assigned to the 
defendant, is most explicitly denied in the answer. The only proof to 
establish i t  comes from one witness. We can find no corroborative cir- 
cumstance attaching more credit to the evidence of the witness and 
overbalancing the credit due to the defendant's positive denial. I t  is 
possible, indeed, that the witness may have misunderstood the arrange- 

ment about which he has testified. I t  may have referred to a 
(509) credit which might become due because of mistakes in the in- 

ventory and valuation of the goods sold, and not as he supposed 
to a credit for Chaffin's debt to Crawford and Gaither. But the de- 
fendant could not be mistaken. I f  his answer be untrue, it is wilfully 
untrue; and we cannot declare it so upon the unsupported testimony of 
a single witness. The plaintiff, indeed, made affidavit to the truth of 
his bill on his application for an injunction, but we are hearing the 
cause as though it had been instituted by original bill, and we are not 
now at liberty to consider that affidavit. I f  the agreement of Chaffin 
and notice of it to the defendant at  the time of assignment had been 
proved, there is no evidence against the defendant of the amount due 
from Chaffin to Crawford and Gaither. The settlement made between 
the plaintiff and Chaffin after the assignment of the bonds is, as to him, 
res inter aZios acta. I t  binds the parties and those claiming under them 
subsequently, but it binds no others. 

There is an entire defect of proof that the plaintiff is the sole equita- 
ble owner of the demand of Crawford and Gaither against Chaffin. The 
alleged fraud in getting a judgment at law by default is denied, and 
there is no proof to sustain the charge. The Court, therefore, must 
declare that the allegations in the plaintiff's bill are not proved, and 
the same must be dismissed, with costs. 

PER CURIAM. Bill dismissed. 

Cited: McNai r  v. Pope, 100 N.  C., 408. 

(510) 

WILLIAM P. WAUGH ET BL. V. ANDERSON MITCHELL ET AL. 

Upon a bill to review a decree founded upon an award, the original is not, 
if erroneous, to be revived, but only to be corrected in those particulars 
in which it is wrong, and made to be what it originally ought to have 
been. 

THIS was a bill to review a decree made in  a cause in  which Mitchell 
and Martin, as the administrators of Ambrose Parks, deceased, were 
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plaintiffs, and William P. Waugh, John Finly, and Benjamin J. Parks 
(the present complainants) were defendants. 

The original bill charged that in 1822 (immediately after the death 
of one George Parks) Ambrose Parks, of the first part, the defendants 
William P. Waugh and John Finly, under the firm of Waugh & Finly, 
of the second part, and the said Waugh and the other defendant, Ben- 
jamin J. Parks, under the firm of Waugh & Parks, of the third part, 
entered into an agreement of copartnership, to carry on the mercantile 
business together, at Wilkesboro and at Ashe Court House; the latter 
under the direction of the said Ambrose, and the former under the 
joint direction of said Waugh and Benjamin J. Parks; that the parties 
did so until February, 1826, at which time the said Ambrose died, after 
large profits were made, having large stocks of merchandise on hand, 
and debts due to the firms, all of which came to the hands of the original 
defendants as surviving partners. The bill sets forth the terms of co- 
partnership and the interest of the respective partners in the manner 
following: That in July, 1820, it had been agreed by and between the 
said Waugh and Finly, of one part, the said Ambrose, of the second 
part, and one George Parks, of the third part, that these four persons 
should be copartners, to carry on the trade of merchandise in Wilkes- 
boro and Ashe, aforesaid, upon a capital stock of $13,000, whereof 
Waugh and Finly were to advance the sum of $10,000, and each of the 
said partners, Ambrose and George, the sum of $1,500; that 
Ambrose was to conduct the business at Ashe by himself and by (511) 
clerks employed and paid by him, under the firm of Ambrose 
Parks & Go.; and that George was in like manner to conduct that at 
Wilkes by himself and by clerks paid by him, under the firm of George 
Parks & Go.; that at the expiration or dissolution of the business, the 
capital of the respective partners, with interest thereon, should, in the 
first place, be paid, and the surplus or profits should be divided-one- 
half to Waugh and Finly, and one-fourth to each of the other partners; 
that the partnership should continue for five years, notwithstanding the 
deaths of the said Waugh and the said Finly ; but that upon the death 
of either of the Parks the concern should be closed, or continued, at the 
election of Waugh and Finly. The bill then charges that the business 
began and proceeded, according to the articles, until the autumn of 
1822, when George Parks died; that thereupon the business was not 
continued for the benefit of the estate of George Parks upon the footing 
of the articles; neither was it closed by a settlement with the repre- 
sentatives of the said George. But it was then agreed by all the part- 
ners that Waugh and Benjamin J. Parks should represent said George 
in the firm by assuming to those beneficially entitled to his share the 
responsibility therefor, and by taking on themselves, as between them 
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and the other partners, all the duties and rights of the said George 
under the said original agreement; that accordingly the business pro- 
ceeded at Ashe under the charge of said Ambrose, and at Wilkes under 
that of Waugh and Benjamin J. Parks, for the whole term limited in 
the articles, and afterwards, by mutual consent, until the death of 
Ambrose, in 1826, as aforesaid; that administration of his effects was 
granted to the plaintiffs, Mitchell and Mastin, and they had repeatedly 
applied for an account and to be paid the share of their intestate, but 
that the defendants Waugh and Benjamin J. Parks, who were the 
active managers and represented George Parks under the new agree- 
ment, failed and refused to render such account, which the bill prayed 

for in the broadest terms; and that the partnership accounts 
(512) and transactions might be finally settled, under the directions 

of the Court. 
The answer of Waugh and Finly admitted substantially the several 

allegations of the bill, except that it was stated that the first agreement 
of partnership was made between Waugh and Finly, of the one part, 
and George Parks, of the other, in which the former were to advance 
$5,000 and the latter $1,500, and that it was reduced to writing and 
contained the stipulations touching the duties and rights of the parties 
thereto, as set forth in the bill respecting the store at Wilkesboro; 
that afterwards a similar agreement was entered into with Ambrose 
Parks as to a store at Ashe, under his management; that it was not 
reduced to writing, but was to be governed by the other, and that 
Ambrose Parks and George were to be partners in each house, so as to 
make both firms really one, though in different names. The answer 
thereupon insists that, upon the death of George Parks, Ambrose was 
bound to perform his duties, and that as they were performed by Waugh 
and Benjamin J. Parks, those persons are entitled to an allowance from 
the plaintiffs therefor; that upon the death of Ambrose Parks, the 
defendant Waugh employed the plaintiff Mastin and other clerks to 
close the business, and that the plaintiff Mastin had the actual custody 
of the books, notes and other effects of the concern; that the plaintiffs 
and the defendants came, on 1 March, 1828, to an agreement for a par- 
tial settlement, in which the terms thereof were fixed and then reduced 
to writing, whereby the sum of $4,000 was set apart to cover balances 
of debts for goods then outstanding, and securities allotted to Waugh 
and Finly for their capital and interest, and to the plaintiffs for that 
of their intestate, and the residue of the effects were to be divided, one- 
half to Waugh and Finly, and the other half to Waugh and Benjamin 
J. Parks and the administrators of Ambrose, and that said Waugh and 
Parks and said administrators should bear in equal shares the expenses 
for clerk hire from November, 1825, until the business should be closed. 
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The answer further states that the settlement was not con- (513) 
eluded, because the parties differed as to the persons who should 
bear the charges of clerk hire before November, 1825, and also upon the 
charges brought forward by said Waugh for his expenses in purchasing 
goods for the Wilkesboro store, and giving his general superintend- 
ence to the business there, and closing both concerns upon the dissolu- 
tion; and it is insisted that Waugh was entitled to such allowances and 
was not liable for any part of the clerk hire. The answer then stated 
that  the defendants were advised that there ought to be other parties; 
but they submit to a settlement and division if i t  can be ordered with 
safety to them; insisting, however, upon the demands of Waugh, before 
mentioned. 

The defendant Benjamin J. Parks did not answer, and the bill was 
taken pro confesso as to him. 

The bill was filed in March, 1829; and after several orders, the par- 
ties, at September Term, 1833, referred it, by rule of court, to James R. 
Dodge, Esq., to make his award upon the matters in  controversy in 
the suit. 

The arbitrator made his award thereupon, and returned the same 
to March Term, 1834, and therein found that Ambrose and George 
Parks did not stipulate for each other in the original agreement, but 
that each of them was to manage the store under his particular care, 
at his own expense, and that Waugh and Benjamin J. Parks took the 
place, in this respect, of George, upon his death, and must therefore 
exclusively bear the clerk hire of that store; and between them, there- 
fore, they had one-fourth of the profits, especially as they had i n  1827 
settled with the representatives of George Parks and been allowed 
therein by his representatives for the hire of the clerks in  his time as 
a charge against George's share in the concerns. Further, that Benja- 
min J. Parks had left this State before the death of Ambrose, and that 
upon the latter event all the effects of both stores came to the hands of 
the  defendant Waugh; that Waugh and Finly had received their capital 
and interest, and the plaintiffs had received that of their intestate and 
interest; that payment had been fully made to the representatives of 
George Parks for all his capital, interest and profits up to the 
time of his death, by the surviving partners in 1827; that Ben- (514) 
jamin J. Parks was indebted to the concern more than his share 
of the profits, and that he was insolvent. H e  charges to the plaintiffs 
all the clerks' hire at the store in Ashe in conducting and closing it, and 
to Waugh and B. J. Parks all that in Wilkes from the beginning of the 
business by George Parks & Go., but he limits the period to eighteen 
months from the death of Ambrose as a reasonable one, when Waugh 
ought to have closed the business, and therefore does not allow the pay- 
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ments made by him for clerks after that time. H e  refused to make any 
allowance to Waugh, personally, for closing the concerns, because Waugh 
was bound by contract to settle the concerns of the store in Wilkes, as 
George Parks would have done, and because those of the store in  Ashe 
had been settled by clerks employed by Waugh, whose wages the arbi- 
trators made the plaintiffs pay. The award then proceeded to find that 
the debts which either of the stores had contracted had all been paid, 
except the sum of $87.36, with interest from 23 March, 1828, which was 
still owing to the plaintiff Mastin in his own right. I t  finds the whole 
personal assets of the firms, including the accounts of the respective 
partners, to be $15,458.61, whereof the plaintiffs were entitled to one- 
fourth, or the sum of $3,864.651/4; that B. J. Parks' account exceeded 
his share by the sum of $403, of which one-fourth, or $134.331/3 was 
to be borne by the plaintiffs, and being deducted from their share, left 
to their credit the sum of $3,730.32; but the account of Ambrose Parks 
and ths debts of clerk hire to be paid by him amounted to $3,073.10, 
which left a balance really due to the plaintiffs of $657.23, with interest 
from the first of March, 1828. The arbitrator then states the accounts 

of each of the other partners with the companies, and finds the 
(515) balance due to Mr. Waugh and to Mr. Finly; and awards that 

Waugh, in whose hands are all the funds, shall pay to Finly the 
sum of $577.57, with interest, and to the plaintiff the said sum of 
$657.23 and interest, as before mentioned; and likewise shall pay into 
the office the sum of $87.36 and interest, to satisfy the debt of Mastin; 
that B. J. Parks shall pay to Waugh, Finly and the plaintiffs each the 
sum of $134.33%. The arbitrator then finds that the defendantwaugh has 
securities for debts due from insolvent debtors to the firms to the amount 
of $4,963.19, wEich he divides between the parties by schedules, and 
awards that the division shall be final and that each party may use the 
names of the others to collect his share, but at  his own expense and 
without any claim for contribution in case the debts shall prove abso- 
lutely bad. H e  then proceeds to find that George Parks 8: Co. had pur- 
chased four tracts of land in  Wilkes with the partnership funds and in 
the course of their joint dealing; that the value of them had been 
accounted for with George Parks' representatives by the surviving part- 
ners, and that the land now formed part of the effects of the firms he 
was then settling, i n  addition to the effects before mentioned, and must 
be sold before a final settlement could be made; that the arbitrator 
doubted his authority to award such sale, but if under the facts found 
by him he had such power (which he refers to the Court), he did then 
award that those four tracts (which he described), and any other lands 
belonging to the said firms, should be sold under the direction of the 
Court, and the money arising therefrom be divided between the parties : 
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that is to say, one-eighth to B. J. Parks, two-eighths to the plaintiff, 
two-eighths to Finly, and the remaining three-eighths to Waugh; that 
the share thereof which might belong to B. J. Parks should be appli- 
cable, first, to that part of the costs of the suit which he was awarded 
to pay; and, secondly, to the payment pro rata of the sums 
awarded to be paid by him to the other parties, respectively; (516) 

' but the same should be considered as a collateral security only for 
those sums, and that the said parties might proceed otherwise to collect 
the said moneys from said B. J. Parks. The award concludes by direct- 
ing B. J. Parks to pay his own costs, and Waugh to pay the residue of 
the costs. 

To the award the defendant Waugh alone objected. H e  moved to set 
it aside, on several exceptions-first, that the arbitrator rejected legal 
evidence of payments made by him on account of the concerns; secondly, 
that he erred in awarding upon matters not submitted to him; thirdly, 
that he erred in  not awarding on all the matters submitted; fourthly, 
that the award is not final, as i t  leaves the parties exposed to further 
litigation as regards the subject-matter submitted. There were other 
exceptions, but they related exclusively to the conduct of the arbitrator 
in deciding certain questions of fact upon certain evidence given, and 
were not supported by any affidavits or evidence in this cause. 

Upon the hearing, upon the pleadings and award and exceptions, the 
court denied the motion of the defendant Waugh, and proceeded to 
decree according to the award-that the defendant Waugh should pay 
into the master's office the sum of $87.36, with interest thereon for the 
use of the plaintiff Mastin in discharge of the debt owing to him by the 
said A. Parks & Co.; that he should pay the parties, Finly and the 
plaintiffs, as administrators, the sums due to them which the decree 
specified as in  the award; that the debts reported as being insolvent 
should, as directed in  the award, belong to the several parties, who 
should be at  liberty tG collect them, if they could, at  their own expense 
and use, and for their several use; that B. J. Parks should pay to each 
of the other parties the sum of $134.33, and that executions might issue 
therefor; but as the said Benjamin J. was found to be insolvent, it was 
declared that the  said sums and the costs decreed against him should be 
a charge against his one-eighth part of the proceeds of the land 
mentioned in the award and directed therein and in  the decree to (517) 
be sold unless the said B. J. Parks should otherwise pay the same. 
The court further decreed that the four tracts of land mentioned in the 
award and particularly described should be sold by the clerk and mas- 
ter, and that the money arising therefrom should be divided as follows: 
to wit, one-eighth to Benjamin J. Parks; two-eights to the plaintiff; 
two-eighths to Finly, and the remaining three-eighths to Waugh; all 
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which is in  full satisfaction of the respective claims of the said parties 
litigant against each other. The decree then ordered B. J. Parks to pair 
his own costs, and the defendant Waugh to pay the other costs. 

To review the foregoing decree, the defendants in  that suit, William 
P. Waugh, John Finly, and Benjamin J. Parks, have now jointly 
brought their bill, alleging the following errors: First. That the  decree 
does not pursue the award. Second. That the award and decree was 
erroneous, in ordering the sum of eighty-seven dollars and thirty-six 
cents, with interest, to be paid to the plaintiff Mastin, as he was a party 
only as administrator of Ambrose Parks, and the said sum is recovered 
by him in his individual capacity. Third. That in ordering the pay- 
ment of said sum, and in  ordering the sale of the land, the arbitrator 
exceeded his authority, as those matters were not in issue or controversy 
in the suit, and so were not submitted. Fourth. That the court ought 
not to have decreed the sale of the land, because the heirs of Ambrose 
Parks and George Parks were not before the court, and that the court 
ought not to have made any decree in the cause, because neither the 
award nor decree could be final, inasmuch as neither the heirs nor per- 
sonal representatives of George Parks were parties, and they may yet 
call for an account from these parties, and draw them into litigation 
again for the same matters. Fifth. That the court improperly over- 
ruled the exceptions, without declaring any reason therefor, and made 
the decree without declaring any facts as the grounds therefor. TO 

this bill the defendants put in  a demurrer, which was removed 
(518) to this Court for argument. 

Devermx for defmdants.  
Caldwell and Badger for plaintiffs.  

RUFFIN, C. J., after stating the pleadings and proceedings in  the 
former suit as above, proceeded : The plaintiffs are of course confined 
to the errors pointed out in the bill, and unless some of them go to the 
whole ground of the decree, i t  is not to be absolutely annulled, but re- 
versed, as far  as it is erroneous, and corrected by making it what i t  
ought to have been. Supposing the award, therefore, to stand, any 
departure from it in the decree would simply call for its modification 
so as to make it conformable to the award, in  the particulars in  which 
they do not agree, provided such correction be asked by a person prej- 
udiced by the decree as pronounced. The only difference brought to 
our notice, between the decree and the award on which the decree pro- 
fesses to be founded, is that the latter directs the share of B. J. Parks, 
of the proceeds of the land, after payment of his costs, to be applied to 
the satisfaction of his debts to the other parties, and the former, it is 
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said, orders i t  to be paid to Parks himself. There are several answers 
to  that position. I n  the first place, Parks is one of the plaintiffs in the 
bill of review; then surely he cannot complain of the direction in the 
decree, that he should receive that money; and supposing that the other 
plaintiffs by themselves might, yet as they have thought proper to con- 
nect themselves with him, they must abide his fate. But secondly, the 
Court apprehends that the supposed discrepancy does not exist. The 
award and decree are substantially the same, as far  as they could be, 
upon this subject. The arbitrator awarded that the land should be 
.sold, and appropriated the proceeds, first, by declaring the shares of the 
respective parties in it, and secondly, by subjecting the share of Parks 
to  the satisfaction of his awarded debt to the others, unless otherwise 
paid. The arbitrator could not himself sell the land and divide the 
proceeds. H e  could award that the parties should sell, or that the sale 
should be made under the directions of the Court; and the latter was the 
better method as the award was made under a rule of court, in a . 

cause then pending, in which all necessary orders might be made (619)  
to render the award directly effectual. The court ordered the 
sale to be made by its officer, and expressly declares the same charges 
o n  the proceeds that appear in  the award. 

I t  does not direct the money to be paid to Parks, but only declares 
his  share. I n  such a case the sale is not made until confirmed by the 
court. Consequently the money could not be paid by the master until 
a further order, but it was his duty to bring the sum into court, and 
it would there be subject to the applications directed in the award and 
decree. 

We likewise think the objections to the award upon the score of the 
sum of eighty-seven dollars and thirty-six cents, to be paid to Mastin, 
and of the sale of the lands. which had been purchased by George Parks 
.& Co. untenable. I t  is an error to say that those were points not within 
the  submission, and involved subjects and interests which the arbitrator 
o r  court could not bind. 

The submission included all matters in controversy in that suit. The 
suit was for the settlement of partnerships between the parties; the bill 
covers the whole partnership dealing and effects. The object and effect 
of every such bill is to bring all the effects, of whatever consisting, into 
court for division, and to inquire into all demands against the firm, and 
cause them to be settled. For only the net balance belongs to the parties, 
and it cannot be told what the assets will be until they have been turned 
into money, and all claims of third persons cleared off. This is par- 
ticularly beneficial to the partner who has the effects in hand, for if they 
were taken from him he would be left liable to pay a creditor of the 
company out of his own pocket. I n  this case the original defendants 
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were the surviving partners, and therefore alone liable at law to the 
creditor. I f  the creditor had been a third person, altogether unconnected 
with the cause, tho court would probably have directed the payment by 
interlocutory order before making the final decree, because nothing short 
of actual payment would bind the creditor or secure the partners. But 

there was no impropriety in  making the decree for payment in  
(520) this case, as the creditor was in  one capacity a party to the suit, 

and did not object to it. The funds were not taken from him; 
and it was for the protection of Waugh and Finly that the debts should 
be satisfied out of the funds in the hands of Waugh before a diatribu- 
tion. I t  is not a decree of recovery simply, but i t  is a step taken to 
reduce the assets to their true amount. 

So, also, with respect to the land. I f  it belonged to the company, a 
sale was necessary. There could be no final adjustment without it. I t  
might have been directed to precede a division, so as to bring the pro- 
ceeds into account in makinkthe division. But the award as drawn is " 
not the less final. for all the other assets are ascertained and divided, 
and these directed to be ascertained in an infallible modc, namely, by - - 
sale, and then divided in  the same proportions. 

But i t  is said that these lands did not belong to the firm, but had 
been purchased by George Parks & Co. in  the lifetime of George Parks, 
and therefore that tho arbitrator could not determine the rights of 
George Parks, nor the decree bind him. I t  is admitted that nothing 
done in  this suit can affect George Parks's representatives. But the 
question between these parties is wholly unconnected with that subject. 
Whatever interest the firm or company had in  the land, as a firm or 
company, might properly be ordered to be sold, although that might not 
be an absolute or exclusive interest, either at law or in equity. Between 
these parties, indeed, the land was to be deemed the property of the new 
company, formed after the death of George, into which B. J. Parks 
was admitted. H e  and Waugh undertook, with the others, that they 
would represent George in every respect. To the other members the 
property was to be made good as if Waugh and B. J. Parks had been 
partners from the beginning, and George had never been a partner. 
They contracted to satisfy George Parks, and to put him out of the 
concern, as respected the other members. I f ,  therefore, George Parks's 
heirs could claim this land, or a part of it, and could bring these parties 
into litigation, i t  would be solely because the present plaintiffs have not 

fulfilled their agreement with the present defendants. The orig- 
(521) inal bill was not to settle the firm of George Parks & Go., a s  

such, but to settle that of which B. J. Parks was a member; and 
the firm of George Parks & Co. is only mentioned by way of reference 
to show the terms upon which the new partnership was formed and of 
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what a part of its effects consisted. I f  these lands belonged to George 
Parks & Go., Waugh and B. J. Parks stipulated that they would make 
them assets of the new company, and they ought not to raise an objec- 
tion that they are not so. The arbitrator properly treated them as 
assets of the partnership he was adjusting, and directed a sale. The 
award was final between these parties, although some of them might be 
responsible to others on another contract, in respect of an interest in the 
land. The award would not have been final if it had not directed a 
sale or some disposition of this land, because, unquestionably, this com- 
pang had some interest in  i t ;  and when the award directed the sale of 
the land, i t  means the sale of the interest of the firm therein. I t  may 
be prudent and advantageous, with a aiew to the settlement of a partner- 
ship, to sell an uncertain and disputed claim in the state it is in, and 
not wait to have the title cleared; and there could have been no settle- 
ment in this case without it. 

But i t  is again said that the award was not final'because i t  did not 
positively direct the sale. I t  finds the facts conclusively, and does 
expressly direct the sale, if in law it be competent for an arbitrator to 
do so. That is the common mode in which a question of law is raised 
upon an award, upon a reference to counsel, upon the recommendation 
of the court. I t  is simply saying such and such are the facts upon 
which arises a point which I mean to decide according to the rule of 
law. I f  the law be one way on it, I award in that way; but if the law 
be otherwise, I award the other way. This leaves the only question in 
dispute-that of the law on a precise point-to the most competent 
tribunal, the Court. 

But i t  is further contended that if the arbitrator was authorized to 
award that the interest of the new firm should be sold, the court ought 
to have confined the decree to such interest, and not directed a 
sale of the land, as if i t  had belonged wholly to these parties, (522) 
since they could not make a good title and might be answerable to 
George Parks, or to the purchaser, if they entered into general covenants. 
The answer is, that Waugh and B. J. Parks cannot, against their con- 
tract, make this objection, were it in itself valid. But it does not seem 
to the Court to have much difficulty in itself. I t  is assumed in the 
objection that the land belonged to the partnership of George Parks 
& Co. and was acquired in the course of their dealings for the purposes 
of partnership. Upon the death of George Parks, then, we suppose that 
at  law i t  vested in the survivors, to be disposed of and accounted for by 
them to the representatives of the deceased partner, as money, according 
to the act of 1784. A good title could in  that case have been made by 
these parties to the purchaser. But whether it could, or not, that was a 
question for the purchaser, upon a motion for confirmation of the sale, 
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and for the parties when the covenants to be contained in their convey- 
ances came to be settled. The difficulty in making a title might prevent 
the best sale from being effected, but it furnishes no reason why such a 
sale as could be made of such interest as this firm had in the land should 
not be made. I t  might aid the discretioh of the court in fixing the time 
of the sale if either of the parties could show that the title could be 
made clearer within a reasonable period, and that it would make a real 
difference in the price. Nothing of that sort occurred here. I t  mas not 
suggested that any loss would actually arise from an immediate sale. 
On the contrary, it was found by the arbitrator that these very plaintiffs 
had, in a settlement with George Parks' personal and real representa- 
tives, treated this land as part of the personal effects of the firm of 
which he was a member, and accounted for and paid his share, so as to 
vest in them the equitable as well as the legal title. Time, therefore, 
could not have improved the price nor the title. The objection, indeed, 
is not addressed to the merits as arising from a probable injury or loss 
by the State, but it is the power of the arbitrator and the court for the 

want of parties. The arbitrator does not pretend to bind. George 
(523) Parks' representatives. I t  was his business to find in what the 

assets of this partnership consisted; and he states that this land 
is a constituent part, and why it is. This is the same as if he had 

, found a tract of land to belong to the firm which A. B. conveyed to it. 
I t  is a mode of describing the subject and also of showing how their 
claim was acquired. I t  does not profess to bind A. B. as if he were a 
party to the submission. This award does not profess to bind the rep- 
resentatives of George Parks, but i t  finds that they are bound by their 
own acts and the law arising on them, and that by those means the land 
in question became exclusively vested in the parties to this suit. I t  
being thus found and undisputed, the Court might very properly not 
only order an immediate sale, but a sale upon which the parties, Waugh 
and B. J. Parks, should be compelled to covenant against the claim of 
all persons under George Parks. I t  is not perceived how any of the 
present plaintiffs could be injured thereby. 

This Court is therefore of opinion that it was competent for the arbi- 
trators to direct the sale of the lands in the award as part of the assets 
of the copartnership in the pleadings mentioned; that the award would, 
indeed, have been defective if it had not provided for some disposition 
of them; and that in the case found by the award they belonged at law 
to Messrs. Waugh and Finly, but, in equity, to this partnership, as such. 

I t  is most proper that the pleadings and proofs upon which a decree 
is founded should be shortly recited in it. But it is not the practice in 
this State to do so, except by a general reference to them. I n  this case 
the award is confirmed, and the decree is given upon the bill, answer, 
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former order, and award. W e  must understand a decree which pro- 
fesses to  be made upon a n  award to imply thereby that  the  matters 
decreed are  thus decreed, because in  the award they are  thus awarded. 
Upon the whole, the Court does not decree the decree erroneous i n  any 
of the matters alleged; and, therefore, the bill of review must be dis- 
missed, with costs, and the  decree i n  the  original cause stand affirmed. 

PER CURIAM. Bill dismissed. 

Cited: Governor v. Carter, 25 N. C., 337; Am. Bible Xoc., 54 N.  C., 
1 4 ;  McCaskill v. Lancashire, 83 N. C., 400. 

BEDEN BAIRD v. ZEBULON BAIRD'S HEIRS ET AL. 

1. One tenant in common may purchase the ihterest of his cotenant, under 
an execution in favor of a third person, or of himself, against the other, 
for the sole debt of the latter, or under an execution in favor of a 
stranger against both for their joint debt. And such purchase, if fairly 
made, will be good in equity, as  well as  a t  law. 

2. An actual ouster or disseizin in fact is not necessary to make the posses- 
sion of one tenant in common adverse; and although the silent sole per- 
ception of the profits will not constitute an adverse possession, yet if con- 
tinued without claim for a  long ti'me every presumption necessary to 
support it  will arise. But where one, who has in fact but an undivided 
share, is exclusively in possession, under a conveyance for the whole, 
notoriously claiming to hold in severalty, the possession can no longer be 
regarded as common, more especially if the possession be taken under 
color of a conveyance for a share of one of the cotenants, though the con- 
veyance may somewhat be ineffectual. 

3. Lands purchased with partnership funds are not held by the owners as 
tenants in common, but as joint tenants, as copartners; and a bill for the 
partition of such lands, upon the ground of their being held in common, 
or joint tenancy simply, cannot be sustained, as there can be no division 
of partnership property until all the accounts of the partnership haye 
been taken, and the clear interest of each partner ascertained. 

4. one  partner cannot demand an account in respect of particular items and 
a division of particular parts of the property, but the account must neces- 
sarily embrace everything. 

5. Where the right to call for an account of a partnership is lost by lapse 
of time, and there are lands belonging to the partners, they may be taken 
as  a clear surplus remaining, and equally divisible between the partners 
as  joint tenants, provided it appear that the parties were equally inter- 
ested; and provided further, that the lands continued to be treated by 
the parties as joint property. 
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THE bill was filed in September, 1827, and stated that "the plaintiff 
and Zebulon Baird were brothers, and, having mutual confidence and 
regard for each other's interest, became and were united in the joint 
and equal portions of sundry tracts of land in Buncombe County, and 
acquired titles in  their joint names for the same by means of their joint 
funds; that Zebulon was the active manager of said joint lands, and 
made sales of sundry parts thereof to certain persons mentioned in the 
bill, to the value of $1,470, and that he received the same and converted 

i t  to his separate use, one-half of which was justly the plaintiff's 
(525) and to be accounted for"; "that Zebulon and the  lai in tiff owned 

some cattle in partnership, which they sold to Parton & Stevely, 
from whom Zebulon received the price, $551, and appropriated the 
plaintiff's half to his own use"; "that while those sums of money were 
in  the hands of Zebulon and unaccounted for, Zebulon became indebted 
to one Andrew Baird in the sum of $400, on which he was sued and 
judgment taken; that the plaintiff became his surety for said debt, 
under the act t o  suspend executions; that afterwards an execution issued 
against Zebulon and the ~ l i i n t i f f  thereupon, and said Zebulon directed 
the sheriff to sell three tracts of land, in which Zebulon and the plaintiff 
had each a moiety, and at the sale they were purchased by Z. Candler 
and conveyed by the sheriff to him ; that in making the purchase Candler - was the agent of Zebulon, who paid the money to the sheriff immediately 
and took a conveyance from Candler to himself, without any other con- 
sideration." Therefore, the bill charged "that the said sale to Candler, 
and through him to the said Zebulon, was, so far  as respects the plain- 
tiff's moiety of the land, unjust, iniquitous and fraudulent, the said debt 
being originally one contracted by Zcbulon alone, and the plaintiffs hav- 
ing become liable only by being surety, as aforesaid." 

"That said Zebulon, in his lifetime, held the said lands as the joint 
estate of himself and the plaintiff, but pretended that the plaintiff was 
greatly indebted to him, and said that he would convey to the plaintiff 
when he should settle and pay him up;  whereas the plaintiff, as he 
believes, was not indebted to the said Zebulon in any sum, but upon a 
fair account of all the partnership moneys received, as aforesaid, and 
on other accounts not now known or remembered, the said Zebulon would 
be found largely indebted to the plaintiff." 

I t  then charged that Zebulon Baird died, in March, 1824, intestate, 
leaving several children his heirs at  law, who claim to hold the land in 
severalty as their own estate, in  exclusion of the plaintiff, and have 
brought actions of trespass against the plaintiff's servants for cut- 
ting wood on the land by his direction; and that he also left a widow, 

and that David S. Swain administered on his personal estate; 
(526) all of which persons are made defendants. The prayer was "that 
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the  defendants should answer all the allegations and charges of the bill, 
and set forth their titles, aforesaid, i n  such manner that the Court may 
see and examine the same; and that they account for such money as 
their intestate received, in which the plaintiff was a partner, and be 
decreed to pay the same and to give up said deeds to be canceled, or 
that they convey to the plaintiff as may seem just and equitable, and 
do whatever else is right in  the premises. 

The defendants put in  answers, in which they stated that, in respect 
to many of the matters involved in  the controversy, they had no personal 
knowledge, as they had occurred before they were born. I t  was admit- 
ted that a mercantile copartnership once existed between the three 
brothers-Andrew, Zebulon, and Beden Baird-from which, after some 
years, Andrew retired, and then the other two carried on the business 
jointly; that when Andrew retired the firm was indebted to him, and, 
after making him various payments, a balance was found due to him 
of $400 on 26 April, 1799, for which a bond was given, which was 
exhibited, and appeared to have been signed and sealed by Zebulon 
alone, for "self and Beden Baird," and that on this bond the judgment 
was had, which the plaintiff stayed, under the suspension law, and under 
which the sale by the sheriff took place, which was mentioned in the 
bill. The answer admitted that Zebulon and Beden Baird purchased 
lands with their joint funds, and took conveyances to them jointly, but 
denied that such purchases were independent transactions, distinct from 
the general mercantile copartnership, but stated that they were made in 
the course of the mercantile business for the purpose of promoting the 
same, and the price paid out of the funds of the firm. The answers fur- 
ther stated that the firm ceased to do business about the year 1800 or 
1801, but that no settlement was made between the partners, as far as 
the defendants knew or believed; that each of the brothers, about that 
time, married and settled on farms or land which had been jointly pur- 
chased, which they had occupied and claimed in severalty ever 
since; but i t  was admitted that those tracts of land afterwards (527) 
sold by the sheriff were not divided, but remained the joint prop- 
erty of the two. The defendants alleged that when the business ceased 
the firm was indebted to Zebulon Baird in  the sum of £341 12s. Id., 
according to a statement drawn up by Zebulon and found in his books 
after his death, to which were entered as credits the price received for 
such parts of the lands as had been sold before the purchase at sheriff's 
sale, leaving a balance of £287 12s. Id.; that the plaintiff was also 
indebted to Zebulon in other sums, amounting to $793.57, according to 
the accounts of the latter; that Zebulon frequently applied to the plain- 
tiff for a settlement of both accounts and to close their transactions, but 
that the plaintiff refused or declined coming to a settlement; that in 
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consequence thereof Zebulon determined that he would not discharge the 
debt due on the judgment recovered on the old debt of the partnership 
to Andrew Baird, but suffer the joint lands of the partners to be sold 
for i t ;  that he was driven to this by the refusal of the plaintiff to pay 
it or any part of it, or to come to a settlement, because there was no 
other alternative but that or the payment by Zebulon himself, who was 
already in advance, both for the firm and to the plaintiff, as aforesaid; 
and that, under those circumstances, he suffered the land to be sold, and 
requested Candler to become the purchaser, who did so, and made pay- 
ment mdth money furnished by Zebulon exclusively out of his own 
resources, and took a deed from the sheriff on 7 October, 1815, and con- 
veyed to Zebulon on the 20th day of the same month. 

The answers of 'the widow and heirs then insisted that Zebulon, inime- 
diately thereafter, entered into the whole of the land thus conveyed, 
claiming the whole in severalty as his own, and denying any right in 
the plaintiff; cleared parts of each tract, and built houses and made' 
other improvements thereon; and sold parcels to sundry persons; and 

that he, and those claiming under him, held the exclusive posses- 
(628) sion adversely during his lifetime and ever since, being more 

than seven years; and thereupon they relied on the act of 1716 
for quieting old titles to land and for limitations of actions, and prayed 
the benefit thereof. The answers admitted the sales of land stated in 
the bill, but insisted that most of them were made after Zebulon's pur- 
chase and exclusive ownership; and that, of those made before, the price 
was either entered in the partnership books, or one moiety received by 
the plaintiff. 

The defendants denied that they had any information of a sale of 
cattle to Paxton and Stevely, or of the receipt of any money thereon by 
Zebulon. They thought it probable that the firm did sell cattle, and 
that the sum of £76 9s. was received by him therefor, because, in the  
account of Z. and B. Baird with Zebulon Baird, left by the latter and 
already mentioned, he had credited the firm with that sum as received 
in "a county claim from John Paxton." 

The defendants all stated that the plaintiff and Zebulon resided near 
each other throughout the whole period from the formation of their 
original copartnership up to the death of the latter, and that the plain- 
tiff never set up any claim to the land after Zebulon's purchase, nor t o  
the price of such parts as he sold, nor to any balance due from Zebulon 
to him on the partnership dealings, or on their private account; and 
thereupon the heirs insisted that the plaintiff was barred by his laches 
and lapse of time, especially as, since Zebulon's death, no person had 
the competent information to make a proper settlement; and the admin- 
istrator insisted on the statute of limitations and also on the lapse of 
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time. The answer of the administrator admitted that, a short time 
before the death of Zebulon, he advised with him as a friend upon his 

' 

title to the land in question, and, after showing him the deeds and 
stating his title as herein set forth, and being informed by the adminis- 
trator (who was a gentleman of the bar) that, in his opinion, the title 
was good, Zebulon said, "if it was in his power to obtain a fair settlement 
he would greatly prefer it, because he did not believe the land would 
make him whole"; and he then showed him a statement, in  writ- 
ing (which the administrator annexed to his answer), purport- (529) 
ing to have been made in 1819, with a view to ascertain what sum 
the plaintiff's half of the land would stand him in, provided a settle- 
ment ever took place. I n  it the plaintiff's half of the judgment debt to 
A. Baird, with inte'rest up to 1819, was stated at $735, his private debt 
on book account, $793.57, and interest thereon $786, amounting in the . 
whole to $2,296.67; to which was appended a statement of the account 
of Z. and B. Baird with Zebulon, showing the balance, as before men- 
tioned, due Zebulon, of £287 12s. Id., as of November, 1809, without 
interest. The answer of the administrator also stated that he had 
advertised for creditors to bring forward their demands, according to 
the statute, and that he had fully administered by paying debts and 
delivering this surplus to the next of kin and taking refunding bonds; 
and prayed the benefit of the act of 1789. To the answers the plaintiff 
put in  replications. The evidence established clearly, in the opinion of 
this Court, the mercantile partnership alleged in the answer, and that 
in the prosecution of it, various tracts of land were entered or pur- 
chased for the partnership, and conveyances taken in the joint names 
of Zebulon Baird and Beden Baird, among which were the lands sold 
by the sheriff and now in dispute; that the firm had no transactions of ' 

business after 1801 or 1802, but was never formally dissolved; and 
there was no evidence of a settlement between the partners, but, on the 
contrary, that Zebulon frequently expfessed himself desirous of coming 
to a settlement, and claimed balances due to him up to the time of the 
sheriff's sale, and that the plaintiff declined it, but insisted that Zebulon 
had joint funds in his hands sufficient' to discharge the debt of the firm 
to Andrew Baird, and for that reason forbid the sheriff's sale, at which 
he was present. There was also clear proof of the actual and exclusive 
possession of all the lands in dispute, by Zebulon and those claiming 
under him, from the year 1817 to the filing of the bill in 1827, 
claiming to hold the same in severalty, and during the whole (530) 
time under the title derived from the sheriff's sale, and adversely 
to the plaintiff and all other persons; and that during that period the 
plaintiff set up no title nor exercised any acts of ownership, except: those 
mentioned in the decree of his Honor, hereinafter set forth; and also 
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that the plaintiff had resided in the same neighborhood, with his 
brother, was not on good terms with him, and was in easy circumstances 
from 1802 until the death of Zebulon, and has since continued to reside 
at  the same place. One witness stated that the firm sold cattle to Pax- 
ton and Stevely, and that Zebulon, in  1803, had their note for the price, 
and took for it Buncombe County claims, but he was unable to state the 
amount. I n  other respects the evidence went only to the other facts 
declared in  his Honor's decree, and, therefore, need not be stated further 
than to say that the parties exhibited and gave in evidence a patent 
from the State to Zebulon and Beden Baird for 400 acres of land, dated 
6 December, 1799, and founded upon an entry made 19 March, 1794, 
and the sheriff's deed to Candler, and the deed from Candler to Zebulon 
Baird, of the dates mentioned in the answers; by the'two latter of which 
two tracts of land were conveyed, of which one was part of the tract 
covered by the said patent. 

