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provisions. The legislature, he added, cannot be said to be inopsconsild, " but we may say that it is magnas inter opes inops."The reasoning of this case has a direct bearing on the Act of1869, and m1 Iny opinion confined its operations to persons whohad been and continued to be traders at the time it passed.
"We rnay infer that such was the opinion also of the Dominion

Parliament, and that it led, among other things, to the Act of1871, anending the Act of 1869, the first section of the later Actbeing as follows: " The first section of the said Act (that of1869) is hereby anended by adding thereto the following words:And persons shall be held to be traders who, having been tra-ders, and having incurred debts as such, which have not beenbairred by the Statutes of Limitations or prescribed, have sinceceased to trade; but no proceedings in compulsory liquidation shal
be taken against any sucli person based upon any debt or debtscontracted after lie has so ceased to trade."

" This is a very comprehensive and a very important provision,peculiar, so far as I know, to our law, and the truc constructionof whici it is of great moment to ascertain. The section I have
just citcd is not dcclaratory in its form-it is professedly, as it isin ct, an amendment, but an amendment incorporated with theoriginal scetion, und henceforth forming an essential part of it.Evcn in statutes distinet friom each other, but on the same sub-ject, the several Acts are to be taken together as forming one ys-tem, and as elping to interpret and enforce each other-bein-in pari materia they are to be read as one statute. The doctrine

as to the retrospective operation of statutes, ivas fully consideredby this court M the case of Simpson's Estate, 1 Oldright, 317,aid hd been previously reviewed in the case of Wright v. hale,in the Exehuquer, reported in 6 H. & N. 227. We held "thathowever it may be in the United States, where the constitutionexpressly condenmis and forbids retrospective laws which impairthe obligation of contracts, or partake of the character of ex postfcto laws. there can be no doubt that the Imperial Parliament orcolonia Lcgislatures, within the limits of their jurisdiction, havea more cxtcnded uuthority ; and where their intention is to makea aw retrospective, it cannot be disputed that they have thepower. That intention is to be made manifest by express works,or to be gathered clearly and unmistakably from the purviewand
sCOPC of Llie Act. It is a question of construction; and, the Actbang us own cliief exponent, still the surrounding circumstanccs
are to be looked at."


