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tiff % evideuceý as to the allcged contrite. There is quife suffi-
cient iii support of the evidence of the* plaintiff to induce iue
to helieve thiat the plaintiff's &tory is probabiy truc, bo believe
that it is truc, and in faet there is, evidence which could hardly
hie fortheorning except upon the hypothiesis of the truthfulness
of thec plaintiff's story. Sec Wilson v. Howe, 5 O.L.R. 323;
Radford v. Macdonald, 18 A.R. 167; G4reen v. MeLeod, 23 A.R.
676; Parker v. Parker, 32 C.P>. 113.

But to justifY a rcovery in this action 1 must believe that
the plaiiit.tfis sforv of the înaking- of a contraet is truc, as well
as find tlîat there is evidence corroborating it. Naturally

îtuhi is argucd that the plaintiff's inaction for so rnanY
ve.ars lifter flhe timue lic thought lie was entifle<I to 'divery of
tht, stock ;It least sugrgests a doubft as to the bona fidcs of his
elailli.

1 have coine to thc conelusiîon, howevcr, tlîat the delay does
flot shtew the non-existence of the allegcd confract, and that the
platintiff*s acquiescence or silbmission was induccd by the inti-
ilate business auid sociA relaýtio)ns tieu anti for naY yearS ex-
istii betwveen tlîc two failliýs -- lic Currvs amil thc Me-

(4rcgorsandby tlhc close, business and pcrsonial relations
between the deceascd andi the plaintiff, as well as the consîdler-
atîin of tIc youngcr for the oldcr and tIe dcference withi
whicli 1 would expeet tIe plaintiff would probably treat his
father 's frseipartner and inflînate frienti. And why not?
The umoney* of McGrcggor tIc eider, and of the deceaseti, hiad
furnislid tlît plaintiff with profitable empioynit in the pat,
anii( was stili substantîally 4hc hasis of bis enterprises.,. 1 accpt
thec evidence of flic plaintiff as being in ail cnl particu-
lars accurate andti-ustwýorfhy.

It is arguedtha tliafh contract wau noi definÎte, ili that if
miglît inan cifhcer shýares at par or alwo or helow par. 1
tlînk if was quite definite, ai was for teni shares of thie non11iial
value of $1,000; or, to put it Ilhe otheur way', it wsfor- $1.00<)
worth of tho -*2 500 worth of stock ft]de),, t wouldrciv
in tIce trans:action-a part of wîiat tIcdecseiwol gctI. This
neccssarilv ineant at par, ani, being $1,000) worth necessarilv
ineant, tcn shares. Aid îes shares are car-marked; they were
ailottcd as number 54.

ls thc elaimi i)arivg 1) thie Statuite of Linitatîonst 1 do flot
tIiinlk the statute lias alnY application; but, if it has, tIc plain-
titi' is niot harreti. Whe(re a eontraot i open to more than one
cons.truiction, and the parties arv silcnt as f0 one of the terns of