At the opening of the cause on the hearing at Buncombe, on the last 
Spring Circuit, before his Honor, Judge Pearson, the counsel for the 
defendants stated that, from the nature of the issues between the parties, 
i t  was proper that they should be tried by a jury, and made that motion 
accordingly. But the court, thinking the intervention of a jury unneces- 
sary, as no doubt was entertained upon the facts, refused the motion, 
and desired the counsel to confine their attention to the  single question 
of law, "whether a tenant in common could, under any circumstances, 
acquire the title of his cotenant by execution sale?" The counsel for 
the defendants then proposed to examine the facts, with a view to insist- 
ing on the title of Zebulon Baird as being well constituted by the deed 

made to him by Candler, and the possession under it. But the 
(531) court declined hearing any argument, except on the above point 

of law, in the case. 
Thereupon the court proceeded to declare that Zebulon Baird and 

Beden Baird were jointly indebted to Andrew Baird in the sum of 
$400, for which Zebulon executed his own bond, Beden refusing to join 
in  the same, and alleging as the reason that Zebulon was in possession 
of funds with which he ought to pay the debt to said Andrew; that 
Andrew Baird assigned said debt to one Murphey, who recovered judg- 
ment thereon against said Zebulon for £241 3s. and costs, which was 
stayed by Beden Baird and another person becoming sureties for the 
suspension of the execution under the provisions of an  act of Assembly 
then in  force; that execution issued thereon against those three persons 
for 5260 8s. 7d. and costs, and came to the hands of the sheriff of Bun- 
combe County; and that he, at the instance and request of Zebulon 
Baird. and against the will of Beden Baird sold the land mentioned in  " 
the pleadings under the said execution, on 27 March, 1815, and the 
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same was bought by Zebulon Baird, through his agent, Z. Candler, at a 
sum sufficient to pay said debt, and the money was paid by said Zebulon, 
who afterwards procured the sheriff's deed to be made to said Candler 
on 7 October, 1815, who conveyed to said Zebulon on 25 October, 1815; 
and that at  the time of the sale Zebulon and Beden Baird had each 
personal property sufficient to satisfy the execution, and that fact was 
known as well by the sheriff as by said Zebulon; that whether said 
Zebulon had funds with which the said debt ought to have been paid by 
him, as alleged in  the bill, or whether the said Beden was then in arrears 
to Zebulon, as alleged in the answers, was not proved, and, therefore, the  
court declared that said Zebulon did not have such funds in  his hands. 

The court further declared that, after the execution of said deeds, the 
said lands remained unoccupied until the year 1817, and that the; the 
said Zebulon made a lease to one John Palmer. who occu~ied a 
portion of each of the several tracts by cultivating the same, and (532) 
paid the rents to said Zebulon until the expiration of his lease, 
and thereupon another tenant occupied under Zebulon in  the same way 
and paying him.the rent; and therefore the court declared that the land 
was occupied by Zebulon, by means of tenants, from 1817, inclusive, to. 
his death in  1824, and afterwards by the defendants, his heirs, up to  
the filing of the bill, during which time $hey received the rents. And 
the court declared further that during all the said time the said Beden 
made no call upon said Zebulon for any portion of the rents, and exer- 
cised no acts of ownership over the land, except that in 1820 he did for- 
bid one Peter Stradley from cutting timber upon i t ;  and that in  the 
year 1826 he, the said Beden, cut wood on the land, for which he was 
sued in an action of trespass by the said heirs. The court further 
declared that, between the years 1817 and 1824, the said Zebulon sold 
and conveyed several parcels of said land and received the price as his 
own; and thereupon his Honor declared his opinion that there had not 
bee? an actual ouster of said Beden out of said lands by said Zebulon; 
and also that the defense relied on in the answers arising from the con- 
veyances to Candler, and from him to said Zebulon, and the possession 
under them, was not valid, because that possession was not, in  law, 
adverse; and, therefore, that the said sheriff's sale, and the deeds under 
it (if they have any effect at all) do, at  most, only operate to transfer 
the right of said Beden, as a tenant in  common, to said Zebulon in  trust 
to secure the said Beden's part of the said debt for which the said land 
was sold; and that, with and subject to this encumbrance, the said 
Beden is entitled to have, hold and enjoy the said land, mentioned in 
the pleadings, as a tenant in common with the heirs a t  law of said 
Zebulon. And thereupon i t  was decreed that the plaintiff have, hold 
and enjoy the land mentioned in the pleadings, as a tenant in  common 
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with the said defendants, the heirs at law of the said Zebulon; and that 
they, the said heirs at law, are liable to account with and pay over to the 

plaintiff the one-half of the rents, issues and profits received by 
(533) the said Zebulon or by themselves, and also one-half of all sums 

received by their said ancestor for the sales made by him; and 
that the plaintiff execute deeds of release to the several purchasers from 
the said Zebulon; and that partition of the said lands be made between 
the said tenants in common, whereby the plaintiff shall have one-half 
of the said lands in severalty, and that the plaintiff recover his costs 
from the said heirs at law. who are defendants; and that i t  be referred 
to the master to take the accounts and report how the balance stands, 
charging the said heirs at law as aforesaid, and crediting them with 
such part of said debt to A. Baird as the plaintiff ought to have paid, 
and interest thereon, and with the value of the timber cut by the plain- 
tiff, and with the value of such permanent improvements as were made 
upon the land before the filing of the bill, and to state separately the 
value of such improvements as had been made since the filing of the bill. 

The court further declared that the defendant David L. Swain, the 
administrator, had fully administered all the assets of his intestate, and 
also that the plaintiff's bill, as to him, was barred by the statute of 
limitations and length of time; wherefore, and because the plaintiff 
prayed no decree against him, the bill was dismissed as against said 
Swain, but without costs. 

From this decree the other defendants were allowed to appeal to this 
Court. 

B u r t o n  and  Devereux for p l a i d i f f  
Badger  for defendants .  

RUFBIN, C. J., having stated the case as above, proceeded as follows: 
'The pleadings do not appear to be so framed as to raise the questipns 
which were considered in the court below to be involved, and on which 
his  Honor declared his opinion. Yet, as this Court does not concur in 
the principles declared in the decree, and especially in their application 
to this case, it would be improper to dispose of the cause without some 
notice of them. 

The case is treated in the decree as a partition cause, merely, by one 
tenant in common against another, in which the defendants set 

(534) up a sole seizin, first, by virtue of a conveyance of the title of 
the plaintiff by a sheriff's sale and deed, and, secondly, by virtue 

-of a continued adverse possession of more than seven years under the 
color of a conveyance from Candler to their ancestor. The answer 
.admits that Candler purchased at the sheriff's sale, as the agent of 
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Zebulon Baird, who was then cotenant with the plaintiff and took the 
conveyance as his trustee. His Honor was of opinion that one tenant 
i n  common could not purchase the share of his cotenant at execution 
sale, under any circumstances; and, therefore, that this purchase in the 
name of the trustee was a nullity and did not extinguish the tenancy in 
common at law, and certainly not in  equity. I t  followed from that 
position that partition ought to be decreed, as if no such sale and con- 
veyance had been made. We do not concur in those premises, nor in 
the conclusion. The Court is not aware of any decision that a tenant in  
common cannot, nor of any reason why he may not, purchase the inter- 
est of his fellow. Their estates are legal and several, the only union 
between then1 being that of possession. They do not hold in trust for 
each other. The rule is only that the possession of one eo nomine is the 
possession of the other, and that such a possession will, therefore, never 
bar his companion. But the relation between them is not such as to 
forbid one from purchasing from the other, upon the principle on which 
a court of equity regards with jealousy the dealings between persons 
who stand toward each other in a fiduciary capacity. These estates are 
so completely severed that, at  common law, that of the one could not be 
passed to the other by release, but required a feoffment and livery of 
seizin. Why, then, should not one purchase the several estate of the 
other upon execution? There is nothing in the policy of the law against 
it. There might be a disadvantage to the debtor by judgment if the law 
excluded his companion from bidding, as he would probably give more 
than any other person. There may, indeed, be dealings between the 
parties themselves, upon which an accountability bad arisen, as upon 
the receipt of too much of the profits by one, or outlays in  com- 
mon improvements, or the like, which would render it wrong, as (535) 
an undue advantage in one, to bring the share of the other to 
sale, upon which the court might hold the sheriff's deed to be only a 
security for the true balance that might be found upon a general 
account. But there is no principle of law which is violated by such a 
purchase; nor any principle of equity, either, in the case declared, 
and upon the evidence, properly declared, in the decree; that is to say, 
that the defendant's ancesto'r had no funds of the plaintiff in his hands, 
applicable to the debt, of which the plaintiff owed one-half; and that 
the purchase was made with the party's own money. I f  a third person 
have a judgment and executiorl against one of two tenants in common, 
his interest may unquestionably be sold, and the sale is valid against 
him, both in law and equity. His  share is the subject of execution. 
And we cannot imagine a reason why his companion may not fairly, in 
such a case, be a bidder. So, if one tenant in common have a judgment 
against another, he may sell the share of the debtor. I f  he may not, 
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while others may, it will amount to the loss of his debt; for the judg- 
ment of the companion is not a specific encumbrance, or an equitable 
lien, which would follow the land in the hands of a purchaser under 
another execution, as a claim for outlays in improvements might. This 
case is somewhat different from either of those supposed, inasmuch as 
the execution was against both the tenants in  common for a joint debt. 
But we cannot conceive that i t  calls for a different principle. Although 
the debt was joint, so that each was bound for the whole, ;yet, as between 
the parties, half the debt was tLe separate debt of each, regarding them 
merely as tenants in  common. Suppose a judgment against heirs for 
the debt of the ancestor, can i t  be argued that one heir, in  order to save 
his own estate, is bound to pay the whole debt and then wait to sue his 
coheir for contribution, and to have partition also made before he could 
have satisfaction? We think he could pay his own proportion of the 
debt, and then that the proportion of the other heir might be raised by 

the sale of his share eo nomifie, at which the heir who had paid 
(536) his part might be a bidder. I f  so, his purchase of the whole 

undivided land must also be good; for, in effect, it is the same as 
paying his part of the debt first, and then buying his companion's share 
for his default. I t  is a very common case that one brother buys a t  
sheriff's sale the undivided estate of another brother in descended lands, 
either for the debt of the ancestor or that of the brother himself, con- 
tracted after the father's death; and we believe the legality of such a 
purchase has never been questioned. I t  is a legal, several interest, and, 
as such, subject to execution; and the policy,of the law is to invite 
bidders and exclude none but those whose duty i t  is, in  a legal sense, to 
make the thing exposed to sale bring the best price. They are excluded 
because the interest of a purchaser is to get the thing at  the least price, . 
and is therefore directly opposed to this duty. But it is not the duty 
of one heir, or of one. tenant in common, as such, to pay the debts of 
another heir or tenant in  common, nor to aid in  the sale of his estate 
by getting the best price for it, nor to refrain from buying it, to his 
own disadvantage, more than i t  is the duty of any other person wholly 
unconnected with them. Saunders v. Gatlin, ante, vol. 1, p. 86. For 
the only connection consists in the possefsion; and the estates are 
entirely disjoined. The Court, therefore, does not accede to the propo- 
sition laid down as a general one, and is of opinion that one tenant in 
common may fairly buy his companion's share at  execution sale. The 
particular case now before us is precisely parallel to that of the two 
heirs. Supposing the transaction is a fair one, then the sale and con- 
veyance were effectual to pass the plaintiff's title. No unfairness is 
imputed to i t  in  the decree, and we find no evidence of i t  in the plead- 
ings or depositions. The debt was originally equally due from both the 
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parties, legally and equitably. The brother, now deceased, gave a 
security for it, which, from its form, bound him only; but if he had 
paid it, the plaintiff would have been his debtor for one-half. Indeed, 
the debt of the plaintiff mas not merged in the others' bond; but, being 
joinband several, the original creditor might still have sued him alone 
for the whole debt at law. When he made himself legally liable 
for the judgment, he did nothing more than he ought to have (537) 
done, equitably, and might, by another mode, have been forced 
to do in a court of law. Then, the evidence is clear that he refused to 
pay any part of the debt upon the false allegation that the debt was 
owing wholly by Zebulon Baird; and he even repeats that in his bill as 
the main and, as we think, sole ingredient of his claim to relief; and, 
indeed, it is one which could not have been resisted if it had been in 
fact true. Why was it said to be the debt of Zebulon alone? We find 
no reason given for it in the bill, except that Zebulon was indebted to 
Andrew ~ a i r d  and gave him his bond. The case is then stated as the 
ordinary transaction between single persons who are debtor and creditor 
to each other. With that representation of it, the bill adds that the 
plaintiff became the surety of that debtor, and alleges that he "became 
liable only as surety." But upon the answers and depositions it is 
found that the plaintiff's allegation out of doors was altogether dif- 
ferent; and that, admitting the debt to have been originally contract2d 
by him and his brother as partners, he contended that the brother 
ought to pay it because he had partnership effects sufficient. I n  that 
sense only, according to the proofs, did the plaintiff denominate the 
debt as Zebulon's alone. But in that point the plaintiff has not offered 
any proof tending to sustain his position. Indeed, upon these pleadings, 
as will be mentioned more particularly hereafter, he could offer no such 
proof. Everything that appears on that point, however, indicates thltt 
the truth of the case is on the other side. I f ,  then, the plaintiff in 
reality owed this debt jointly with his brother, and positively refused 
to pay any part of it, the creditor might have sold the plaintiff's share 
of the land if his codefendant had paid his proportion of the debt; or 
the sheriff might, justly, at the request of Zebulon, have raised the 
plaintiff's part of the debt out of his estate; and in either case, upon 
the principles we have mentioned, Zebulon Baird might have purchased. 
Such was virtually this transaction. Consequently, the tenancy in 
common was extinguished, as the plaintiff's estate passed by the sale 
and sheriff's deed. 

Such being the effect of the sale, it becomes unnecessary to consider 
the character of the subsequent possession. The Court, however, does 
not entertain the opinion that an actual ouster, or disseizin in 
fact, is necessary to be shown in order to make the possession (538) 
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of one tenant in common adverse to another. I t  is true that possession, 
merely, or the silent sole perception of the profits, will not constitute 
adverse possession. But even that, continued without claim for a long 
time, will raise every presumption nelcessary for its sanction. Thomas 
v. Garvan, 4 Dev. Rep., 223. And we think that where one who has i n  
fact but an undivided share is exclusively in possession under convey- 
ances for the whole, and notoriously claiming the whole in  severalty, 
the possession can no longer be regarded as the common possession, but 
must be deemed adverse. Burton v. Murphey, N. C. Term Rep., 259; 
CZapp v. Brougham, 9 Cowan, 530. More especially must this be true 
if the possession should be taken under color of a conveyance for the 
share of one of the cotenants, as such, though the conveyance might 
turn out to be ineffectual. Here the entry in 1817 by Zebulon was under 
the deed for the land sold as his own and as the plaintiff's. That pos- 
session could not be the common possession, for he claimed the plaintiff's 
share against him, and sold parts as sole owner; consequently the pos- 
session must be adverse. I f  the sale were irregular, or the execution 
defective, yet the deed was a good color of title, under which the pos- 
session for seven years ripened into an indefeasible title by the destruc- 
tion of the plaintiff's right of entry. 

I n  truth, however, these parties were not mere tenants in common. 
The answers state, and the evidence proves, that they were general mer- 
cantile partners, and that these lands were part of the partnership 
effects. Tate, the principal witness of the plaintiff, says that both the 
parties so informed him repeatedly. They were, therefore, joint ten- 
ants, as copartners. That fact, thus put in  issue by the answers and 
replication, ought to have been declared in  the decree. I f  i t  had been 
declared, i t  must have put an end to the supposed tenancy in  common, 
and the right supposed to be asserted to partition of these particular 

lands as being held in common or in joint tenancy simply. There 
(539) can be no division of partnership property until all the accounts 

of the partnership have been taken and the clear interest of each 
partner ascertained. Partners do not necessarily hold equally. They 
hold according to the sums they are respectively entitled to receive from 
the common stock. The usual decree is to sell everything and turn all 
into money for a division. But if the partners are made equal out of 
other effects, and then land remains, they may, no doubt, be specifically 
divided. That, however, cannot be known until the partnership accounts 
have been settled between the parties or taken under the order of the 
court. The bill in this case does not allege a settlement, nor as much as 
allude to the partnership itself, but seems purposely to evade it. The 
accounts of the partnership, therefore, could not be taken under it. I f  
they were taken, and Zebulon found to be a creditor of the firm, as 
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alleged by him, the lands would undoubtedly be liable for the general 
balance due to him, and not merely for half the sum advanced by him 
on the sheriff's sale. Consequently it was indispensable to take the 
accounts to do justice between the parties. As that could not be done 
upon these pleadings, it was a complete answer to the bill when it 
appeared that the land in question and the debt for the cattle were 
items, merely, in  the assets of the mercantile concern. A partner can- 
not demand an account in respect of particular items, and a division of 
particular parts of the property; b u t  the account must necessarily em- 
brace everything, for the reasons just mentioned. I t  may be said that, 
after such a length of time, a bill for an account of the partnership 
would be barred and a settlement or satisfaction presumed, and, there- 
fore, that these lands may be taken as a clear surplus remaining and 
divisible equally between the parties as joint tenants-simply.  hat may 
be admitted, for we think it correct, provided it appear that the part- 
ners were equally interested; and provided further that the lands con- 
tinued to be treated by the parties as joint property, in which each was 
equally concerned. But that is not our case. The ancestor of the 
defendants and the plaintiff each denied an equal interest in the other. 
The  plaintiff alleged that his brother had other funds of the firm 
i n  his hands, which rendered him a debtor to the plaintiff, while (540) 
Zebulon insisted that both the firm and the  lai in tiff were indebted 
to  him, and for each balance looked to these lands as a security. I t  may . 
be true that Zebulon could not enforce his claim by a bill for an account 
a t  so late a day as 1827, when this bill was filed. But if the plaintiff 
would lie by until his copartner could not have the accounts between 
them taken, by reason of the staleness of the demand, surely it must, for 
the same reason, be too late for the plaintiff to claim a division of the 
specific lands, in character of joint tenant simply, and without taking 
the accounts and avoid these conveyances by which while they stand, the 
joint tenancy is extinguished, and the land become vested in severalty in  
the other party. From the time the parties ceased to treat this land as 
common property, it could no longer be looked on in  a court as mere 
real estate belonging to them equally, for the purpose of partition, in 
the  light now spoken of. I t  may be, indeed, that the plaintiff, after 
.such unreasonable laches, and upon a suit brought after the death of his 
partner, who alone could adjust the accounts with an accuracy at  all 
,satisfactory, ought not to have a decree upon any other principle than 
allowing the accounts as stated and left by his deceased partner. But 
whether that be so or not, the delay will not, in the case which has 
happened, exempt him from the necessity of the account and authorize 
partition without taking i t ;  for this land was not regarded by either 
party as common property, but it was claimed, possessed and disposed 

419 



I N  T H E  SUPREME COURT. [21 

of as the sole property of one of them for such a length of time and 
under such circumstanceias in  a case of a tenancy in common, would 
be evidence of an ouster and make a title under the statute of limita- 
tions; and, perhaps, also, for like reasons, would terminate the trust 
between the parties as partners, and, in this Court, in analogy to the 
rule at law, put the statute of limitations in motion on behalf of the 
possessor. At all events, the plaintiff cannot rely on his own laches to 

excuse him from the account of the partnership and authorize 
(541) him to call for a division of these estates as remaining specifi- 

cally of the assets of the partnership. 
But in reality the pleadings present neither of the questions that 

have been discussed, and no relief can be granted but upon the facts.  
alleged in  the bill and such as is consistent with those allegations and 
the prayer founded on them. This bill is as meager in  its allegations 
as can well be imagined, and as limited in the prayer as possible. I t  
sets forth no general partnership, and of course asks for no account of 
it. "The partnership moneys" mentioned in i t  are necessarily confined 
to the sums of $551 and $1,470, previously spoken of, as the prices of 
a lot of cattle sold by the two, and of parts of the land jointly owned, 
which were sold by Zebulon. Those transactions are set forth as merely 
isolated transactions of limited joint dealings and in no way connected 
with a general partnership. The draftsman of the bill did not mean 

. that his client should submit to a general account in  order to get a 
moiety of the lands, but the intention was to get it without the account. 
The partnership was, therefore, purposely kept out of sight. Upon 
those transactions, as stated, the plaintiff had no claim upon the heirs 
of Zebulon, but only against the personal estate into which the money 
had gone; and from the payment of it, as money had and received, the 
administrator was properly held to be protected by the statute of limita- 
tions. I t  is not seen why that matter was put into the bill, which was 
to pray the relief sought in respect of the land, but as a pretense under 
which evidence might be given to establish that the debt to Andrew 
Baird ought to have been paid by Zebulon, although i t  was originally 
against both. But i t  cannot have the effect of admitting proof with 
that view, since the charges of the bill on that point are precise, that 
the debt was never that of the plaintiff, except as surefy only for 
Zebulon. 

Then the case stated with respect to the land is nothing more than 
that those parties purchased lands jointly and held them jointly, and 

that Zebulon became indebted and the plaintiff became his surety, 
(542) and that, upon a joint judgment gainst them therefor, Zebulon 

procured the land of the plaintiff to be sold, and indirectly pur- 
chased i t  himself. The bill further alleges, indeed, that Zebulon set up, 
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as a very insufficient pretense for such manifest bad faith and wrong, 
that the plaintiff was indebted to him, which pretense, the bill states, 
was altogether unfounded, for, "upon an account of all the partnership 
moneys received as aforesaid," the balance was the other way. This 
shows what partnership was in the mind of the pleader; "as aforesaid" 
referring particularly to the two sums before mentioned as the prices of 
cattle and land sold. As for the other words in this part of the bill, 
respecting moneys received "on other accounts not now known or re- 
membered," they must be admitted to be too vague for any purpose. 
The charge respecting those moneys, so far  as it is connected with relief 
in respect of the title of the land, is introduced merely to repel the 
pretense of Zebulon of the plaintiff's indebtedness to him on other 
accounts. I t  is true that, for the reasons before given, neither party 
has proved, nor could prove, in this cause, on which side the indebted- 
ness was, since i t  arose on general partnership dealings, which cannot 
here be inquired into. I t  may be taken, howe~~er, either way, and it 
will not affect the rights of the parties in  respect of the land upon the 
questions made here; for whatever sum the plaintiff might have owed 
to Zebulon, it would be a plain and gross fraud in the latter to sell, or 
procure to be sold, the plaintiff's land for a debt of Zebulon, for which 
the other was bound merely as surety, and to become the purchaser 
himself. Such a case could not receive the least countenance in  a court 
of justice; but the plaintiff would be entitled to relief against such 
abuse of his confidence, and of the process of the law, without any 
regard to the land being before held in severalty by him, or jointly by 
Zebulon and himself. The slightest inspection of the bill shows that 
such is the gravamen, and solely the gravamen, of the plaintiff's case, 
as stated in it. I t  is true, there are general words of the sale of the 
plaintiff's moiety being "unjust, iniquitous, and fraudulent." But epi- 
thets of that sort are unmeaning and impertinent in pleading, 
unless they be used in  reference to facts stated, which render, (543) 
and whereby it may appear that the act complained of is legally 
fraudulent. I n  other words, the facts constituting the fraud must be 
alleged before proof of them can be received or the court act on the 
general allegation. Here the only facts stated are those mentioned, 
namely, that the principal debtor contrived to have the land of the 
surety sold under the execution, and purchased it himself. That turns 
out to be untrue, for the debt was originally a joint one, and there is 
nothing appearing, or can appear, in  this suit to show that the joint 
property of the debtors ought not to have been sold to satisfy i t ,  or that 
the several property of the plaintiff ought not to have paid one-half of 
it. That being established, the plaintiff's case, as made in  his. bill, was 
answered, and the bill should have been dismissed. Here may be noticed 
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that part of the decree which declares that each of the parties had per- 
sonal property sufficient to satisfy the execution, as was known to the 
sheriff and Zebulon Baird. That would be material evidence of one 
species of fraud. But i t  would be one entirely different from that 
brought forward by the plaintiff, and is not suggested in the bill. The 
Court could not, therefore, act on it. The fraud here complained of 
consists of one man's selling the property of another for a debt which 
the former alone owed, and his buying it and holding it from his surety. 
That the view of the bill here taken is correct is confirmed by a recur- 
rence to the relief prayed in  respect of the land. I t  is not for a sale as 
partnership property, nor for a division as of lands held jointly or in 
common. Partition was not in the contemplation of the writer, for the 
bill does not even describe or identify the lands. H e  conceived that the 
joint estate was extinguished by the sale and deeds; and his object, so 
far  from being a partition, was to restore the original character of the 
estate as it was before-the sale, and that was his sole object. The prayer 
is for a discovery of the titles set up by the defendants for the lands 
which the sheriff had sold, that the Court may see whether they cor- 

respond with those stated by the bill; and if so, that the defend- 
(544) ants may be decreed "to give up the sheriff's and Candler's deeds 

to be canceled, or may conlTey to the plaintiff." Here is not a 
glance of thought towards a partition. The sole relief sought is that 
the deeds may be declared void, as being fraudulent, upon the single 
ground mentioned in the charging part of the bill, and that thereupon 
they may be put out of the plaintiff's may, either by cancellation or a 
reconveyance, the effect of which would be to let him, unless otherwise 
barred, get into possession again, or to consider the possession held by 
the other as a common possession. I t  seems to the Court, therefore, 
that all that was done in tho court below was out of the case, and that 
the proper decree in respect of the land would have been to declare that 
the debt on which it was sold was not the several debt of Zebulon Raird, 
but the joint debt of him and the plaintiff, and, therefore, that the 
plaintiff had not proved the  fraud alleged by him, and upon which he 
claimed to have the deeds declared void, and thereupon to have dis- 
missed the bill with costs. The money received for land sold by Zebulon 
since the purchase at sheriff's sale stands on the same ground with the 
land itself, and therefore the bill ought to be dismissed as to that also. 
The other moneys-that is to say, those received for land previously 
sold, and for the cattle---have already been disposed of, upon the ground 
that they are general partnership assets, or that the administrator was 
alone liable for them, and is protected by the statute of limitations. 
As the decree pronounced was not final, and the cause remains in the 
Court of Equity, this Court cannot reverse it and pronounce such decree 
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here  a s  ought  t o  have  been made;  bu t  th i s  opinion must  be certified t o  
t h e  Cour t  of Buncombe, t h a t  t h e  fo rmer  decree m a y  be there reversed 
a n d  one entered i n  conformity to  t h e  directions now given. T h e  plain- 
tiff must  also p a y  t h e  costs i n  th i s  Court.  

PER GURIAM. Direct accordingly. 

Cited: Wells v. Mitchell, 23 N.  C., 489; Price v. Hunt, 33 N.  C., 43; 
Ward v. Turner, 42 N.  C., 76; Flanner v. Moore, 47 N. C., 123; Xiling 
v. Galloway, 58 n'. C., 123 ; Boss I). Hend~rson, 77 N.  C., 173 ; Nenden- 
hall v. Benbow, 84 N.  C., 650; Williams v. Clouse, 91 N.  C., 327; Page 
v. Branch, 97 N.  C., 102. 

T H E  ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. THE PRESIDENT AND DIRECTORS O F  
THE STATE BANK. 

1. Where a bank charter reserved to the State the privilege of subscribing 
for shares, upon a part of which i t  was to be a t  liberty to defer payment 
upon allowing the bank to retain interest, a t  the rate of four per cent 
therefor, out of the dividends of profits of all the stock held by the State 
until "such time or times a s  i t  might be convenient for the State to pay 
for the same"; and the Legislature, by a subsequent act, authorized the 
bank to make a partial dividend of its capital before the expiration of 
i ts  charter, i t  was held, that the Legislature was the sole judge of the 
conveniency of the time when the payment should be made; that though 
courts of justice may ascertain whether an individual, under the pre- 
tense of convenience, is influenced by caprice or dishonesty, yet they 
could not judge of the public convenience, which involved the consider- 
ation of numeious questions of policy, upon which none can pass but the 
Legislature; and that therefore the State might defer the payment for 
i ts  unpaid stock until the expiration of the charter. I t  was further held 
that  a partial dividend of capital mould not authorize the bank to retain 
the whole amount for the unpaid stock of the State, even viewing the 
State a s  an ordinary debtor to the corporation, because the debt was not 
due until the State should deem i t  convenient to pay i t ;  but that in truth 
the debt of the State was not to be regarded as  a debt of the corporation, 
&dependent of i ts  stock in the corporation, and either originally con- 
tracted upon a n  engagement distinct from its contribution to the capital 
stock or accepted in lieu of such contribution; that  so f a r  as  profits were 
concerned, i t  was the stock of the State in the bank, but in a division 
of capital i t  must be considered as  a part of the capital of the bank in 

. the hands of the State;  and that  such division of capital would operate 
upon this debt for unpaid stock a total or partial- extinction, according 
a s  a total or partial division was made. 

2. Where the capital stock of a bank has been impaired, a division of its 
funds amongst the stockholders, although called a division of profits, is 
in fact a dividend of capital; and if the State has engaged, upon unpaid 
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stock, to allow the bank to retain interest out of the dividends of profits 
upon all its stock, such interest cannot be taken by the hank, while the 
dividends are really dividends of capital and not of profits. 

THIS was an information, filed in the Court of Equity for Wake 
County by the Attorney-General, on behalf of the State, against the 
president and directors of the State Rank of North Carolina, for the 
purpose of effecting a settlement of certain matters of account between 
the State and the bank. All the facts necessary to a proper understand- 
ing of the case will be found stated in the opinion of the Court as 
delivered by his Honor, Judge Gaston. 

(546) The Attorney-General and W .  H .  Haywood for the information. 
Badger for def~ndants. 

GASTON, J. The pleadings upon this information present two ques- 
tions, on which the judgment of the Court is required, for the purpose 
of effecting a settlement of certain matters of account between the State 
and the bank. To understand these questions i t  is necessary to examine 
briefly the provisions of the several acts of Assembly bearing upon the 
matters in controversy, and the proceedings on the part of the officers 
of the bank which are complained of in the information. The bank 
was created by an act of Assembly, passed in  the year 1810, entitled 
"An act to redeem the paper currency now in circulation, and to estab- 
lish a bank by the name and title of The State Bank of North Caro- 
lina." I t  was thereby enacted that a bank should be established with 
a capital of $1,600,000; that i t  should be lawful for the Treasurer of 
the State to cause to be subscribed, for and in behalf of the State, the 
sum of $250,000, which sum should be reserved for the use of the State, 
to be paid for in stock of the United States, and "the residue in gold 
or silver, at such time or times as it might be convenient for the State 
to pay the same"; that books should be opened to receive the sub- 
scriptions of individuals for shares of $100 a share in the capital stock 
of the bank, which shares were to be paid for, one-fourth to the com- 
missioners at the time of subscription, one-fourth within sixty days after 
the bank should go into operation, one fourth within 120 days, and one- 
fourth within twelve months, to the directors of the bank; and that the 
subscribers to the bank, their successors and assigns, should be a cor- 
poration, and so continue until 1 January, 1830. The subscription in 
behalf of the State was made accordingly by the Public Treasurer, and 
the stock of the United States belonging to the State was transferred 
to the corporation in part payment. I n  1811 another act was passed, 
modifying in several respects the provisions of the original char- 
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ter. This act is entitled "An act in addition to the act entitled (547) 
'An act to redeem the paper currency now in circulation, and to 
establish a bank by the name and title of The State Bank of North 
Carolina,' passed in the year 1810." I t  contains this provision: "The 
president and directors of the bank shall not be bound to pay to the 
State full dividends upon the whole sum of $250,000 of the stock of the 
said bank reserved by the above-recited act to the use of the State, and 
upon which, by the said act, the State is entitled to full dividends; but 
it is hereby declared lawful for the said president and directors, out of 
the full dividends to be declared on the said sum of $250,000 held by 
the State in their stock, to retain at the end of each year, for the general 
benefit of the stockholders, including the State, a sum equal to four per 
centum upon such part of the said stock as shall not ha-c-e been actually 
paid for by the State, on the day when the dividend is declared, out of 
which the retainer is to be made." By this amendatory act, which was 
accepted by the stockholders as a modification of their charter, the term 
of the corporation was extended to 1 January, 1835. Payments mere 
afterwards rnade by the State on account of the stock so reserved for its 
use and subscribed for by the Treasurer, but not in  full therefor; and 
the bank received every year from the State, by retainer, out of the 
dividends of profits declared upon this stock, an interest of four per cent 
on the balance remaining unpaid. I n  the Session of 1829 an act was 
passed, entitled "An act to enable the State Bank to wind up, gradually, 
and to fix a uniform rate of collection." This act, under certain limita- 
tions and restrictions, continued the corporate powers of the institution 
until 1 January, 1838; prohibited the making of new loans, except in 
renewal or substitution for a subsisting debt after 31 December, 1834; 
prohibited the making of accommodation loans after 1 September, 1830, 
on more indulgent terms than the payment of three equal installments 
every ninety days; prohibited the issuing of notes under $5 after 
31 December, 1832, and the issuing of any notes after 31 Decem- 
ber, 1834; required of the president and directors so to regulate (548) 
the collection of debts already due as to permit them to be paid 
by installments of a twentieth every ninety days; authorized the presi- 
dent and directors to receive shares of stock in the bank in payment of 
debts at a reasonable value, to be fixed on by the stockholders and to be 
approved of by the Public Treasurer;. authorized the stockholders, after 
1 January, 1833, to declare dividends of the capital as the same should 
accumulate, provided that the amount of capital should not be reduced 
to less than the amount of debts due from the bank; and made other 
provisions for the convenience of the institution and the community 
which Rere called for by the approaching expiration of the charter. 
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This act was accepted by the stockholders, in general meeting, on 
12 January, 1830; and on the succeeding day the stockholders passed a 
resolution authorizing the president and directors to receive shares of 
the stock of the bank in payment of debts at $75 per share, which reso- 
lution was approved by the Treasurer of the State. I n  December, 1830, 
1831, and 1832, the president and directors declared dividends of profits 
upon the capital of the bank of four per cent, and passed the same to 
the credit of the State on account of her stock, which then greatly 
exceeded the $250,000 originally subscribed for, but retained out of the 
dividends so declared four per cent on the unpaid part of the stock so 
subscribed for. On 14 January, 1833, the stockholders, in general 
meeting, declared a dividend of capital of fifty per cent to be paid to 
the respective stockholders after 1 February then next ensuing. When 
the Treasurer claimed the dividend of capital on the stock of the State, 
the officers of the bank claimed as of right to deduct therefrom the sum 
of $83,906.11, the whole sum remaining unpaid of the State's original 

subscription, and refused to pay more than the balance after 
(549) making this deduction. I n  December, 1833, the president and 

directors declared a further dividend of profits of two per centum. 
The first question raised is as to the right of the bank to apply this 

sum of $83,906.11 to the entire extinguishment of the debt of the State. 
The information insists that, by the original act of incorporation, the 
State was to pay "the residue of its subscription at  such-time or times 
as to the State might be convenient," and that of this convenience the 
State was the exclusive judge; that under the amendatory act of 1811 
a compact was entered into between the State and the bank, by which 
the former had an option to pay the balance which it owed for its sub- 
scription and take full dividend of profits on all its stock, or to leave 
the balance unpaid until the end of the charter, paying an interest of 
four per cent out of the annual dividends; that under the act of 1829 
the State claimed, and had to claim, one-half of the said sum of 
$83,906.11, to be applied to the extinguishment of the stock debt of the 
State, and no more than one-half, and to receive the residue of its divi- 
dend of fifty per cent on its capital stock. On the part of the bank, i t  
is contended that the State was bound in good faith toepay "this residue 
of its subscription" so soon as it could be done without interfering with 
the discharge of other engagements or the necessary and proper expenses 
of government, and that this payment might have been thus conveniently 
made when the bank so applied the money of the State in its hands; 
that this original obligation was in no way impaired by the amendatory 
act of 1811, and that at  all events when, under the act of 1829, the 
business was to be finally closed and the joint stock paid out to the 
holders, the bank, by a most evident equity, was entitled to retain and 
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apply the dividends on the stock of the State, as a corporator, to the 
payment of a debt from the State to the corporation. The Court enter- 
tains no doubt but that, under the act of 1810, the State had the exclu- 
sive right to decide when the public convenience mould permit of the 
payment for stock at any time or times before the expiration of the 
charter. The argument of the defendants on this point is, that if 
an individual promise to pay money or to do any other act when (550) 
it may be convenient to him, he is bound to perform it when he 
can do so without difficulty, and whether he can or not is a question to 
be adjudged by the courts, and not to be decided by himself; and that, 
although the State cannot be sued and thereby compelled to perform an 
engagement to which it has been inattentive, yet the rules of justice are 
the same with respect to States as to individuals, and demands of the 
State may be met and repelled by just counterclaims against the State. 
I t  may be that, if an engagement shouId be made by an individual to do 
an act or to pay money at a convenient season, and it cannot be col- 
lected, from the nature of the contract, that there is any period within 
which it must, convenient or inconvenient, be complied with, the courts 
might from necessity construe convenience to mean ability or reasonable 
time, because otherwise the engagement would be nugatory. All delib- 
erate engagements are presumed to mean something, and intended to 
confer rights upon those with whom they are made; and, therefore, a 
construction must be put upon them, if it may be, which will prevent 
them from being turned into a mockery. But where an engagement to 
do an act, from the terms of the contract, fixes a time within. which i t  
must be performed, but allows a latitude for its performance within 
that period, acoording to the convenience of the party who is to do the 
act, i t  would seem that the individual himself must be the judge of 
what his own convenience prescribes. There is a period limited by the 
act of incorporation within which the stock must be fully paid for. 
The payment is to be made to the corporation, and the life of the cor- 
poration is defined in the act. Such, we think, would be the construc- 
tion of this contract if made by an  individual; but, however this might 
be, any other construction of it as a contract on the part of the State is 
inadmissible. Courts of justice may ascertain whether an individual, 
under the pretense of convenience, is guided by caprice or influenced 
by dishonesty. But how can the?/ judge of the public convenience? 
That involves the consideration of numerous questions of policy, 
conflicting claims between the different interests, wound up in (551) 
the public welfare; the various demands upon the State for jus- 
tice, protection, relief and improvement, compared with the resources 
which can be commanded to meet them-upon all which, by the funda- 
mental institutions of the State, none can pass but the Legislature. 
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Public convenience is not a subject of judicial inquiry. To pay at such 
time or times during the continuance of the charter as may be con- 
venient to the State is equivalent to paying at  such time or times during 
the continuance of the charter as the State shall determine. This, no 
doubt, was the construction put upon these terms in  the original act, 
and furnished one of the reasons for the modifications of the charter 
to be found i n  the amendatory act. I t  was uncertain when the public 
convenience would admit of payment, and i t  was thought hard that the 
State should receive full dividends on stock for which it had not paid 
and for which it might not pay until the end of the charter. The act 
of 1811 asserted that the right of the State to full dividends on the 
unpaid stock, i n  direct terms, left the State still free to pay at  any time 
short of the expiration of the charter, and secured to the bank, if its 
affairs were properly managed, an interest of four per centum until 
payment should be made. I t  cannot be, if the contract were understood 
otherwise and the State were supposed to be deferring payment, to .the 
injury of the institution, but that some remonstrance or memorial to 
the Legislature invoking its justice, or some request for payment would 
have been made by the bank before the year 1833. The information is 
explicit in charging that there was none such. The answer pretends 
not to aver that there was, but avgues that on the face of the information 
such a demand appears. We presume that reference is here made to 
that part  of the information where i t  is charged that the act of 1816, 
under which an issue of small treasury notes was made, to the amount 
of $80,000, and under which these were paid into the bank, on account 
of the debt of the State, was enacted at  t h e  requast of the bank. The 

answer is not on oath; i t  does not set up a demand otherwise 
(552) than as inference from the matters charged, and the inference is 

not conclusive. I t  by no means follows, if the word "request" be 
taken in  its strongest sense, that it was a request for paymefit. There 
were many considerations of supposed expediency on the part of the 
bank, as we11 as of the State, for the making of this paper change, 
which may have prompted the measure. But, in truth, what is called 
"request" is nothing more than assent. The preamble to the act of 
1816 declares that the stockholders in general meeting had given their 
assent to the measure; and upon looking into the resolution of the stock- 
holders we find it declared that "the proposition,'' to which their assent 
is given, comes from ('a committee of the Legislature." The Court is, 
therefore, of opinion that there was a well-understood arrangement 
between the State and the bank, by which the former had an option to 
defer payment of the debt due upon its subscription for stock, on allow- 
ing the bank to deduct an interest thereon of four per cent out of the 
dividends upon the whole amount of the stock taken by the State in 
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that subscription, or to hasten the payment thereof, and demand full 
dividends on all its stock. 

