
intcnded to aot in' fraud of the. law,' tbat circulhatance niust necessarily be
conclusive in a case whereý ather. circumustanices are found sufiint te
rebut tbe inférence of 1kau.duletnt intebtîon. For it muit be borne in iiiind
thât 'the truc question -ùî -el. these cases. (s whether tht intenition .... ...h
which' the payment was made was.to, de eat the oprtonokh arupt
law.>'

12. PrIeamui'e before voluntâty douivePy of ueiurity lu eoinplerted,
affect or-In Beiy/ey v.-Batta rd, (a), where a trader in contem plat ion
of bankruptcy, and without solicitationi put three cheques into
the hands of hi& clerk to bc clelivered to a creditor, but L&tbre
they' were delivered, the creditor called: upon the trad.x and
demnanded payment of his debt, it was held that, the intenzion
to give a voluntary prifèrence not being consumfmated, the r»
ment'%vas valid. But Parke, B., in Cook v. Rogers, (ffi said hie coffld
hardly consider this ruling to be law.

18. Tranuf'er of Interests whloh e3nnot be reaehed by legal process,
such as a share of the debtor in the possible profits of a co;îtract
for %vork to, be performeci, are flot a fraudulent preference, whicther
made under pressure or flt. (a)

14. Pressure of a oompany by a dirbotor, effeot of-The fact that a
director of an insolvent compan y pressed for his debt will flot 1pre-
vent a payment made to himn from being invaik as ar. undue prefer-
ence, The only way in which a director can exercise pressure is
by.ceasing to be a directorl and then demanding bis money. (ea)

M5 Creditorls knowiedore o? debtor'a Inbolveney.. effeot of--'l'le
knowledge of a creditor that a debtor is embarrassed i.î clearly not
a conclusive reason for refusing to give effect to -the doctrine of
pressure. Il If a man is failing in his circumstances that is a very
good reason for pressing himY (a) But the courts have gone sti1l

(a) Bis v. Smitha (1866) 6 B.-t S. 314, Cockburn, C.J. To the sai otteo't
see remnarks of Spragge, C.J.O., and B3urton, J A., in Brayley v. RlIUS ('-"4) q9
Aopà Rep. 565.

(il) 1 Camhp. 416.

(b) (1831) 7 Binug. 438 (P- 446).
(a) RlakÉley v. GouZd(i8g7) 24 Ont. App, 153; afrd 27 S.C.R. 682 (trial court

had found that the assignment was valid Ibecause tmade urider preastîre).
(a) Gasfigàt Ina>. Co. v.. fevlt(z87o) L.R. to Eq. i%8
(a) Yaies v. Gaove (vyi) i Veitey 28o (per Ld. Thurlow>. See algo Sog,.s wiorta

v. Ahepidoa, &c., CO- (1883) 3 Ont. Rep. 415-


