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1-f price plus these other matters conrieeted vrith the transaction,
it ik; impossible to aï~ that this was a purchase bonâ fide made
without fraud and without unf air dealing.'

And Borner, L.J., pute the matter as follows. " I agree. The
learned counsel for the appeilant tried tu persuade ine to consider
a purely academie question, whether sinee the Act 31 Vict. o. 4,
inndequacy of price, uven though groe5, would be sufieient in
itaelf to upset the purchase of a reversin apart from ail other
considerations. It appears to nme useless to argue sueli at point,
You must of neeessity coneider uiome other circunistanees of the
purehase to sonie extent. For instance, it may well bc that even
gros inadequacy of price rnay not be sufficient in itsilf to upset
the sale of a reversionary interest uîîder sonie special and peeuliar
<irin.mqtneoe that one could imagine. Suppose, foir example. a
father having a reversion, wiehing to give a son an advantage,
sells it to the son for, say, haif its real value, the fathêr well
knowing the value of the reversion and the son being perfertly
innocent in the matter and not unduly persuading his father.
0f eourse, in sucli a case as that you could flot iny hold of the
gross inadequacy of price ani eay that in itself is suffi.eient to
enable the father to upset thle sale as against the ccxi. To see
whncther gross inadequacy of price woiild bc sufficient to set
aside a sale you mnust, of course, look at the gexîcral eirveuinstances
of the sale-between whomn it wvas made, and how it wûs bî'onght
about. Iincoubtedly, under many ordinary cireumstauces (if thez
sales of reversions, gross iuadequacy o? price might iu itstelf be
suffivient to enable the Courts to conclude tliat, the înîî''hast n'as
an uinfair one as against the purchaser. In such a ease the pur-
ehaser eould flot avail himeelf o? the benefit of the Aet, for the
Act does not apply at ail to purchases unles4 they were mande
bonti fide and withont fraud or unfair dealing, and in that case
the purchaser eould not avail himself of the protection o? the
Act, and the case woulô 'lve to bc dealt with by the Courts upon
!he ordinary prineiples of equity applicable to it.*

i*'urther reference upon the subject may be madle to Milter y. (Jootr, le
10 Eq. 641- O'Rorke v. Bolingbroke, 2 App. Cas. 814; Baldwin Y. Rooh-
ford, 2 Ves. sr. p. 517.
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