I t  is insisted, however, that as by the act of 1829 a division of part 
of the capital was authorized, and in pursuance of that act an actual 
division of one-half was ordered by the stockholders, then the corpora- 
tion had an equity to require that the debt of the State should be paid 
before the State should receive its dividends. I t  is to be regretted that 
the act of 1829 made no explicit provisions upon what should be the 
effect on the debt of a partial division of capital, and that we have to 
find out, as well as we can, what in justice ought to be its operation. 
I f  the debt be regarded s z n ~ p l y  as one due to the corporation from one 
of its corporators, then the equity insisted on must be that applicable 
to all partnerships, whereby the debts of the partners are to be paid u p  
or taken into account when the partnership is dissolved. No individual 
member of the firm is entitled as such to a portion of its funds, but 
only to his share of what belongs to the company after the settlement 
of its accounts. Upon a dissolution, this settlement becomes 
indispensable, and it must include all debts due to the company, (553) 
whether from its members or others, and all debts due from the 
company, either to the partners or strangers. Until this adjustment, i t  
cannot be seen what is to be distributed-whether the capital has been 
swollen by profits or diminished by losses, or whether there be any 
capital to be distributed. But on a partial division of capital, such a 
settlement is not indispensable. The parties, on ascertaining to their 
satisfaction that one-half of the capital is as much as is needed for the 
satisfaction of all demands against the company, and for the further 
prosecution of their business, may agree to return to each the half of 
what he has put into the common stock. Whether, upon an agreement 
for such a division, anyone can be required to take his own debt in pay- 
ment of his part of the capital, must depend, we think, upon the fact 
whether the debt be then demandable. If it be, this may be insisted 
on; but if it be not, it is difficult to see why the agreed division of 
capital should per se change the character of the debt. No doubt 
several of the debtors of the bank were to be found among its stocli- 
holders. Were not these entitled to renewals upon the payment of 
installments, under the act of 18293 Could the bank have sequestrated 
their dividends of stock in order to force immediate payment of any 
debts which, e?ther by the terms of their engagement or by the construc- 
tion of law, were not then absolutely demandable? The equity set up 
is not sustained, we think, upon the ground that all the debts of the 
partners must be settled before a final dissolution of the partnership. 

But it is not correct to regard the debt of the State as a debt due 
from one of the corporators, independent of its stock in the corporation, 

429 



I N  THE SUPREME COURT. [%I 

and either originally contracted upon an engagement distinct from its 
contribution to the capital stock, or accepted in lieu of such a contribu- 
tion. This debt is uniformly spoken of as due because of "a part of 
the stock not paid for, but to be paid for." I t  is a part of the State's 
contribution to the capital stock kept back upon an agreement that the 
State may receive a share of profits thereon as though it had been 

advanced, subject to certain stipulations as to interest, but which 
(554) part the State is bound to put into the capital before the expira- 

tion of the charter. So far as profits are concerned, i t  is the 
stock of the State in the bank, but in a division of capital i t  must be 
considered as a part of the capital of the bank in the hands of the State. 
Upon a division of capital it cannot be claimed; for such a division is 
but a restitution to the associates of what they have advanced as capital. 
Upon a final settlement, if the capital be unimpaired, the debt is extin- 
guished, because it were idle to pay it in and then demand its immediate 
return. I f  the capital be impaired, the State is bound to pay so much 
thereof as is in proportion to the loss sustained on the capital. When, 
instead of an entire, a partial division of capital takes place, the State 
can claim no restitution, because of this portion of the capital in its 
hands, nor is it bound to pay for this part of the capital sooner than i t  
had contracted to pay. The State is entitled to receive, on a partial 
division, an aliquot part of what it would have been entitled to receive 
on a complete division. As a complete division operates an entire extin- 
guishment of a debt because of unpaid capital, i t  seems to follow that 
a partial division operates an extinction of it pro tanto. On a final 
division, should i t  be ascertained that the capital is impaired, the State's 
obligation to pay its proportional loss on this part of its stock remains 
in full force. We have had some difficulty upon this point, because of 
the pledge of the dividends of the whole original stock of the State as 
a fund for the payment of four per cent on this part of it. This pledge 
could not be taken away without the consent of the institution. But the 
division of capital is by consent. 

The compact is to be found in the act of 1829, ratified by the stock- 
holders. There is no objection made because of a weakening of the 
pledge; any objection on that account would have been unreasonable 
and captions. The division of capital is i n  anticipation of a final dis- 
solution. There could be little expectation of many dividends of profits 
thereafter; and if any such should occur, a pledge of dividends on half 
the stock would furnish as ample a fund for the pafment of interest on 

half the debt as of dividends on the whole stock for the payment 
( 5 5 5 )  of the interest upon the whole debt. Upon the best consideration 

which the Court has been able to take of this question, i t  is of 
apinion, and so declares, that the bank, under the resolution for the 
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division of fifty per cent on the capital stock, ought to have retained 
out of the State's dividend but the sum of $41,953.05y2, to have applied 
the same to the extinguishment of the debt of the State pro Canto on 
the unpaid part of its stock, and to have paid over to the State a full 
dividend of fifty per cent upon the residue of its stock; and it further 
declares that if it shall appear, upon the expiration of the charter, that 
the bank has not assets wherewith to restore to the stockholders, includ- 
ing all dividends of capital theretofore made, the amount of capital 
stock respectively advanced, the State will be chargeable in account with 
the bank for so much of this debt as will make the loss of the State upon 
each share of its stock the same with that borne by the other shares. 

The second question raised by the information and the answer is in 
respect to the dividends of profits made by the president and directors 
in  1830, 1831, 1832, and 1833. The information charges that, before 
any of these di~idends were declared, it had been ascertained that the 
capital of the bank was impaired; that there could be no profits to be 
divided until the capital was restored; that these declarations were 
illegally made; that by means of such illegal declarations the bank 
charged the State with four per cent as interest on its unpaid stock, and 
unjustly withheld that amount; and that these illegal declarations were 
made with the view that, by means and under color thereof, the bank 
should exact interest to which it was not entitled. The answer denies 
peremptorily the motive assigned in the information for declaring these 
dividends; denies the fact that, when they were declared, the capital 
had been impaired; insists on the difficulty that must always exist in 
estimating with precision the state of a bank, and contends that when 
profits are declared bona fide upon an estimate founded on probable 
data, such division ought not to be held illegal if the estimate 
prove to be erroneous. The Court is of opinion that the inquiry (556) 
as to the alleged motive for making the dividends is immaterial; 
for if the dividends were made as of profits after it was ascertained. as 
far  as such a fact could reasonably be ascertained, that the capital was 
broken in upon, whatever mikht be the motive f i r  declaring &the divi- 
dend, it was in truth a dividend of capital, not of profits; and the bank 
had not a right, under the compact in the amendatory act, to charge the 
State with interest. The Court recognizes the difficulty, set up in the 
answer, of distinguishing between apparent and real profits, and holds 
that a division made of apparent profits is not to be deemed irregular 
until there is sufficient reason to know or to believe that the apparent 
are not real profits. Upon the question of fact, whether the dividends 
so declared, and if so, which of them, were in effect dividends of capital, 
under the name of profits, the Court will not now decide. There is, 
indeed, a very strong p 4 m a  facie case made in respect to this contro- 
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verted fact on the part of the State. I t  appears, from a statement made 
of the affairs of the institution, at a general meeting of the stock- 
holders, 1 June, 1829, that the capital of the bank is then represented 
as impaired to the amount of $152,878.17. To lessen this loss on the 
capital, there is mentioned tho contingent gain to be derived from lost 
notes. But this contingent gain cannot legitimately form an item in 
the estimate of the condition of the bank. The institution must be 
regarded as actually owing the whole amount of its unredeemed issues, 
and no notice can be taken of any profits derived from the loss of these 
evidences of debt until the institution is at  an end, when they may fall 
into the general fund of bank assets as unclaimed debts. About seven 
months after this estimate of loss was spread before the stockholders, 
they proceeded, by a committee, to ascertain the value of stock, and to 
consider and determine the proper price upon which stock might be 
taken in payment of debts. This committee reported that they had been 

unable to ascertain to their satisfaction the value of the stock, 
( 5 5 7 )  but that there was a continuing depreciation in  the value of  he 

real estate of the bank; that heavy losses had been sustained and 
heavy losses were anticipated on probable grounds; that under these 
circumstances they believed it their duty to fix a price on the stock 
which would not endanger the interests of the stockholders not indebted 
to the institution, and which it would be at  the option of the indebted 
stockholders to avail themselves of, or not, by paying in stock or money. 
Upon this report, the stockholders fixed the price a t  which stock might 
be received in payment of debts at  $76 per share. I t  is apparent that 
in  fixing this price the stockholders acted upon the principle of an 
estimation which should not transcend the value, and not of an estinia- 
tion of actual value. But there is no indication whatever then exhibited 
of a better state of things than had been presented in the preceding 
meeting of June;  and it must be believed that, however cautious they 
may, as they ought to, have been not to fix too high a value on the stock, 
they did, in the true spirit of the act of 1829, declare what they con- 
sidered a reasonable value. But an inqui;y is indispensable to ascertain 
if the capital of the bank were impaired when the first dividend of 
profits is alleged to have been illegally declared, what was its condition 
when the subsequent dividends were declared; and the Court prefers 
that the inquiry shall be open as to the state of the bank even at the 
time of the first dividend. An interesting question may arise upon ?he 
coming in of the report, upon which no opinion is expressed, because it 
is not certain that it will arise, and it is mentioned now in order that 
either party may have the inquiry so conducted as to present it dis- 
tinctly upon the report. That question is, if dividends of capital have 
been paid over to the State as dividends of profits, whether an equity 
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does not arise against the State to allow the interest of four per cent 
on its unpaid stock from the time when dividends of profits niight 
legitimately have been declared if the dividends of capital had not been 
withdrawn. 

The Court declares that the State was not liable for the payment of 
interest on its unpaid stock, except out of dividends of profib to be 
declared by the bank on the original stock subscribed for the 
State; that dividends made as of profits, when the capital stock (558) 
of the bank was impaired, are not dividends of profits, but of 
capital; that the rightfulness of such dividends of profits depends upon 
the state of the bank at the time of the declarations, respectively, 
according to the knowledge and means of information then possessed 
by the directors of the bank, and directs an inquiry to be made by 
Edmund B. Freeman, a commissioner for that purpose appointed, into 
the state of the bank at the times, respectively, when the dividends com- 
plained of in the information were declared. 

The Court directs that the commissioner shall be armed with full 
powers to examine all persons whom either party may desire to loe 
examined, and to require from the ofllcers of the State and of the bank 
access to and inspection of all books, documents and papers required for 
the purposes of this inquiry. 

The Court authorizes the inquiry by the commissioner to embrace 
any special matter which either party may deem material as tending to 
facilitate the settlement of the matters of account between the parties. 
And it reserves the case for further consideration upon the coming in 
of the report of the conimissioner. 

PER CURIAM. Decree accordingly. 

(559) 
JOEL L. TYRREIL ET AL. V. JAMES MORRIS ET AL. 

1. A sale by an executor of the chattels belongihg to his testator is good, and. 
the purchaser is not obliged to see to the application of the purchase- 
mpney; and this, although the testator has created a particular fund for 
the payment of his debts, of which the property sold does not form a 
part, and the purchaser has notice of the will. But if the sale be col- 
lusive, or in a way to enable the executor to commit a devastavit, in 
equity the purchaser mill be liable. 

2. The same rule applies to a pledge by the executor, also to an agreement 
turning a pledge into an absolute sale. 

THE plaintiffs were the children of Joel Tyrrell, deceased, and, with 
their mother, who was one of the defendants, were the legatees of all 
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his personal estate; and they brought this bill against their said mother, 
the executrix, and James L. Tyrrell, the executor of their father, and 
against James Morris, John Rowland, and Robert G. Twitty, to impeach 
the sales of certain negroes belonging to the estate of the deceased, made 
by his executors to Morris, and by him, as was alleged, to the other 
defendants. Joel Tyrrell, by his will, directed that his negroes should 
be kept for the support of his wife and children-a part to be employed 
in cultivating a farm, and the residue hired out as his executors should 
deem most advisable. H e  further directed that his lands and stock of 
every kind should be sold or retained at the discretion of his executors, 
and the product, together with the hire of his negroes, should go to the 
payment of his debts, and the surplus to be laid out in lands, at  the dis- 
cretion of his executors, as a residence for his wife and children. Up011 
his death, which took place in 1819, James L. Tyrrell and the widow 
qualified as executors to the will. There was no sale made of any of 
the property, nor were the negroes hired out, but the widow continued 
o n  the farm with all the children, retained the possession of all the 
property, supported herself and the children out of the produce of tile 
farm and the labor of the negroes. The testator died considerably 
indebted, and the creditors, seeing no arrangemerlts made for discharg- 

ing their demands, brought suits, obtained judgments, and took 
( 5 6 0 )  out executions against the estate. The executors, from time to 

time, as they were pressed by the creditors, disposed of the 
negroes, and, amongst others, in the years 1822 and 1824, disposed of 
five, viz., Reuben, Patrick, Katy and her t~7o  children, to the defendant 
Morris, who afterwards sold some of them to the defendant Rowland, 
and he was alleged in the bill to have sold to the defendant Twitty. 
The plaintiffs contended, in the first place, that the sales of these negroes 
by the executors should be set aside and declared to be void, because 
made in violation of the injunctions of the testator; because made at 
private sale and without any order of court ; because, although ostensi- 
bly made for the relief of the estate, the purchase money was in fact 
advanced to the executors, or one of them, for private and personal uses, 
or was applied to such uses, or otherwise wasted; of all which matters 
the purchaser was charged to have had notice; and, secondly, that the 
conveyances by the executors should be declared to be but securities for 
refunding certain sums of money loaned to the executors, and that the 
plaintiffs be allowed to redeem the negroes thus conveyed. 

W. A. Graham for plaintiffs. 
Badger and J. W. Norwood for defendants. 
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GASTON, J., after stating the case as above, proceeded: The cause has 
been brought to a hearing only as against the defendant Morris and the 
alleged purchaser under him. Whether the plaintiffs will ask for any 
relief against the executors we know not. Our decision on the case as 
heard will not prejudice such an application if they should hereafter 
make it. 

The bill must be dismissed, and dismissed with costs against the 
defendant Twitty. H e  has denied by his answer that any of the negroes 
were conveyed to or holden by him, and there is no proof that they were. 

The first ground on which the plaintiffs rest their claim against the 
defendants Morris and Rowland will not avail unless they can make out 
a case of fraud in the defendant Morris. However inattentive the 
executors may have been to the injunctions of their testator, or 
however remiss in the performance of their duties, the debts of (561) 
the testator were, nevertheless, to be paid by them, and their 
power to dispose of the estate of their testator for the purpose of meet- 
ing these demands was complete. I t  is the general rule of equity, as 
well as of law, that an executor has the absolute power of disposal over 
the whole personal effects of his testator, and that it is not incumbent 
on the purchaser of the assets to see the money raised by the dispo- 
sition of the assets properly applied. I n  the language of Lord Thurlow 
(Scot t  v .  Tyler, 2 Dick., 725)) "His title is complete by sale and 

.delivery, and what becomes of the price is of no concern to him." 
Fraud, however, will vitiate every transaction; and, therefore, in the 
language of the same eminent judge, "If one concerts with an executor 
by obtaining the testator's effects at a nominal price, or at a fraudulent 
undervalue, or by applying the real value to the purchase of other sub- 
jects for his own behoof, or in any other manner contrary to the duty 
of the office of executor, such concerts will involve the seeming pur- 
chaser or pawnee and make him liable to the full value." This concart 
or  collusion between the executors and Morris to enable the former to 
commit a devastc~vit of the assets, the plaintiffs have utterly failed to 
establish. Morris was, indeed, aware of the dispositions contained in 
the will of their testator, but these did not contain a peremptory injunc- 
tion to sell the land, and, if they had, did not take away the power of 
the executors to sell the personal property for the payment of debts. 
The  will, indeed, directed that the negroes should be kept together or 
hired out, and that the hire should be applied to the discharge of his 
debts. But the time had come when these debts must be paid off, 
although no such funds had been prepared for discharging them as the 
testator contemplated, and when there was no other means of meeting 
the exigency than by a sale of part of the estate. There is no evidence 
of any contract or agency of Morris in  bringing about this state of 
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things. A sale was then necessary, and i t  must be made, either under 
execution or by the executors. The latter had a right to sell, and those 

who dealt with them in the exercise of that right, unless dealing 
( 5 6 2 )  collusively, are not liable to be called to account for the past 

misconduct of the executors, which induced the necessity of a 
sale. There is no allegatioa in the bill that the negroes were obtained 
by Morris at  a fraudulent undervalue. I f  there had been, it would have 
been disposed of by the testimony which establishes that they were sold 
at  fair prices, and probably for more than could have been obtained a t  
public auction. I t  cannot be pretended that a sale by an executor is  
invalid, either in law or equity, because not made at public auction nor 
under an order of court specially granted for that purpose. The most 
that can be required from the purchaser under such circumstances is to  
repel the presumption that he may have bought at  an undervalue. The 
charge that the sales were made for the private benefit of the executors, 
or of eithm of them, and not with a view or for a purpose connected 
with the administration of the assets, is not proved. All the evidence 
tends to establish that it was professedly made to raise money to pay 
off the debts of the estate. A considerable portion of it was unques- 
tionably applied directly to that purpose, and there is no evidence to  
show that any part of it was misapplied to other purposes. Under these 
circumstances, more especially as it is apparent that the purchases were 
made by Norris with the knowledge of the family, one of whom, the . 
complainant, Evalina, was then of full age and the others nearly of age, 
and as no attempt was made to impeach these purchases until nine years 
after the last took place, we have no hesitation in saying that the first 
ground on which the claim to our interposition rests is wholly unsup- 
ported. 

The plaintiffs further allege that in truth the conveyances made by 
the executors were intended but as securities for refunding moneys 
loaned by the defendant Morris. There is little or no doubt in regard 
to the facts in  relation to this charge. I n  1822 the negro, Reuben, was 
conveyed to the defendant Morris by an instrument which, howe~er  
unskillfully written, did amount but to a security for the repayment of 
$326 then advanced to the executors. I n  April, 1524, a similar con- 

veyance was made of the negro Patrick for the repayment of 
( 5 6 3 )  $900 then advanced. On 12 July, 1834, Xaty, the wife of Pat- 

rick, and her two infant children, were sold absolutely, at the 
price of $500; a further sum of $80 was advanced to make up the price 
of Reuben, $400, and a formal rdease was executed by the executors of 
the equity of redemption, with respect to Reuben and Patrick, so as to 
convert the pledge of them into an absolute transfer. The same princi- 
ples which hold in the sale of assets by an executor apply to a pledge 
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of them. Mead v. O~rery, 3 Atk., 339; Xcott v. Tyler, 2 Dickens, 725; 
NcLeocl v. DrummomZ, 17 Ves. Jun., 154. He  has the power to pledge 
or sell, and the pawnee or vendee is not responsible beyond the terms of 
his contract, except by reason of covin and improper concert with the 
executor. The change of the pledge into a sale must be tested by the 
same principle. The pawnee has a right, by enforcing his pledge, to 
compel the payment of his debt; and if, by agreement with the executor, 
the thing pledged be taken in absolute property in payment of the 
debt, the validity of that transaction must depend on the good or bad 
faith in which it mas done. We see no indications of collusion in the 
transaction; and, therefore, from the date of it, the property was not 
holden as a security for a debt, but the debt was paid off by a sale of 
the property. 

I t  is, therefore, the opinion of the Court that the bill must be dis- 
missed against the defendants, Morris and Rowland, and with costs. 
I t  mill be retained a reasonable time to see whether the plaintiffs will 
move against the other defendants. I f  they do not in the course of the 
next term, the bill mill stand dismissed altogether, but as to the latter 
defendants, without costs. 

PER C r ~ r a x .  Decree accordingly. 

Cited: Gray v. Armisiead, 41 N. C., 77; Bradshaw v. Simpson, id., 
246; Wilson v. Doster, 42 N. C., 233; Wooten v. R. R., 128 N. C., 124. 

FRANCIS HODGE v. JOHN D. HAWKINS AND RICHARD BULLOCK. 

1. Where a testator leaves the same person executor of his will and guardian 
of his children, he is chargeable with simple interest only for the time 
he was acting as executor; but from the time when the administration 
of the estate was or might have been concluded, he is to be charged with 
compound interest, unless he can show special equitable circumstances 
to discharge him of such accountability. 

2. Where one or two joint executors and testamentary guardians settled with 
his ward, and was allowed commissions, that allowance is no criterion 
for estimating the commissions to the other. The compensation to the 
latter must depend on the time he employed, the labor he performed, the 
services he rendered, and the responsibility he encountered in the per- 
formance of his duties. 

THIS cause was heard on exceptions to the commissioner's report. By 
a former order the commissioner was directed to take an account of the 
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receipts and disbursements of the defendant John D. Hawkins as one 
of the executors of James Boyd, deceased, and testamentary guardian 
of his children, and to report the nature of the services rendered by said 
defendant, and what amount of commissions should be allowed him 
therefor. The report of the conlmissioner set forth an account of the 
receipts and disbursements, in which the said defendant was charged 
with the sum of $902, and credited by the sum of $291.89 for interest. 
The report also found he was entitled to a commission of 21/2 per cent 
on $37,179, being the amount of receipts and disbursements of James 
Boyd's estate as audited and returned to the August Term, 1816, of 
Granville County Court; also upon $3,263.03, amount of money paid 
Thomas Brown, a creditor of the estate; also upon the sum of $680.32 

recovered from Thomas Boyd, and on the sum of $400 recovered 
(565) from Spain's heirs, an~ounting to $1,038.10. To this report the 

plaintiffs excepted-first, for that in the account of receipts and 
disbursements the commissioner ought to hare charged compound and 
not simple interest on the balance in his hands; and, secondly, for that 
the defendant was not entitled to any commissions on the sums where- 
upon the commissioner allowed him commissions, because a full com- 
mission of five per cent had already been received by his coexecutor and 
joint guardian, and also for that the commissions so allowed by the 
commissioner were unreasonable and excessive. 

Upon the pleadings and proofs it appeared that the testator appointed 
Richard Bullock and John D. Hawkins joint executors of his will, and 
guardians to his two infant children, and that upon the death of one of 
them under age the whole beneficial interest in the testator's estate, 
according to the limitations of his will, accrued to the survivor, the 
present plaintiff. Both these gentlemen qualified and joined in return- 
ing the inventory, and both of them acted, more or less, in the manage- 
ment of the trusts confided to them. Shortly after the marriage of the 
plaintiff with William S. Hodge (who died after the institution of this 
suit), a settlement was made between the plaintiff's husband and Bul- 
lock, who had been the principal acting executor, and had the great 
bulk of the estate in his hands, to which settlement the defendant Haw- 
kins was not a party when Bullock made a statement of his accounts as 
executor and guardian (containing the items, the commissions on which 
were excepted to), and charging therein a commission of five per centum 
on all his receipts and disbursements, amounting to the sum of $4,703.98. 
I t  appeared that a proposition was then made to the said Hodge, which 
he accepted, to deliver over to him the whole estate, including the bonds 
and other effects in the hands of Bullock, and pass receipts. The 
present bill was afterwards instituted to call the defendant Hawkins to 
account because of his receipts on account of the estate which were not 
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included in the settlement with Bullock, and in  the adjustment of these 
matters the order for ascertaining the commissions, now the sub- 
ject of dispute, was made. (566) 

Devereux for plaintif. 
Badger and W .  H .  Haywood for defendant. 

GASTON, J., after stating the case, as above, proceeded: With respect 
to the matter of the first exception, the Court understands the law to 
be that, as executor, the defendant is chargeable with simple interest 
only, but that as guardian he is accountable for the annual interest on 
the balance of principal and interest in  his hands, unless he can show 
special equitable circumstances to acquit him for such accountability. 
Branch v. Arrington, 2 Car. Law Repos., 252. I n  this case it does not 
appear what portion of the moneys charged was held by the defendant 
as executor, and what as guardian. This part of the report, therefore, 
must be recommitted to the commissioner, with instructions to make this 
discrimination, and to regard all balances due from the defendant bs- 
cause of receipts as executor to be held by him as guardian from the 
time when the administration of the estate as executor was or might 
reasonably have been concluded. 

With respect to the matter of the second exception, it appears to the 
Court that the commissioner has proceeded upon an erroneous principle, 
and hath not so found the matters as to enable the Court to decide 
thereon. After setting forth the mutual allegations of the parties, the 
report finds that it appears ('that in the settlement made by Richard 
Bullock with the plaintiff he had charged five per cent commissions on 
the whole amour~t of receipts and disbursemeats, which sum ought to 
be a sufficient charge for settling the whole estate; but if the plaintiff 
was willing to make that compensation to one of the executors, the 
master, notwithstanding, is of the opinion, under all the circumstances 
of the case, that the defendant ought to have a commission of 234 per 
cent on such part of the estate as he had a joint agency in settling." 
I f  the master had concluded that the allowance of five per centum by 
the plaintiff to the defendant's coexecutor, although quite enough 
to satisfy the claims of both, ought not, under the circumstances (567) 
of the ex-parte settlement, to preclude the defendant from receiv- 
ing a fair  remuneration for his time, trouble, risk, and services, such 
conclusion would have received our sanction. But we understand hiin 
as taking this rate of commission as that settled to be the fair amount 
of compensation, and giving one-half of the commissions allowed on all 
property which had been under the agency of the joint executors. Now, 
we hold it to be clear that the settlement in  question was one solely 
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between the plaintiff and Mr. Bullock; and whether there was any com- 
mission allowed to this gentleman, and, if so, what was the amount 
thereof, is a matter wholly immaterial between the parties now litigant. 
We hold that the commission found by the master to have been allowed 
is no criterion for estimating the value of the entire services rendered 
by both executors, and that the circumstances of Mr. Hawkins having a 
joint agency in the matters ~ ~ h i c h  were the subject-matter of that settle- 
ment does not, therefore, give him a right to one-half of the value of 
the entire services. 

This part of the report must also be recommitted. The master, in  
revising it, will direct his attention to the inquiry, what is the reason- 
able amount of compensation for the time he, the defendant, employed; 
the labor he performed, the services be rendered, and the responsibility 
he encountered in the performance of his duties? And report such a 
commission, not exceeding five per cent, as will amount to this com- 
pensation. I t  cannot be expected, and ought not to be demanded, of 
the defendant to make proof in  detail as of items in an account; but 
the commi&oner can satisfy himself by general evidence of the com- 
mission proper on an entire settlement of such an estate, and of the 
proportion of this sum vhich the exertions of the defendant Hawkins 
entitle him to. 

PER CURIAM. Direct accordingly. 

Where a rnirriage was solemnized in South Carolina between persons resi- 
dent there, and the parties afterwards removed to and acquired a domicil 
in Tennessee, from whence the wife removed to this State, it was held 
that a decree dissolving the marriage made by a court in Tennessee upon 
the petition of the husband, exhibited six years after the removal of the 
wife to this State, and without personal service upon her, was a nullity, 
and that a marriage contracted by the wife before the death of the hus- 
band was void. 

THE bill was filed on 14 May, 1831, by William Irby, Andrew B. Cox, 
and William Xolin, and stated that one Joshua I rby  died intestate in 
the year 1828, leaving a personal estate consisting of certain negro 
slaves, designated by name, moneys on hand, debts due on bonds, notes 
and accounts, and also specific articles of furniture, stock, and other 
things, and that the same came to the hands of William J. Wilson, 
who duly obtained letters of administration and undertook the burden 
thereof; that the said intestate left no child him surviving, but left his 
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father, John Irby, and a widow, Mary H. Irby, who were entitle11 to 
have the clear personal estate, after the payment of the intestate's debts, 
and the charges of administration, divided between them; that John 
Irby, by way of advancing the plaintiffs, who were his son and sons-in- 
law, on 25 April, 1831, assigned and conveyed. to them all his share and 
interest in the said estate, and that they had applied to the said Wilson 
and to Mary H. Irby to come to an account thereof and divide the same, 
and pay to the plaintiffs their just proportions; that they refused so to 
do, under the pretense that the said negroes had been conveyed to 
trustees, upon a former marriage of the said Xary  H. with one Alexan- 
der Jones, in trust, for the sole and separate use of the said Mary H., 
whereby she was exclusi~rely entitled to the same, and no interest vested 
in the said Joshua; whereas the bill charged that, by the provisions of 
the said deed, the said negroes were, upon the death of either the said 
Alexander or Mary H.  without issue of the marriage, to vest in 
the survivor absolutely; and that the said Alexander Jones did (569) 
die without leaving or having any issue of the marriage in the 
lifetime of both the said Mary H.  and the said Joshua, and thereupon 
the said slaves became the property of the said Mary H. and vested in 
the said Joshua by force of his marital rights. The bill further stated 
that the said parties refused to account, upon the further pretense that 
the said Mary H. had intermarried with said Jones, and that he was 
living at the time of the intermarriage of the said Joshua with the said 
Mary H., and that so the said marriage last aforesaid mas illegal and 
null, and the property of the said Mary H. did not belong to the said 
Joshua by virtue of the said intermarriage; whereas the bill charged 
the truth to be that, although the said Alexander Jones and Mary H. 
might have intermarried as aforesaid, and the said Jones might have 
been or was alive at  the time of the said last intermarriage of the said 
Mary H. with the said Joshua, yet the same was a valid and legal mar- 
riage, because, before the same was had and solemnized, the said Alexan- 
der Jones and Mary H., his then wife, had been and were duly divorced 
from the bonds of matrimony by a proper and competent tribunal in 
the State of Tennessee. The bill had the usual prayer for process and 
for an account and distribution of the estate. The bill was afterwards 
amended by making John Irby a party defendant, in order to establish 
his assignment to the plaintiffs. 

The answers of the defendants Wilson and Mary H. Irby admitted 
the death of the intestate, Joshua, in 1828, and the administration of 
Wilson. Mary H. stated that the negroes mentioned in the bill, except 
one named Cato, were the same, and their increase, which were con- 
veyed to trustees upon her first marriage with Jones, which took place 
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in South Carolina, and, by force of the trust therein declared, she 
insisted, were held by the trustees to her sole use, as she survived the 
said Alexander Jones. 

The answer of the said Nary H. further stated that, some time after 
the said marriage, her s?id first husband and herself removed to the 

State of Tennessee, where they lived unhappily together - so 
(570) much so that she returned to her relations in North Carolina 

and settled on a tract of land in Lincoln County, in this State. 
The answer proceeded : '(This defendant has understood that, after she 
left Tennessee, and whilst an inhabitant of this State, her said husband 
instituted proceedings in  Tennessee to obtain a divorce, and that a 
decree to that effect was made by some court in that State, but whether 
it was regular, or not, she was ignorant; but she is advised that she was 
disabled from entering into the contract of marriage even if said decree 
was regular, and therefore insisted that, the said Jones being alive, her 
marriage with the said I rby mas null and void, and none of the said 
negroes nor any part of her property ever vested in him." And she 
claimed the stock on her said plantation at  the death of Irby. As to 
the negro, Cato, and a sulky, chaise and harness and the sum of $200, 
she stated that they were ~eceived by said Irby in 1827 from certain 
friends of hers, to be held at  their pleasure, for her sole and separate 
use; and as to a further sum of $200, that he received that from another 
relation, also for her sole use; and that he put out both of the said 
sums on loan and took a bond for the same in his own name, which 
came to the hands of Wilson, the administrator, but that the same was 
not a part of Irby's estate and justly belonged to her. 

The answer of Wilson, the administrator, set forth an account of the 
estate in his hands. H e  admitted having received a bond of one Fullen- 
wider, payable to his intestate, for $414, at six months after date, which 
was given for the .sum of $400 loaned, and that such moneys had been 
received by his intestate from the relations of his then supposed wife 
to and for her separate and sole use, and no interest mas claimed therein 
by the intestate, but he admitted that the same was subject to her sole 
disposition and control. This defendant further said that on said bond 
the sum of $332.39 was due when it came to his hand, which he had 

received, and submitted to pay to the person that might be found 
(571) entitled. This defendant then set forth the slaves found by him, 

which had been in the possession of his intestate; also other 
effects which mere claimed by the defendant Mary H. or by her trustees, 
and stated that he did not sell or take into his possession the said 
slaves because his intestate had never claimed them as his own, and the 
administrator supposed them not to belong to him; that he  supposed 
all the other property, including articles to the value of $255.22 which 
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were claimed in like manner by the said Mary H. and her trustees, 
upon an agreement with her that if they were not really of the estate 
of his intestate, the proceeds should be paid to her. Whether the said 
slaves and the several sums of $332.39 and $258.22 were, or were not, 
of the proper goods of his intestate, or of the said Mary H., he prayed 
the court to have litigated, for his protection, between her and the 
plaintiffs, and submitted that either might have the same in whom the 
right might be found. Bnd, for the nature of her claim, reference was 
made to her answer. 

John Irby, the father, answered and insisted that the defendant 
Mary H. was the lawful wife of his late son, Joshua, and denied that 
the assignment by him to the plaintiffs was effectual, as it was obtained 
by fraud and misrepresentations. 

The plaintiffs replied to the answers, and the parties proceeded to 
proofs. 

Wins ton  for plaintifs. 
D. F. Caldwell and Devereun: for defendants. 

RUFFIX, C. J., after stating the pleadings, as above, proceeded as 
follows: For the purpose of obtaining the opinion of the Court upon 
the principal points in controversy, the counsel, upon the supposition 
of the validity of the assignment under which the plaintiffs claim, have 
brought the cause on for hearing. The principal question and, indeiid, 
almost the only one upon the matter of law, is upon the validity 
of the supposed marriage between the intestate, Joshua Irby, (572) 
and the defendant Mary H., mentioned in the pleadings. I n  
reference to that, the Court finds upon the proofs that Alexander Jones 
and the defendant Mary H., then Mary H. Smith, both being inhabi- 
tants of South Carolina and having their permanent domicile in that 
State, duly intermarried in South Carolina according to the lams of 
that State, in the year 1804; that no divorce from the bonds of matri- 
mony has ever been panted,  declared or pronounced by any judicial 
sentence or legislative enactment in South Carolina, and that by the 
laws of that State the contract of marriage is indissoluble, except by 
death; that Alexander Jones removed himself and his said wife from 
South Carolina, in the year 1809, to the State of Tennessee, and thore 
they became b m a  fide and permanently domiciled; that the said Alex- 
ander continued to have his domicile and inhabitancy in Tennessee up 
to the time of his death, which happened in  the year 1827; but that 
the said Mary H., in the year 1810, separated from her said husband, 
Alexander Jones, and removed to the county of Lincoln, in the State of 
Xorth Carolina, and that her residence, inhabitancy and actual domi- 
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cile has, ex7er since her said last removal up to this time, been in the 
said county of Lincoln; that there is probable reason to believe that the 
said separation between the said Alexander and his said wife was volun- 
tary on the part of both, and that she removed to North Carolina by 
his consent, but the evidence of such consent on his part is not so clear 
that the Court can declare that fact conclusively. The Court further 
finds that the said intestate, Joshua Irby, and the said Mary H. inter- 
married with each other in Lincoln County, aforesaid, on the 5th of 
July in  the year 1821, while the said Alexander Jones was in full life. 

Upon these facts the law of this State is, that the second marriage of 
the defendant Nary H. was illegal and null, unless at the celebration 
thereof the niarriage before had between her and Alexander Jones had 
been legally and effectually dissolved and annulled. As that is ilot 

admitted in the answers, the plaintiffs'have insisted that it was 
(573) so dissolved by a judgment and sentence of a court of the State 

of Tennessee, pronounced in a cause there duly constituted be- 
tween the said Alexander as plaintiff and his wife, the said Mary H., 
as defendant, and in proof thereof have read in evidence a duly certi- 
fied copy of a statute of Tennessee, passed in  the year 1799, entitled 
(( An act concerning divorces"; and also a duly certified transcript of a 

record of the Circuit Court for the county of Giles, in Tennessee, 
wherein, upon the petition of said Alexander Jones against the said 
Mary H. Jones, that court, on 11 April, 1816, decreed and ordered 
"that the bonds of matrimony existing between the said Alexander Jones 
and the said Mary H. Jones be entirely dissolved and made void." 

By the act of the Legislature of Tennessee exhibited, it is enacted, 
amongst other things, that "If either the husband or the wife shall be 
guilty of acts inconsistent with the matrimonial vow, by adultery or 
willful or malicious desertion, or absence without a reasonable cause 
for the space of two years, i t  shall be lawful for the innocent and 
injured party to obtain a divorce from the bonds of matrimony, by 
filing his or her petition against the other for that purpose in a Superior 
Court." The act further prescribes as the method of proceeding therein 
"that process of subpcena shall issue and be served, either personally 
on the party defendant or, if not to be found, by leaving a copy thereof 
at  his or her usual place of abode; and if he or she neglect to appear, 
then an alias subpcena shall issue and be served as aforesaid; but if he 
or she cannot be found, then proclamation shall be made publicly by 
the sheriff on three several days at  the courthouse, during term-time, 
for the party to appear and answer as commanded by the subpcena, and 
notice also be given in some newspaper in the State for four successive 
weeks previous to the return day of said process; and in  the meantime 
the court shall make preparatory orders in  the cause, that the same may 
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be brought to a hearing at the second term, when the court may deter- 
mine the same ex parte if necessary." 

The transcript of the record of the divorce suit purports to be on the 
petition of the husband, Alexander Jones, filed on 18 September, 
1815, and setting forth the marriage of the parties in South (57-1) 
Carolina, and that they soon lived unhappily; that the temper 
of the wife was turbulent beyond description, and her habits, both 
before and after marriage, were base and libidinous; that the petitioner 
continued to live with his wife five or six years, under the vain hope of 
reclaiming her;  that about five years previous to filing the petition he 
became convinced of her continued lewd practices, and undertook to 
remonstrate with her, whereupon she declared that she would act as she 
pleased; and shortly afterwards-that is to say, five years before the 
suit-she left the bed and board of the petitioner without any just 
cause or provocation for so doing, and had not since returned, but, on 
the contrary, is living in  the State of North Carolina, in a state of con- 
cubinage. The prayer is for process of subpcena, and for such further 
order as may seem meet and proper. 

On the subpcena which then issued, the sheriff returned "not found"; 
and from the best information the defendant Mary H. Jones is not an  
inhabitant of this State. Thereupon, the record sets forth that the 
petitioner appeared, by his attorney, at  October Term, in 1815, and a 
proclamation was made on three several days of the same term for the 
said Mary H. Jones to appear, but that she, although solemnly called, 
came not; whereupon the court ordered notice to be given for four suc- 
cessive weeks in a newspaper that she should appear at  the next term 
of the court and answer the petition; otherwise the court would proceed 
to a hearing of the petition ex parte; and the same was accordingly 
so set for hearing at  the next term, after ordering an alias subpcena, 
returnable to that term. At April Term, 1816, the alias subpcena was 
returned, "Not found; from information, the said Mary H. Jones is an 
inhabitant of another State." Thereupon the cause was heard ex p a ~ t e  
and without any appearance of Mary H. Jones, the defendant; and the  
decree before mentioned was pronounced. 

I n  the argument at the bar, which was ably conducted, many interest- 
ing questions were discussed upon the comity of nations and the conflict 
of laws. On the one side it was insisted that the marriage be- 
tween Jones and his wife could not be dissolved in Tennessee, if (575) 
both of the parties had been domiciled there, upon the principles 
of lex loci contractus, because it was indissoluble in South Carolina; 
that although the courts of Tennessee might, under her law, be obliged 
to pronounce the decree and afterwards give effect to it, yet that in 
South Carolina no effect could be given to it, both because it was against 
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her policy and because the law of Tennessee and the adjudication under 
it impaired the obligation of, and violated, the contract which was 
validly made in South Carolina; that this State, being a third party, 
must, upon this last principle at least, refuse to execute the adjudication. 
To this it was replied on the other side that the courts of this State 
could not look at the original nature of the contract after the question 
of its absolute and permanent obligation, or of its being dissoluble, had 
passed into res judicata before a tribunal of the country to which the 
parties were amenable at the time of the adjudication, and especially 
under our law, when the adjudication was in a sister State. 

