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The excposition, of the statute, therefore, which is now accepted
is that, Ilta ascertain whether there has been a fraudulent prefer,
ence, it is ziecessary. to consider what the dominant or real motive
of the pers.on' rrakirig thçe preference %vas ; whether it wvas to
defraud some creditrs' or for some other motive." (k) The aider
decikions are considered' to be usefui as guides, but are to be
regarded sa far oniyBas they are in accordance with the Act itself,
anci throw Iight-upon it. (1) One important respect in which those
docisians' are. apparently of -no. authority is that, contrary to the
ru!, prcvaiing before the passage of the Act, (sec especially sec. 25,
anh?)l, the actual intention of the debtor is the materiai point to be
settI:cd, and that-the doctrine that a man must be taken ta have
invte1cd the natural consequences of bis acts does flot apply ta the
comzt niction of the clause upon %vhich.we have beeii comlnenting. (m)

Si. Ca.nada-DomlnlIbn Insolvont Act-Several clauses of these statutes
hivtý Leen consîdered in cunnection with the doctrine of pressure. Sec. .3
Of L d\Ct Of 1864 (equivaient to sec. 86 of the Act of t869, and sec. 130
of tlie Act of 1875) ran as foilows:I 'Ail gratuitous colitracts or convey-
atwe; , . . made. by a debtor afterwards becoming insolvent,..
witiiii three months next preceding the date of the assignient,...
and ail contracts by which creditors are injured, obstructed or delayed,
mnade 1>y a debtor unabie to mneet bis engagfrmentL, and afterwards
1hecomning an insoivent, with a person knowing such inability, or having
proù)abiy cause for believing such inability to exist, or having such inabiity
as public and notorious, are presumed to be nmade with intent to defraud
his creditors."

The presumption of a fraudulent intent under the section %vas
h!nld to be rehutted by proof of pressure. (a)

S.8,sbs ofheAto 84(equivalent ta sec. 88 of the Act of
1869, and sec. 132 of the Act of 1875) avoided contracts or conveyances
witiî intent fraudulently to impede, obstruct or deiay creditors in their
reniedics, or with intent to defraud any of thetn, or which had the efl'ect
of iinipeding, etc., or of injuring theni.

(À-) MVe-z, Pninre, and Gesrra,'d'at Trmstee v. Hutiinpg (C.A. 1&f7) 2 Q.B. 270,per Siiiiii, L.j. See aise the remnarks of Baggallay, in E~x parte hl'Il <î8m.) 23
Ci'. 1). 701, nd of Porter, M.R., In re Boyd (i88ýj> ii L.R. Ir- 521 (P. %48>.

1>Ex parle GPi»yih (1883) 23 Ch. D. (C.A.) &).
ni) v,, PrnCe, andi GerPd VtniStÊe V. lite 'ding f 189] 2 Q. B. (C. A.) 27.

W11.1 tbe relation of this doctrine tnay be to the principles discu8sed in sec. 25 lB
an i11-r,.stinq question which has yet to be considered.

'a) ;I/c.-Fapane v. McDonald, àt Grant Ch. C)g; AWit V. Royal C'an Bk.
(17)1 Grant Ch. 480', rViite rv. Thorne (î869) 19 U. ;-'P. 303.
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