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found to fornn a part of a systern which wvas a branch of batik.
ruptc-y and insolveiicy lave, as distinguished with mnerci interfer.
ence with the rights of judgrnent creditors, which might be said
to stand independerit of baikruptcy. To this, Mr. Can~on, of
the Irish Inar, who appeared with Sir Richard Webster, added
tho further argument, thnt Nvlereas, under the Insolvency, Acits,
repealed in x88o, an issigininent for the generat benefit of crudit-
ors had been declared tc, bc an act of bauFikrtiptcy, upon which a
credlitor could take proccedings in -hwituin, to have the debtor
declared bankrupt, and bis estate distributed under the Act, ail
the Ontario Act waq doing was le.ving out the intcrvetiing stop
which had been nccessary to tnake the btiikrutcveý rules attach
to the distribution of the debtor% property, and prescribing that,
at the moment the deltor executed a voluntary deed of assign-
ment under the Act, at that moment, without anv further stelp,
ail the sanie consequmeces should ensue as 'vould cueif a
petition had beein presented, and the assigninent for creditors
ilid been relied upun as an ict of bankruptry, aud that it %vas
narrowig the iatter down to a very sniall distinction to say
that the une came Nvitbîu the subject of ba.nkruptcy and insol-
vency legislation, aud the other diti fot,

As to thc argument on the side of the provinces,, it is
quite clear that MIr. EdadBlakv ccrried the miembers
of the lioard 'vith himi throughout, except only ;u far as
he contended that provisions for the discharge of the debtor
\verc as inuch an essential féature of bankruptcv and in-
sol'cucv legislation as provisions eniabling the creditor to
proceedf in imtu.On this point the niembers of the Board
(10 fot se(-mn to bave agreed wîth him.

Whîle speaking of the argument before their lordships, it
nax', perhaps, be retnarkcd as somnewhat strange that nt) refer-

once appears to have been made, any more than before our own
courts, to the flnglish case of The Queen v. Sadiers Conay~in
wvhich there camne in questinn the construction of a bv-law of the
defendaut company, Nvhich declared that no person who had
be"'ime a bankrupt, or othoer\vise insolvent, should be adynitted a
member of the Court of Assistants of the cornpany, as it was
called, unless it wvas proved that after his bankruptcy or insol-
vency he had paid bis debts. This niatter was referred by the
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