For the defendants it was again urged that the courts of North Caro- 
lina ought not to enforce this sentence, because it was in conflict with 
our own law upon the subject of divorce, and especially because it was 
granted against an inhabitant of North Carolina, for a cause on which 
divorce cannot be founded in this State, and contrary to sound policy, 
good morals, and the divine law. While on the other side i t  is said that 
the wife was not legally an inhabitant or citizen of this State, but was 
of Tennessee by virtue of her residence there when the offense was com- 
mitted, and that being her husband's permanent domicile; that our law 
allows, like that of Tennessee, proceedings in many instances against 
persons not brought before the court by process and not appearing, 2nd 
particularly in our statute on this very subject of divorces, and that the 
wife, having been once a resident of Tennessee, was amenable to the law 

of that State for the offense there committed, and could not 
(576) evade that law by changing, not her domicile and home, but her 

abode; and that at all events all inquiry upon these and similar 
heads is excluded by the adjudication in Tennessee, which, under the 
fifth section of the fourth article of the Constitution of the United 
States, and the act of Congress of 26 May, 1790, is conclusive here, 
because it is conclusive in Tennessee. The defendants, on the contrary, 
contend that the record is not evidence at all, because the wife was not 
before the court in Tennessee and was not amenable to her laws, process 
and tribunals, being an inhabitant and citizen of this State. 

Upon several of the questions discussed, the Court would not be 
unwilling to express the opinions to which our researches and reflection, 
aided by the argument, have-led our minds; but we deem it neither 
needful nor proper, because upon most of them contrariant opinions 
have been delivered by eminent jurists in different countries, and also 
opposing adjudications made; and this cause, we think, may be disposed 
of entirely upon a single one of the points made. The Court is of 
opinion that the decree of the court of Tennessee is altogether inopera- 
tive and null, because it was not an adjudication between any parties, 
since the wife did not appear in the suit, nor was served with process, 
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and was not a subject of Tennessee, but was a citizen and inhabitant 
of this State, and therefore not subject to the jurisdiction of Tennessee 
nor amenable to her tribunals. 

I t  lies at the foundation of justice that every person who is to be 
affected by an adjudication should have the opportunity of being heard 
in  defense, both in repelling the allegations of fact and upon the matter 
of law; and no sentence of any court is entitled, intrinsically, to the 
least respect in any other court, or elsewhere, when it has been pro- 
nounced ex parte and without opportunity of defense. Generally, when 
the judgment is to be personal, the person is made a party by the 
service of process of summons; but in some countries even that is insuf- 
ficient; and the Court will not proceed to an adjudication until appear- 
ance in court and entered of record has been compelled by other process. 
But different countries have different regulations on this subject. 
If both the parties be subjects of the country of the forum, other (577) 
countries ha\-e no right to complain of the municipal regulations 
by which judgment may be rendered for one of them against the other 
without defense, and perhaps ought therefore not only to sustain in 
their courts, when brought into litigation, what was done under the 
judgment in the country in which it was rendered, but also to aid in its 
execution, by considering it evidence of property, or of debt, or of right, 
when made the direct subject of an action or of defense in the courts 
of the other country. Upon that point, however, and upon the extent 
of the obligation of such a judgment of a foreign forum, there is much 
diversity of opinion. Admitting, nevertheless, in this country such a 
judgment in one State between the citizens of that State to be con- 
clusive in  all others, it will not yet follow that the same effect is to be 
allowed to a judgment in like circumstances pronounced by a court in 
favor of one of' its own citizens against an absent citizen of another 
State who did not appear, was not served with process nor had any 
notice of the proceeding. The utmost extent to which the courts of one 
country can be expected to go in execution of the judicial sentences of 
another country in such a case is when both persons are the citizens of 
the State of the forum. When the party to be charged belongs to a 
different State, and especially to that from which the execution of the 
sentence is asked, the answer must be given, "We cannot aid in such 
palpable disregard of right and violation of justice." One State cannot 
send process into another; and it is a settled principle in most civilized 
nations not to proceed in a cause in which the process by summons, 
even, has been made in  another jurisdiction. I f  a person has been 
brought by force from one jurisdiction into another to be served in the 
latter with process, nations having regard to their own character, dis- 
charge the person and refuse to proceed in the cause originated by such 
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service of process. Much more, then, ought a court to refrain from 
adjudicating against a person belonging to another government, actually 
resident therein, and to whom no notice appears to have been given. 

But  it is said that notice was, in the contemplation of the lam of 
(578) Tennessee, given by proclamation, suing out process, and adver- 

tisement in a newspaper. The regularity of the judicial pro- 
ceedings in  those respects is not questioned here. They cannot be; for 
it is supposed that every interlocutory adjudication stands on the same 
ground with the final one, and proves itself to be right. I t  is assumed, 
therefore, that the wife had the notice, as prescribed in the lam of Ten- 
nessee, and that the court of Giles was the proper court, in reference to 
the jurisdiction of this subject, as between it and the other courts of 
Tennessee, under her law. But the notice there deemed legal is not, in 
fact, notice, and the courts of this State are not bound by the fiction 
imposed by Tennessee on her omn courts. The reason is, not that fault 
is to be found with the courts of Tennessee, but with the law of Ten- 
nessee. That State has no power to enact laws to operate upon things, 
or persons not within her territory; and if she does, although her domes- 
tic tribunals may be bound by them, those of other countries are not 
obliged to observe them, and are not at  liberty to enforce them. The 
laws of one country have no direct extra-territorial efficacy. The wife, 
Mary H. Jones, was not bound to appear in a court in Tennessee, nor 
is she concluded by the sentence in a cause to which she mas not a 
party. That is the principle which controls the opinion of this Court. 
There can be no valid adjudication unless there be a thing or persons 
before the Court. Without that, what purports to be an adjudication 
is a perfect nullity and binds one person no more than i t  does another. 
I f  a person be named in the proceedings as the person who is to be 
made a party, but in fact is not made a party, and the record itself 
shows that i t  is the same thing as if he were not named; for the law 
regards substance, not shadows, and has respect to realities and not the 
mere names of things or persons. 

I n  the opinion of the Court, the Constitution of the United States 
and the act of Congress do not make it more imperative on the courts 
of one State, than it was before, to recognize and enforce the judicial 

sentences of another State against persons who were not parties 
(579) to the proceedings and before the court. Those provisions were 

made, as we think, for other purposes, and not with the view of 
enlarging the jurisdiction of the several States, either in regard to per- 
sons or things out of them. -4t the time of the American Revolution i t  
was the doctrine of the English courts of common law that foreign judg- 
ments, however, regular, and although rendered between persons within 
the jurisdiction, and after full defense, were, if sued on in England, 
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reiixaminable upon the merits, both as to the fact and the law. That 
doctrine was deduced from the technical reason that a foreign judgment 
was not a record, and therefore was not conclusive as record evidence. 
I t  was very important in this country that such a principle should not 
be incorporated into our law, as the connection between the colonies, 
though strictly speaking, foreign to each other, was very intimate by 
commercial intercourse, and migration from one State to another, under 
a common sovereign, was lawful and frequent. The evil would be great 
if, after a course of litigation in one colony, the aggrieved party should 
be conipelled to go through the whole again simply by the remol-a1 of 
the other into an adjacent territory. I t  was to meet that grievance that 
the very salutary provision mas inserted i11 the Constitution, as it seems 
to us; for it is well known that the decisions of the English courts were 
at that time not only received, as at this day, with great respect in this 
country, but were cited and relied on as authoritative on the courts of 
,4merica. The purpose was to make what was then deemed presumptive 
or prima facie evidence of right, that might be reexamined, conclusive 
record evidence, and nothing more. The words do, indeed, take in all 
judicial proceedings in other States. But constitutioris are necessarily 
expressed in short sentences and comprehensive terms, and, like other 
works of man, must, from the acknowledged difficulty of attaining per- 
fect precision of language, be construed according to the nature of the 
subject and the indispensable necessity of exceptions by implication. 
Take for example that provision of the Constitution which forbids a 
State to pass any law impairing the obligation of contracts. I t  
is, of necessity, construed to mean impairing a contract once (580) 
valid, according to the law of the State which dissolves or impairs 
its obligation. I t  is seen at once that it did not, according to its words, 
mean that everything in the form or garb of a contract should be 
enforced, notwithstanding the State denied the parties to it the capacity 
to make a contract, or enacted that, if made, it should be void, because 
it was, from its consideration or object, against good morals or public 
policy. The very d i ~ o r c e  in question can be deemed effectual only by a 
liberal relaxation of the words of that clause. The article under con- 
sideration is subject, we think, to the like restriction. I t  was intended 
to restrain one State from disregarding the judicial sentences rendered 
in another between parties or o n  things within it. I t  is not an enabling 
provision, under which one State might pass laws directly embracing 
persons or things throughout the Union. Congress alone can do that, 
upon t.he matters committed to the general government. If the State 
cannot, by law, directly reach persons or things out of her territory, 
she cannot do so through the intervention of her courts; for the power 
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of the court is derived from the law of the State, and cannot extend to 
places, persons or things not under the control or power of the law- 
maker. Such an extension of the power of a State, or a State court, 
was not in the contemplation of the convention. I t  is unnecessary, 
unjust, and dangerous, and cannot be admitted, when it is so obvious 
that the general words were used diverso intuitu. 

I t  has been, however, observed, in the course of the argument, that 
the courts of North Carolina cannot object to this jurisdiction; for our 
own lams assume it in cases of attachment, nonresident defendants in 
equity and in divorce suits, and other cases. To some extent it is jus- 
tifiable, as it is in the nature of merely dispensing with a party because 
he is out of the jurisdiction, and giving relief against those who are 
within it. For, although a decree is pronounced against the absent per- 
son, yet the statute allows him time to show cause against it, and upon 

his motion it opens the decree. But it is acknowledged that, in 
(581) so far as the judgment in attachment against foreigners is per- 

sonal, that it goes beyond the thing attached; and in divorce 
cases, where the defendant is out of the State, our laws are obnoxious to 
the same criticism and objection which is made to that of Tennessee. 
But that is no reason why we should be insensible to the injustice that 
may be done under either code, or why this Court should not act under 
what is deemed to be the true construction of the Federal Constitution. 
Although we may be obliged, as a domestic tribunal, to give personal 
judgment in attachment, or respect that given by other courts of this 
State, we are not, for the like, or for any reason, to enforce against a 
person here a judgment of another State, to which that person was no 
party. Kor can we expect the courts of our sister States to act with 
more comity to us. 

There remains to be disposed of the position of the counsel for the 
plaintiffs that Mrs. Jones' domicile vas  in Tennessee, and that there- 
fore she was amenable to the lam of that State. The Court entertains 
a different opinion. There is nothing in the doctrine of allegience to 
prevent her domicile being in this State. We suppose every citizen of 
the United States free to remove from or into any and each of the 
States. I f  not, in  this case the allegiance of both parties was due to 
South Carolina, where they were born, and not to Tennessee. Admit- 
ting, then, that the parties acquired a domicile and citizenship in Ten- 
nessee by remaining and settling there; by the same means she gained 
a domicile, home and citizenship in this State by removing and living 
within the State continually, and in a state of separation from her 
husband for nearly six years prior to the institution of these proceed- 
ings in Tennessee. She was effectually severed from Tennessee thereby, 
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as we think. I t  may be true that for some purposes the matrimonial 
domicile of this female would be deemed Tennessee-as, for instance, to 
determine her distributive share of his personal estate in case of his 
intestacy. But, for the purposes of jurisdiction over her person, and 
especially in a suit between her husband and herself, she was not domi- 
ciled in  Tennessee. The aphorism that the husband and wife 
are but one person has been alluded to as founding the argument (582) 
that his domicile is necessarily hers. That is merely a positive 
institution of the common law of England, and may not be the law of 
Tennessee, upon which we have no evidence. But i t  is a mere fiction, 
which is never allowed, even in the common law, to obscure, much less 
defeat, justice. They are two persons to make a marriage contract. 
They must also, necessarily, be two persons to litigate between them- 
selves upon any subject, and, above all, upon the obligrttion, continuance 
or dissolution of that contract. They are not, therefore, so identified 
that they cannot have opposing interests, that they cannot have sepa- 
rate existences and separate residences and homes. I f  the argument of 
the counsel were well founded, it would prove that the husband might 
sue his wife for a divorce, enter her appearance, and in her name con- 
fess his own allegations. One ground for a divorce in the law of Ten- 
nessee is absence of the wife for two years-a length of time showing the 
change of home; and the gravamen of the petition-it may be called so, 
because it is the only specific allegation of a n y  fact against her-is, that 
the wife "left the bed and board of the plaintiff five or six years before, 
and had not since returned, but was living in North Carolina." I n  
the opinion of the Court, the domicile of the wife was separate from 
that of her husband, and was permanently fixed in  North Carolina, as 
her home. 

Such being the state of facts the Court entertains no doubt that 
the sentence of divorce rendered in Tennessee is a mere nullity; be- 
cause Mary H. Jones, the person against whom the sentence was pro- 
nounced, was not a party to the proceeding in  which the sentence was 
given and, no suit was properly thereby constituted; and if, as a 
citizen and inhabitant of Tennessee, she would have been bound by 
that judgment or decree, yet that she is not so bound, because at  the 
time of making the decree and of instituting the petition by Alexander 
Jones, and for more than five years previous, she was not within 
the jurisdiction of Tennessee, but was an) inhabitant and citizen of 
North Carolina. 

The effect of this opinion in the cause is, that the marriage of (583) 
Joshua I rby  with Mary H. Jones was void; and that he, there- 
fore, did not acquire thereby any property that was hers. 

PER CURIAM. Decree accordingly. 
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IRBY 9. WILSON. 

Cited: Burke v. Elliott, 26 N.  C., 358; Gathings v. Williams, 27 
N .  C., 494; Davidson v. Sharpe, 28 N .  C., 16;  Yarborough v. Arring- 
ton, 40 N.  C., 294; Battle v. Jones, 41 N. C., 572; Barwick v. Wood, 48 
N.  C., 311; Calloway v. Bryan, 51 N.  C., 571; Charleton v. Sloan, 
64 N .  C., 704; Arrington v. Arrington, 102 N.  C., 512; Harris v. 
Harris, 115 N.  C., 588. 
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KEDAR FELTON ET UXOR v. JOSEPH R. BILLUPS. 

A testator bequeathed as follows: "I lend unto my grandson 0. R. three 
negroes, etc. Now if, in case that the said 0. R. should live to arrive to 
manhood and beget heirs lawfully, the above property to him and his 
heirs forever; if not, I give and bequeath the above-mentioned property 
unto my son J. R., to him and his. heirs forever." The grandson, 0. R., 
was an infant a t  the date of the will, but attained the age of twenty-one, 
and then died without ever having been married. I t  was he ld ,  from the 
use of the word "lend," that the testator intended to give a life estate to 
his grandson, to be enlarged into an absolute one upon his marrying and 
having children; that the word "manhood" could not be construed to 
mean "twenty-one years of age" ; and that there was nothing to authorize 
the change of "and" into "or"; and that, consequently, the grandson, al- 
though attaining twenty-one years of age, having died without having 
been married, the ulterior limitation took effect. 

JO~IAH ROGERSON, in  the year 1806, made his  d l ,  which contained 
the following clause: "I lend unto my grandson, Obadiah Rogerson, a 
tract of land;  three negroes, Dick, Rose, and Viney. NOW, if in case 
that  the  said Obadiah Rogerson should live to  arrixe to manhood, and 
beget heirs lawfully, the above property to him and his heirs for- 
ever; if not, I give and bequeath the above-mentioned property, unto 
my  son, Jeremiah Rogerson, to him and his heirs forever." What was 
the age of O b a d i a b a t  the date of the d l  was not stated, but i t  
was stated and admitted that  he was then an  infant  and an  idiot; (585) 
and he  died in  the year 1836 of mature age having never been 
married. The  defendant Billups was his administrator and in that  char- 
acter had possession of the slaves. Jeremiah Rogerson died in  the year 
1835, and the plaintiffs were his administrators and next of kin. The  
plaintiffs contended that  they were entitled to  the slaves inasmuch as 



I N  T H E  SUPREME COURT. [ 2 l  

Obadiah died and never "begot heirs lawfully." The defendants contended 
that as Obadiah arrived to '(manhood," which must mean the age of 
twenty-one years, the title of the slaves vested ahsolutely in  him. 
They also contended that the word "and," should be construed "or," so 
that if either of the alternatives happened, viz.: Obadiah's living to 
arrive to "manhood," to wit, twenty-one years or begetting lawful issue, 
the property in the slaves vested absolutely in him; that the construction 
should be, that the limitation over to Jeremiah should fail, unless 
Obadiah had died under twenty-one years of age, and also, without be- 
getting issue. 

Devereux for plaintif fs.  
R i n n e y  for defendants .  

DANIEL, J. After stating the case as above, proceeded as follows: 
I n  construing wills, the leading rule is that the intention of the 

testator should be observed; and that no parts of a  ill to which a 
meaning or operation can be given, shall be rejected. I t  sometimes 
happens that a whole sentence in a will is rendered uncertain or un- 
intelligible, from the circumstance of the testator's having used the 
disjunctive "or" when the copulative "and," should have been inserted; 
et sic e converso, "and," for "or." I n  order to eflectuate the intention 
of the testator and give validity to the bequest, the courts have cor- 
rected the mistake. Each case, of course, being governed by its peculiar 
circumstances, no general rule can be laid down upon the subject. 2 

Roper on Leg., 290. The Court construes those words so as to 
(586) effectuate the general intention. I t  follows, therefore, that it 

will not consider itself warranted in making the alteration, 
unless it be clearly authorized by the meaningy of the testator, as 
collected from the whole will. 2 Roper on Legacies, 294. I n  the case 
before us, it seems that the testator meant, by using the word "lend," 
to give the property to his grandson for life, at all events, as a provision 
and maintenance;.and if Providence permitted him to become the 
father of a family, then his life-estate was intended to be enlarged into 
a fee; and on that event the ulterior limitation to Jeremiah should 
fail. We do not consider that the testator, by using the very indefinite 
sentence "should he" (Obadiah) "live to arrive at manhood," intended 
t o  fix a period when the life-estate should be at all enlarged, without 
the main thing also happening,, viz. : his, Obadiah's "begetting lawful 
heirs." The testator did not intend that his son Jeremiah should lose 
his bounty, unless in the event of his grandson Obadiah having issue; 
and in that event he designed that the issue should, through their 
father, have this property, or at  least a chance for it. The property 
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was intended for the benefit of Obadiah and his issue, if he should 
have any; if not, then for the benefit of his son, Jeremiah. We cannot, 
therefore, in this case, construe "manhood," to mean "twenty-one years 
of age"; and there is no necessity to change the word "and," into the 

'word "or," as the testator did not intend to enlarge the life-estate, but 
in  one event, viz. : Obadiah's having lawful issue. That event did not 
take place and the plaintiffs are entitled to the slaves and personal 
property, and to a decree for an account of the same. 

PER CURIAM. Decree for plaintiffs. 

JOHN L. HINTON, BY HIS GUARDIAN, V. LEWIS HINTON. 

Slaves advanced by par01 to a daughter by her father upon her marriage, and 
remaining in the possession of her husband until the death of the father 
intestate, are, under the act of 1806 (1 Rev. Stat., ch. 37, see. 17), an 
advancement at the time of the marriage; and if the daughter die before 
her father her husband, and not her children, are entitled to them. 

I n  the year 1821, Hollowell Old put into the possession of the de- 
fendant, who had then recently intermarried with his daughter, sev- 
eral negroes that have ever since remained in his hands. The defend- 
ant's wife died in  January, 1825, and her father died in the month of 
May following, intestate. Two children were the issue of the marriage, 
viz.: the plaintiff and a brother who died an infant of tender years in  
~ e ~ t e m b e * ,  1825. The defendant was appointed guardian to the plain- 
tiff and acted as such until a short time before the filing of this bill. - 
when Thomas Hinton was duly appointed in his stead. This bill was 
filed to call the defendant to an account of his guardianship; and among 
other matters, claimed that the defendant should surrender these negroes 
as the property of the plaintiff. The defendant submitted to an ac- 
count, but insisted upon these facts charged in  the bill and admitted 
in  the answer, that the plaintiff had no interest in the negroes, but 
that they belonged wholly to him. I t  was agreed between the parties 
as a fact, that the administrator of Hollowell Old set up no clairh to 
the negroes; and they prayed the court to declare whether the advance- 
ment by Old, enured to the defendant or to the issue of his wife. 

No counsel appeared for plaidiff in, this Court. 
Devereux for clef mdawt. 

GASTON, J., having stated the case as above, proceeded: I f ,  under the 
circumstances stated, the negroes became the property of the children , 
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liaing at the death of their grandfather, the representative of the de- 
ceased child ought to be brought before the Court: and then as the 
father would be the sole next of kin of the deceased child, the plaintiff 

could claim no part of his share. But as there is no difficulty 
( 5 8 8 )  in the question on which our opinion is asked, we sliall not defer 

it, because of any formal defects ih the proceedings. 
The act of 1806 (1 Rev. Sta t .  c. 37, see. 17) in general terms makes 

void all par01 gifts of slaves; and then excepts the case where a parent 
shall hare  put a slave in the possession of a child and shall afterwards 
die intestate without having resumed such possession. I n  this case the 
act declares that the slave shall be considered an advancement made 
by the parent to his child. I n  the construction of this act, a question 
occurred, at what t ime,  was the advancement made? Was it when th% 
possession was given, or at  the moment of the parent's death? I t  mas 
solemnly decided that the advancement was made when the slave mas 
placed with the child-that this act was either a gift subject to revoca- 
tion by the parent, or a gift inchoate and imperfect, but afterwards 
consummated by the parent dying intestate without having disturbed 
the possession-and that in either point of view, when rendered ir- 
revocable or when consummated, it became in law an absolute gift from 
the commencement. Xtallings v. Xtallings, 1 Dev. Eq. Rep., 298. This 
decision, which has never been controverted, determines the question 
submitted to us. The advancement was a gift of the slaves now claimed 
by the plaintiff to his mother while she was the wife of the defendant, 
and therefore, in law a gift to the defendant. 

This declaration mill be made and the account asked and submitted 
to is to be taken before a commissioner to be agreed on by the parties. 

PER CURIAM. Decree accordingly. 

Cited:  Meadozos v. iUellendows, 33 N.  C., 1 5 0 ;  Harrington v. Afoore, 
48 N. C., 57.  

JOHN VBNHOOK ET AL. Y. AUGUSTINE VANHOOK ET AL. 

In a will, under the words, "I lend to my son,L. the use of my negroes," etc., 
with a direction that the executors should hire out the negroes yearly 
and apply the hires to the support of L. for life, "and all the overplus to 
be applied yearly to the support of my son B.'s family; and after the 
death of my son L. that my negroes, with their increase, be equally 
divided between my son B.'s children as they come of age": i t  was held 
that the children of B., born during the life of L., took vested interests. 
( Vanhook o. Rogers, 7 N. C., 178, and Knight  v. W a l l ,  19 N. C., approved. ) 
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THE questions in this case depended upon the construction of the ' 

will of John Rogers, who died in the year 1797. The testator, after 
cutting off his son Bird with five shillings, and giving to others of his 
children and grandchildren, certain negroes which had been theretofore 
placed in  their possession and that of their parents, cxpressed himself 
thus: "I lend my son Littleton one feather bed, and furniture, two 
cows and calves, and their increase, together with the use of my negroes 
Esther, Ned, and Lett; and that my executors hire out the said negroes 
for the best price that may be got yearly; and such hire to be applied 
by my executors towards the support of my son Littleton in  his board- 
ing, clothing, washing, mending, making, during his natural life; and 
all the overplus, if any there be, to be applied by my executors, yearly, 
towards the support of my son Bird's family; and after the death of 
my son ~ i t t l e t o n :  that my negroes with their increase, be equally divided 
between my son Bird's children, as they come to full age, and their 
heirs; and that my son Bird is not suffered or permitted to move (or) 
concern with any part of the property lent to my son Littleton, as 
aforesaid, without first giving bond with sufficient security for his 
punctual performance of this my will; which said bond is to be given 
to my executors." The will contains also the following residuary be- 
quest: "My will and pleasure is, that all the remainder of my estate 
be sold by my executors, to the highest bidder; and after paying my just 
debts, I give unto my grandson Anthony Bird Rogers, twenty pounds . 
current money of Virginia; and all the remainder to be equally 
divided between my son Bird's children as aforesaid, including (590) 
my grandson Anthony." At the death of the testator, there were 
living three children of Bird Rogers; and afterwards, and during the 
life of Littleton Rogers, the said Bird had five other children, two 
of whom, Richard and Randolph, died before the said Littleton, who 
departed this life in 1836. The bill was filed to settle the rights of the 
children of Bird Rogers, and of their representatives and assignees in 
the negroes and their increase, limited to these children as aforesaid. 

J .  T .  Morehead for plaintifs. 
W.  A. Graham for defemdalzts. 

GASTON, J., after stating the facts as above, proceeded as follows: 
The first question presented upon the pleadings is, whether under 

this bequest, the five children born after the death of the testator, and 
before the death of Littleton, be entitled to shares of the slaves be- 
queathed; and if so, the second question is, whether these children took, 
before the death of Littleton, vested interests which were capable of 
assignment, or which were transmissible to their representatives. The 
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first of these questions has been definitely determined in Vanhook v. 
Rogers, 3 Murph., 178 ;  and both of them, we think, were in  effect deter- 
mined in  Knight v. Wall, 2 Dev. & Bat. Rep., 125. I n  the latter case i t  
is recognized as a general rule that when a legacy or fund is given to 
a class of persons, by a general description, all those who can entitle 
themselves under that description, at  or before the time when the will 
directs the payment of the legacy or division of the funds to be made, 
are entitled to a share thereof; and further, that when the property 
in a fund. or chattels, is bequeathed in fractional interests in succession, 
as to one for life. and after his death to others. the interest of the 
ulterior legatees vest, at the death of the testator, or as they come into 
being, if before the period fixed for enjoyment. 

I t  is insisted, however, by the counsel for the defendants, that this 
case is distinguishable from that of Knight v. Wall, and that the 

(591) legacy to the children of Bird Rogers did not vest before the 
death of Littleton; inasmuch as here the testator did not bequeath 

a fractional interest in the negroes during the life of Littleton, but only 
of the hire and use thereof, and made no disposition of the corpus or 
property, distinct from the direction for its division at  the death of 
Littleton. To establish this distinction, and the conclusion drawn from 
it, reference has been made to elementary treatises of great respect- 
ability, Roper on Legacies, and Williams on Executors, and also to 
a number of adjudged cases in English Courts of Chancery. We have 
examined these treatises, and the adjudged cases referred to, and al- 
though they recognize the distinction pointed out, as worthy of attention, 
they do not, in our judgment, justify the conclusion drawn from it. 

When a legacy is payable at a future time, and there is doubt whether 
it be vested or contingent, the inquiry is whether the postponement is 
directed because of a character required in those who are to take, which 
character cannot be ascertained before the prescribed period, or because 
of the nature of the fund, and the convenient application of it to the 
purposes of the will. Where the final bequest is subject to, or fol- 
lowing after, temporary interests, in the property beneficially bequeathed 
to others, it is presumed, that those to whom the absolute property is 
given, are intended to take at all events, although the enjoyment is 
deferred, because, and to the extent, of those intermediate interests. 
But this, like every other rule with respect to the vesting or not vesting 
of legacies, is not an arbitrary and inflexible rule, but one of construc- 
tion, adopted to ascertain the intention of the testator, and therefore 
yields to an opposite intent, whenever it is manifested. This intent 
may be indicated by the terms used, either in the temporary disposition, 
or in the final gift of the property. When a testator appears to have 
drawn a precise distinction between the interest and the principal of 
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a sum of money, or between dividends of stock, and the capital stock 
itself, and to have bequeathed these as though they were distinct in- 
dependent subjects, although in truth the former are but the fruits or 
produce of the latter; the presumption in favor of vesting the 
ulterior legacy is weakened, and readily yields to any further (592) 
indications that the gift was designed to be conditional, depend- 
ing on the character of the legatees, and not postponed merely because 
of previous arrangements with respect to the subject of the gift. We 
are not aware that a similar distinction has been taker1 in the bequest 
of chattels other than money or stock, contradistinguishing the use or 
profits from the temporary ownership of the chattels, and we think 
that it would not be taken unless the terms of the will showed that such 
distinction was clearly contemplated by the testator; since undoubtedly, 
in ordinary discourse, as well as in legal constructionpthe use or profits 
of a chattel for life, and the loan of the chattel itself for life, are of 
equivalent meaning and operation. This seems to us the fair result, as 
applicable to the argument before us, to be collected from the adjudged 
cases as well as the elementary treatises referred to. Mr. Roper in 
his valuable work, discussing the inquiry "when legacies will vest, not- 
withstanding they be given in words purporting to constitute the gifts 
and times of payment one and the same," lays it down, (Roper on 
Legacies, chap. 10, see. iii, par. 2, vol. 1, page 392, Amer. ed.) that 
when the intermediate interest is bequeathed beneficially as to, or i n  
trust for one for life, and there is a direction to transfer the fund 
after his death to another absolutely, and "the person to whom the 
absolute property is limited, will take an immediate vested interest in 
the subject, since such bequests are in the nature of remainders, the rule 
as to which is, that the interest of the first and subsequent takers vest 
together." I n  the third or succeeding paragraph of the same section, 
page 396, he proceeds to notice the distinction which we are considering. 
"It has been settled," he observes, "by a variety of cases, that if only 
the interest or dividends of property be bequeathed for life, and the 
context of the will shows that no interest in the principal was intended 
to pass until after the determination of the life estate, the remainder 
will not vest during the continuance of the particular estate, because 
there is no disposition of the capital distinct from the period appointed 
for the payment or distribution of i t ;  but to prevent the vesting 
of the remainder, the contents of the will must clearly show (593) 
such to be the testator's intention, for we have seen, that whether 
the interest or the fund itself be given to A. for life, with remainder to 
B., absolutely, the remainder will vest in B. at  the death of the testator, 
the intent being that B. should have the capital, at all events, at  the 
demise of A., on whose account alone the enjoyment of it by B. was 
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postponed." The observance of Mr. Williams, as applicable to this 
inquiry, are less full and explicit than those of Mr. Roper, but evidently 
refer to, and substantially adopt them. 

The cases cited by the counsel for the defendants, will warrant no 
other inference than that hereinbefore stated. I n  Billingsley v. Wells, 
3 Atk. 219, there mas indeed a devise of the interest of one thousand 
five hundred pounds to Cape1 Billingsley, the testator's brother, for 
life, and after his decease, of the @rincipal sum, to the younger sons 
and daughters of his brother Capel, and it was held that the ulterior 
legacy was contingent during the life of the first legatee. But besides 
the distinction taken between the interest and the principal sum, there 
were unequivocal indicia in the will, that the gift was confined to 
the younger sons and daughters which his brother should leave living 
at  his death. Among other expressions in the will were these, "but 
my express will and meaning is, that no older son in case there shall 
be more than one\son, nor any elder daughter, if there be only daughters 
of my brother living at his decease, shall have any part, share, or 
interest in the one thousand five hundred pounds." 

At the date of the will, and at the time of the testator's death there 
were living one son and t v o  daughters. The words therefore "but in 
case he should have only daughters," necessarily referred to a future 
state of things; excludes the son in case he died before that state ar- 
rived, and had the effect, in Lord Hardwicke's opinion, to describe 
further the persons n7ho were to take the benefit of the legacy: and 
"what," (said Lord Hardzoiclce,) do the words, living at his decease 
refer to?  undoubtedly to both members of the sentence, and is a further 
description, videlicit, that should there be such sons or such daughters, 

be they one or be they many who should be living at the time of 
(594) their father, Cape1 Billingsley's decease. These words are not 

only descriptive of the child excluded, but likewise of the chil- 
dren which are to take." Ford v .  Bawlins, 1 Sim. & Stu., 328 (1 Cond. 
Eng. Ch. Rep., 167) ; was not decided upon the distinction which we 
are now examining. I n  that the testator left to the use of his wife, 
furniture, plate, books and jewels, which he desired might be distrib- 
uted apong their children when the youngest attained twenty-one, at 
her and his executor's discretion; and it was held that there mas no 
direct gift to the children, but only a power to the widow and executors 
to distribute amongst the children, at their discretion, certain specific 
articles, when the youngest came of age: that this discretion was meant 
to be applied to the circumstances of the children as they came of age, 
and could have no application to the children who had died in their ' 

infancy. Nor was the decision in Haughton v. Whitgreave, 1 Jac. &. 
Wal., 146; founded upon this distinction. The testator there gave not 
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the use, but left the property  itself to his widow for life, and after 
her death gave itoto trustees in trust to sell and pay.the money arising 
from the sale to certain persons and the survivors and survivor of them. 
I t  was held, that there was not only no bequest to those persons before 
the death of the widow, but that the subject matter did not exist till 
then in  the form in  which i t  was given; and that the words "survivors 
or survivor of them," in  the clause containing the gift referred to the 
death of his wife, as the period when i t  was to operate; and that the 
testator must therefore be understood to mean such as survived at the 
death of his wife. I n  P o p e  v .  W h i t c o m b e ,  3 Russ. 124 ( 3  Cond. Eng. 
Chan. Rep., 323)) after a bequest to her brother for life of the interest 
in  a fund directed to be vested by his executors, the testatrix, from 
and after her brother's death, gave the fund to her executors in trust 
for certain persons named, "and the survivors and survivor of them, 
share and share alike, to be paid. or assigned to them respectively, as 
they should attain the age of twenty-one years, with interest in the 
meantime, and until they should be entitled unto and receive 
their shares respectively of the trust fund"; and it was held (595) 
upon the ground not only of the distinction drawn by the testatrix 
between the interest and the fund, but because of the special terms of 
the limitation of the trust in  the fund, that she meant survivors or 
survivor at  the death of his brother. In Bats ford  v .  Kebbell ,  3 Ves. 
Jr., 363, there was not a disposition of a fractional interest to one per- 
son, and a gift of the ulterior interest to another. All the dispositions 
were to and for the benefit of one and the same person. The testator 
gave to Robert Endley the dividends that should become due upon cer- 
tain stock u n t i l  he should arrive at the age of thirty-two years, and 
Endley died before he attained the age of thirty-two; and the question 
was,' whether the stock should be transferred to his executor, or to the 
residuary legatee of the testator. The Chancellor Lord Ross lyn  notices 
then the executors should transfer to him the stock itself. Robert 
the precise distinction taken by the testator between the dividends and 
the capital stock, which are usually recognized as distinct subjects of 
bequest, and of the case therein differing from those where the thing 
is given, and the profit of the thing is given, which are considered but 
as 'dispositions of different interests in the same thing, remarks, that 
the gift here was in the direction for payment, which attached to the 
legatee only upon his arriving at  the age of thirty-two; that were i t  
to be construed an absolute gift, and not conditional upon the legatees 
reaching that age, he must in effect strike out the suspension of the 
fund until that age; for the legatee being entitled to the fund as well 
as to the dividends, he would then be the uncontrolled owner; and there- 
fore declared that in the event which had happened the stock was not 
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taken out of the residue, and should be transferred to the testator's 
residuary legatee. The other case relied upon in the &gument (Thick- 
nesse v.  Liege, 3 Bro. Par.  Gas., 365; Reeves Brymer, 4 Ves., 692; 
Benfiett v. Seymour, Ambler, 521; Smith v. Vaughan, Vin. dbr .  title 
Devise, 381, pl. 32, and Spencer v. Bullock, 2 Ves. Jr., 687), have been 
critically examined by Mr. Roper in the concluding part of the section 

already referred to, and the peculiar features in them manifesting 
(596) a plain intent to restrict the absolute bequest to those who should 

be in existence at a particular period, and making the circum- 
stances of being then alive a condition precedent to their taking, have 
been clearly and accurately pointed out. All the cases are consistent with 
and justify the general doctrine which we have quoted from him. 
None of them show that where a testator. after the dis~osition of a 
partial beneficial interest, gives the thing itself to others, the principal 
legacy is to be deemed contingent on the event of the legatee's living 
to the period of distribution, merely because in  terms the use or profit 
of the subject of the gift, and not the subject itself, was disposed of 
partially in  the first instance. Dewisme v. Mello, 1 Bro. Ch. Ca., ap- 
pendix, 537; Taylor v. Langford, 3 Ves. Jr., 119; Monkhouse v. Holmes, 
1 Bro. Ch. Ca., 298; Benyan v. Madison, 2 ibid., 75; Wadley v. North, 
3 Ves., 364; Xiddleton v. Madison, 2 ibid., 140; Walker v. Shore, 15 
ibid., 124, are decisive to show, that whether the thing or the use of 
it be given in the first instance, the ulterior and final bequest is a 
vested legacy, unless a contrary intent be manifest upon the d l .  

The law leans in favor of the vesting of legacies, because the con- 
venience of the legatees and the interests of society are opposed to the 
tying up of property and keeping it out of the commerce of life. It 
favors the vesting of legacies, more especially when given to children 
or those standing in a like relation to the testator, because it presuines 
that testators naturally desire, that the families of legatees,-who die 
before the time for actual receipt of the legacy shall succeed to the 
provision made for their parents. And it also favors the vesting of 
legacies because i t  will not intend that the testator meant to die partially 
intestate. All these reasons operate in the present case. I t  is apparent 
from the nature of the provision made for Littleton, a mere provision 
for feeding, clothing and keeping him decently until his death, that he 
was incompetent, or at  least considered by the testator incompetent, for 
the business of life, and as requiring only sustentation while he lived. 
The testator left no portion to his son Bird, and cautiously guarded 

against his interference with the portion left to his children- 
(597) and left to them simply as his children-charged with the mainte- 

nance of their unfortunate uncle. Can i t  be supposed, that the 
testator did not intend that his son Bird's children should at all events, 
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subject only to the charge, have the benefit of this portion? I s  i t  to 
be inferred, that if these children should, before their uncle's death, 
arrive at an age to form matrimonial engagements and enter upon the 
duties of active life, they should not have the power of making such 
dispositiom of their in tere~t  in this portion, as prudence might sug- 
gest, or their necessities require; or that if they should all die before 
their uncle leaving families, these should succeed to no part of i t ?  Such 
however, would be the consequences of construing the bequest to be 
contingent, for it is certain that the concluding words of the bequest 
"and to their heirs" are words of limitation, and that the children of 
these legatees, could take only through succession to their parents, and 
not by way of substitution. Moreover, if this bequest be held to be 
contingent, then notwithstanding the clause immediately following, and 
purporting to be a disposition of the residue of the testator's estate, he 
nevertheless died partially intestate; for it has been already decided 
in the case of V a n h o o k  v. Rogers, before referred to, that by force of 
the words "to be divided among my son Bird's children as aforesaid" 
(see 3 Mur., 178)) there is such a reference in the residuary clause 
to that immediately preceding it, that the property given as a residue 
is bequeathed to the same persons and in, the  same m a n m r ,  as the negroes 
now in controversy. I f  the bequest of the negroes be contingent upon 
some one of these persons surviving their uncle, and attaining the age 
of twenty-one, so must be the other, and then no disposition has been 
made of the property in  the event that such contingency should not 
happen. 

I t  is the opinion of the Court, and must be so declared, that all the 
children of Bird Rogers, who were born before the period of distribution, 
which according to the facts admitted, was in September, 1836, when 
Littleton Rogers died, took vested interests in the negroes in dispute, 
which interests were assignable, and upon the death of any of the 
legatees without assignment, were transmitted to their executors and 
administrators. 

There must be a reference to take the accounts prayed for, (598) 
and to make a division. The consideration of the costs and of all 
other matters involved i n  the cause, is reserved until the coming in  
of the report, or until further directions shall be, required by any of 
the parties. 

PER CURIAM. Decree accordingly. 

Cited:  Wal lace  v. Cowell,  25 N. C., 325; Sanderlin, v. Deford,  47 
N. C., 76, 77. 
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JANET HAM ET AL. v. CAREN HAM. 

A bequest of chattels is within the rule in Shelley's case; and the words, "I 
lend my daughter C. my negroes, etc., during her lifetime or widowhood, 
and then I give them to her lawful heirs, for them and their heirs for- 
ever," pass the absolute interest in the slakes to the daughter. 

