
CUMULATIVE LEGACIES.

In ail probability the second document wvill be tiescribed in
tlhe probate as a " eodicil," and it would be more accurate to
gay that it wi, so far as it goes, alter the earlier will.

All the cases referred to, by Mr. Theobald to prove his point
had other marks that the legaeies were intended. to be sul- -titu-
tional. In Jackson. v. Jackson, 2 Cox 35, there wvas the gift of
the saine speciflo chattels i both; s0 there was in Tuckey v.
Hendersoe 33 Beav. 174, and in the last-named case there was
algô a gift of the residue in eaeh document. Kil v. North, 14
Siîùi. 463, 2 Ph. 91, resenibled Tutckey v. Henderson, and there
was also there a direction to pay debts in both instruments.

Now, it is obvious that specifice hattels or the residup, cannot
be given twice over, while it is equally unlikely that a testator
will wish his debts to be paid twice; so, that there were in those
cases other marks to shew that the scheme of distribution in the
first document was so to be niodifled by the later one that the
sanie legatees should not receive benefits under both. The other
case referred to by the above-nameýd leRrned author in Re Bryani,
supra, but that was not the decision of a court of construction.

Iii the unreported case of ReTrýi)mmer (1907) T. 2028 (Feb.
13, 1908), before Mr. Justice Bye, the second docuinent, de-
seribed in the probate as a. codicil, commenced with the words,
"This is the last wil.'' There wvas, however, no0 specifie gift
or direotion to pay debta iu either instrument, while the gift of
resi(hie was iu the former 01113T. The learned judge held that in
suieh a case the testator's description of the second document as
his lwst will was not, lu the absence of othier marks of his inten-
tion, sufficient to rebut the ruie that legacie, by different in-
istrumiients are cumulative, miot substitntiona.-Law Timtes.

RMGHTS 0F MINORITY STOCKIIOLDERS.

Tho doctrine frequently asserted, that equity protects the
mioit tockliold,,r, niay be statedl to eomprehiend a righit to an

aceointing or an iiijunction with respect to transactions ultra
vires or amounmting to a hreach of trust. The plaintiff must he


