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holder at the expiration cf the period. (m) TLhe sanie case decides two k
other points : (t) The mere fact that a company was defrauded by pro-
nioters into paying an excessive price for its property, and was about to .
take- proceed g-s- -tu retover back part -of that price, dcci mot futtiish any
reasonable and probable cause te a shareholder for filing a petitihn te
wind up the company. (2) T he fact that articles have been published in
the newspapers casting odiurn on a company does flot furnish reasonmble
or probable cause for presenting a petition to wind up a company. Tlhe
opposite doctrine, it was said, would invoive the proposition that a person,5
without taking the trouble to inquire whethet the allegations nxight not ne
subject to the errors frequenitly occurring in newspaper reports, is la liberty
to take a step which niay destroy the credit cf the company.

Wh-Ire the circunistances upon which action is tel bc taken aie
sulsceptible of two co;- tructions, oncet ofvhich wiIl rendcr an
irrcst Unjustifiable, it is the dut>' of the mnoving party to mnake
further inquir)y so as te ascertain the meal signi6icance of tliose
t'lrcumnstances, (mt)

So far as regards the righit of a prosecutor te rely upon his own
recollection cf nmaterý%l circutrnstat:ves 'vithout substantiating it by>'J
further inquiries, the .,nly rule wvh:cti it seenis possible to enunciate
is the ver), indefifflte one that .uch reliance is flot neccessarilv
unjustifiable.

It does flot follow," said Hawkinîs, J., in a recenit case, (v) "that,

becatuse the supposed fart had ne real existence, the belief of the accuser
that it had such existence was unreasonable. ... If a mani has
never seen reason te doubt, but, on the centrary, has el'en liad rea1sen to
trust, the ; -ferai accuracy of his menmery, and that niemory presents te
hinm a vivid apparent rerellection that a particular occurrence took place iii
his presence within a recent period cf tume, is it not reasonable te lbelieve
in the existence of it ? the more especially if his diarv and other sur-
rounding circunistances appear te conflîmn his tnenîory. WVhat nmore
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