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creditor amounts to pressure which validates a payment or transfer
. are often accompanied by expressions negativing the necessity of
* proving that the debtor was-in-fear of an-action (&)~ -
A fortiori will a bona fide demand validate an assignment,
though not followed by the actual inception of legal proceeding.( /)
Or, to express the rule in terms still more general, pressure may
exist without the use of “any urgency of a disagreeable nature.”/¢)
As the greater includes the less, it follows that a transfer must
be valid where the creditor, although he says nothing explicitly as
to resorting to legal remedies, makes his application in such terms
or under such circumstances that the debtor is justified in believing
that an action will sooner or later be brought against him. (/)
Pressure may also be predicated of a case in which the debtor
will be placed in an exceptionally embarrassing position if he
does not comply with the creditor’s demand. Thus a payment to
an attorney is not “voluntary” within the meaningof 7 Geo. 4, c. 57,
sec. 3, where, bein | asked to defend two actions against the debtor,
he said he would not go on without money. (/) So the desire of the
debtor to keep the business going in the expectation that something
may turn up which may extricate him from his embarrassments is
recognized as a motive which, if its existence is established; will rchut
the inference of fraud.{;) A, fortiori will a conveyance be valid where
the pressing creditor was in a position to hamper the debtor’s
business seriously, if his request had been denied, as wherc he
refused to give up property stored in his warehouse by the debtor,
if his claim was not satisfied, and the immediate possession of the
property was of vital importance to the debtor. Under such
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