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circumstan~ces, it is immaterial whether the. legal right of the
warehousemfafl t force the whole debt in this way is doubtful (k).
Similarly, legal pressure is established wlîere a wholesale inerchant
holds--back ..90-0s orderqd- by- a -retail dealer, and -de -mandas a cash
payment on account of a debt which is already double the amount
which, accorditig to a prior stipulation, it wvas flot to exceed, and
50 produces in the mind of the buyer an impression that goods
which he needs i his business will flot be furnished without such
paymeflt. (1)

21. PreumuM Ineffeotual, If collusive [00mpaa' alto see. 4 ante,
atnd secs. 82 and 38 postii-Proof that the hostile 'attitude of the
creditor was merely simulated, as a result of a secret understanding
between the parties, wviIl of course prevent the operation of the
doctrine of pressure. (a)

1. J Irofereftce not va/s'dated by proeure un less actually induced by iL.

22. oenerally - Agreeably to the general theory of legal causa-
tion, a preferred creditor who relies on the doctrine of pressure miust
shew not only that he made a demand upon the debtor, but that
the assignment impugned was made in consequence of that demand.

If the payment Ilis madle in consequence of the act of the creditor,
it is flot voluntary. "(a)

'r'he test is, would the bankrupt have macle the payment without the
creditor's coming. If he would not, he cannot be said to have made the
paynlent by way of fraudulent preference.» (b)

(k) McFarlane v. AfcDonald (1874) ai Grant 319.
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ho ronuncd clluîve asa matter of law, where thera is evidence that the
debtr kpt oplg o to he ast an, util is ood wee atually saized,

la aastr (883 25Ch.D. 111The acttha th crditr l alo the solicitor
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