WILLIAM SMITH in the year 1832 made his will and among other 
similar provisions for his other children, provided as follows: ."I give 
unto my daughter Caren Ham, a certain tract of piney woods land that 
I bought of Timothy Mooring; also I lend unto her my negro girl, 
Mary, and my negro man, Hopton, during her lifetime or widowhood; 
and then I give them to her lawful heirs for them and their heirs 
forever." The plaintiffs were the children of the defendant Caren Ham, 
and in their bill they stated that she had sold the ilegro girl, Mary, 
and they feared that she would also sell the man, Hopton. They in- 
sisted that they had an interest in remainder in the two negroes, and 
they prayed that this interest might be protected by compelling the 
defendant to give security that the negro Hopton should not be carried 
out of the State. 

The defendant answered and insisted that by the terms of the will the 
absolute interest in the slaves vested in her;  and this was the only 
question in the cause. 

Devereux,  for t h e  plaintif fs,  argued that the rule in Shelley's case 
did not apply to slaves and he cited the case of Gett ings  v. McDermot t ,  

7 Cond. Ch. Rep., 263, as an authority to prove that no decided 
(599) case had eTer*included mere chattels within that rule. He  also con- 

tended that the words "lend" and "zuidowhood," would prevent 
the subsequent bequest to the "lawful heirs" of the legntee from enlarg- 
ing her interest into an absolute one. 

The cause was submitted without argument by 

. H s n r y  for defendant .  

DAKIEL, if., after stating the case, proceeded as follows: The land 
mentioned in the recited clause of the will, we think, is clearly and 
absolutely given in f ie  to Mrs. Ham. And if the subsequent words in 
the clause which relate to the slaves, had related to the land, then 
there would be no doubt but Mrs. Ham would be entitled to the whole 
fee, by force of the rule in Shelley's case, 1 Coke Rep., 92. That rule 
is that when in any instrument an estate of freehold is given to the 
ancestor and afterwards by the same instrument the inheritance is 
limited either mediately or immediately to his heirs  or heirs  of h i s  body,  
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as a class to take in  succession as heirs to him, the word "heirs" is a 
word of limitation, and not of purchase, and the ancestor takes the 
whole estate. The possibility that the estate of freehold may determine 
in  the lifetime of the ancestor does not prevent the subsequent limitation 
to'his ''h&rs" from attaching in himself as a vested interest. Fearn 
Cont. Rem., 33-37. Merrel v. Ramszy, T. Raym., 126. Curtis v. Price, 
12 Qes. Jun. Rep., 89. When to the word "heirs," are superadded the 
words of limitation ' for them and their heirs," the limitation will still 
be construed within the rule i n  Shelley's case. Goodright v. Pullyn, 
2 Lord Ray., 14-37. 2 Strange, 729. Legate v. Sewell, 1 Peere Wms., 
87. Morris v. Ward, cited in  8 Term Rep., 518, 2 Bur. Rep., 1102. 
Webb v. Puckey, 5 Term Rep., 299. Pormerly, the rule was not applied 
in cases of assignments of terms for years. Fearn on Dev., 6 ed., 490; 
Peacock v. Spooner, 2 Vern. Rep., 43, 195; 2 Freeman, Rep., 114; 1 
Peere Wins., 133; 2 Atk. Rep., 73. Dafforn. v. Goodman, 2 Vern Rep., 
362 ; Ward v. Bradley, 2 Vern., 23. But it is now adopted as to terms 
for years, and the words ('heirs of the body," are held to be words 
of limitation. Webb v. Webb, 1 Peere Wms., 132; Thulridge v. (600) 
Kilburn, 2 Qes. Rep., 233; 4 Cruise Dig., 2 ed., 400; Horn v. 
Lyeth, 4 Har.  & John. Rep., 431; 4 Kent's Com., 222; unless there be 
some clause or restriction added, whereby it plainly appears that the 
words "heirs of the body," are intended as words of purchase. See 
Hodgeson v. Bussey, 2 Atk. Rep., 89; Withers v. Algood, 1 Qes., 150; 
Price v. Price, 2 Ves., 234, 652; Doe 11.  Lyde, 1 Term Rep., 593, 596; 
Knight v. Ellis, 2 Bro. Ch. Cas., 570. Does the rule in Shelley's case 
extend to chattels personal? On this point, authorities are not so 
plenty as they are in  the case of terms for years, yet we think, they 
are not wanting. As i t  is well established, that the rule extends to 
terms for years, which, on the death of the termor, go to the executor, 
and not to the heir; we cannot see, why the rule should not extend to 
chattels personal, when there is nothing in  the will which shows that 
the testator meant by the word "heirs," children, next of kin, or any 
other class of persons. Chancellor Kent, it would seem, is of the opinion 
that the rule does extend to chattels generally. H e  says that in  the 
bequest of chattels a gift to A. for life with remainder to his "heirs," 

.or to the "heirs of his body," would carry the entire interest. 4 Kent's 
Com., 223. Gettifigs v. McDermott, 7 Cond. Eng. Ch. Rep., 268; was 
the case of a bequest of stocks in  the funds, and money. Chancellor 
Brougham said, "if i t  be to the legatees for life, and after their decease 
to their heirs, it carries the whole interest to the legatees, and makes a 
lapse on their predecease." H e  said that such would be the construc- 
tion, he could have but little doubt though he was not aware of any 
decision exactly i n  point. I n  Britton v. Twinning, 3 Mer. Rep., 176, 
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. 
Sir  William G r a d  held, that when there was nothing to qualify the 
words "heirs of the body," those words must be taken to have been used 
in  their strict technical sense; and when words were so used as to give 
an estate tail in land, they would pass an absolute interest in personal 
estate. The plaintiff's counsel has contended that as the testator has 

devised and bequethed in his will to several of his children, lands 
(601) and slaves in the same manner as the bequest to Mrs. Ham, viz. : 

to them for life or to them for life or widowhood, and then to 
their "h&rs," the Court ought, from the so writing of these many clauses 
in the same way, to understand that the testator intended the "next of 
kin" by the use which he has made of the word "heirs" in  the will ; and 
that the next of k in  should take as purchasers. We have looked through 
the whole will, and are unable to find any word or clause or restriction 
added whereby it appeared that the word "heirs" was intended or under- 
stood by the testator to mean "next of kin." The repetition of similar 
clauses is not sufficient of itself, to make the change of construction. 
We are of the opinion that the law gave the absolute interest in the 
slaves to Mrs. Ham and that the bill must be dismissed. 

PER CURIAM. Bill dismisse'd. 

Cited: Floyd v. Thompson, 20 N. C., 617; Xwair~ v. Rmcoe, 25 N. C., 
203; Bradley v. Jones, 37 N.  C., 247; Donmell v. Mateer, 40 N. C.,  9 ;  
Sanderlin v. Deford, 47 N. C., 76; Worrell v. V i w o a ,  50 N. C., 94; 
Hodgges v. Little, 52 N.  C., 146; Leathers v. Gray, 101 N.  C., 164; 
Hooker v. Montague, 123 N.  C., 157, 161. 

WASHINGTON McCONi\JELL ET AL. V. ALLEN PEOBLES ET AL. 

Where a father, since 1806, made par01 gifts of slaves to his children, and 
afterwards by his will directed all his slaves to be equally divided be- 
tween his six children, it was held that the slaves given to the children, 
aud in their possession at  the death of the testator, were to be included 
in the division. But it  was also held that no account was to be taken of' 
slaves so given which the children had sold during the testator's life- 
time; neither was a slave purchased by a child and paid for by the father 
to be estimated as one of the father's in making the division. 

THE bill stated that Lewis Peobles died in  the year 1834, having made 
his will, whereof he appointed the defendant, Allen, executor, and there- 
by, among other things, bequeathed as follows: "My will is, that all 
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my negro slaves be laid off into six lots, made equal in  value, and then 
drawn for by my six children, namely, Betsey, etc., and the heirs of 

'Patsey McConnell, deceased." The plaintiffs were the children of Mrs. 
McConnell, and the defendants the other legatees. The plaintiffs alleged 
that the several defendants had, in the lifetime of the testator, 
received several slaves from him under parol gifts since 1806, (602) 
and had sold some of them. The prayer was for a discovery of 
the negroes sold, and an account thereof; and that the prices of the 
negroes so sold, as well as the negroes in  the possession of the defendant, 
Allen, as executor, and those held by all the defendants under the parol 
gifts, might be divided into six equal parts, and one part assigned to 
the plaintiffs. 

The defendants in their answers insisted, that the provision above set 
forth in the will of the testator applied only to the negroes in his pos- 
session at the time of his death. They admitted that they had received . 
negroes from the testator as gifts by parol; and that in many cases they 
had, with his knowledge, and without any opposition from him, sold or 
exchanged those slaves; and they resisted all claim to an account of the 
money received for the slaves so sold or exchanged, or a division of 
those not sold or received in  exchange. The defendants, Thomas Smith 
and wife, alleged, that at the time of their marriage, the testator de- 
sired to give them a negro girl, but it not being convenient to do so out 
of those in his own family, he told these defendants to purchase one, 
and he would pay for her; and that accordingly they selected a girl 
named Hannah, and bargained for her with a dealer in  slaves; and 
the next day the testator came to their house and paid for the girl; 
when the dealer executed a bill of sale for her, and delivered her to 
Mrs. Smith; and that the girl had ever since remained in their pos- 
session. 

Winston  for plaintiffs. 
J .  T .  Morshead and W .  A. Graham for defendants. 

DANIEL, J., after stating the facts, proceeded as follows: 
Allen Seobles will of course account for all the slaves and their in- 

crease which came to his possession as executor of Lewis Peobles. I t  
is also the opinion of the Court, that the said Allen, and all the other 
defendants must account to the plaintiffs, for the purpose of division, 
for all the slaves and their increase, which had before belonged 
to the testator, and had been placed in possession of the defend- (603) 
ants by the testator in his lifetime, and which were alive at  the 
death of the testator, and had not been then  sold by any of the de- 
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fendants. The act of 1806 (see-1 Rev. Xtal., ch. 37, sec. 17))  declares 
that all gifts of slaves shall be void, that are not made in writing, and 
authenticated as there prescribed. The gifts of the slaves by parol, 
which the defendants set up under their father, are therefore void. I t  
has been frequently decided in this Court that slaves held by children 
under parol gifts from their parents were considered in  law only as 
bailments. I f  the parent had died intestate, such parol gifts to children 
would be advancements. But in  this case, as the father did not die 
intestate, but teshte  as to his whole personal estate, the slaves thus 
bailed to his children (the defendants), and which were in  their power 
or possession at  the death of the testator, must be accounted for. We 
are, however, of the opinion that the plaintiffs have no right under the 
will to call for an account of the money for which any of the slaves 
were sold, and where the slaves were actually sold before the death of 
the testator. The clause in the will is, that "all my negro slaves be 
laid off into six lots." His  slaves here meant were those left at  his 
death in  possession of his executor, and those slaves that were then in 
possession of the defendants as his bailees. The money which the 
defendants held, and which was the price of the bailed slaves by them 
sold, cannot by any fair construction of the will be made to mean 
" negyo slaves." I t  is his "negro slaves" which belong to him (the tes- 
tator) at  his death that are directed by the will to be laid off into six 
lots, and not any other part  or portion of his personal estate or choses 
in action>. 

The Court is of opinion that the slave, Hannah, and her issue, men- 
tioned in  the answer of the defendants Smith and wife, are  not to be 
brought into account for the purpose of making a division of the tes- 
tator's negro slaves. The plaintiffs have not shown by any means to 
the satisfaction of this Court that the slave, Hannah, ever belonged to 
the testator. We are unable to learn from the answer of smith  and 

wife (the only evidence on this point in the cause) that the tes- 
(604) tator contracted with the slave trader for the girl, Hannah. But, 

on the other hand, a very strong inference arises from what is  
stated on this subject in the answer (which has been made use of as 
evidence by the plaintiffs) that not only the selection of Hannah by 
Mrs. Smith was made at  the slave station of the trader, but that she 
and her husband stipulated with the trader as to the amount of the 
price and contracted for the purchase. The father, on the next day, 
advanced the money to the trader. But did he contract with and pur- 
chase of the trader, or only give the money? The trader delivered the 
slave, not to the father, but to Mrs. Smith, who took her home from the 
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OLIVER 2). DIX. 

station, and she and her husband have kept the girl and her issue as 
their own undisputed property ever since. Under these circumstances, 
this Court is unable to say that the slave, Hannah, ever was the prop- 
erty of the testator. I t  is a point which it behooves the plaintiffs to 
establish-that the slave, Hannah, once belonged to the testator. They 
have not done so; therefore, we declare that the slave, Hannah, and her 
increase, are not to be taken into the account in ascertaining what 
slaves belonged to the testator at his death that were subject to division 
among his legatees. The decree will be in conformity to the principles 
declared in this opinion. 

PER CURIAM. Decree accordingly. 

Ci ted:  Davie v. K i n g ,  37 N .  C., 205. 

JOHN J. OLIVER v. THOMAS DIX ET AL. 
(605) 

Although at law the covenants of the vendor and vendee may be independent, 
yet in equity, upon a bill for specific execution of a contract for the pur- 
chase of land, a conveyance is never ordered until the purchase-money 
is paid. 

THIS was the same cause which was before the Court at December 
Term, 1835, against Thomas Dix, as sole defendant. (See ante, p. 158.) 
Upon its being remanded, the plaintiff, by leave of the Court of Equity, 
amended his bill by charging that James Dix, after entering into the 
contract with the plaintiff, died, having first devised all his estate,' 
including the purchased premises, to William Dix in fee, and that 
William subsequently died, having also devised the same in fee to his 
widow and children, who were named as defendants in the amended bill, 
and against whom it prayed a decree for a specific performance and a 
conveyance. A subpcena and copy of the bill were served on Thomas 
Dix, the younger, the only child of William who was resident in this 
State, and advertisement accprding to the statute was made as to the 
others. None of those persons put in answers or appeared, and there- 
upon the bill was taken pro confess0 and set for hearing e x  parte as 
against them, and the cause again transferred to this Court for hearing. 

W. A. G r a h a m  for plaintiff .  
J. T.  Morehead for defendants.  
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RUFFIN, C. J., having stated the case as above, proceeded as follows: 
This case presents a very different aspect from that which it wore when 
i t  was formerly before the Court. The plaintiff, after a long enjoyment 
of the estate contracted for by him, and while remaining in possession, 
then sought to enjoin the then defendant from enforcing, as assignee, 
the payrnent of a bond for one-half the purchase money, and to recover 

back from him the other half which had been paid, upon the 
(606) sole ground that the defendant had obliged himself by a collateral 

covenant that the vendee, James Dix, should extinguish an 
encumbralice on the premises and should then convey within a limited 
period, and that such conveyance had not been made. That is said to 
be the sole ground, because it appeared by the master's report that 
James Dix did discharge the encumbrance and obtained a reconveyance 
of the legal title, and by the terms of the contract the plaintiff was then 
to take the title of James Dix, such as it mas. For the reasons then 
given, the court refused the relief asked. The vendor, we thought, had 
a right to insist on the contract, m d  the plaintiff, under the circum- 
stances, mias obliged to accept a conveyance if offered to him by those to 
whom the legal title came from the vendor; and those persons, we also 
thought, were compellable, at the instance of the plaintiff or of the 
original defendant, whether regarded as a surety for the vendor or as 
assignee of the securities for the purchase money, to make such a con- 
veyance upon a bill properly framed. 

As the bill has been amended, the object is to obtain a conveyance, 
and i t  is now, therefore, the common case of a vendor seeking a specific 
performance, to which the plaintiff here is clearly entitled upon the 
performance by himself.of the contract on his part. One-half of the 
purchase money-the sum of $525-fell due on 9 October, 1821, and, 
'with the interest subsequently accrued, remains unpaid and resting in 
the judgment which was enjoined in this suit. The payment of that 
sum, and the interest, is necessarily preliminary to the relief asked. 
There cannot be a decree for a conveyance of the land unless the plain- 
tiff has paid the purchase money due at the time, or offers to pay it, 
and brings it into court. Although the defendants may be in default, 
so also is the plaintiff, in the present state of the case; and the Court 
cannot move at the instance of either party until that party shall have 
exculpated himself. At law, the respective engagements of these parties 
may be independent, but in this Court the estate is always regarded, 
until an actual conveyance, as a security for the purchase money, 
or such part of it as has fallen due. This must be especially true 

irz- our law, since the vendor, after conveying, has no lien against 
(607) other creditors of the vendee. The defendants are therefore 
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entitled to more than a dissolution of the injunction before executing a 
deed or before a decree against them to convey. The means possessed 
by this Court of securing the vendor in the price are more effectual by 
requiring the payment prior to or at the hearing. Upon payment, the 
plaintiff purges his default and is in a condition to claim the relief. 
I n  strictness, the bill might now be dismissed for the want of payment, 
or an offer of it. But, owing to the peculiar circumstances under which 
the case has assumed.its present shape, and seeing that the defendants 
have not moved to dismiss, but that one of them, who is chiefly inter- 
ested, is desirous that the litigation should be terminated upon this pro- 
'ceeding, the Court declines dismissing the bill for the present, and 
instead thereof orders the plaintiff to pay into court within the first 
eight days of the next term the half of the purchase money remaining 
unpaid, with interest thereon, as above mentioned, to the day of pay- 
ment, and the costs of the suit at law, mentioned in the pleadings. 
Upon the payment being made, either party may then move for further 
directions, and it will be, of course, to decree the specific performance 
asked by the plaintiff and wished by the original defendant. The 
money also may be detained in court until the actual execution of the 
deeds, if necessary, under the circumstances to be shown, as a guarantee 
that the conveyances decreed shall in fact be executed, or an inducement 
to diligence on the part of the defendants, or either of them, in pro- 
curing their execution. But in the event of a continuing default in this 
respect on the part of the plaintiff, the Court can do nothing less at 
that time' than dismiss his bill. That will leave the other party to 
enforce the judgment at law or file their bill to raise the residue of the 
purchase money b'y a sale of the estate itself; and in case of the judg- 
ment being satisfied without a sale of the estate, the plaintiff will then 
be put to a new bill, having the same object with the present, but pre- 
senting the new fact of the payment of the whole purchase money. It 
is with the view of avoiding such injurious delay and litigation 
that the present course is adopted, of requiring the plaintiff to (608) 
bring in the unpaid residue of the purchase money within a 
reasonable time, as before mentioned, which is ordered accordingly. 

PER CURIAM. Decree accordingly. 

Cited: Wkborn v. Gorrell, 38 N. C., 121; Burgin v. Burgin, 82 
N. C., 200; Johmton v. Coehrane, 84 N. C., 449. 
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SAMUEL CLARK v. CHARLES BANNER ET AL. 

1. A plaintiff who seeks the aid of a court of equity to  obtain satisfaction 
of his judgment at  law ought not only to establish his debt there, but 
sue out execution. 

2. Whether a return of nulla bona on such execution be necessary, quere? 

The bill charged that the plaintiff, as the surety of the defendant, 
Charles, in his official bond as sheriff of Stokes County, had been com- 
pelled to pay large sums of money for the default of his piincipal: that 
he had obtained a judgment against his principal for the sum of two 
hundred and thirteen dollars and twenty-seven cents, part of such pay- 
ments; and that a large balance still remained due him on account 
thereof, for which he had obtained no judgment; that the defendant, 
Charles, to defeat the plaintiff in  obtaining satisfaction of his debt, had 
conveyed to his sons, Constantine and John, also defendants, all his 
property, except one mare, which he had conveyed to the plaintiff; and 
that the defendant, Constantine had brought an action at  law against 
the plaintiff for the value of this mare. The plaintiff insisted that all 
the conveyances by the defendant, Charles, to his sons were fraudulent; 
and prayed a discovery and account of the property of Charles in the 
hands of the other defendants; and for satisfaction of his debt out of 
the property or money. 

The defendants answered and denied all the allegations of the bill. 
Proofs were taken and the cause transferred to the Supreme Court for 
hearing. 

Wa"ddel1 for p la in t i f .  
(609) J. T. Morehead and Boyden  for defendants. 

DANIEL, J., after stating the case proceeded: The defendants might 
and ought to have demurred to the bill. The plaintiff, although he 
obtained a judgment at  law for part only of his demand against Charles 
Banner, never, as we can discover, took out any execution to obtain 
satisfaction at law, even for that portion of i t  which he had reduced 
to a judgment. The plaintiff should have obtained a judgment a t  law 
for his entire demand, and then issued an execution on the same. Be- 
cause, until execution, the plaintiff has no l ien on the property as to 
which he asks the aid of this Court for a discovery and satisfaction. 
I n  Angel  v. Draper, 1 Tern., 399, the defendant had come to the pos- 
session of the goods of the debtor in a fraudulent manner, but notwith- 
standing, upon the defendant's demurring because the plaintiff ( a  judg- 
ment creditor) had not alleged that he had taken out execution, the 

472 
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court allowed the demurrer, and said that the plaintiff ought actually to 
have sued out execution before he brought his bill. To  the same point 
is Shirley v. Watts, 3 Atk., 200. The plaintiff should show that he had 
sued out the writ, the execution of which is sought to be avoided, or 
the defendant may demur. 1 Mad. Ch. Prac., 205. Whether it is 
necessary to show a return of nulla bona, it is not now necessary to 
&pire, as no writ of execution ever issued on the plaintiff's judg- 
ment.* 

a The defendants did not demur. They have answered and denied the 
allegations in  the bill, and the parties have gone to proofs. We have 
examined the testimony and the plaintiff has, i n  our opinion, failed in  
proving that the two sons of Charles Banner have any money or prop- 
erty of their father, which ought to be subjected to the satisfaction of 
his demand. We think the bill must be dismissed; but the defendants 
are entitled to recover costs only as in  case of a demurrer sustained, 
viz. : one attorney's fee. 

There is another matter controverted between the parties i n  relation 
' to which the Court makes no decree. The bill alleges that the 

defendant, Constantine, has brought an action at  law to recover (610) 
from the plaintiff the value of a mare, which the plainti5 claims 
by conveyance from the defendant, Charles. The Court leaves that 
matter to be settled between the parties in  the suit at  law, if the same 
be yet pending. 

PER CURIAM. Bill dismissed. 

Cited: Bethell v. Wilson, post, 613; Bank v. Harms, 84 N.  C., 209; 
Prank v. Robinson, 96 N. C., 33. 

WILLIAM BETHELL'S EXECUTRIX ET AL. V. JOHN P. WILSON ET AL. 

1. All the residuary legatees are necessary parties to a bill seeking to subject 
the share of one of them to a debt, especially when the interest of each 
legatee is uncertain, depending upon the amount of advancements made 
them in the lifetime of the testator. 

2. A creditor cannot obtain the aid of a court of equity to procure satisfac- 
tion of his debt under any circumstances until he has established his 

. claim at law and h u e d  an execution therefor. 

*Vide Harrison. v. Battle, 1 Dev. Eq. Rep., 537. (Reporters.) 
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WILLIAM BETHELL and Absalom Watt filed their bill against John P. 
Wilson, and also against Sarah and Covington Wilson, executrix and 
executor of John Wilson, deceased, and thereby charged that the plain- 
tiffs and the defendant, John P., in the year 1826, entered into a co- 

. partnership for the purpose of buying and selling slaves: that the de- 
fendant, John P., was the acting partner of the concern, received the 
capital paid in, purchased a parcel of slaves, carried them to the south 
and sold them, partly for cash and partly on credit: that the said de- 
fendant paid to the plaintiffs a part of the moneys he had received and- 
subsequently wrote to the plaintiff, Bethell, informing him that there yet 
remained to be collected for the concern, the sum of three hundred and 
seventy-five dollars, which when collected and expenses paid, were to be 
divided among the partners as profits, according to the contract: that 
soon afterwards, the said defendant did collect the said debt, and others 
due to the concern, and in the year 1827 or 1828, made a settlement with 

the plaintiff, Watt, at  which he admitted himself indebted to the 
(611) plaintiffs, as partners, in the sum of two hundred and fifty dol- 

lars or thereabouts, and stated and signed an account to that 
effect, which has been lost or mislaid. The plaintiffs further charged 
that the said defendant originally resided in the county of Rockingham, 
in  this State, but after his return from the South, removed over the 
State line into Virginia: that he occasionally came into this State: 
tfiat process was sued out here against him, but the plaintiffs were un- 
able to get it executed, and that soon thereafter he moved off, as they 
had been informed, to the State of Alabama. The bill then proceeded 
to state that the said defendant had left no property in this State, liable 
to an  attachment, except an illterest in remainder in an undivided tenth 
part of a tract of land, and certain slaves and personal property, which 
the father of the said defendant had de~~ised and bequeathed to the de- 
fendant, Sarah (his widow), during her life or widowhood; and then- 
to be equally divided between his ten children: that the said Sarah was 
an aged woman, and the plaintiffs were apprehensive that the defendant, 
John I?., would assign his interest in the said legacy without returning 
to this State. The bill prayed that the defendant, John P., might set 
forth on oath the amount due to the plaintiffs: that the defendants, 
Sarah and Covington might set forth on oath what property of their 
testator would belong to the said John P. after the death of the said 

1 Sarah:  that the interest of the said John P. in this property might 
be sold to satisfy the debt due to the plaintiffs: that the said John P. 
might be in the meantime restrained from demanding or receiving or 
assigning his interest in the said legacy; and that the said Sarah and 
Covington from delivering over the same to him, or to any other person, 
and also for general relief. Upon affidavit that the defendant, John P., 
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resided out of the State, publication was ordered and made against 
him to appear and answer to the bill, or that the same would be taken 
pro confesso against him. He did not appear and the bill was accord- 
ingly against him taken pro confesso and set down to be heard ex 
parte. 

The defendants, Sarah and Covington Wilson, answered, but it is 
not thought material to state more of their answer than that they al- 
leged, that by the will of their testator it was expressly declared, 
with regard to the division between the children of the testator (612) 
of the property devised and bequeathed to the said Sarah for 
life or widowhood, ''that from first to last, together with what they 
have received, and may hereafter receive, each child shall receive the 
same amount;" and that they were utterly unable to ascertain what 
portion of the said property under the said limitation the said John P. 
would he entitled to receive. 

W .  A. Graham for the plaintiffs. 
Winston for the defendants. 

GASTON, J., after stating the case as above proceeded as follows: 
Upon these pleadings, it is evident, we think, that no decree could be 
made subjecting any specific part of the residuary interest in the prop- 
erty in question to be made liable for the debts of the defendant John P., 
until it was ascertained what was the said John P.'s interest therein; 
and that this could not be ascertained, without bringing before the Court 
all those interested in the bequest so that an account might be taken of 
their reswective advancements. 

But the Court will not retain the cause for the purpose of having 
these parties made as it is satisfied that the plaintiffs cannot have the 
relief which this bill asks, or any relief of the same kind. 

The bill does not seek for a settlement of the accounts of the partner- 
ship, but for satisfaction of a debt alleged to be absohtely due from the 
defendant, John P., to the plaintiffs by virtue of an account stated; and 
recites the partnership and other matters therewith connected as induce- 
ment to said settlement. 

But the plaintiffs as creditors cannot ask the aid of a Court of Equity 
to have a sale of the property of their debtor, because they have not 
obtained any judgment for their debt, nor sued out an execution by 
which a lien has been created on that property. I n  the language of 
this Court on former occasions, "Nothing is clearer, than that a - 
mere creditor cannot, in equity, pursue his debtor's property in the 
hands of a third person." Donaldson v. Bank of Cape Fear, 1 
Dev. Eq. Rep., 107. Clark: v. Banner, decided at this term. The (613) 
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remedy by attachment given by our acts of assembly must be sought 
in the courts which are authorized to administer it. I f  that remedy 
be not sufficiently extensive to reach the property which the plaintiffs 
would fain make liable for their debt, a Court of Equity has no right 
to enlarge the remedy by supplemental legislation. I n  some states, we 
understand the attachment laws have been so modified as to authorize 
their Courts of Chancery to help creditors before execution or judg- 
ment, to reach moneys due to, or property held for nonresident debtors. 
Our State has not thought proper, and probably never will think proper, 
to confer this large and dangerous jurisdiction. 

The bill must be dismissed, and as against the representatives of 
John Wilson, deceased, with costs. 

PER CURIAM. Bill dismissed. 

Cited:  Bank v. Harris, 84 N.  C., 2 0 9 ;  Prank v. Robinson, 96 
R. C., 33. 

JOHN THORPE v. JOHN RICKS. 

Where A. contracted for land and placed one-third of the purchase-money in 
the hands of B., who completed the purchase, and then leased the land 
to A., reserving rent, at  the rate of tm-elve and a half per cent upon the 
sum advanced by him, and gave a bond to A. to convey to him, at the 
expiration of the term, upon the payment of the advance and rent, with 
interest on the latter, and A. was embarrassed and made permanent 
improvements, it  was held, that the arrangement was a mortgage to secure 
an usurious loan, and that a purchaser of A's interest at execution sale 
had a right to redeem. 

THE bill was originally instituted by the plaintiff against John Ricks 
and Hardy W. Hatton. The latter died pending the suit and it was 
supposed to abate as to him, and was brought to a hearing against 
Ricks only. Upon the pleadings and proofs the facts were, that a short 
time before the 20th of May, 1833, Hatton contracted with Nrs. Temper- 

ance Alston to purchase an improved lot in the town of Nashville 
(614) at the price of four hundred and fifty dollars, to be paid in 

cash. Not being able to raise more than one hundred and fifty 
dollars of the price, the defendant Ricks advanced the residue, three 
hundred dollars, and paid the whole to Mrs. blston, and by an arrange- 
ment between him and Hatton, took a deed for the lot to himself. On 
the same day Hatton executed his single bill to Ricks, securing to the 
latter the sum of one hundred and twelve dollars and fifty cents, in 
three annual installments of thirty-seven dollars and fifty cents each, 
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for the rent of the lot for three years; and Ricks executed a bond 
to Hatton, wherein i t  was recited, that Ricks had bought the lot, and 
leased it for three years to Hatton, at the annual rent of thirty-seven 
dollars and fifty cents; and that the lot was bound for the payment of 
the rent, and was not to be liable for the payment of any other debts; 
and it was thereupon declared, that if Hatton should pay the rent as 
i t  fell due, and also the further sum of three hpndred dollars, then 
Ricks was to convey the lot to Hatton. The instrument also provided 
that Hatton was to take the lot under all incumbrances: that Ricks was - 
not bound to put him in  possession, but that he, Hatton, was to obtain 
possession in a peaceable way, or in  any other way the law permitted. 
At the time of this transaction, Hatton was deeply indebted, and con- 
tinued so until August, 1826, when he died insolvent. Among other 
creditors at  that time was Henry Blount, who, in August, 1833, came 
to a settlement with Hatton, took a note for one hundred and seventy- 
three dollars, fifty-two cents, and in November following obtained a 
judgment for the amount. An execution issued upon this judgment 
which was levied upon Hatton's interest in the lot, and in February, 
1835, the sheriff sold that interest, whatever i t  might be, and subject 
to the claim of Ricks; when the plaintiff purchased it, and took a 
deed purporting to convey the estate of Hatton therein. At the time 
of the purchase from Mrs. Alston, the lot, independently of the build- 
ings on it, was worth three hundred dollars. Hatton took possession 
immediately upon this purchase and put additional improvements on 
i t  worth one hundred and fifty dollars; and continued in possession 
up to the day of the sale to the plaintiff, when the lot with all its im- 
provements was worth eight hundred dollars. The plaintiff after his 
purchase, as the assignee of Hatton, claimed of the defendant to 
redeem the lot upon the payment of three hundred dollars and (615) 
interest; the defendant refused to allow such redemption, but 
offered to convey to the plaintiff, on his paying the sums of three hun- 
dred dollars and one hundred and twelve dollars and fifty cents for the 
rents, with interest on the latter from the times when the several install- 
ments became due, or to refund to the plaintiff the one hundred and fifty 
dollars advanced by Hatton, if the plaintiff would convey the lot to 
him. 

The plaintiff prayed that upon his paying to Ricks the sum of three 
hundred dollars and interest thereon, he, Ricks, might be decreed to 
convey the lot to him. 

The case was argued by: 

Devereux for plaintiff. 
Badger for defendant. 
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CASTON, J., after stating the facts as above proceeded: I t  is insisted 
that the plaintiff is not entitled to the decree for which he prays. The 
first objection made is that Hatton never had any estate (other than a 
term for years) in the lot: that the same was purchased by Ricks, and 
leased to Hatton for a fair rent; and that the agreement of Ricks only 
gave Hatton a right to purchase from Ricks, upon the conditions and 
terms therein stated., The Court is entirely satisfied that this objection 
is unfounded. Whatever may be the forms with which the transaction 
was invested, it is manifest that, in truth, the purchase was made by 
Hatton, who actually paid one-third of the purchase-money: that Ricks 
advanced to Hatton the sum necessary to make up the residue of the 
price: that the conveyance was made to Ricks as a security for this 
advance: that the contract of lease was a mere contrivance to obtain 
twelve and a half instead of six per cent interest upon the money so 
advanced; and that Hatton had a clear right in equity to redeem the 
lot on payment of what was born fide due. The contract with Mrs. 
Alston was made by Hatton in his own name, and exclusively for his 

own benefit. Ricks was never known in the transaction until the 
(616) moment when the contract was to be executed. I t  is admitted by 

Ricks that one-third of the price paid for the lot was Hatton's own 
money and it is not pretended that Ricks acknowledged himself Hattods 
debtor therefor. No notice whatever is taken of this payment by Hatton 
in  any of the writings. The defendant admits that Hatton applied to 
him for a loan of three hundred dollars to complete the purchase; says 
that he refused to lend; but being pressed by Hatton, he at length con- 
cluded, as an accommodation to Hatton, to buy the lot himself upon 
Hatton's advancing what money he could (the one hundred and fifty 
dollars), and afterwards to let Hatton have the title upon the terms 
mentioned. Independently of these circumstances, the written agree- 
ment manifests that the parties regarded the purchase as Hatton's. 'Why 
the stipulations that Hatton is to take the lot under its present incum- 
brances and to get the possession as he can? I n  the view we take of 
the transaction, these are reasonable stipulations; but if the purchase 
were solely on Ricks' account, and Hatton's occupation were .as his 
tenant, it is exceedingly difficult, if not impossible, to account for them. 
The subsequent conduct of the parties is explanatory of the transaction. 
Hatton continues to occupy the lot, increases its value by permanent 
improvements, and not a cent of rent is paid or demanded during the 
occupation. When it is recollected that nothing is more usual than 
for oppressive money lenders to avail themselves of the necessities of 
a needy borrower, to obtain for themselves collateral advantages over 
and above the interest of the money they advance, and to clog the re- 
demption of the pledge put into their hands or power by agreement-all 
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I manner of extortion and usury would be let in, if the forms here used, 
were held sufficient to constitute Ricks the whole and absolute owner 
of the property. 

But i t  is objected that if Hatton had a redeemable interest in this 
property it was not such an interest as our act of 1812 subjects to sale 
a t  execution. The  first section of that act embraces all lands and goods 
whereof any one may be seized or possessed in trpst for the defendant 
in  execution, and is unquestionably restrained in  its operation, 
to cases of mere naked trusts solely for the defendant. Clearly (617) 
the estate of Hatton was not liable to execution under this sec- 
tion. The second enacts that the ((equity of redemption in all lands, 
tenements, rents and hereditaments which are now or hereafter shall be 
pledged or mortgaged shall, in like manner be liable to any execution 
or executions hereafter sued out on any judgment against the mortgagor 
or mortgagors." For  the defendant it is contended that this section 
embraces no equity of redemption except such as arises upon formal 
mortgages where a conveyance of lands has been made by a debtor to 
his creditor with an express proviso or defeasance that the same shall 
be void on payment of money at a certain day. I t  is worthy of observa- 
tion that the reason which has compelled the courts to place the most 
rigorous construction on the section of the act respecting sales of trust 
estates does not apply in the construction of the section now under ex- 
amination. A sale by execution of a trust estate entirely destroys the 
estate of'the trustee and transfers the land or chattel itself to the pur- 
chaser. We were bound, therefore, to hold that no sale of a trust in- 
terest was contemplated by the statute except where the trustee held 
simply for the benefit of the cestui que trust, as it would be indecent 
to suppose that the Legislature intended by a sale of the debtor's interest 
to disturb the interest of any other person. But a sale, under the act, 
of an equity of redemption, transfers to the purchaser simply the right 
of him entitled to redeem, and does not displace, or in any manner dis- 
turb the right of the mortgagee. Moreover, whatever may be our 
opinion of the policy of the enactment, even should we suppose that i t  
were better that the equity of redemption should be subjected to a 
creditor who had issued out execution by a bill to redeem instead of 
being set up to sale under execution, we are bound to regard the policy 
approved by the Legislature as that best for the cornmu&, and there- 
fore to affix to their enactment such a reasonable construction as will 
advance that policy. Now it is obvious that the great purpose of 
this enactment was to furnish an easy and expeditious remedy to credi- 
tors against debtors, who held redeemable interests, actually of value, 
but not acknowledged at law, because the whole legal estate was 
outstanding in  another, and it is equally obvious, that if we adopt (618) 



I N  THE SUPREME COURT. PI 

the narrow construction contended for, every debtor, by a slight change 
of form, may secure to himself such valuable interests, and place 
them beyond the operation of the statute. The very case before us is 
an apt illustration of this position. An embarrassed man obtains a 
loan upon a pledge of property, purchased by himself and in order to 
effect that purchase; but instead of taking the legal title to himself, 
and giving a formal rportgage to the lender, he has the legal title made 
directly from the vendor to the lender, taking from the latter an in- 
strument which manifests that such title was made but as a security for 
the loan, and then the judgment of his creditor cannot reach it. We 
are aware of the inconveniences which may result from the sale of in- 
terests as equities of redemption, where the right of redemption may 
not be express-may indeed be doubtful-but we feel ourselves bound 
to hold, that whatedsr a court of equity-the appropriate tribunal for 
passing upon such inquiries-holds to be an equity of redemption in 
lands, is by force of express legislation,' liable to sale under execution. 

I t  is further objected that the sheriff's deed in this case, if the sale 
were valid, is insufficient, because i t  does not follow the directions of 
the act; which makes i t  '(the duty of the sheriff, when he sells an 
equity of redemption, to set forth in his deed, that the said lands, 
tenements and hereditaments were under mortgage at  the time." I f  ., - 
we regarded this objection as well founded, we should not dismiss the 
bill therefor; but afford the plaintiff an opportunity to have a deed 
made in better form. The objection is purely formal; as unquestionably 
in the present case the levy was made upon this equity, the sale was 
made subject to Ricks' legal title or mortgage, it would be the duty 
of the sheriff to execute a deed in  approved form; and the deed, when 
so executed, would relate back to, and have effect from the time of 
sale. But we do not deem i t  necessary to defer the decree for this 
reason. I t  seems to us that the clause is simply directory to the sheriff. 

I t  is advisable, for many reasons, that this direction should be 
(619)  observed; and sheriffs ought to take care not to disregard it. But 

we do not feel ourselves justified in declaring that the deed does 
not convey what i t  purports to convey, and what was actually pur- 
chased-the interest of Hatton in the lot. 

