
18The Caittida Law Yon)>icdl. Inn. r6

Lopes and Sinithi, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision of Wright, J., at
the trial, nonsuiting the plaintiff, and held tliat the contract w.-J
illegal on which the~ money had been paid, and wvithin the
maxiin, Ex tuirpi causa non oritur actio; and the court wa a, more-
ovcr, of opinion tha.t the evidence disclosed a case of criminal
conspiracy for wvhich the plaintiff and defendants wvere indict-
able. It tnay be noted that the illegality of the contract was flot
plcaded, but it was a point taken by the court itself.

lItCoiAR-WILL--CoI)Iu:It- RrVOCATION4 CLA USE I N PRI NTRI> ioRi.

In, thte goods of iliore (1892), P. 378, a testatrix made ai %ill
constituting- an illegitiniate son lier universal Iegatee and one of
oif lier executors. Afterwards, and shortly before her death, she
expressed a wish to bequeath part of hcer furniture and otiier
personal effects to lier sister, an(i for tlîis purpose procured a
prin, cd forni of will, which she filled up inl such tcrrns as she
thoughit would carry otit lier intentions. heforrn, however..
contained a clause revoking aIl former wills, anid appointing exe-
cutors, but the blanks left for the names of exectitors she did
tiot t111 up. At the tirne of the execution of this wilI, it appeared
that she hiad produceci the will and asked one of the executors
nanied in the fir.st will to read it te her, which hie did, but omit.
ted the revocation clause. The sister of the testatrix consented
to the grant of probate of both wills, oinitting tdie revocation
clauise in the last offthen, and the court (jeune, P.P.I).) so ordered.

I'ROI.'0VE-Wit..-. ritOks Ac:CokPftli( 0 iTo M. xoi."

In t/te koods ofJ'Russell (r892), P. 38o, jeune, P.P.D., hela that
trustees nominated by a testator "to carry out this will " and
1'for the due execution of this my wil" were executors " accord-
ing te the tenor," and entitled te probate.

-IOCoi3u.ri HyCOLUIO.I

Bo;rIpalrte V. l3oîICIiIrtc (IS92), P-. 402, was a suit to have a
marriage declared miii and void under the following circurti-
stan:ces : The respondent had been duly niarried to one Megone,.
wvho had cc',menced a suit Ïor divorce against his wife and
preserit petitioner as co.respondent on the ground of adultery.
By an arrangement between the parties that suit was dismissed,
and MAr, Megone proceeded, in collusion with his wife and the,


