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8. Pressure not necsssary to validate payments made.in the ordin.
ary course of business —* It has never ‘been suggested that a payment in
the ordinary course of trade, the honouring bills of exchange presented ut
their maturity, or the rayment of debts which had become due inthe usual
~ and custpmary manner; or paymetits; or payments made in fulfilment of s
contract or engagement to pay in a particular manner or at a particular
time, were open to any objection on the ground of their being voluntary,
even although they were made without any express demand by the credity
—unless, indeed, the creditor had at the time notice of an act of bauk-
ruptcy committed by the debtor.” (2) [This principle is to some extont
embodied in the Ontario Assignments Act of 1897, sec. 3 (1).]

Payments of debts by a trader as they become due, for the pu--
pose of keeping himself in good credit for the time, are sustainzd
as valid, because they are not made “in favour of certain creditors
as against others, but in the hope that if he can keep his business
going, something may tura up to extricate himn from his embarass.
ments.” (4) :

4. Materiality of inquiry, whether arrangement assalled originated
with debtor or ereditor—In considering whether the act of the

debtor was voluntary, it is important to ascertain from which party
the proposition for the arrangement alleged to be fraudulent
originated. (a)

The existence of that disposition on the part of the insolvent
to favour the debtor which must be established in order to vali-
date a transfer on the eve of bankruptcy, is generally shewn by the
fact that the step or proposal towards the disposal of the property
in favour of the creditor proceeds from the insolvent debtor. (&)

In Ex parte Griffith (¢), the evidence shewed that Griffith, a
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