Finally it is objected that the plaintiff is not entitled to a decree 
until he shall make the personal and real representatives of Hatton 
parties to this action. The question, what parties are necessary or 
proper to be made, is felt by all conversant with the proceedings of 
courts of equity, to be sometimes the most perplexing which can be pre- 
sented. The general rule is, that all persons having an interest in  the 
object of the suit, ought to be made parties, and the general rule is 
thus established for two purposes; the one, that no man's right shall be 



N. C.] DECEMBER TERM, 1837. 

decided without affording him an opportunity to be heard; and the other, 
that when a decision is wade, it shall provide for the rights of all whose 
interests are immediately connected with the decision. But even this 
general rule is subject to so many exceptions, and is in some cases so 
difficult of application, that a mere recurrence to i t  will not readily 
settle the question of proper parties. Hatton's representatives are not 
wanted here because of any decision asked against them. I f  they ought 
to be here, it must be that provision may be hade  to prevent the 
defendant from being hereafter harassed by them. The possibility that 
they may institute a suit against Ricks does not, in the opinion of the 
Court, furnish a sufficient reason for requiring that they should be par- 
ties to this bill. The elementary books and the adjudged cases lay it '  
down very clearly that a bankrupt is not a necessary party to a bill 
brought by his assignees, yet we suppose it cannot be controverted that 
if a decree should be rendered upon such a bill i t  would be competent 
for the alleged bankrupt to bring his own bill or action, denying the 
bankruptcy and the validity of the assignment. So i t  is laid down that 
where a mortgagor or mortgagee makes an assignment of all his interest, 
the assignee may institute his bill without making the assignor a party. 
But certainly the assignor will not be precluded by the decree rendered 
from asserting his right, afterwards denying the fact of, or the 
operation of, the assignment. The reason given in  all these cases (620) 
is, that upon the matters charged in the bill the assignor is seen 
to have no interest, and therefore the bill cannot be demurred to for 
want of parties. I f  the assignment charged be admitted by the answer, 
then upon that admission the assignor has no interest. I f  the assign- 
ment be denied, the plaintiff is bound to prove it upon the hearing, and, 
it being established, the Court judicially finds the fact that the assignor 
has no interest. I f  a defendant. when a claim is advanced against him. " 
apprehends injury because of a conflictiqg claim asserted by another, 
he can take the proper measures to make the parties asserting such 
claims interplead with each other, so that the Court may adjudge to 
which of them the disputed right belongs, and he may be completely 
indemnified. But i t  is enough for any plaintiff asking relief to bring 
before the Court all who, according to his allegations, supposing them 
true, have any interest to be affected bv the relief asked. The Court 
does not see any substantial distinction in this respect between an 
assignment alleged to have been made by act of the pariy and one made 
by act of law, provided that the assignment in each case be complete. 
I n  either case, where the assignment passes the entire interest, and the 
plaintiff simply claims to havk that interest against one denying it, the 
assignor seems not to be a necessary party. I n  both, where t h e  assign- 
ment is partial or leaves an interest, either legal or equitable, in  the 
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i assignor, the latter is a necessary party. The present case, according to 
I the pleadings, is' one i r r  which there would have been less ground for 
I requiring the assignor to be a party than usual. The dispute here is 

not so much about the facts as upon the law of the Court arising upon 
the facts; and it must be presumed that whatever is now declared to be 
the law of the Court will be held so, whoever may hereafter attempt to 
impeach it. 

I t  is the opinion of.the Court that the plaintiff is entitled to a'dmree 
that upon his paying to the defendant, on or before 15 June, next, the 
sum of $300, with interest from 20 May, 1833, Ricks shall make a con- 

veyance, to be approved by the clerk of this Court, of the lot in 
(621) question, with covenants against his own acts and encumbrances; 

1 shall surrender up to this Court, to be canceled, the single bill of 
Hatton hereinbefore mentioned; and as the right of the plaintiff to 
redeem has been unconscieritiously resisted, the plaintiff is entitled to 
recover costs. 

PER CURIAM. Decree accordingly. 

Cited: Polk v. Gallant, 22 N.'C., 398; Davis v. Evans, 27 N.  C., 534; 
Doak v. Bank, 28 N .  C., 330; Patterson v. Bodenhamer, 31 N.  C., 98; 
Davis v. Cumningham, 32 N.  C., 161; Medley v. Mask, 39 N .  C., 343; 
Frost v. Reynolds, ibid., 498; Null in  v. McCanless, 57 N. C., 428; Gor- 
re11 v. Alspaugh, 122 N.  C., 562. 

THOMAS FLEMING ET AL. v. WILLIAM SITTON. 

A deed of bargain and sale, with a proviso avoiding it, upon repayment by 
the vendor of the purchase inoney, is prima fucie for a conditional sale, 
and shall not, in the absence of all fraud on the part of the vendor, be 
turned into a mortgage securing the purchase money as a debt. 

THE allegations of the bill were that the defendant purchased goods 
of the plaintiffs, residents of Charleston, to the amount of $1,502.84, 
and on 19 May, 1832, gave a note, at  six months, for the amount; that 
the defendant neglected to take i t  up, and the plaintffs, becoming doubt- 
ful of his solvency, went to the residence of the defendant, at  Waynes- 
ville, in  Haywood County, and requested further security; that the 
defendant then confessed his inability to give any addition$ security, 
unless i t  was a mortgage upon an improved lot in Waynesville, which 
he represented as being worth $3,000; that, confiding in this repre- 
sentation of the value, the offer was accepted, and the plaintiffs agreed 
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to suspend the collection of their debt until 11 January, 1834; that on 
14 September, 1832, the defendant executed a mortgage of the lot to 
secure the payment of the debt due them in Charleston; that after its 
execution the defendant insisted upon the cancellation of the note for 
$1,502.84, assigning i s  a reason for so doing that it was customary to 
surrender the note when a mortgage was given to secure it, and 
insisting that unless this was done he might be called upon to (622) 
pay the debt twice; that the plaintiff, being ignorant of such 
things, and supposing that the mortgage deed would be sufficient evi- 
dence of the debt, consented to this arrangement. 

The plaintiffs then alleged that the defendant had not paid the mort- 
gage debt, and, when being called on, had denied that he owed them 
anything, insisting that he had sold the lot and improvements to them, 
absolutely, for the debt of $1,502.84; that the value of the property was 
but $600 or $800, and their debt, with interest, $1,800. They averred 
that the whole plan originated in a fraudulent design to cheat them. 

The prayer was that the lot might be sold and the proceeds applied to 
the payment of the debt due the plaintiffs, and that they might have 
execution for the residue of it. 

A copy of the mortgage was filed as an exhibit; it was in form a deed 
of bargain and sale for the lots with a covenant of quiet enjoyment, 
executed by the defendant to the plaintiffs, in  the consideration of the 
sum of $1,502.84, with a proviso that if the said William Sitton, his 
heirs, etc., "doth or shall well and truly pay to, etc., the assumed sum 
of $1,502.84, in the city of Charleston, on or before, etc., then the above 
indenture to be void, or otherwise to be and remain in full force and 
value, in  both law and equity." 

The defendant, in  his answer, denied that it was his intention, or that 
of the plaintiffs, to take a mortgage of the lot, but that both parties had 
a conditional sale in  view, and that the condition was inserted for his 
benefit, as he then believed the property worth more than the debt; that 
i t  had cost him more, and that one of the plaintiffs was on the premises 
and examined it. H e  denied all fraudulent misrepresentation of the 
value, and admitted that it was doubtful whether the lot would now sell 
for the amount of the purchase money and interest. 

The depositions of the attesting witnesses were filed, and the substance 
of them is stated in  the opiniop of the Court. 

His  Honor, Judge Pearson, at Haywood, on the last Spring (623) 
Circuit, by his decree, declared that the debt due by the defend- 
ant to the  plaintiffs still existed, and that the indenture was a mortgage, 
and ordered a sale of the lots, and, in case the sale did not realize a sum 
equal to the debt, that execution should issue for the residue. 

From this order the defendant appealed. 
4 8 1  
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Badger for defendant. 
N o  counsel appeared for plaintiffs. 

R~JFFIN, C. J. The Court is of opinion that so much of the decree 
as requircs the defendant pcrsonally to pay to the plaintiffs the mort- 
gage debt and interest, and awards execution for the same, or any part 
of it, is erroneous. 

The jurisdiction of equity in mortgages is simply to decree redemp- 
tion or foreclosure. To that end, the Court directs accounts to be taken 
of the sum dde, in  order that it may be known how much the mortgagor 
rnust pay to entitle him to a reconveyance, or to prevent his equity of 
redemption being foreclosed. Of late years, a beneficial practice has 
gained favor, until it may be considered established in this country, not 
absolutely to foreclose in  any case, but to sell the mortgaged premises 
and apply. the proceeds in satisfaction of the debt; if the former exceed 
the latter, the excess is paid to the mortgagor; if i t  fall short, the 
creditor then proceeds a t  law on his bond or other legal security to 
recover the balance of the debt. Gillis v. Martin, 2 Dev. Eq., 470. I n  
Lansing v. Goelet, 9 Cowen, 346, Chancellor J o n e s  treats the subject 
much at large and with great learning. 

But the debt is never recovered in the Court of Equity on a bill for 
foreclosure. Debt or no debt is purely a legal question, and the parties 
must t ry  i t  at  law. The Court of Equity acts only upon the equitable 
security, not upon the debt. I t  makes the pledge absolute, but i t  cannot 

decree the independent payment of the money due, over, beyond 
(624) the value of the pledge. His  Honor, therefore, erred in  the 

decree as pronounced, because he therein merely declares that the 
defendant owed the plaintiffs a certain sum at the date of the mortgage, 
and that the same, with interest, is wholly unpaid, and therefore decrees 
that the defendant pay to the plaintiffs their said debt and interest, and, 
to that end, that a sale of the premises be madc, and, after applying the 
proceeds, that execution go against the estate or person of the defendant 
for the residue. Upon the facts upon the face of the decree, therefore, it 
cannot stand. 

Nor do we think that the  allegations of the bill and the proofs will 
enable this Court to supply the defect in the decree by declaring the 
facts necessary to support it. There are cases in which this Court will 
decree the payment of a legal money demand. I f  the bond or other 
seekity be lost, by time or accident, the jurisdiction is established; 
a fortiori, i t  exists when the creditor has been deprived of them by the 
fraud of the other party. The object of the bill was to charge that case. 
The mortgage contains no acknowledgment of debt or covenant to pay 
money. I t  purports to be a bargain and sale for two lots of land i n  

484 
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fee simple, in consideration of the sum of $1,502.84 paid by the plain- 
tiffs to the defendant, on the day of the date, 19 March, 1832, with 
covenants of general warranty, with a proviso, to be void upon payment 
'of the same sum in Charleston, South Carolina, by the defendant, on 
11 January, 1834. On its face, therefore, it would not appear to be 
connected with a personal debt of the defendant. The bill charges, 
however, that i t  was; that in truth he owed the plaintiffs that sum for 
merchandise before sold, and for which they held his note; that, doubt- 
ing his solvency, they wished further security, and that the defendant 
propqsed to give a mortgage on this property by way of additional 
security, which they agreed to accept, i t  .being represented to them that 
the property was of value to answer the debt. The bill then states that 
when the defendant was about to execute the deed, he claimed to have 
his note surrendered and canceled, which they acceded to, upon 
the belief that the defendant was better acquainted with business (625) 
than they were, and that the deed would be sufficient evidence of 
the debt, and also the lots a sufficient security; and the bill thereupon 
charges that in truth the lots will not pay more than half the debt, and 
that the defendant knew it at  the time, and designed by his assertions to 
the contrary to obtain the surrender of his note upon a false pretense 
and to cheat them out of the money. 

I t  is manifest that the whole fraud consists in  the alleged false repre- 
sentations as to the value of the property. I t  is not a fraud to obtain a 
personal discharge from a debt by substituting a real security. I t  is 
often a better security and to the advantage of the creditor to get it. 
The circumstances of the defendant were doubted by the plaintiffs, as , 
the bill admits; and i t  is not improbable that the creditors should prefer 
the mortgage, without any security against the original debtor, to his 
note or bond without the mortgage. The question is, did they or had 
they reason to expect both or only one? The presumption is the latter 
only, because they say they consented to give up the note. But they 
complain that they were entrapped into that. The answer is positive 
and precise to the contrary, and states that i t  was distinctly understood 
that the lots were to be the only security, and that the reason why he 
insisted on the clause for redemption was that the defendant really 
thought them worth more and hoped to redeem them. H e  admits that 
in that he has been disappointed, and the lots, like most property at 
county courthouses in the-back country, have fallen. I n  these state- 
ments the answer is supported by the subscribing witnesses to the deed. 
They prove that at  the execution of the mortgage the value of, the lots 
was from $1,200 to $1,500; and that upon one of them advising the 
defendant not to redeem them, but let them go at the price, the defend- 
ant said they 'had cost him more and were worth more, and that he 
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would redeem them if he could. The other witness says he thinks the 
lots are now worth the whole debt. Consequently the foundation 

(626) laid in  the bill for a personal decree against the defendant sinks 
under the proofs. 

As, however, the plaintiffs may possibly recover at  law on the original 
sale and delivery of the goods, or in some other way, the Court will not 
simply foreclose the mortgage, but so much of the decree as directs a 
sale of the premises may be affirmed. The residue of the decree must 
be reversed, with costs in this Court, without cost to either party in  the 
court below. 

PER CURIAM. Decree reversed. 

Cited: Green v. Crockett, 22 N.  C., 393; Waddell v. Hewilt, 37 N. C., 
253; H y m  v. Devereux, 63 N.  C., 628. 

JAMES TRICE v. WILLIAM PRATT ET AL. 

Where several persons agree to purchase land at  a sale by the clerk and 
master, and one of them bids it off, the act of 1819 (1 Rev. Stat., ch. 50, 
see. 8), avoiding par01 agreements for the sale of land, does not bar the 
claim of his associates; neither is it a defense to a. bill by them that they 
had a remedy by petition. 

TEE allegations of this bill were that under an order of the Court of 
Equity for the county of Orange, upon the petition of the heirs of 
William Dilliard, the clerk and master (a  defendant) was directed to 
sell a tract of land, described in the bill; that the plaintiff and defendant, 
with William E.  Anderson (also a defendant), became the purchasers 
thereof as tenants in common, the defendant Pratt  bidding for and in 
behalf of them all, in pursuance of a previous agrermmt for that pur- 
pose; that the plaintiff and the defendants Prat t  and Anderson gave 
joint bonds for the purchase money to the clerk and master; that Ander- 
son afterwards transferred his interest in  the purchase to the plaintiff; 
that the purchase money had been wholly paid, viz., two-thirds by the 
plaintiff and one-third by the defendant Pra t t ;  that the plaintiff had 
required a deed for his undivided two-thirds from the clerk and master, 
but had been refused, because the defendant Pratt  had forbidden its 
execution and had demanded a conveyance of the whole to him as the 

sole purchaser thereof. The prayer was for a conveyance and 
(627) for general relief. 
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The clerk and master permitted the bill to be taken pro confaso 
against him, and the defendant Anderson in his answer admitted its 
allegations to be true. Pratt in his answer admitted that he had de- 
manded from the clerk and master a conveyance of the whole land, and 
had forbidden him to execute a deed for any part of it to the plaintiff, 
and insisted that he had a right to do so, because he did not make the 
purchase in pursuance of the agreement charged in the bill, hut in his 
ow0 name and on his own account, because he never agreed to let the 
plaintiff and Anderson have any share in the land-and if he did, such 
agreement was by parol, and therefore void, under the act of 1819, 
avoiding parol contracts for the sale of land and slaves; because, 
although the plaintiff had paid two-thirds of the purchase money, it was 
done without his (Pratt's) consent, who could not prevent such pay- 
ment, as the plaintiff and Anderson were his sureties to the bond for 
the purchase money; because the plaintiff, if entitled to the relief sought 
by his bill, might have obtained i t  by a motion or petition to the court; 
and, further, that he had understood that the payment made by the 
plaintiff was not in cash, but by receipting to the clerk and master for 
so much money on account of the shares of the land belonging to the 
wife of the plaintiff, who was ap heir of William Dilliard and to other 
heirs of said Dilliard to whom the plaintiff was guardian; and, there- 
fore, that he (Pratt) was apprehensive that, those shares being thus 
received without being duly secured and settled, the purchase money 
might in equity be held not to have been fully paid, and that he might 
be made liable for some part thereof. 

W .  A. Graham for plaintiff. 
W.  H.  Haywood for defendant Pratt. 

GASTON, J., after stating the case, as above, proceeded: All these ob- 
jections are unfounded. The proof is satisfactory that the purchase was 
made by Pratt, Trice, and Anderson in pursuance of a previous agree- 
ment, through Pratt, who was appointed to bid for that purpose. 
The act of 1819 has no bearing on the transaction, for it is not a (628) 
parol contract for a sale of land from Pratt to his copurchasers, , 

but a contract for a sale, and a judicial sale, which may be by parol 
between the clerk and master on the one hand, and the joint purchasers 
on the other. If the parol evidence of the joint purchase needed any 
confirmation, i t  put beyond all doubt by a petition for partition filed by 
the defendant PraFt against the plaintiff, in which the plaintiff is stated 
to be the owner of two undivided two-third parts of the land, and the 
petitioner of the other third, and by a written agreement between the 
said defendant and the plaintiff, and an award thereupon by persons 
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chosen for that purpose, providing for the temporary occupation of the 
land until a final partition should be made. 

Whether a summary remedy might have been had by motion or peti- 
tion, i t  is sleedless to inquire. Certainly the court might and, in case of 
serious controversy, probably would have declined acting in a summary 
way and required a formal bill to be filed. But it cannot be an objection 
to the formal and sol~rnn mode of proceeding that i t  is formal and 
solemn and affords t,o the defendant the most ample opportunity of vin- 
dicating his supposed rights. 

The defendant has offered no evidcnce to support the truth of what 
lie has "understood" respecting the mode of payment which was pursued 
by the plaintiff, and therefore we cannot find the allegation true. The 
piyrne;t of the whole purchase money is expressly proved by the deposi- 
tion of the clerk and rnastcr, which has been taken by order of the court, 
and no interrogatory has been put to him on thc part of the defendant 
as to the mode of payment. Upon the admitted ground that the whole 
purchase mouey has been duly paid, the defendant has required a con- 
veyance of the entire trust to himself, and the plaintiff asks for a con- 
veyauce of two-thirds to him, and the clerk and master stands ready to 
convey as soon as it shall be judicially ascertained whether the purchase 
was made solely by Pratt ,  or jointly by him and his alleged associates 
in the transaction. 

The plaintiff is entitled, we think, to the decree he asks for; 
(629) and the costs of the suit must be wholly paid by the defendant 

Pratt .  
PER CURIAM. Decree accordingly. 

Csited: Rogers v. Holt, 62 N. C., 3 1 1 ;  Hudson v. Coble, 9'7 N. C., 263. 

WILLIAM G. STRICKLAND v. JOSEPH FOWLER, ADMINISTEATOE, ET AL. 

Gross laches is a defense to a hill for specific execution of a contract; but 
what will amount to it drpends upon the circumstances of each case. A 
delay for nine years will bar a bill seeking the performance of an agree- 
ment to sell the life interest of an old person in a lot of slaves, and an 
account of their hire; for, during the time delaycd, the defendant has 
takcn the risk of the life estate. 

THE facts of this case, as found by the court, were as follows: 
John P. Strickland, the father of the plaintiff, was entitled to nine 

sIaves for the life of his wife, with remainder to her children. An 
execution issued against him, and his interest in  these was sold to one 
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Newton Wood in the year 1827. At the sale Wood agreed to buy the 
negroes and permit the plaintiff to redeem them upon paying a debt 

. due him by J. P. Strickland, together with the sum he might bid for 
them. This agreement never was executed; and in the year 1829 the 
plaintiff and his brothers and sisters filed their bill against Wood, pray- 
ing for security of their rights as remaindermen. I n  his answer to that 
bill Wood submitted to deliver up the negroes upon being satisfied for 
his debt and advance. This bill was filed in the year 1836; i t  set forth 
the death of Wood; that the defendant Fowler had proved his will, and 
that either he or the other defendants, the children of Wood, held the 
negroes; that Mrs. Strickland, the mother of the plaintiff, was still 
alive; and it prayed an account of the hires of the negroes, and tendered 
to pay the balance of Wood's claim, if any should exist; and for a 
specific execution of the contract. 

The defendant Fowler, in his answer, stated that he had settled (630) 
the estate of Wood as early as the year 1833, and delivered the 
negroes to the other defendants and all the defendants relied upon the 
act of limitations, and the act of 1819, avoiding par01 agreements for 
the sale of land and slaves, and insisted upon the laches of the plaintiff 
in not sooner bringing forward this claim. 

Badger for plaintiff. 
W .  H.  Haywood for defendant. 

DANIEL, J., after stating the facts, as above, proceeded: There is no 
evidence in the cause excusing the plaintiff's laches. I n  decreeing or 

, not decreeing specific performance of an unobjectionable contract, the 
court, it is said, has a discretion, and so it has, but it is a regulated and 
judicial discretion, governed by established rules of equity. 1 Mad. 
C. P., 362. One of these rules is, that if there has been gross laches 
in  a plaintiff, a specific performance of an agreement for the purchase 
of an estate will not be decreed. 1 Mod. C. P., 415. 

What shall be deemed laches so as to prevent the court decreeing 
specifically will very much depend upon the circumstances attending 
each particular case and also whether the plaintiff is in or out of the 
possession of the estate ( v ide  the cases cited ip 1 Mad. C. P., 417, 418). 
The purchase here was, at the first, but for the life of an old lady. The 
plaintiff has lain by until perhaps the hires of the slaves may pay the 
debt. The risk of the life of Mrs. Strickland, and of the lives of the 
slaves, and the risk of the loss of evidence as to the terms of the contract, 
have been all the time at the expense of the defendants. 

A lot of slaves in this country will almost necessarily materially 
change their value in seven or eight years. Shall the plaintiff, after 
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such a lapse of time, and after filing his bill for a ne exeat, be now 
permitted to have the amount of the hires carried to the credit of 
Wood's debt and to call for a specific performance? I t  would certainly . 
be very much in the teeth of what was said by Lord Aloanley, that a 

party cannot call upon a Court of Equity for a specific perform- 
(631) ance unless he has shown himself "ready, desirous, prompt and 

eager." 5 Ves. Rep., 720, note. We are of opinion that the 
laches of the plaintiff, taken in  connection with the other circumstances 
in  the case precludes us from giving him a decree, and on this point the 
bill must be dismissed. We give no opinion as to the effect of the act 
of 1819 on the agreement. 

PER CURIAM. Decree accordingly. 

MARY SHINE v. LITTLEBURY WILCOX. 

A tenant for life may in this country clear land for cultivation, if necessary 
to his enjoyment of the estate, and if done with a due regard to the 
relative proportion of wood and cleared land which should be preserved 
upon it. 

THOMAS HUDSON devised the tract of land whereon he resided to his 
wife for and during her natural life, and after the death of his wife to 
the plaintiff. 

The defendant married the widow of the testator, and the plaintiff 
filed this bill against him for and on account of the value of waste 
alleged to have been committed by him. The waste was denied by the 
answer. 

The testimony established that there was cleared ground upon the 
tract sufficient for the employment and, in the opinion of several of the 
witnesses, for the profitable employment of the slaves which belonged 
to Mr. Wilcox at the time of the intermarriage; that the land was thin 
and much worn by previous cultivation; that the defendant occasionally 
let out parcels of this land; that since February, 1828, the defendant 
had cleared between fifty and seventy acres of the woodland; that this 
was done gradually by cutting down for fuel and the uses of the planta- 
tion the wood growing thereon, which had been much injured before he 
came into possession, and never had been plentiful; and that he had 

turned out a part of the exhausted land and suffered it to grow up 
(632) with the ordinary second growth of the country. There was no 

evidenae, unless the fact was to be inferred from this testimony, 
that any permanent injury has been done to the inheritance, and the 
only witnesses examined to that point declared that in their judgment 
it had not been deteriorated in value. 
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Badger for plaintiff. 
T h e  Attorney-Gemera1 for defendant. 

GASTON, J., after stating the case, as above, proceeded as follows: I t  
is insisted on the part of the plaintiff that the clearing of woodland is 
in  itself waste, and that the only exception to this general law is when 
such clearing is necessary for the useful enjoyment of the land by the 
tenant for life. We are of opinion that this position is laid down too 
broadly. According to the adjudications in this State, and in most of 
the States of the Union, the cutting down of timber is not waste unless 
it does a lasting damage to the inheritance and deteriorates its value, 
and not then if no more was cut down than was necessary for the ordi- 
nary enjoyment of the land by the tenant for life. Shepard v. Shepard, 
2 Hay., 382; Ballentine v. P a p e r ,  ibid., 111; Jackson v. Brownson, 
7 Johnson's Rep., 227; Owen v. Hyde,  6 Yerger's Tenn. Rep., 334. 
While our ancestors brought over to this country the principles of the 
common law, these were nevertheless necessarily accommodated to their 
new condition. I t  would have been absurd to hold that the clearing of 

u 

the forest so as to fit it for the habitation and use of man was waste. 
And, a t  this day, when a large proportion of our lands is yet wild, the 
reduction of part of a tract to an arable state may be highly beneficial 
to the owner. Whether i t  has been beneficial or injurious to him is a 
question of fact, which must depend on the relative proportion of the 
cleared to the wood land, on the comparative value or worthlessness of 
the trees destroyed, and on the ordinary use made of the trees in the 
part of the country where the land is situated. 

It is not shown in  this case that the trees cut down by the defendant 
were valuable, for sale or for any other purposes than for the support 
of the plantation, nor that a deficiency was thereby caused of 
timber sufficient for its permanent support after it should come (633) 
into the possession of the plaintiff. The exception to the general 
law of waste, as above laid down, owes its origin also to the us?ges of 
the country and. to the necessities of widows-the most frequent tenants 
for life that we have amongst us. The provision for life was regarded 
as designed for their support, and such an  use of the land was necessary 
for that support, and as prudent proprietors were accustomed to make 
of their own, was deemed, to have been intended in the provision, 
although the value of the estate might be somewhat impaired thereby. 

We hold also that the turning out of exhausted lands is not waste. 
An improved system of agriculture has commenced with us which, we 
hope, will in time supersede the present slovenly and, as i t  respects the 
country at large, injurious course of husbandry. But as yet the usage 
is almost universal of cultivating the cleared land until i t  is worn out, 
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permitting it to rest and grow up with pines and scrubby oaks in order 
to shield i t  from the sun, and return by their straw and leaves a portion 
of the fertility it once possessed, and clearing new ground to supply the 
place of that given back to nature. While the tenant for life obscrvcs 
the usual course of husbandry of the courrtry, and does no permanent 
injury to the estate of him in remainder, such tenant ought not to be 
deemed guilty of legal waste. 

The bill is dismissed, but the Court does not considcr this a case in 
which to decree costs to the defendant. 

PER CURJAM. Decree accordingly. 

Cited: Crawley v. Timberlake, 37 N. C., 464; Larnbeth v. Warner, 
55 N.  C., 167; King v. Niller, 99 N.  C., 595; Dorsey v. Moore, 100 
N.  C., 44; Sherrill v. Connor, 107 N.  C., 633; E m r y  11. R. R., 109 
N. C., 611. 

CHRISTOPHER MELCHOR ET AL. V. CHRISTIAN BURGER. 

The heir is not put to his election when he claims personal property under 
a will, and land against it, the will not being executed so as to pass land, 
unless an express condition is annexed to the gift of personalty that he 
shall not claim the land. 

GEORGE MILLER, by his will, duly executed to pass personal property, 
but not sufficiently attested to pass land, bequeathed certain negroes to 
the defendant, the daughter of his deceased child, Esther Burger. The 
will then proceeded as follows : 

"It is further my will that all the balance of my property, both real 
and personal, after my death, shall be divided and distributed according 
to the laws of North Carolina relating to the estates of intestates, with 
this exception alone: my said granddaughter, Christian, shall not be 
entitlea to receive any part of my estate as heir at  law of Esther Burger, 
deceased, other than that bequeathed to her in this will." 

The plaintiffs, who, with the defendant, as the child of Esther Burger, 
are the heirs at law of the testator, filed this bill against the defendant, 
in which they prayed that she should be compelled, if she elected to take 
the legacy bequeathed to her, to forego her right in  the real estate which 
descended to the heirs of the testator, or, if she insisted upon her right 
to the land, that she should give up the negroes to them. 

To this bill the defendant demurred, and the demurrer was sustained 
by his Honor, Judge Toorner, at Mecklenburg, on the last circuit, and 
the plaintiffs appealed. 
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N o  counsel for plaintiffs. 
Caldwell for defendant. 

GASTON, J., after stating the case, as above, proceeded: Ever since the 
case of Noyes v. Mordaunt, which was decided in 1706 (2 Qes., 581)) it 
has been holden for an established principle of equity that where a tes- 
tator by his will confers a bounty on one person and makes a disposition 
in favor of another, prejudicial to the former, the person thus 
prejudiced shall not insist upon his old right and at the same (635) 
time enjoy the bounty !conferred by the will. The intention of 
the testator is apparent that both dispositions shall take effect, and the 
conscience of the donee is affected by the condition thus implied, that he 
shall not defraud the design of the donor by accepting the benefit and 
disclaiming the burden, giving effect to the disposition in his favor and 
defeating that to his prejudice. The donee is therefore put to his elec- 
tion either to take the thing given and confirm the will, or, retaining 
what is his independently of the will, to surrender to the disappointed 
devisees or legatees so much of what the testator has given him as will 
compensate them for the disappointment. r t  has, however, been settled 
in England, at least as early as 1749, that a devise of freehold by one 
not having legal capacity to devise lands, or not executed according to 
the solemnities required by law in devises of lands, contained in a will 
valid as one of personalty, did not impose on the heir disputing its 
validity an obligation to elect between his rights as heir and the personal 
benefits bequeathed by the will. Hearle v. Greenbank, 1 Ves. Sen., 306; 
3 Atk., 695; Carey v. Askew, 8 Ves., 492; 1 Cox, 241; Goodrich v. 
Sheddon, 8 Qes., 481; Thellusson v. Woodford, 13 Ves., 209. This 
modification of the general doctrine is founded upon the principle that 
the attempted devise affords no legal evidence of an intention in the 
testator to devise; or, in the language of Lord Erslcine, "A devise of 
real estate was considered a matter of so much solemnity and impor- , 
tance that the law would accept no proof of the act, except what is 
required for the validity of the act." 13 Ves. Jun., 223. The intention 
not being before the court, the estate did not appear to have been 
devised away from the heir, and the will must be read by the Court as 
if such devise was not in it. Eminent judges have, indeed, expressed 
dissatisfaction with this reasoning, and have thought that, however 
ineffectual the attempt to devise, the Court might regard the attempt as 
indicating an intention to devise, which had failed to have legal effect, 
as clearly as in the case where the devisor attempts through mistake to 
devise an estate which belongs to another person. However this may 
be, the rule is there settled as a rule of property; and if no more 
appears than a devise from the heir, and a bequest of personalty (636) 
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to him, in a will sufficiently executed to pass personal, but not suf- 
ficiently executed to pass real estate, i t  is a good will of the person- 
alty; i t  is no will as to the lands ; there is no implied condition of elec- 
tion, and the heir may keep the lands descended, and also take his legacy. 

We are not aware of any express adjudication in our State in which 
this doctrine has been declared with respect to devises under our statute; 
but we know that it has been regarded by the profession as existing here 
in full force; and we know of several cases, and some of them involving 
property to a large amount, i n  which an election might have been im- 
plied but for this supposed rule, and in which i t  was not attempted to be 
raised because of the conviction that i t  was a rule of property not to be 
controverted. We feel ourselves, therefore, bound so to consider it. 

But as a testator may qualify a bounty which he confers by any con- 
dition not contrary to law, and as a legatee in such case must take the 
bounty, if he take i t  at  all, subject to the condition which the testator 
has annexed to the bequest, it was thought that if in a will sufficient to 
pass the personal, but not to pass the real, estate, the testator annexes as 
a condition to a legacy given to his heir at  law that the legatees shall 
permit the persons named in the will to take the lands of the testator, 
the condition annexed would be effectual, although the devise was void, 
and the heir must surrender the lands if he insist on the legacy. This 
was held in the case of Boughton v. Boughkon, in  1750, by the same 
eminent lawyer, Lord Harclwiclce, who decided the case of Hoarle v. 
Grembccfilc, but the year before. I n  that case, by a will not executed 
according to the statute of frauds, real estate was given to A., and a 
legacy to the testator's heir at law, his granddaughter, and in  the will 
was an express clause that if any of his children, or, any who might 
receive benefit by his will, should controvert any part thereof, and not 
comply with the whole, both as to real and personal estate, they should 
severally forfeit every claim under his will, and what was given to them 
should go to his residuary legatee. The chancellor determined that this 

express clause constituted the distinction between this and the 
(637) other cases; that in the other cases, where there was no condition 

expressed in the will, but the court was to imply a condition on 
the dispositions in the will, it could notice no dispositions but those 
which were declared with the formalities prescribed by law; but where 
a condition was annexed to a personal legacy, the court must examine 
every part of that conditional bequest, let i t  relate to what it might-to 
personal or to real estate, or to any other matter whatever. See Bough- 
ton, v. Boughton, 2 2es.  Sr., 11. This distinction between an  express 
and implied condition is perhaps a subtle one. Sir William Grad, 
indeed, has observed that he did not understand why a will, though not 
executed so as to pass real estate, should not be read for the purpose of 
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discovering in it an implied condition concerning real estate annexed to 
a gift of personal property, as it is admitted that i t  must be read when 
such condition is expressly annexed to the gift; for that if by a sound 
construction such condition is rightly inferred from the whole instru- 
ment, the effect would seem to be the same as if it were expressed in 
words. Bradie v. Barry, 2 Qes. & Beame, 130. I t  was also regarded by 
Lord Kenyon as an unsatisfactory distinction. Carey v. Askew, 1 Cox, 
241. And Lord Eldon has said of it that i t  was "such as the mind could 
not well fasten upon." Sheddon v. Goodrich, 8 Qes., 197. Yet it has 
been uniformly held to  be well established, and is recognized as a fixed 
rule of property in the case of Ker v. Wawehope, 1 Bligh., 23-25. 

I n  the case before us, if we are at  liberty judicially to notice all the 
dispositions made or attempted in  the will, there can be no doubt but 
that it was the testator's intention that the defendant should not have 
any part of his estate, real or personal, except that specifically be- 
queathed to her. There were two modes by which this intention might 
have been carried into execution. H e  might in  terms have annexed as a 
condition of the bequest that she should relinquish and forego in favor 
of his other heirs and next of kin all her claim to the residue of his 
estate, real and personal. Or he might have made a disposition of this 
residue to these, his other heirs and next of kin. We are obliged to say 
that he has not adopted the former mode, but has attempted to 
pursue the latter. The words, "My granddaughter shall not be (638) 
entitled to receive any part of my estate as heir at  law of Esther 
Burger, deceased, other than that bequeathed to her by this will," are 
not subjoined by way of condition to the bequest in favor of his grand- 
daughter, nor do they contain in terms a forfeiture of the bequest in  
case she should insist on this claim. They are but a qualification of the 
clause in which he undertakes to dispose of this residue and except her 
out of the number of those to whom the residue is given. "It is further 
my will that all the balance of my property, both real and personal, 
shall be divided and distributed according to the laws of North Carolina 
relating to the estates of intestates, with this exception alone, that my 
granddaughter shall not be entitled to receive any part," etc., etc. I t  is 
a devise and bequest of the residue to certain persons, described by a 
general designation which would embrace the defendant were she not 
excluded, and from which, therefore, she is excluded. I t  must have the 
same operation as if the devisees and legatees had been named instead 
of being described as a class, with an exception out of that class. Unfor- 
tunately for the plaintiffs, this disposition must be read by the Court as 
though it were a disposition of the testator's personal estate only, and 
therefore the condition of election which the law of this Court implies 
is between the specific bequest to the defendant and the bequest of the 
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1 residue of thc nersonal estate. The defendant. as one of the testator's 
heirs at  law, may therefore insist on her right to a share of tho lands 
descended, without being compelled to make good the devise of these 
lands, inasmuch as the will contains n o  devise of them which she would 
disappoint. 

The case is felt to be a hard one. We see that, although the demurrer 
was sustained below, no costs were given to the defendant. This, we 
think, was perfectly correct; but as there has been an appeal from the 
decree of the Superior Court, and this Court approves of that decree 
in to to ,  thc defendant is entitled to costs in  this Court. 

Cited: Tuclcer v. T u c k e r ,  40 N.  C:, 84. 
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ABANDONMENT. See Presumption. 

ABATEMENT. 
1. A Court of Equity may a t  any time during the second term after the 

death of the plaintiff in a suit, on motion, declare the suit to be 
abated, though if the representative of the plaintif€ were afterwards 
to  apply within that term, the order would be set aside and the suit 
be revived, unless such representative had before contumaciously 
refused to come in and make himself a party. Collier v. Ban.%, 328. 

2. The death of a party to a suit in  equity does not vacate nor render 
inoperative the orders made in the cause while the parties were regu- 
larly before the court. When revived, i t  stands upon those orders in 
the plight in  which the death of the party left it. Ibid., 330. 

3. No order upon the merits can be made after the death of a party and 
before revivor. Ibid., 330. 

See Injunction, 3, 4, 5. 

ACCOUNT. 
When an interlocutory order for an account is not reheard nor prayed to 

be reheard, i t  ought to be taken a s  a declaration that  plaintiff is 
entitled to the account prayed for. BaiZel~ v. Wilson, 187. 

See Executors and Administrators, 1, 10, 16, 17 ;  Partnership, 8, 9, 10;  
Practice, 3. 

ACTS O F  ASSEMBLY. 
Per RUFFIN, C. J. An act which 'levies money from the citizen should 

not receive a strained construction against him. If  there be a fair 
doubt, he should have the advantage of it. Attorney-Genera6 v. Bamh, 
218. 

2. The default of her officers, and even of the Legislature itself, will not 
bar the State of a clear right. But their acts under a law which it 
is contended has given the State a right, commencing with the time 
of its passage and continued for many years thereafter, afford strong 
proof of the sense in which the law was understood by those who 
passed it. Ibid., 224. 

ADMINISTRATORS. See Executors and Administrators. 

ADVANCEMENT. 
Slaves advanced by par01 to a daughter by her father upon her marriage, 

and remaining in the possession of her husband until the death of 
the father intestate, are, under the act of 1806 ( 1  Rev. Stat., ch. 37, 
sec. 17), an advancement a t  the time of the marriage; and if the 
daughter die before her father, her husband, and not her children, 
is entitled to them. Hinton u. Hhton ,  587. 

AFFIDAVIT. See Practice, 1, 2. 

AGENT. See Principal and Agent; Principal and Attorney. 
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ALIENATION. See Assignment, 3, 4. 

ANSWER. 
1. A vague manner of denial is looked upon unfavorably in equity. Bai- 

ley v. Wilson, 187. 

2. A defendant is bound to answer, not only as  to his knowledge, but as 
to his information and belief. Ibid., 187. 

3. Every defense which is intended to be relied upon ought to be brought 
forward distinctly in the answer; and if not taken in the answer, i t  
cannot be urged on the hearing. Ibid., 187, 188. 

ARBITRATION. See Award ; Executors and Administrators, 14. 

ASSIGNMENT. 
1. A defense which is good in equity against the assignor of a note or 

judgment is  available against his equitable assignee. McKennie v. 
Ruther ford ,  14. 

2. To a bill brought by the assignee of a judgment the assignor is  a neces- 
sary party. lbid., 14. 

3. A deed for land and slaves, upon trust, to apply annually the rents and 
profits to the use and benefit of the cestui gue trust  for his life, "so 
that  thcy shall not be sold or disposed of or anticipated by him" 
without giving the estate over in  case of an attempted sale or antici- 
pation, does not prevent a n  assignment of his interest by the cestui 
que t rus t ;  and the assignee has a right to a n  account of the rents 
and profits from the time of the assignment; but in  such case, if 
there be ulterior contingent trusts, he has no right to call upon the 
trustee for the surrender of the possession of the trust property. 
Diclc v. Pitchford,  480. 

4. The power of alienation is annexed to the ownership of property, and 
' 

every restraint upon such power is void, a s  well when the estate is 
equitable as  when i t  is  legal. Ibid., 484. 

ATTORNEY. 
I t  seems that  an attorney cannot sct off his own debt instead of receiving 

money upon claims put into his hands for collection, so as  to bind his 
client. Child u. Dwight,  176. 

See Principal and Attorney. 

AWARD. 
1. An award which directs the share of a partner in specific partnership 

property to be applied in payment of his debts to  his copartners is 
not inconsistent with a decree which directs i t  to be paid to the part- 
ner himself; and if i t  wcre, i t  is not erroneous. That  partner being 
himself a plaintiff in a bill to revicw the decree, he cannot object to 
i t  for directing money to be paid to him; and what is  binding upon 
him is  so upon his coplaintiff. W a u g h  v. Mitchell, 518. 

2, Upon a submission of all matters in dispute between copartners, the 
surviving or settling partner cannot complain of the award because i t  
directs him to pay an outstanding debt of a partnership. Ibid., 519. 

3. Where a copartnership owned land, and, upon the death of one of the 
firm, another covenants to stand in his place a s  to the survivors, he 
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cannot object to a n  award and decree declaring a sale of that  land, 
that  the representatives of the deceased partner were not parties to 
the bill. Ibicl., 220. 

4. An award under a rule of court which fin'ds facts and submits the law 
arising from them to the judgment of the court is  final. Ibid., 521. 

See Bill of Review, 6. 

BANK O F  NEW BERN, No. 1. 
By a clause in the charter of the New Bern Bank (act of 1814, Rev., ch. 

