
COMMENT ON RECENT DECISIONS

nature of the article sold is determined and the place of delivery indicated,
with only the time indefinite but fixed within a period certain, the courts
have generally held that the buyer's right to order within the interval is an
option which, if not exercised, leaves the duty on the seller to perform on
the last day of the period to avoid being in default and to hold the buyer
on the contract.2 Similarly, where the seller has the option to deliver, at
any time during a period upon giving notice, failure to give notice does
not relieve the buyer of the duty of accepting delivery on the last day.3

Where the place of delivery is not stipulated, contracts with this same
provision as to time of delivery are construed to require an order and
shipping directions as conditions precedent to the seller's duty to deliver,
and a failure to order is a breach of contract.4

The difference in result seems justifiable. Whereas in the absence of a
stipulation as to place, delivery is impossible without further instructions,
in contracts like that in the instant case the undertaking by the seller to
deliver within the period is unequivocal and dependent on no other factors.
It is well established that, absent special circumstances, a stipulated time
for performance is of the essence of a contract and the other party's duty
is conditioned on performance in or by that time.5 It seems reasonable that
the rule should apply in construing "on or before" and buyer's option con-
tracts. S. F. T.

WILLS-FoRGERY-ADMISS1BILITY OF TESTATOR'S DECLARATIONS MANIFEST-

ING FRKNDSHIP-[Arkansas].--Proponent offered the testimony of himself
and others to show the special regard of testatrix for himself as contrasted
with the heirs. He opposed the admission in evidence of declarations of
testatrix, outside the res gestae, which showed her friendly feeling toward
contestants and were offered in corroboration of additional substantial evi-
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dence to prove a forgery of the will. Held, that such evidence was properly
admitted.1

Contrary to the practice in England,2 most American jurisdictions ex-
clude the declarations of a testator, apart from the res gestae, where the
forgery of the will is in issue.3 The courts taking this view stress the
receptivity of such unsworn declarations to fabrication and fraud.4 The
utterances are considered substantive facts extraneous to the will proper,
hence incompetent unless a part of the res gestae.5 The minority of states
seem to have allowed a limitation to this rule, admitting the declarations
when they do not constitute the sole evidence of forgery but are offered in
corroboration of direct evidence. 6 Texas7 and Ohio s have changed over to
the iiajority view. On the other hand the exception propounded in the
minority jurisdiction has meanwhile won more following and is gradually
supplanting the former view.9
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It may be that the instant decision extends no further than to the situa-
tion where evidence objected to is produced in response to a dispute raised
by proponents, thus making out a case of invited error. This solution
appears to have been the basis of decision elsewhere.10 It is submitted,
however, that the Arkansas court accepts the above-held limitation to the
majority rule recognized more generally by other recent decisions.11 The
contest is thus given complete perspective with a continuing safeguard
against fraud afforded by the power of rejecting declarations when offered
as the sole proof.12

In Missouri an early tenuous holding13 excluded declarations of a testa-
tor where forgery was in issue on the basis of earlier dicta 14 set forth in
discussing admissibility to show mental capacity. No subsequent case has
arisen on this specific subject. It would seem, however, that the question
as to the admissibility of testator's declarations where forgery of the will
is in issue cannot be resolved by analogies drawn from cases involving
fraud, undue influence, or mental capacity.' 5 In such cases distinctions may
be drawn between declarations prior to the date of execution and declara-
tions subsequent thereto; but the date of execution is itself in issue where
the will is contested on the ground of forgery. Since the minority view
applies only to cases involving a claim of forgery, a strong argument may
be advanced against the soundness of interpreting the Missouri decision as
an adoption of the majority rule. To construe the decision as admitting
of the minority limitation would place Missouri in accord with recent deci-
sions refusing to crystallize the special situation as to forgeries into a rule
admitting no exception.
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