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or claim the benefit of his own fraud or that of his privies.* Furthermore, 

a party will not be relieved from the consequences of his own fraud or wrong?® 

or be given the aid of equity to right his own wrong.” Aid will be refused 

to either of the parties to a fraudulent transaction; and a litigant who com- 

plains of inequitable conduct on the part of another will not be accorded 

relief if he has perpetrated the same wrong.” 

On the other hand, the maxim in question is said not to affect all “sinners 2920 

or to embrace general iniquitous conduct,’ and not to comprehend all “moral 

infirmities,” the reason being that courts of equity are not primarily engaged 

in the moral reformation of the individual citizen? 
refers to wilful misconduct and not merely negligent misconduct.* 
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complainant must, if re 

EQUITY 
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lief is to be denied him, have been wrong in a legal 
sense as well as in a moral view.® 

§ 139. — Secret knowledge, and ability of plaintiff to prevent harm. 
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the contract for which was made in defiance 
of a municipal charter, by the fact that he was 
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