870, see. 11) i t  is enacted "That a tax of one per cent per annum shall 
be levied on all stock holden in said bank, except on the stock holden 
by the State, which shall be paid to the Treasurer of the State by the 
president or cashier of said bank, on or before the first day of October 
in  each and every year." For eighteen years after the passage of this 
act the officers of the bank paid the tax specified, but charged i t  
against the whole corporation instead of the private stockholders, 
whereby the stock holden by the State was made to pay a part of 
la id t a x ;  whereupon an information was filed against the bank to 
recover the amount of the taxes which had thus been borne by the 
State stock, and to have the same deducted out of, or charged upon, 
the stock of private holders; where it  was held by the Court, DANIEL, 
J., dissenting, that  by a proper construction of the above-recited 
clause, taken in connection with other parts of the charter, the tax 
was not payable out of the profits, a s  such, declared to each indi- 
vidual; that  i t  was not payable out of the other separate estate of 
the holders; that i t  was not payable out of thelseparate capital of 
each stockholder, because that  could not be reached by the collecting 
officers, and because, if reached through the corporation, i t  would 
render the shares of unequal value, diminish the capital, and be a 
fraucl 0% purchasers; that it  was payable, a t  all events, every year; 
and that, therefore, for all these reasons, i t  was payable out of the 
common funds in the hands of the officers, a s  such, whether those 
funds consisted of capital' or profit. And i t  was further held, by the 
whole Court, that a s  the stock in the bank was transferable and daily 
changing owners, a court of equity would not charge the present 
stockholders, they not being, in many cases, the persons who had 
been profited by the alleged erroneous mode of payment. Attorney- 
General u. Bank, 216. 

Per DANIEL, J. The meaning of the Legislature in the above-recited 
cause was, that the stock of each individual stockholder should be 
annually charged with a tax of one per cent. And in making up the 
accounts for a dividend of profits, the State should have first received 
the dividends on her stock out of the whole amount of net profits, 
exclusive of the tax, and then the tax should have been taken from 
the remaining profits before its division among the private stock- 
holders. IbM., 216. 

BANK, No. 1. 
Where a bank charter reserved to the State the privilege of subscribing 

for shares, upon a part of which i t  was to  be a t  liberty to defer pay- 
ment upon allowing the bank to retain interest a t  the rate of four 
per cent therefor, out of the dividends of profits of all of the stock 
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BANK, No. 1-Continued. 
held by the State, until "such time or times a s  i t  might be convcnirrit 
for the State to pay for the same," and the Legislature by a subse- 
quent act authorized thc bank to make a partial dividend of i ts  capi- 
tal before the expiration of its charter, i t  was held that  the Lcgisla- 
ture was the sole judge of the conveniency of the time when the pay- 
ment should be made; that though courts of justice may ascertain 
whrther a n  individual,- under the ~tretense of convenience, is  influ- 
enccd by callrice or dishonesty, yet thcy could not judge of the public 
convenience which involved the consideration of numerous questions 
of policy, upon which none can pass but the Legislature, and that 
therefore the Statc might dcfer the payment for i ts  unpaid stock 
until the ezpiration of the charter. It ums furthcr held, that a par- 
tial dividend of capital would not authorize the banli to retain the 
whole amount for the unpaid stock of the State, even viewing the 
State a s  an ordinary debtor to the corporation, because the debt was 
not due until the State should deem i t  convenient to pay it, but that 
in truth the debt of the State was not to be regarded a s  a debt of 
the corporation, independent of its stock in the corporation, and either 
ordinarily contracted upon an cmgagem(wt distinct from its contribu- 
tion to the capital stock or accepted in lieu of such contribution; 
that  so f a r  as  profits were conccrned, i t  was the stock of the State in 
the bank, but in  a division of capital i t  must bc considered a s  a part 
of thc capital of the banli. in the hands of the State, and that such 
division of capital would operate upon this debt for unpaid stock a 
total or partial extinction, according as  a total or partial division was 
made. Attorney-Genwal v. Bunk, 545. 

Where the capital stock of a bank has been impaired, a division of its 
funds amongst the stockholders, although called a division of profits, 
is  in  fact a dividend of capital; and if the State has engaged, upon 
unpaid stock, to allow the bank to retain interest out of the dividends 
of profits upon all i ts stock, such interest cannot be taken by the bank 
while the djvidends a re  really dividends of capital and not of profits. 
Ibid., 545. 

BANK NOTES. See Last Notes. 

BEIQUEST, No. 1. 
1. In  a bequest of a slave to A., the words, "but should he die without an 

heir, the aforesaid slave to return to my family and be equally 
divided amor~gst the rcst of my children," refer to an indefinite fail- 
ure of issue, and consequently the limitation is  too remotc. Rice v. 
Satterwhite, 69. 

2. A general disposition of a testator's whole estate, made after several 
particular lriacies, is  to be taken a s  being subject to them. Ibid., 70. 

3. A bequest of slaves, with a request that  the legatee will permit "said 
negroes to have the result of their own labor," is  a bequest for 
emancipation, and a trust in  them results for the residuary legatee 
or next of kin. Sorrey v. Bright, 113. 

4. I n  a bequest of a residue of personalty, "to be equally divided" among 
the following persons, viz., "E. B., M. P., 6. V., and the children which 
my daughter T. had by J. S., and the children of my deceased son J., 
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BEQUEST, No. 1-Continued. 
and the children of my son W.," who, i t  appeared, was then alive, 
it w a s  held that  the division among the legatees must be per capita 
and not per stirpes. Bryant  v. Bcott, 155. 

5. A testator bequeathed a negro woman, together with several other 
articles of property, to his wife for life, and after her death he gave 
all  the property, except the negro, to be equally divided among five 
daughters. The negro woman he bequeathed after his wife's death to 
his daughter B., adding, "After the said negro is appraised by two 
freeholders, and B. shall pay unto each of her four sisters, above 
mentioned, one-fifth part of the said appraisement." I t  w a s  held,  
that after the death of the widow the four sisters were entitled each 
to one-fifth of the value of the increase which the negro woman had 
borne during the life of the widow, a s  well a s  of the value of the 
negro woman herself. Wadswor th  v. ArmfieEd, 323. 

6. A bequest to the lawful heirs of A., when i t  appears in the will that he 
is  living, is equivalent as  a description to a bequest to  his next of kin 
or to his children. Ximms v. Garrett ,  393. 

7. A bequest to the children of A. is to be divided among those born a t  
the death of the testator. Iaid., 393. 

8. A bequest of a slave to A. for life, with remainder to the lawful heirs 
of B., who, i t  appears from the will, was alive, is tantamount to a 
bequest to the children of B., and is  to be divided among those who 
shall be in esse a t  the death of the first taker, and is  not confined to , 

those born a t  the death of the testator. Ihill., 393. 

9. A testator bequeathed a s  follows: "I lend unto my grandson, 0. R., 
three negroes, etc. Now, if in case that  the said 0. R. should live to 
arrive to manhood and beget heirs lawfully, the above property to 
him and his heirs forever; if not, I give and bequeath the above- 
mentioned property unto my son J. R., to him and his heirs forever." 
The grandson, 0. R., was an infant a t  the date of the will, but 
attained the age of twenty-one, and then died without ever having 
been married. I t  was held, from the use of the word "lend," "that 
the testator intended to give a life estate to his grandson, to be 
enlarged into a n  absolute one upon his marrying and having children ; 
that the word 'manhood' could not be construed to mean 'twenty-one 
years of age,' and tha t  there was nothing to authorize the change of 
'and' into 'or,' and 'that consequently the grandson, although attain- 
ing twenty-one years of age, .having died without having been mar- 
ried, the ulterior limitation took effect." Pelton v. Billups,  484. . 

10. I n  a will under the words, "I lend to my son L. the use of my negroes," 
etc., with a direction that  the executors should hire out the negroes 
yearly and apply. the hires to the support of L. for life, "and all the 
overplus to be applied yearly to the support of my son B.'s family, 
and after the death of my son L. that  my negroes, with their increase, 
be equally divided between my son B.'s children a s  they come of age" : 
I t  was  held, that  the children of B,, born during the life of L., took 
vested interests. Vanhook v. Vanhook,  589. 

11. A bequest of chattels is within the rule in Bhelly's case; and the words, 
"I lend my daughter C. my negroes, etc., during her lifetime or 
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widowhood, and then I give them to her lawful heirs, for them and 
their heirs forever," pass the absolute interest in the slaves to the 
daughter. Ham v. Ham, 598. 

12. The iepetition of similar clauses in a will do not vary the construction 
which one of itself would receive. Ibid., 601. 

See Executory Devise ; Gift ; Legacy. 

BILL ON INTERPLEADER. 
The plaintiff in  a bill of interpleader is  entitled to his costs out of the 

fund, when the bill is filed properly; otherwise not. Harrison v. 
Batile, 213. 

BILL O F  REVIEW. 
1. Whetber the Supreme Court can entertain jurisdiction of bills to review 

its own decrees on account of newly discovered testimony, querel But 
if i t  can, leave will not be granted for that  purpose without notice to 
the other party to show cause against the application. Love v. 
Blewitt, 108. 

2. Leave to file a bill of review for newly discovered testimony will not 
be granted to enable a party to adduce additional testimony to a 
point a t  issue, nor where the evidence might with ordinary diligence 
have been had a t  the hearing. Ibid., 110. 

3. The signature of one counsel is  sufficient to bills of review, for if filed 
upon newly discovered evidence, they are  allowed by the Court; if 
for error in law, they are  a matter of right. Bilckrist v. Buie, 354. 

4. After an appeal prayed and allowed, and a failure to prosecute it, the 
appellant may still file a bill of review. Ibid., 354. 

5. Upon a bill of review for errors in law, only those can be resxamined 
which a re  pointed ou t ;  and where the error assigned was that general 
covenants were not directed to be inserted in a deed, the plaintiff 
cannot, a t  the hearing, object that  the deed was improperly executed. 
Ibid.', 359. 

6. Upon a bill to review a decree founded upon an award, the original is 
not, if erroneous, to be revised, but only to be corrected in those par- 
ticulars in which i t  is  wrong, and mad? to be what i t  originally ought 
to have been. Waugh v. Mitchell, 510. 

See Decree, 1. 

BILLS, BONDS AND PROMISSORY NOTES. See Assignment, 1; Lost 
Notes, 2. 

BOND. 
A bond given for the amount of a n  account is not~rendered voluntary by 

the fact that  the obligor had a set-off of equal amount which was 
waived. Geddy v. Stahback, 475. 

CHAMPERTY. 
The assignment of a cestui que trust, if he or his trustee be in possession, 

is  not champerty or maintenance, although another may have intruded 
into part of the land. Falls v. Carpenter, 283. 
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CLGRK AND MASTER. 
Upon a sale of land under order of the Court of Equity, the clerk and 

master has no power to execute a deed, except under the Acts of 1812 
and 1818 (Rev., chs. 847 and 982), where the land is  condemned for 
public purposes, or where the sale is  for partition. Bank e s  parle, 75. 

COMMISSIONS. 
Where one of two joint executors and testamentary guardians settled 

with his ward, and was allowed commissions, that  allowance is no 
criterion for estimating thc commissions to the other. The compen- 
sation to the latter must depend on the time he employed, the labor 
he performed, the services hc rendered, and the responsibility he 
encountered in the performance of his duties. Hodge v. Hawkins, 564. 

See Executors and Administrators, 15. 

CONTRACT. 
1. Equity will not cancel a contract, fair in its origin, upon the score 

merely of default or abandonment. Palls v. Carpenter, 267. 

2. There cannot be a case of that sort, upon which that relief could be 
asked in equity, in  which the facts on which it was asked would not 
defeat an action a t  law on the contract. Ibid., 267. 

3. The rule that a deed obtained from one who had executed a former 
voidable instrument is not binding, unless he knew that  the first was 
not obligatory, and gave the second expressly to cure the vice of the 
first; does not apply to a contract which has no %ice, but is fair, and 
in respect to which the only question is whether i t  continues to be 
the contract between the parties. Acts done under such a contract 
establish its subsistence, and they do not constitute a case of con- 
firmation, but of part performance. Ibid., 269. 

4. Evidence to prove the rescinding of a written contract by a subsequent 
parol agreement must be clear, positive and above suspicion. Ibid., 
273. 

See Idiots and Lunatics, 3. 
I 

I CORPORATION. 
Per RUFFIN, C.  J. The natural construction of a charter creating a cor- 

poration is  that  all the privileges conferred, all the duties declared, 
and all the burdens imposed relate to i t  a s  a whole, and not to the 
individuals composing it. And although the contrary may be enacted, 
i t  ought to be clearly done before the corporators, a s  natural persons, 
can be affected. Attorney-General v. Banlc, 219. 

COSTS. 
1. Two sets of solicitor's fees a re  not taxed in a cause removcd to the 

Supreme Court, viz., one in  that  Court and one in the court below; 
and execution for such costs can only issue from $he Supreme Court. 
Pa118 u. Birchett, 449. 

2. The uncontested insolvency of an intestate does not entitle his admin- 
istrator t o  costs. Davis v. Howcott, 466. 

See Bill of Interpleader. 
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COVEXANT. 
I t  seems, that  although before eviction, after a judgment in ejectment, - 

the covenant for quiet enjoyment is not broken, yet if the tenant of 
the vendee requires a new title after such judgment and before his 
eviction, it will amount to a breach of that covenant, so as  to entitle 
the vendee to his action. Clapp u. Coble, 177. 

CREDITOR. 
1. A donee cannot resist a bill to set up a prior voluntary deed of the 

donor's upon the ground that  he is  a creditor of the donor, but must 
assert his right as credifor in a suit a t  his instance. Tate u. Tate, 30. 

2. A court of equity never assists a creditor who has been guilty of 
usury; and where, according to the bill, usurious interest was incor- 
porated in a note by the fraudulent contrivance of the debtor, for the 
purpose of taking advantage of i t  and avoiding the debt, relief was 
refused. Bank o. Knom, 50. 

3. I n  equity, satisfaction of a debt is never enforced until i t  has been 
established a t  law. Ibid., 53. 

4. A creditor who, by a misrepresentation, induces another person to 
execute a bond as surety for his debt, will not be permitted in equity 
to subject the latter to its payment. Bird u. Chafln, 55. 

5. A plaintiff who seeks the aid of a court of equity to obtain satisfac- 
tion of his judgment a t  law ought not only to establish his debt there, 
but sue out execution. Clark v. Banner, 608. 

6. Whether a return of nulla bona on such execution be necessary, quere? 
Ibid., 608. 

7, A creditor cannot obtain the aid of a court of equity to procure satis- 
faction of his debt, under any circumstances, until he has established 
his claim a t  lam and issued a n  execution therefor. Bethel1 .v. Wil- 
son, 610. 

8. The question of debt, or no debt, cannot be tried by a court of equity 
unless there is no remedy a t  law, as  in  cases of Iost bonds and the 
like. Fleming v. Sitton, 623. 

DECREE. 
1. One against whom a decree has passed cannot sustain a bill praying 

relief inconsistent with that decreg, by making another party and 
charging a subsequent interest in him. The proper course is to file a 
bill of review as to the original parties, charging supplementally the 
interest of the new defendant. Qilchrist v. Qilchrist, 362. 

2. A decree cannot be had upon the testimony of one witness unsupported 
by circumstances against the plain and direct denial of the defendant 
in  his answer, although the plaintiff swear to his bill upon obtaining 
an injunction. Gaither v. CaldweZl, 508. 

DEED. 
1, A delivery of a deed to a third person for the benefit of the bargainee 

renders i t  effectual until the latter dissents. Tate v. Tate, 26. 

2. An infant bargainee may assent to such a delivery, and his assent is 
presumed until the contrary appears. Ibid., 26. 
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DEED-Continued. 
3. The presumption of a delivery which arises from the execution and 

attestation of a deed valid a t  law does not take place as  to one by a 
husband to his wife. There must be proof of a delivery in fact, or of 
acts or declarations of the parties, from which i t  may be inferred. 
Elliott v. EZZiott, 65. 

See Husband and Wife, 2,  3, 4. 

DEVISE. 
1. Where a testator devised lands to two of his sons, and the survivor of 

them, in trust, to be sold, and by a subsequent clause appointed them 
executors, and provided that  in case both his said sons should die 
before a sale and conveyance of the lands, another person should sell 
and convey, and execute all  the trusts of the will, and by a codicil 
appointed that other also executor, i t  was held that neither the sub- 
stitution in the will nor the appointment as  executor in the codicil ' authorized the other person to interfere in the sale of the land during 
the life of the sons, or either of them. Worth v. XcAden, 199. 

2. Where a testator devises as  follows, "I devise to my wife the use of 
the lands and buildings whereon I now live, for and during the term 
of her natural life, and after her death it is  my will and desire that 
the said land, etc., shall be sold by my executors and a t  their discre- 
tion, and the proceeds thereof be equally divided between my four 
children or the survivors of them," and, before the death of the 
widow, she and the executors, upon petition, procured the land to be 
sold by the clerk and master, under an order of the Court of Equity, 
and the purchase money was paid to him and never came to the use 
of the children, it  was held that  'the latter were not barred of their 
legal title to the land. Davis v. Howcott, 46q. 

See Bequest; Executory Devise; Lands; Tenant for Life, 1. 

DISTRIBUTION. 
Kext of kin, born before the time when distribution is to be made, are not 

entitled, under the statute, unless they were in ventre s a  mere a t  the 
death of the intestate. Grant v. Bustin, 77. 

DIVORCE. 
Where a marriage was solemnized in South Carolina between persons 

resident there, and the parties afterwards removed to, and acquired 
a domicile in, Tennessee, from whence the wife removed to this State, 
i t  was held that a decree dissolving the marriage made by a court in 
Tennessee, upon the petition of the husband, exhibited six years after 
the removal of the wife to this State, and without personal service 
upon her, was a nullity, and that a marriage contracted by the wife 
before the death of her husband was void. Irby  v. Wilson, 568. 

See ~urisdiction, 2. 

DOMICILE. See Husband and Wife, 6.  

DOWER. See Frauds and Fraudulent Conveyances, 1, 2 ;  Heirs, 3. 

EJECTMENT. See Covenant ; Landlord and Tenant. 
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ELECTION. 
1. Where, upon the bill and answer, i t  appears the defendant can claim 

under the wills of two testators, and no election, nor any fact which 
puts him to one is charged, none will be decreed. Lindsey v. Eth- 
eridge, 36. 

2. Whenever a devisor gives away by will the property of a devisee, so 
that the claim of the devisee to the latter defeats the will, a case of 
election arises upon the presumed intention of the devisor, but the 
implication of this intention must be plain, as  i t  is not readily to be 
supposed that  one gives away the estate of another. Arny v. Amy, 
376. 

3. The heir is not put to his election when he claims personal property 
under a will, and land against it ,  the will not being executed so as  to 
pass land, unless an express condition is  annexed to the gift of per- 
sonalty that  he shall not claim the land. Melchor v. Burger, 634. 

EMBLEMENTS. See Tenant for Life. 

ENTRY. 
1. The act of 1783 (Rev., ch. 185, sec. l l ) ,  requiring entries of land to set 

forth the nearest watercourses, mountains, etc., is  merely directory 
and does not avoid entries, because they a r e  not as  special as  they 
might be made. If, from the want of distinguishing marks to iden- 
tify the land, a second enterer has been misled, the first is void as  to 
him; but if he had notice of the first before he paid his purchase 
money, i t  is valid as  to him, notwithstanding the defective descrip- 
tion. Harris v. Ewing, 369. 

2. The time fixed by the act of 1808 (Rev., ch. 759) for the payment of 
the purchase money for entries of land is the 15th day of December 
in  the second year after the entry, not the second 15th of December 
after its date. Ibid., 371. 

3. If land be described in an entry as  adjoining land of D. C., the fact 
that  D. C. did not own any land adjoining does not in itself vitiate 
the entry, especially where the adjoining land was reputed to belong 
to D. C., although he never had title to it. Ibid., 371. 

EQUITY O F  REDEMPTION. See Execution and Execution Sale, 14, 15;  
Mortgage, 3. 

EVIDENCE. 
1. Upon a bill seeking satisfaction of a n  equitable demand against a 

deceased debtor from property in  the hands of his donee, it was held 
that  a decree against the administrator of the donor in a former suit, 
establishing the debt and ascertaining that  he  had fully administered, 
was not admissible to prove the case of the plaintiff. Doxier v. 
Doxier, 96. 

2. A defendant, against whom the plaintiff must have a,decree, if he gets 
one a t  all, cannot, by giving a release of his interest to his codefend- 
an t  pendente Zite, become a competent witness for them. His liability 
for costs, if nothing else, would exclude him. Palls v. Carpenter, 237. 

3. I n  the absence of fraud, mistake or surprise, par01 evidence cannot be 
received to prove that  a bond, payable immediately, was not to be 
demanded until after the obligor's death. Beady v. Btainback, 475. 
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4. Parol evidence, although it may be inadmissible to reform a written 
contract, yet is received to repel a specific execution of i t ;  but in the 
latter case it cannot be received to show that  the written contract 
was not the one made, but to prove fraud, accident or surprise, rais- 
ing a n  equity to rebut the claim to specific execution. W a d  v. Led- 
hetter, 496. 

EXECUTION AND EXECUTION SALE, No. 1. 
1. Where A. purchases the land of B: a t  execution sale, and assigns his bid 

to  C., and i t  is  again sold under an execution against C. and bought by 
D., and A., conferring with C .  to defeat D.'s title, takes a deed from 
the sherie; a court of equity will compel him to couve'y to D. Hen- 
derson u. Holce, 119. 

2. The interest of a purchaser a t  sheriff's sale, who has paid the purchase 
money, but has  not received a deed, is subject to execution, under the 
act of 1812 (Rev., ch. 836). Ibid., 137. 

3. That act extends to all cases where the whole beneficial interest is in 
the defendant in  the execution, a s  well when it is  created by deed as  
where i t  results from operation of law. Ibid., 138. 

4. And when the trust is constructive, a court of equity will aid the pur- 
chaser by directing the trustee t o  convey to him. Ibid., 139. 

5. And if the sheriff neglects to make a deed to the purchaser, one who 
buys the latter's interest under another execution can in equity call 
upon the sheriff to perfect the evidence of his title by executing a 
deed to the first vendee. Ibid., 139. 

6. Neither the plaintiff nor defendant can direct the application of money 
received by the sheriff on a n  execution. The powers and duties. of 
the sheriff in that  respect are  beyond the control of either party, a s  
the law itself applies the money raised on a n  execution. Child u. 
Dwight,  171. 

7. The application of money raised on execution, a t  law, furnishes no 
ground for relicf in equity, a s  a more obvious and available remedy 
may be had by motion in the court of law upon the return of the 
execution. Ibid., 175. 

8. Slaves held in  trust, to be divided among A.'s children "who may be 
now living, and those who represent a deceased child, in proportion, 
and after the same manner a s  if they were claiming them a s  next of 
kin of their father," are  not liable to a n  execution a t  law. And in 
equity a creditor under a n  assignment, subsequent in date t o  the 
execution, but prior to the bill of the plaintiff, in such execution to 
subject the fund, is  preferred. McEau v. Wil l iams,  398. 

9. A creditor whose execution has no lien upon a trust estate can subject 
i t  in equity only upon the ground that  he cannot otherwise procure 
satisfaction. The jurisdiction is  original; and a s  priority of time is 
regarded in equity, any other person having hona fide a specific lien 
prior to the filing of his bill is preferred to him. Zbid., 398. 

10. But where the execution has a lien a t  law, the  jurisdiction becomes 
ancillary, and the  legal priority is  not lost by seeking that relief. 
Ibid., 398. 
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EXECUTION AND EXECUTION SALE, No. 1-Continued. 
11. A trust estate is not liable to cxccution a t  law unless i t  bc a pure and 

simple one, in which nothing is  to  be done by the trustee. Ibid, 405. 

12. Whether the interest of one tenant in  common of a trust estate can be 
sold a t  law under execution, quere? Ibid., 406. 

13. A court of equity will not enjoin an execution because the defendant a t  
law has paid it ,  when he might have proved that fact on the trial, and 
was not by fraud or surpriqe prevented from so doing. Woodfin v. 
Smith, 451. 

14. The act of 1812 ( 1  Rev. Stat., ch. 45, see. 5) ,  subjecting equities of 
redemption to execution, extends to those subjected to rcdemption by 
construction of a court of equity, as  well as those expressly made so 
by the terms of the mortgage. Thorpe v. Ricks, 616. 

15. A s1ierifl"s deed for a n  equity of rcdemption is effectual, although it  
does not describe the land as  untlcr mortgage, the act of 1812 being 
in this r e s ~ x c t  merely directory. Ibid., 618. 

See Injunction, 2. 

EXECUTOR DE SON TORT. 

1. A parol gift of slaves is void as  to creditors of the donor if he died 
without leaving other property sufficient to pay all  his debts, and the 
donee may be subjcctcd a t  law as  an cxccutor dc so% tort. Dozicr v. 
Dozier, 103. 

2. A court of cquity does not charge a person as  executor d e  son, tort,  but 
only in respect of his possession of the fund. Ibid., 104. 

EXECUTORS AND ADMINISTRATORS, No. 1. 

1. Serving an executor with process for the plaintiff's own demand does 
not in equity restrain his power of preferring other debts of equal 
dignity. Eut  the rule is  different whcn the object of the bill is to 
have an account of debts and assets arid for all the creditors to come 
in under the dccree. Allison v. Davidson, 46. 

2. I n  cquity, upon a bill against an executor to enforce the payment of a 
debt, nothing but a final decree restrains voluntary payments of other 
debts of like degree by the defendant. Ibid., 48. 

3. Where thc executors of a partner are  made defendants by a sci. fa. to 
a bill against him for an account of the partnership, they cannot be 
charged with partnership effects which came to their hands since his 
death. Ibid., 49. 

4. The jurisdiction of a court of equity being primarily in personam, if 
an executor has assets the court establishes the debt and decrees pay- 
ment by him ; but if he has fully administered, the bill is dismissed ; 
and a dccree ascertaining the debt and establishing that  the executor 
has fully administered is in  substance one of dismission. Dozier v. 
Dozier, 104. 

5. An administrator who bona Jide carries on a suit commenced by his 
intestate will be allowed the expenses of such suit a s  a moper dis- 
bursement. Clapp v. Cobbe, 177. 
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EXECUTORS AND ADMINISTRATORS-Continued. 
6. The probate of a will and qualifying as  executor thereto is a n  accept- 

ance of a trust of personalty declared therein, and the executor can- 
not afterwards refuse to perform the trust. Worth v. McAden, 199. 

7. Whether an executor can, a t  the time of qualifying, by some solemn 
and authentic act, renounce the office of trustee for a trust of person- 
alty declared in the will, quere? I t  seems that he cannot. Ibid., 199. 

8. Whether the acceptance of the office of executor necessarily carries 
with i t  the acceptance of trusts in  relation to realty which the testa- 
tor authorized and directed his executors to perform, quere? Ibid., 
199. 

9. The sale of uegroes belonging to a n  estate without a previous order of 
court is irregular, and any losses occurring under such sale are prima 
facie chargeable on all the executors who concurred in making it. 
But if the sales ought to have been made, the mere neglect to procure 
order of court does not impose this liability. Ibid., 211. 

10. In taking an account against an executor who, without any actual 
f raud on his part, is  chargeable because of the devastavit of his 
coexecutors, no further evidence of credits for disbursements o r  ad- 
vancements made by such coexecutor is to be required than can 
reasonably be demanded of one who was not personally cognizant of 
them, and cannot be supposed to possess regular vouchers therefor. 
Ibid., 212. 

11. Where one of two coexecutors took possession of the effects of the 
testator, sold them, and received and kept the bonds taken for the 
same, and the other executor did not interfere in the management of 
the business further than to assent to the sales and join in  signing 
the inventory and account of sales, i t  was held that the latter, not 
having done anything more than the law required of him, was not 
responsible to the legatees for the de~as tav i t  of the former. OchiEl- 
tree v. Wright, 336. 

12. When coexecutors are  appointed curators or trustees of a fund be- 
queathed by their testator, each is  responsible only for what was in 
his hands or under his control; and a s  neither has any authority to 
take from the possession of another the property of their cestui que 
trust, he cannot therefore be made answerable for the default of that  
other. Ibid., 336. 

13. Formerly there was a distinction between coexecutors and cotrustees 
joining in a receipt for money. I n  the former case both were held 
responsible; in the latter, only he who actually received the money. 
Now the rule in regard to coexecutors is, that the joining in a receipt, 
though not absolutely necessary, is not conclusive against a n  executor 
any more than against a trustee. m e  true inquiry in these cases is 
whether the money received was under the control of both executors; 
and the joining in the receipt is evidence of that  control, though i t  is 
not conclusive. Ibid., 340, 841. 

14. The courts of this State have no power to make submissions to arbi- 
tration rules of court, excepting when the subject-matter of the sub- 
mission is  a suit pending in them; and the Superior Court has  no, 
power to make an order appointing commissioners to audit and settle 

609 
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EXECUTORS AND ADMINISTRATORS-Cofithed. 
the accounts of a n  executor. An ,order of that  court appointing com- 
missioners is only obligatory so fa r  a s  i t  sets forth a contract between 
the parties to i t ;  and one made upon the joint petition of the execu- 
tors and creditors, directing commissioners "to adjust and finally 
settle" the accounts of the former, in  the absence of proof to the con- 
trary, is taken as  only authorizing them to make a statement of his 
receipts and disbursements, and to allow his commissions, and does 
not confer the right to disturb the priorities of the creditors or in  any 
way to interfere with the legal course of administration. Alemander 
v. Burton, 469. 

15. Although a court of equity may, when it  is  applied to for the settle- 
ment of an estate, determine the question of the commissions to be 
allowed the executor as  incidental to the main question, ,yet i t  will 
never do so without a reference. Newby v. Skinner, 491. 

16. A judgment confessed by an administrator is  prima facie fair, and in 
the absence of all proof tha t  i t  is  otherwise is to be allowed in settling 
the accounts of the administrator. Powell v.  Myers, 502. 

17. Mere technical informality in the entry of a judgment is not cause for 
rejecting i t  as  a credit in a n  administrator's account. Ibid., 502. 

18, A sale by an executor of the chattels belonging to his testator is good, 
.and the purchaser is not obliged to see to the application of the pur- 
chase money; and this although the testator has created a particular 
fund for the payment of his debts, of which the property sold does 
not form a part, and the purchaser has notice of the will. But  if the 
sale be collusive or in a way to enable the executor .to commit a 
devastavit, in equity the purchaser will be liable. TyrreZZ v. Mor- 
ris, 559. 

19. The same rule applies to a pledge by the executor; also to an agree- 
ment turning a pledge into an absolute sale. Ibid., 559. 

20. A private sale, made by an executor, of the chattels of his testator, 
without an order of the County Court, is valid unless impeached for 
fraud. Ibid., 562. 

21. Where a testator leaves the same person executor of his will and 
guardian of his children, he is chargeable with simple interest only 
for the time he was acting a s  executor; but from the time when the 
administration of the estate was or might have been concluded he is 
to be charged with compound interest unless he can show special 
equitable circumstances to discharge him of such accountability. 
Hodge v. Hawkins, 564. 

See Commissions; Costs, 2; Remainder, 1. 

EXECUTORY DEVISE. 
1. I n  England a limitation over upon a bequest of personalty, in case of 

the first legatee "shall die without leaving any issue," is  good. The 
same words in a devise either reduces an estate in fee to one for life, 
or enlarges an estate for life to a n  estate-tail. I n  this State, since 
our act of 1784, abolishing entails, the same construction is put upon 
the words in both cases. The words, "without leaving issue or chil- 
dren," clearly confine the time to the death of the legatee. Clapp  v. 
Poglmam, 466. 
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EXECUTORY DEVISE-Continued. 
2. The first taker has always been held to be a trustee for the executory 

devisees. Ibid., 468. 

FAMILY ARRANGEMENT. 
If,  to prevent a contest about the probate of their father's will, certain 

brothers executed articles of agreement among themselves, providing 
for a more equal distribution of their father's estate than that con- 
tained in his will, such agreement will not be considered a s  voluntary 
and without consideration, but will be enforced in equity as  a fair 
family arrangement, independent of its being a compromise of doubt- 
ful rights. Bailey v. lVils,on, 182. 

FRAUDS AND FRAUDULENT CONVEYANCE, No. 1. 
1. An advancement to the children of a first marriage, made before a 

second was contemplated, is not a fraud upon the second wife's right 
to dower, and this a s  well as  where she knew of the deed before her 
marriage, a s  where she was ignorant of it. Tate  9. Tate, 22. 

2. I t  seems that conveyances in contemplation of marriage, made to 
defeat the future wife's dower, are  within the equity of the act of 
1784 (Rev., ch. 204, see. 8 ) .  - 3  

3. Within the statute of frauds the signature to a contract for the land 
need not be that  of the principal nor in his name; that  of the agent is 
sufficient. Oliver u. Dis, 165. 

4. Where a man in embarrassed circumstances, whose property was adver- 
tised for sale under a deed of trust, was induced to permit a tract of 
land which he would not have had seld if the trust could have been 
otherwise satisfied to be exposed to sale by the promise of one who 
wished to buy that lie should have time to redeem it, and the effect 
of this promise was to stifle competition and enable the person mak- 
ing i t  to purchase a t  an under value, a court of equity will compel 
such purchaser to submit to a redemption; and the act of 1819 (Rev., 
ch. 1016) will be no bar to such relief. NeeZy u. Torian, 410. d 

$. Where the plaintiff in an execution obtained his judgment by fraud- 
there being no debt due him-and fraudulently prevented the defend- 
ant  having i t  reversed, in equity he shall have no benefit under it. 
Dudley v. Cole, 429. 

6. Whether the purchase of a stranger to the judgment would be protected, 
quere? Ibid., 429. 

7. Where land is  sold under two judgments, one fair and the other fraudu- 
lent, and is purchased by the plaintiff in the latter, whose money is 
paid to both, the deed of the sheriff shall stand only a s  a security for 
the sum paid to the former; and, it seems, he shall not have this pro- 
tection if the sale under both is procured by his fraudulent manage- 
ment. Ibid., 435. 

8. Where several persons agreed to purchase land a t  a sale by the clerk 
and master, and one of them bids it  off, the act of 1819 (1 Rev. Stat., 
ch. 50, see. 8 ) ,  avoiding par01 agreements for the sale of land, does 
not bar the claim of his associates; neither is i t  a defense to a bill by 
them that  they had a remedy by petition. Trice v. Pratt, 626. 

See Creditor, 4. 



INDEX. 

GIFT. 
Where a father, since 1806, made par01 gifts of slaves to his children, and 

afterwards by his will directed all his slaves to be equally divided 
between his six children, it was held that the slaves given to the chil- 
dren, and in their possession a t  the death of the testator, were to be 
included in the division. But it  was also held that no account was to 
be taken of slaves so given, which the children had sold during the 
testator's lifetime; neither was a slave purchased by a child and paid 
for by the father to be estimated as  one of the father's in making the 
divisfon. UcCannelZ v. Peoples, 601. 

See Advancement; Executor de son Tort, 1. 

HEIRS. 
1. To a bill enjoining the heir from ejecting the plaintiff from land which 

descended upon the former, upon the ground that  the latter had pur- 
chased under the erroneous idea that the heir was barred, and had 
paid the debts of the ancestor to the value of land, the deficiency of 
the personal estate is all that gives an equity to the plaintiff, and to 
ascertain that the personal representative of the ancestor is an indis- 
pensable party. Harrison v. Wood, 437. 

2. At law, the heir is entitled to possession until a judgment against him; 
and so in equity, as  against a creditor not having a specific lien, he is 
entitled until a decree. Ibid., 439. 

3. A right to have dower assigned, without a n  actual assignment of it, 
does not, either a t  law or in equity, repel the heir's right to the pos- 
session. Ibid., 440. . 

HUSBAND AND WIFE. 
1. As all the acquisitions of a feme covert made by her own act, during 

the coverture, inure to her husband, a bill seeking to enforce the 
execution of an agreement for the purchase of property, and a con- 
veyance of it  to the sole and separate use of a married woman, her 
husband not joining in it ,  will be dismissed. Lanier v. Ross, 39. 

2. A deed whereby a husband conveyed to his wife several slaves, without 
the intervention of a trustee, will not be set up  in equity, where the 
parties lived unhappily, where there was no evidence of a delivery, 
except the production of the deed by the wife after the death of her 
husband, and where she had never claimed the slaves during the 
husband's life, but had permitted them to be sold by his administra- 
tor and had purchased some of them. Elliott v. Elliott, 57. 

3. Whether a defective gift from a husband to his wife will be aided in 
this State, quere? But certainly it  will not be unless she shows 
merit$, and a clear intention by the husband to divest his title and 
hold for her benefit. Ibid., 62. 

4. The deed of husband and wife, where the privy examination of the 
latter is taken before the acknowledgment of both, is void. Gilchrist 
v. Buie, 359. 

5. The domicile of the husband is that  of the wife, for some purposes, as  
for regulating her claim to distribution of his estate in case of intes- 
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HUSBAND AND WIFE-Continued. 
tacy. But  where husband and wife have adversary interests in a 
suit between them, her domicile is where she actually resides. Irby  
v. Wilson, 581. 

See Aduancement ; Deed, 3. 

IDIOTS AiSD LUNATICS. 
1. The jurisdiction in lunacy is  strictly territorial, and a court of equity 

in  this State can neither charge his land in another, nor its proceeds 
in the hands of his heir here, for his support. Allison v. Campbell, 
152. 

2. The estate of a lunatic cannot be subjected for his support by process 
either against him or his heirs,\but can only be administered by a n  * 

* 
order of the court having jurisdiction in cases of lunacy. Ibid., 153. 

3. If a person contracts with a lunatic, in  good faith, without taking 
advantage of his situation, and without knowledge of the lunacy, a 
court of equity, although the contract is legally void, will not inter- 
fere to deprive such person of the adrantages he has obtained, with- 
out restoring to him whatever benefit the estate of the lunatic has 
received by the contract. Carr v. HoZEiday, 344. 

~ INFANTS. See Deed, 2. 

INJUNCTION. 
1. When the defendant, in his answer to an injunction bill, admits its 

equity, but sets up  matter in defense, the injunction will be continued 
to the hearing. Lindsay v. Etheridge, 38. 

2.  Upon the partial dissolution of an injunction the defendant in  equity 
may have a n  execution there for the sum a s  to which the injunction 
is dissolved) but if, instead of that,  he sues a t  law upon the injunc- 
tion bond, he cannot afterwards, upon the total dissolution of the 
injunction, have a n  execution from the court 'of equity, his only 
remedy being upon his judgment a t  law. Harrison v. Casey, 322. 

3. The abatement of a suit in equity for an injunction is not of itself a 
dissolution of the injunction. I t  requires an order of the court for \ 

that purpose, which order i t  is  competent for the court to make, after 
an abatement by death. Collier v. Bank,  328. 

4. Upon the abatement of an injunction suit in  equity, the defendant, on 
motion, may have an order for the dissolution of the injunction, and 
thereupon a judgment upon the injunction bond against the sureties 
thereto. Ibid., 328. 

5 .  If the motion for the dissolution should be made a t  the second term, 
no notice thereof need be given to the plaintiff's representative; but 
if the defendant neglect to move a t  that term, it  may be necessary 
that he should give notice of his motion, or that the order should be 
prospective, and be served on the plaintiff's representative. Ib id ,  328. 

I INTEREST. ,See Executors and Administrators, 21. 

JOINT DEFENDANTS. 
Where a bill is filed upon a claim against two defendants jointly, and one 

suffers the bill to be taken pro confesso, and the other sets u p  a 
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JOINT DEFENDANTS-Continued. 
defense which defeats the claim altogether, the bill must be dismissed 
as  to both, though without costs to him who made default. Andres 
u. Lee, 318. 

JUDGMENT. 
1. A court of equity does not interfere with judgments because they are 

erroneous, either in fact or in law, but simply because they are 
unconscientious; and this a s  well when they are  correct as  whep they 
are  erroneous. Dudley v. Cole, 433. 

2. A verdict and judgment a t  law for the same property sought to be 
recovered in equity is no bar, where the plaintiff's title is purely 
equitable. Blue v. Patterson, 458. 

3. Natters of equitable defense against a judgment a t  law cannot be set 
up  to prevent the removal of an encumbrance operating as an impedi- 
ment to the satisfaction of it, but must be urged by a bill seeking 
relief against it. Htaimbaclc v. Geddy, 479. 

4. A judgment against a person who has had no opportunity for defense 
is not entitled to respect in the courts of another country, unless, 
i t  seems, both parties were subjects of the country by whose tribunals 
i t  was pronounced. But where the defendant was the subject of 
another country, such a judgment has extra-territorially no validity, 
although strictly correct, according to the lex loci. Irby v. Wilson, 
576. 

See Assignment, 1, 2 ; Divorce ; Jurisdiction, 2. 

JURISDICTION. 
1. The Constitution of the United States, in providing that full faith and 

credit shall be given to the judicial proceedings of one State in the 
courts of another, intended only to render the record of a suit inter 
partes conclusive; not to enable a State to assume jurisdiction of 
persons without her boundaries, and dispense with the service of 
process. Irby u. Wilson, 578. 

2. The laws of this State giving jurisdiction in cases of attachment and 
non-resident defendants in equity, and for divorces, are objectionable, 
except when they merely authorize the condemnation of the property 
attached, or dispense with the necessity of making a non-resident a 
party. But this imperfection is  not a reason why judgment obtained 
under similar laws in other States should not be enforced here. 
Ibid., 580. 

See Idiots and Lunatics, 1, 2. 

JUSTICE. See Principal and Agent. 

LACHES. See Specific Performance, 4. 

LANDLORD AND TENANT. 
A tenant, against whose landlord a judgment in  ejectm'ent has been 

recovered may, after such judgment and before eviction, purchase in 
the title of the real owner, and hold the possession of the land as  his 
own, under his newly acquired title. Clapp v. Coble, 177. 

514 
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LANDS. 
1. Where an executor sold lands, and applied the proceeds to the payment 

of debts, under a mistake of his power, and the purchaser is evicted 
by the devisee, the land, in equity, will be subjected to indemnify 
the purchaser, to the extent to which his money was applied to his 
debts, over and above the personal estate. Scott v. Dunn, 425. 

2. Where a testator directs land to be sold and the proceeds divided, i t  is 
not a conversion of the land into personalty out and out, but merely 
the appointment of a mode of division; and those entitled to the 
purchase money take as  devisees, and not subject to the payment of 
debts until the personal estate is  exhausted. Newby v. Skinner, 488. 

3. The person entitled to the proceeds of land directed by a testator to 
be sold, may take the land itself without a sale, but i t  is regarded 
in equity a s  personalty, and if he die without changing its quality, 
i t  will be personalty, a s  between his heir and executor. Ibid., 490. 

See Clerk and Master-Devise. 

LEGACY. 
1. A legacy to the wife of the testator, payable two years and three 

months after his death, during which time land for a residence was 
devised to her, and the executor was directed to sell other land, so 
as  to have the money ready to pay her a t  the expiration of that  
time, and which was expressed to be in lieu of her dower, upon her 
death before the time of payment, survives to her representative. 
Ford v. Whedbee, 16. 

2. A legacy to one of the testator's next of kin %hich will include every 
part of my estate intended for him," will not bar his claim to a 
share of the residue undisposed of. Ibid., 21. 

3. A legacy to a wife "until my youngest living child comes of age," and 
"if she dies before my youngest living child," etc., then "to be equally 
divided among my living children," but "if she lives until youngest 
child," etc., "she shall have an equal share of my estate a s  is  
mentioned," does not vest in the children until the youngest arrives 
a t  full age, or until the death of the wife. Gill v. Weaver, 41. 

4. A legacy to two or  more children with words of survivorship vests a t  
the death of the testator, if the ~ ~ o r d s    ill admit of that construction. 
But if a previous life estate be given, generally it  does not vest until 
the death of the legatee for life. Ibid., 42, 43. 

5. When the proportion to which one of several .legatees is entitled can- 
not be fixed a t  the death of the testator, words of survivorship refer 
to the time of division. Ibid., 43. 

6. If the lea domicilii of the testator avoids a legacy, i t  is not made valid 
by that  of the legatee. Sorrw v. Bright, 115. 

7. A lapsed legacy does not fall into a residue which is only partial in 
i ts  nature, though i t  requires very special words to deprive a residue 
of its general character. Where a residue consisting of crop, stock 
and furniture was given, i t  was held, that  a lapsed legacy of a slave 
did not fall into it, but was subject to distribution under the statute. 
Bimms u. Barrot, 393. 
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LEGACY-Continued. 
8. A legatee for life is entitled to  the increase of cattle, and the interest 

of money. Perry v. TerreU, 441. 

See Bequest ; Residue and Residuary Clause ; Tenant for Life. 

LIMITATIONS, STATUTE OF. 
1. Where an administrator made a mistaken distribution of slaves, and 

afterwards a decree was pronounced against him in favor of those 
really entitled, correcting the mistake, his bill filed more than three 
years after its discovery, seeking to recover the slaves from those to 
whom he had improperly assigned them, is  barred by the statute 
of limitations. Qatlilz v. Darden, 73. 

2, A claim in equity against a joint owner of a chattel, analogous to one 
a t  law for a destruction of it, is barred by the statute of limitation, 
unless preferred within three years. And the pendency of a former 
bill, to which the parties were both defendants, will not repel it. 
Baunders u. Cfatlbn, 95. 

3. The possession of a trustee, so constituted by act of the parties, is the 
possession of his cestui que trust; and no length of possession, as 
such, will ba r ;  but if a party is sought to be constituted a trustee 
by the decree of a court of equity, founded on fraud or the like, his 
possession is then considered adverse, and the statute of limitations 
will be a bar. Edwards v. Uniiuersity, 325. 

4. Where the plaintiff alleges a disability which is  to exempt him from 
the operation of the statute of limitations, i t  is incumbent on him to 
prove that i t  was a continuing disability, from the time the cause 
of action accrued. Ibid., 325. 

5. When slaves were given by parol, and upon the death of the donee, 
intestate, were assigned to one of his next of kin, a possession of 
them by the latter for more than three years gives him a perfect title. 
Powell v. Powell, 379. 

LIMITATION O F  PROPERTY. 
See Bequest, 1, 9, 11 ; Executory Devise, 1, 2. 

LOST NOTES. 
1. The owners of lost bank notes may in equity recover the amount upon 

offering bond and security to save the bank harmless from all claims 
for or on account of such notes. Allm u. Bank, 3. 

2. Whether a recovery upon lost notes can be effected a t  law, quere? 
raid., 3. 

3. The cutting of a bank note in two, for transmission by mail, is not 
a vokntary destruction of i t ;  and if, in the course of transmission, 
one of the halves be lost, the owner, upon producing the other half 
and offering a n  indemnity, mag recover the amount of the whole 
note. Ibid., 3. 

4. The usage of a bank in paying to the holder of a half note only half 
the amount of the note is not sanctioned by law, and cannot be 
sustained. Ibid., 13. 

5. A bill filed two years after the loss of a bank note is  not too late for 
relief. Ibid,, 14. 

516 
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LOST NOTES-Continued. 
6. A neglect to  offer an indemnity before filing a bill does not destroy the 

plaintiff's right, but it  will deprive him of a claim for damages and 
costs. Ibid., 14. 

MARRIAGE SETTLEMENT. 
1. A post-nuptial settlement made in favor of a wife by a husband, in  

pursuance of an agreement before marriage, will, if variant from such 
agreement, be reformed in a court of equity; and consequently, if by 
accident or misapprehension of its legal import, the husband makes 
such settlement in accordance with the ante-nuptial agreement, when 
he designed after marriage to vary it, even with the consent of his 

. wife, he cannot be relieved. Koonce v. Bryan, 227. 

2. An ante-nuptial settlement in articles, is in equity, if registered, valid 
as  a lien upon the property agreed to be settled, against the general 
creditors of the debtor, and of course is valid against one claiming in 
place of a creditor. Therefore a purchaser a t  execution sale of the 
property included in the settlement, is bound to execute it, although 
he may not have had notice of i t  a t  the time of his purchase. Free- 
man v. Hill, 389. 

MONEY IN THE HANDS O F  THE CLERK AND MASTER. 
 money in the hands of the master, awaiting the final determination of a 

cause, can be paid only a s  directed by the decree, and if another 
person claims it ,  he must apply to the court to have it paid to him. 
Arnold v. Arnold, 113. 

1. A conveyance, in  the form of a mortgage, securing a specific debt, but 
admitted by the defendants to be intended as  an indemnity against 
the costs of a law suit, cannot be supported upon the ground that  i t  
is held a s  a means of enforcing the execution of a n  agreement for 
giving the defendant a part of the property recovered in that lam7 
suit. Toler v. Pender, 445. 

2. Where A. contracted for land, and placed one-third of the purchase 
money in the hands of B., who completed the purchase, and then 
leased the land to A,, reserving rent, a t  the rate of twelve and a half 
per cent uQon the sum advanced by him, and gave a bond to A., to 
convey to him, a t  the expiration of the term, upon the payment of 
the advance and rent with interest on the latter, and A., was 
embarrassed, and made permanent improvements, i t  was held, that  the 
arrangement was a mortgage to secure an usurious loan; and that 
a purchaser of A.'s interest a t  execution sale had a right to redeem. 
Thorpe v. Ricks, 613. 

3. An execution purchaser of an equity of redemption need not make the 
mortgagor a party to this bill for redemption. Ibid., 619. 

4. A deed of bargain and sale, with a proviso avoiding it ,  upon repay- 
ment by the vendor, of the purchase money, is prima facie a condi- 
tional sale, and shall not in the absence of all fraud 04 the part of 
the vendor, be turned into a mortgage securing the purchase money 
a s  a debt. Flenzhg v. Bitton, 621. 
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5. Upon a bill to foreclose a mortgage, a sale may be decreed, but an 
award of execution for the balance, after applying the proceeds, is 
erroneous. Ibid., 623. 

NEGOTIABLE SECURITIES. 
See Assignment, 1 ; Lost Notes, 2. 

NEXT O F  KIN. See Distribution. 

NOTICE. See Practice, 4. 

PARTIES TO A SUIT. 
1. Upon a bill seeking satisfaction of an equitable demand against a 

deceased debtor, from property in the hands of his donee, i t  was 
held that the administrator of the debtor was a necessary party. 
Doxier v. Doxier, 96. 

2. Ordinarily conflicting claims between plaintiffs will not be decided 
in a court of equity. Borrey v. Bright, 115. 

3. A bill either to rescind or to enforce the specific execution of a contract 
for the sale of land, cannot be sustained against one who had 
guaranteed the contract without making the principal vendor or his 
representative a party. Oliver 9. Dix, 158. 

4. A defendant claiming a slave by reason of his having, under a mistake, 
paid for him to A., supposing him to be entitled, must, in a suit by 
the executor of B., under whose will -4. is clearly entitled, make the 
administrator of the latter a party by cross-bill, before he can avail 
himself of that  defense. Blue v. Pattersorz, 457. 

5. A partner w h ~  claims the benefit in equity of a debt due the partner- 
ship a s  a set-off or satisfaction of his individual note, must make his 
copartner a party to his bill. Ga4ther v. Caldwell, 504. 

6. All the residuary legatees are  necessary parties to a bill seeking to 
subject the share of one of them to a debt; especially when the 
interest of each legatee is uncertain, depending upon the amount 
of advancements made them in the lifetime of the testator. Bethell u. 
Wilson, 610. 

See Assignment, 2 ;  Heirs, 1 ;  Husband and Wife, 1 ;  Mortgage, 3 ;  
Remainder, 7. 

PARTNERSHIP. 8 

1, A mercantile instrument given in the partnership name binds all the 
partners, unless the person who took it  knew or had reason to believe, 
that  the partner who made i t  was improperly using his authority for 
his own benefit, to the prejudice, or in a way that  might be to the 
prejudice of his associates. Cotton v. Euans, 284. 

2. But  per DANIEL, J., dissenting. A person who takes a mercantile instru- 
ment in the partnership name, for the separate debt of one of the 
partners, cannot recover of the others, unless he can show that  they 
had .  notice of and sanctioned it ,  whatever may have been his 
impressions as  to the partner's being authorized to give such instru- 
ment. Ibid., 284. 
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PARTNERSHIP-Chntinued. 
3. The extent of the power and authority of each partner to bind the 

firm, stated and discussed by RUFFIN, C. J., and DANIEL, J. Ibid., 284. 

4. A debt due to a n  individual member of a firm cannot be set off in  
equity against a debt due from the firm, when the latter debt has  
been assigned for the benefit of bona fide creditors. Ibid., 306. 

5. The receipt of money by one partner in  the partnership name does 
not bind the firm, after notice of a dissolution has been had by the 
person who paid it, or caused it  to be paid. Ibid., 307. 

6. When a partnership owns land, a difficulty in  the title to i t  is no 
objection, 'upon a dissolution and settlement of the partnership, to 
ordering a sale of such title as  the partnership has. Waugh 9. 

Mitchell, 522. 
7. Lands purchased with partnership funds are not held by the owners 

a s  tenants in common, but as  joint tenants, a s  copartners; and a bill 
for the partition of such lands, upon the ground of their being held in  . 
common, or joint tenancy simply, cannot be sustained, a s  there can 
be no division of partnership property until all the accounts of the 
partnership have been taken, and the clear interest of each partner 
ascertained. Baird v. Baird, 524. 

1 

8. One partner cannot demand a n  account in respect of particular items, 
and a division of particular parts of the property; but the account 
must necessarily embrace everything. Ibid., 524. 

9. Where the right to call for a n  account of a partnership is lost by lapse 
of time, and there a re  lands belonging to the partners, they may be 
taken as  a clear surplus remaining, and equally divisible between the 
partners a s  joint tenants, provided it  appear that the parties were 
equally interested ; and provided further, that  the lands continued to 
be treated by the parties a s  joint property. Ibid., 524. 

10. Upon a dissolution of a copartnership, a settlement of i ts  accounts 
becomes indispensable and must include all debts due to the company, 
whether from its members or others, and all debts due from the 
company, either to the partners o r  strangers. But upon a partial 

, division of capital, such a settlement is  not indispensable. Whether 
upon a n  agreement for such a division, any one of the partners' can 
be required to take his own debt in  payment of his part of the capital, 
depends upon the fact whether the debt be then demandable. I f  i t  
be, this may be insisted on, but if i t  be not, the agreed division of 
capital does not per se change the character of the debt. Attort!eey- 
General v. Bank, 553. 

I See Awara, 1, 2, 3 ;  Executors and Administrators, 3 ;  Parties to a Suit, 5. 

I PLEAS AND PLEADING. 
A plea to  a bill of revivor, that  the cause of action arose more than 

twenty years before the filing of the original bill, and that  after the 
abatement of the original bill, the bill of revivor was not filed within 
the proper time, and that  the same was therefore barred by the 
statute of limitation, and the length of time between the abatement 
of the original suit, and the filing of the bill of revivor, is double, 
and therefore bad. Littlejohn v. Williams, 343. 

See ~ n s w e r ,  Decree, Relief. 
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POWER. 
Whether a power of sale, after the death of a tenant for life, can be 

well executed before that, event, querel But certainly i t  cannot when 
the words "after the death" apply to the sale, and are  not intended 
a s  a mere limitation of the estate for life. Davis v. Howcott, 464. 

PRACTICE. 
1. An objection to the regularity of an affidavit annexed to a bill cannot 

be made on the hearing; i t  should have come before filing the answer. 
Allen d Wycoff v. Btate Bank, 7. 

2. An affidavit sworn to before a master in  chancery in another State, who 
was a commissioner appointed by this State is regular. Ibid., 7. 

3. A court of equity never passes judicially upon accounts involving 
adversary interests when the same person represents both parties. 
Ford v. Whedbee, 22. 

4. I n  England i t  is  the practice to require a copy of all the orders made 
in the cause to be served upon the party to be affected by them. But 
in  this country, where the terms of the court are  a t  certain and short 
periods, parties are  charged with the knowledge of all the orders 
made in the cause, without the service of a copy unless specially 
directed. Qollier u. Bank, 331. 

5. If a defense, which may be pleaded, is relied upon in the answer, i ts 
validity can only be determined a t  the hearing. That part of the 
answer cannot be set down for hearing a s  a plea. McLin 9. Mc- 
Namara, 407. 

6. The rules of practice as settled in Bruce v. Child, 11 N. C., 372, 
approved. Ibid., 407. 

7. An order of reference is a judicial act determining the cause, and can- 
not be "without prejudice," but by consent, or when imposed as  the 
terms upon which a favor is granted to the person asking it. Ibid., 409. 

PRESUMPTION. 
1. Where a negro remains in the possession of the administratrix, who 

is also the widow of the intestate, for twelve or dfteen years, 'no 
presumption of satisfaction will arise from the delay against one of 
the next of kin, to prevent his claiming his interest in the negro; 
especially if i t  appear that  he was under the belief that his infant 
child, and not himself, was entitled to the interest in the said negro. 
Bird v. Graham, 168. 

2. Where no particular time is fixed for the execution of bn agreement, 
but the most important particulars cannot be carried into effect 
until after the death of a person then living, no presumption of 
abandonment from delay during the life of such person, although 
some minor parts of the agreement can be executed during such 
lifetime. Bailey v. Wilson, 189. 

3. A possession by the defendant of fourteen years, there being no 
administration upon the estate of the plaintiff's intestate for the 
first seven, is  not sufficient to raise the presumption of abandonment. 
B k e  v. Patterson, 459. 
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PRINCIPAL AND AGENT. 
1. Where the justices of a county meet out of court, and in their public 

character offer a reward for the apprehension of outlawed slares, 
they a r e  not personally bound, although the county is not responsible 
upon their engagement. ITite v. Goodman, 364. 

2. One who without fraud contracts in the name of another, but without 
his authority, is not personally liable upon the contract, unless he 
renders himself so, by express stipulation, or by the receipt of the 
consideration. Ibid.. 364. 

PRINCIPAL AND ATTORNEY. 
1. An instrument executed by an attorney for his principal may be signed 

by A. ( the attorney) for B. (the principal), or B. (the principal) by 
A. (the attorney), but it  must profess in its terms to be the act of 
the principal. Oliver v. D ~ G ,  163. 

PROPERTY IN CUSTODIA LEGIS. 
When a slave dies in the custody of an officer of the court, during a 

litigation concerning it, the loss is to be borne by the party to whom 
the title is  ultimately adjudged, especially when he had no right to 
the possession. Arnold v. Amold, 111. 

PURCHASER. 
One who takes an assignment of property to secure a debt, and neither 

advances money nor releases his debt, is  not a purchaser within the 
rule of equity, which protects purchasers without notice. Harris v. 
Hornev, 455. 

See Lands, 1. 

REASORTABLE TIME. 
If  an individual promise to pay money, or to do any other act, when i t  

may be convenient for him, it  may be that the courts would set res 
mugis valeat guam pereat, construe convenience to mean ability, or 
a reasonable time. But where an engagement to do an act, from the 
terms of the contract, fixes a time within n-hich it  must be performed, 
but allows a latitude for its performance within that  period, accord- 
ing to the convenience of the party who is to do the act, i t  would 
seem that  the individual himself must be the sole judge of what his 
own convenience prescribes. Attornw-General v. B m k ,  550. 

RECEIPT. 
A receipt from one of the next of kin, expressed to be for his part of the 

personal estate, but following a statement in which he is credited for 
his share of the "perishable estate" of the intestate, is not a receipt 
in  full of t h e  personal estate, so as  to exclude him from claiming a n  
interest in a negro belonging to the estate; particularly when i t  
appeared that  the sum for which he was credited was the same that 
each of the other next of kin received for their respective shares of 
the perishable estate, independent of their interest in the negro. 
Bird v. Graham, 168. 

RECORDS OF OTHER STATES. See Jurisdiction. 
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REFERENCE. See Practice, 7. 

RELIEF 
Relief will not be given upon a state of facts not set forth in the plead- 

ings, and appearing only upon the proofs. Gatlin v. Darden, 74. 

REMAINDER. 
1. An unqualified assent by an executor to a bequest for life vests the 

title of him in remainder, especially where there are  no debts 
to be paid, nor any trusts to be performed upon the expiration of the 
life estate, and in such a case, if the executor is entitled in remainder, 
he holds as  legatee and not as  executor. Saunders v. Gatlin, 93. 

2. Where a residuary bequest, consisting in part of slaves, was given by 
a testator to his widow for life, and after her death to others, and 
to pay a balance of debt, the executor was permitted by the widow 
to retain the slaves till out of their hires he had discharged it, i t  was 
held, that the debt, was a charge upon both the life estate and the 
remainder in  the slaves, in proportion to the respective values of 
those estates; and that  consequently the widow, or a s  she had died 
after payment of the debt, her representative was entitled to the sum 
which i t  had been agreed the remaindermen should pay if they were 
liable to pay any portion of the debt. Jacocbs v. Boxman, 192. 

3. Whether in such case, independent of any agreement, the rule of 
apportiontment would be to require the life owner to keep down the 
interest, leaving the principal to be paid by the remaindermen, or to 
require the principal to be paid a t  once by each in proportion to the 
value of their respective estates. Quere? Ibid., 192. 

4. Where a slave was conveyed by deed to a trustee in trust for a married 
woman for life, with the power of appointing to whom the remainder 
in the slave should belong after her death, and she died without 
making or attempting any appointment, it was held, that  neither the 
husband's representative, he having died before his wife, nor the 
representative of the wife, could claim the slave, but that  the trust 
in the remainder of the slave resulted to the donor or his representa- 
tive. Harrison v. Battle, 213. 

5. Where one having a remainder in "fee in  land, went into possession and 
made permanent improvement a t  the request of the tenant for life, 
i t  was held, DANIEL, J., dissenting, that  a court of equity would 
restrain the tenant for life from resuming the possession until he 
had paid for the betterments, although there was no note or memo- 
randum in writing made of the transaction. Baker v. Carson, 381. 

6. Where one having an interest for life in  slaves, with a view of defeat- 
ing those in remainder, sold them, and with the proceeds purchased 
others, the remainderman may affirm the sale, knd subject those 
slaves to his claims; but he  cannot recover specifically the slaves 
SO purchased. Black u. Rag, 443. 

7. To a bill affirming the sale, and seeking to charge the slaves for the 
' purchase money, the personal representatives of the first taker are 

necessary parties. Ibid., 443. 

See Residue and Residuary Clause, 3, 4, 5. 



RESIDUE AND RESIDUARY CLAU~E. 
1. A general gift of the residue includes legacies not effectually disposed 

of, whether they fail by lapse or illegality, unless i t  is clear upon the 
will that  the intention was different. Sorrey v. Bright, 115, 116. 

2. And merely charging the residue with the payment of legacies will not, 
of itself, prevent those which fail  for any cause, from sinking into it. 
Ibid., 116. 

3. 9 s  between the legatee for life and him in remainder, a residue of 
personalty other than slaves must be sold by the executor, and the 
proceeds invested so as  to give the life owner the interest, keeping the 
principal for the remainderman. JacoCks v. Boxman, 194. 

4. But this rule does not apply to a residue of slaves. They a re  not to be 
sold by the executor, but must be delivered in specie to the legatee 
for life, who is entitled to their profits during his turn, after which 
they and their increase go to him in remainder. Ibid., 194. 

5. In  effect slaves given in a residue and unsold, stand a s  between the 
legatees for life and in remainder upon the footing of a specific gift. 
Where given in either way the executor may sell for debts; the 
difference a s  to his duties and powers being, that in the latter case 
he ought to  apply to the respective legatees for contribution before 
a sale, and in the former he need not, because the gfft is only of so 
many of the slaves as  may remain in clear surplus. Ibid., 195. 

6. A testatrix, after a bequest of slaves, which was void, being for their 
emancipation, directed the balance of her estate to be sold, and after 
paying all her just debts, the surplus, if any, to be retained in the 
hands of her executor, and two-thirds of it  to  be laid out by him, 
for the clothing and support of her brother's children, and the other 
third to be for the use of the slaves, it was held, that the children 
of the testatrix's brother were only partial residuary legatees, and 
that she died intestate as  to the slaves, and one-third of the residue 
besides them. Pendleton v. Blount, 491. 

See Bequest, 4 ;  Legacy, 7. 

REVIVOR. See Abatement, 1, 2. 

SALE. See Clerk and Naster. 

SATISFACTION. See Presumption, 1. 

SHERIFF AND S H E R I F F S  DEED. See Execution and Execution Sale; 
Frauds and Fraudulent Conveyances, 7. 

SLAVES. See Advancement; Bequest, 2, 4 ;  Executor de s o n  Tort, 1 ;  Gift;  
Limitations, Statue of, 1, 5 ;  Residue and Residuary Clause, 4, 5. 

SPECIFIC PERFORMANCE. 
1. Upon a' decree for a specific performance, i t  is proper to order the 

articles to be canceled. But  it  is otherwise if the bill be dismissed. 
Gilchrist a. Buie, 361. 

2. Defective conveyances to children are  aided in equity. Mere inadequacy 
of price, in the absence of fraud or surprise, is no defense against a 
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SPECIFIC PERFORMANCE-Contintled. 
decree for a specific performance, especially when, in addition to the 
price, affection for a child entered into the consideration. White v. 
Thompson, 493. 

3. Although a t  law the covenants of the vendor and vendee may be 
independent, yet in equity, upon a bill for specific execution of a 
contract for the purchase of land; a conveyance is never ordered until 
the purchase money is paid. OEver v. Dix, 605. 

4. Gross laches is a defense to a bill for a specific execution of a contract; 
but what will amount to i t  depends upon the circumstances of each 
case. A delay for nine years will bar a bill seeking the performance 
of an agreement to sell the life interest of an old person in a lot of 
slaves, and an account of their hire; for during the time delayed, the 
defendant has taken the risk of the life estate. Btricklazld v. Fowler, 
629. 

See Parties to a Suit, 3 ;  Vendors and Purchasers. 

SPOLIATOR. 
Everything is to be presumed against a spoliator. Henderson v. Hoke, 

148. 
i' 

STATUTES CONSTRUED OR COMMENTED UPON. 

1783. 1 Rev. Stat., chap. 42, see. 13. Harris v. Erving, 369. 
1784. 1 Rev. Stat., chap. 121, see. 1. Tate u. Tate, 22. 
1789. 1 Rev. Stat., chap. 63, see. 11. Johnson v. Cawthorn, 32. 
1806. 1 Rev. Stat., chap. 37, see. 17. Hinton v. Hin,ton, 587. 
1808. 1 Rev. Stat., chap. 42, see. 10. Harris v. E rv in~ ,  369. 
1810 and 1811. 1 Rev. Stat., chaps. 788 and 806. Attorney-GerzevaZ v. 

Bank, 545. 
1812. 1 Rev. Stat., chap. 85, see. 7. Btate Bank, Ex parte, 75. 
1812. 1 Rev. Stat., chap. 45, see. 4. Henderson v. Hoke, 119. 
1812. 1 Rev. Stat., chap. 45, see. 586. Thorp v. Ricks, 616. 
1814. 1 Rev. Stat., chap. 870, see. 1. Attorneg-General v. Bank, 216. 
1818. 1 Rev. Stat., chap. 85, see. 8. Banlc, Ex parte, 75. 
1819. 1 Rev. Stat., chap. 50, see. 8. Oliver v. Dim, 165. 
1819. 1 Rev. Stat., chap. 50, see. 8. Neeley v. Torim, 410. 

,1819. 1 Rev. Stat., chap. 50, see. 8. Trice v. Pratt, 626. 
1819. 1 Rev. Stat., chap. 50, see. 8. Baker v. Cwson, 381. 

SURETY AND PRINCIPAL. 
A surety against whom and the principal debtor, a judgment has been 

obtained, by paying the debt and taking an assignment of the judg- 
ment to himself, satisfies it, and reduces his claim to a simple con- 
tract debt, and can, on the footing of the judgment, have no relief 
in a court of equity. The proper course is to have an assignment 
of it made to a person not a party to the record. Briley v. Szlgg, 366. 

TAXES. See Acts of Assembly, 1 ;  Bank of Newbern. 
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TENANT FOR LIFE. 
1. A devisee for life is entitled to the cuop growing a t  his death; as  is 

a legatee for life to the increase of cattle, and the interest of money. 
Perry u. Terrcll, 441. 

2. A tenant for life may, in this country, clear land for cultivation, if 
necessary to his enjoyment of the estate, and if done with a due 
regard to the relative proportion of wood and cleared land which 
should be preserved upon it. Sh im v. Wiloom, 631. 

See Power ; iRemainder ; Residue and Residuary Clause, 3, 4, 5. 

TENANTS IN COMNON. 
1. Where two decedents were joint owners of slaves, and the administra- 

tor of one having obtained possession, distributed them improperly, 
he is liable to account for their value to the next of kin of his 
intestate, but not to those of the other. 8aunders u. Catlin, 86. 

2. A tenant in common in possession does not thereby become a trustee 
for his fellow. But constructive trusts may arise between them by 
reason of the confidence created by their relation. Ibid., 92. 

3. One tenant in common may purchase the interest of his cotenant, 
under a n  execution in favor of a third person, or of himself, against 
the other, for the sole debt of the latter, or under an execution in 
favor of a stranger against both for their joint debt. And such 
purchase, if fairly made, will be good in equity, as  well as a t  law. 
Bpird u. Baird,  524. 

4. An actual ouster, or disseisin in  fact, is not necessary to make the 
possession of one tenant in common adverse; and although the silent " 

sole perception of the profits will not constitute an adverse possession, 
yet if continued without claim for a long time, every presumption 
necessary to support i t  will arise. But  where one who has in fact 
but an undivided share, is  exclusively in possession, under a con- 
veyance for the whole, notoriously claiming to hold in severalty, the 
possession can no longer be regarded a s  common; more especially if 
the possession be taken under color of a conveyance for a share of 
one of the cotenants, though the conveyance may be inebectual. 
Ibid., 524. 

See Execution and Execution Sale, 12. 

TRUST. 
1. If one buys an estate for another with the money of the latter, a trust 

results for him; but i t  is otherwise if he buys for himself with the 
money and by the consent of another. Henderson u. Hoke, 149. 

2. And if one, to defraud his creditors, conveys property to another for 
the latter's use, a trust in land reserved by the latter in exchange for 
that  property will not result to the former, neither can his creditors 
subject i t  a t  law to the payment of his debts. Ibid., 149. 

3. Where the plaintiff in  equity seeks to effect the legal estate of the 
defendant with a trust for him, and the defendant sets up a s  a 
defense a distinct title in the same land, the court having decided 
that  the plaintiff has an equity as  to the first title, necessarily must 
determine which of them is  the best. Ibid., 150. 



INDEX. 

TRUST-Contimed. 
4. A joint trustee is  to be charged with the funds belonging to his cestui 

que trusts, which ought to have come to his hands, or which did 
come to his hands, or which passed through them, or  which have 
been wasted or misapplied by his cotrustee, by and with his con- 
currence. But mere passiveness in  not withdrawing money out of the 
hands of his cotrustee, which had never been in his own, is not such 
a concurrence a s  to make him chargeable. Worth v. McAden, 199. 

5. One who is  trustee for the children of another as  well as  for his own, 
owes the same duty to each set of cestui que trubts; and cannot 
make any arrangement by which his own children are  to be benefited 
in  preference to those of the other. Ibid., 210. 

6. A mere power to appoint given to a cestui que trust is not a n  estate 
in the trust. Harrison v. Battle, 215. 

7. The construction of limitations of trust estates will be the same a s  
that of legal estates, unless a plain intent to  the contrary appears. 
Ibid., 216. 

8. But a conveyance of personalty to  a trustee, in trust for another for 
life, does not convey the whole estate to the cestui que trust, because . 
i t  is plain that  the parties did not so mean. Ibid., 215. 

9. A deed by a trustee, relinquishing his legal estate, but without con- 
veying i t  to any person, is inoperative, and leaves the estate in him 
subject to all the trusts declared in the deed creating it. Dick v. 
Pitchford, 480. 

See Assignment, 3, 4 ;  Champerty ; Execution and Execution Sales, 2, 3, 
4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12; Executors and Administrators, 6, 7, 8, 12, 13. 

USURY. See Creditor, 2. 

VENDOR AND PURCHASER. 
1. ,Whether the vendor of land has a lien upon it  for the purchase money, 

and if any, its nature and extent, are  unsettled questions in this 
State. But it  is  clear that if the lien does exist against volunteers 
and purchasers with notice, i t  does not against a creditor of the 
vendee, enforcing the collection of his debt, or a purchaser clothed 
with the rights of such a creditor. Johnsolz u. Cawthorn, 32. 

2. A purchaser a t  a sale by a guardian, made by order o f ' the  county 
court, under the Act of 1789 (Rev. c., 312, see. 5 ) ,  has the right of a 
purchaser under execution. Ibid., 35. 

3. If,  upon an agreement for the sale of land, the vendee has a right to 
the possession both as  vendee and lessee, and on the expiration of his 
term refuses to complete his purchase, but tenders the rent, the 
v,endor, by accepting it, waives the contract and forfeits his right to 
a specific performance. Brgan v. React, 78. 

4. Whether laches, on the part of the vendor in performing acts which 
he has stipulated for, will not bar his claim to a specific performance. 
Quere? Ibid., 84. 

5. On a bill for specific performance the vendee will not be compelled to 
take a title founded on a decree against a n  infant, because the latter 
may show cause against it when of age. Ibdd., 85. 
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VENDOR AND PURCHASER-Co%timued. 
6. If two persons contract that  one shall convey to the other the land of 

a third person, or that  he will cause the owner to convey it, whether b 

equity will entertain a bill for specific performance, or to rescind 
the contract, o r  whether i t  will not leave the parties to their remedies 
a t  law. Qaere? Oliver v. Dix, 163. 

7. In  such a case, if the vendee has paid part of the purchase money, 
i t  is not seen how he can recover it back in equity. Ibid., 164. 

8. Where a vendee contracted for the purchase of land, and took posses- 
sion, but neglected to pay the purchase money for nine months after 
i t  fell due, during all of which time the vendor held the bonds for 
the purchase money, and did not offer to surrender them, but recog- 
nized the contract a s  still subsisting, i t  was held, that  having allowed 
the contract to subsist after the default, the vendor could not put an 
end to it, without a.previous formal and reasonable notice to the 
purchaser to come forward and fulfill i t ,  or he would not hold him- 
self bound. And i t  was held further, that upon such purchaser's 
paying the money, he could demand a specific performance from the 
vendor; or call for the legal title from a person who had purchased 
with full notice of the contract. Falls v. Carpenter, 237. 

9. If a vendor, after a default by the vendee, is still willing to complete 
the contract, and a third person interposes, and by misrepresenting the 
willingness of the vendee to fulfill the contract on his part, procures 
a conveyance to himself, i t  seems that  the first vendee will have a n  
equity against the second, independent of any he might have against 
the common vendor. Ibid., 237. 

10. Insolvency, whether existing a t  the time of the contract or occurring 
subsequently, does not of itself dissolve the contract, but if continuing 
so a s  to disable the purchaser from fulfilling his part of it, may 
authorize the other party, after request and default, to renounce it ,  
and after reasonable notice may discharge him ; or i t  may be evidence, 
w.ith other things, of abandonment by the purchaser, but in  that  case 
liable to be repelled by other evidence. Ibid., 237. 

11. The increase of value is  not such a charge in the subject-matter of a 
cdntract a s  is, of itself, a ground for rescinding or not enforcing 
articles. But  if one of the parties refuse to perform, and there comes 
a change of circumstances, upon the strength of which he is desirous 
to go on with the bargain, and insists on it, he may be properly 
repelled, although he was not watching for that  change. Ibid., 237. 

12. Time may be the essence of the contract in equity. Exact punctuality 
may be of great importance to the interests of a contracting party in  
many situations. I n  some i t  is  obvious from the state of the property 
and other circumstances. I n  others we do not doubt that  the instru- 
ment may be so formed as  to show that  i t  is  a substantial part of 

. the contract. I n  those cases the court can no more dispense with i t  
than any other vital provision. But the parties themselves may;  and 
i t  is in that  sense true that  time is  not essential, but immaterial, 
when comparing i ts  effect in that court with that  a t  law. Ibid., 277. 

13. Default in respect to time is not a bar of itself, except in  particular 
cases; but is only evidence with other things of abandonment, and 
of course may be rebutted. Ibid., 279. 
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VENDOR AND PURCHASER-Colztirzued. 
14. Time may, in all cases, be made essential, but where i t  is, i t  does not 

follow that i t  is necessarily conclusive in equity, a s  i t  is  in law. Ibid., 
279. 

16. I n  equity time may be waived by a party, a s  may any other stipulation 
introduced for his benefit. A failure to avail himself of it, on the 
first fit occasion, and before or when the other party begins after a 
default to act again on the agreement, may amount to such waiver. 
Ibid., 279. 

16. When a purchaser seeks relief from a court of equity because he has 
purchased without notice, he must deny notice. So, when he sets up 
by plea or answer a purchase without notice a s  a bar to discovery or 
relief, to which a plaintiff is entitled, he must be equally explicit in 
denying it. But where a plaintiff would convert a purchaser into a 
trustee, and seeks to charge him because he bought with notice, if the 
allegation of notice is not admitted, the plaintiff is bound to prove it. 
XcQahee v. Sneed, 333. 

17. In  a contract of sale, by which the vendors stipulated "to make a 
sufficient title, a s  fa r  a s  their claim extends in said land," the words, 
"a sufficient title," were held upon the whole instrument to mean "a 
sufficient deed" to assure the estate, if they had one, notwithstanding 
"a quitclaim deed" was by the articles agreed to be given for other 
lands. Gilchrist v. Buie, 346. 

I 
18. Upon a bill for a specific performance, in England, the vendor is  bound 

to show a good title, but is not compelled to covenant for one appar- 
ently good, beyond his own acts and those claiming under him. But 
in this country i t  seems that  the vendee has a right to covenants of . 
general warranty. Ibid., 356. 

19. A vendor has no equitable lien for the purchase money against a credi- 
tor of the vendee who claims under an execution sale. Hwper v. 
Williams, 379. 

20. A purchaser a t  sheriff's sale is  affected with all the equities which 
bind the person whose interest he buys, and in fact is not ~ l i t h i n  the 
rule which protects a purchaser without notice. Dudleg v. Cole, 436. 

21. Upon a n  executory agreement for the purchase of land, the payment 1 
I 

of the purchase money constitutes the vendee, in  equity, the owner, 
and he has a right to  a conveyance from every person having the I 
legal title, with notice of his claim. Thus, where A. purchased land 
of B. and took a bond to secure his title, and subsequently sold to C.,  
who paid the purchase money which came to the hands of B., and 
took a bond for title from A.; and the latter, to defeat the claim of ' 

C., surrendered to B. his bond, B., having notice of C.'s equity, is 
bound to convey to him. And if C. has received any part of the con- 
sideration for the surrender of the bond by A. to B., that  is no 
defense to C.'s bill, but must be brought forward a s  the foundation 
of a distinct suit. Ward v. Leabetter, 496. 

See Contract ; Purchaser ; Specific Performance. 

VOLUNTARY. See Bond ; Creditor ; Family Arrangement. 
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WARRANTY. 
1. No warranty is implied in the sale of patent right, and therefore the 

purchaser of such a right cannot, in the absence of fraud and without 
express promise, recover of his vendor the price paid for it, upon its 
turning out to be invalid. Hiatt v. Tworney, 315. 

2. I n  assignments of interests vesting in  grant, if there be no fraud, the 
purchaser must depend, in  case they prove of no value, wholly upon 
his covenants. Ibid., 318. 

3. The purchaser of chattels under an executed contract can claim redress 
against his vendor for a defect of title only where there is an express 
or implied warranty or a deceit; and ordinarily the affirmation of 
title by the vendor a t  the time of the sale is equivalent to a warranty, 
but not where the vendor is out of possession and there is an adverse 
claim to the chattel, made known a t  the time to the vendee, and 
especially where the vendor, notwithstanding his affirmation of title, 
says expressly that he sells only such a s  be may hare. Andres v. 
Lee, 318. 

WASTE. 
Permitting cleared land to grow up  in secondary growth is not waste. 

Bhine v. Wilcox, 633. 

WILL. 
A will of personalty regularly proved cannot be impeached in the court 

of equity a s  having been obtained by undue means. Blue u. Patter- 
son, 458. 

See Bequest. 

WITNESS. See Evidence, 2. 




