
lt is contended by thc appllanits thiat; the wýidowv took OUI«y
au estate during widowhoed, but it will be obser\ ed that ilponll
that view as to the effee-t of the will no disposition is iade
of the rernainder expuctant on the deteriniatien of thui
widow7s est.ate iii thie event of lier noat 2narrying again, the
only disposition of it being that whichi was te take effeet in
uase she should miarry again,

That th e testator intended thiat thiere shiould bce an inùes-
tacy ini any even)t is a priori rnoSt iinlikelyý, and the absence
of any provision as te the disposition of the property upeni
the death of his wife in case she shoiild net have niarried
again stronigly favours the view that the testator did nlot
intend that the absolute estate which the language of the
erlier part of the will indicates that he intended te give te

bis wife, should be taken from lier unleas she should narry
again.

The apparent ditffculty arises fronm the use by the testator
of the word " while" in the s;entencüe following the desCrip-
tion of the property: " w'hle the said Margaret Ann Muniiby
renmains niy iov Treating these words as iiieaningý that
the estate and interest of the wife are te lie absolute if she

remiains a widow, the language of the Nil accords with whiat
vas the apparent sechemie of it, and there is ne intesta cy iii
any event.

1 arn of opinion that the, wilI inay be se readl, or that, if
it may not, the sentence 1 have quoted shou1d be rejectedl as
rapugnant te the es;tate wbich is given liy the preceding words
of the wilI. A different conistruiction, beside's leflvîngç one event
unprovided for, requires. as rny brothier Street points eut, the
entire rejection of the strong words in which the absolute iii-

tereat is originally given.
Couinsel for the appellants relied on Sheratt v. Bentley,

2 MyVl. & K. 119, but that case is 1usefll enly as illustrative of
the principle of coni.tiztction upon which ià was decided, which
vas, that where. the general intention of the testator eau lie
'Clleed upon thc whole m-iii, particular ternis which are

inconsistent with thiat intention may be rejected as introduced
by znistake or ignorance as te the xneaniing of thlenu on the
part of the testator.

Counsel for the appell1ants sought t " appl ' this principle,
as it vas applied in Sherratt v. Beutley, by striking ont the
words bler heirs, executors, aduijuistrators, and assigns, te
and for ber andf their sole and absointe benefit aecordîng to

the nature and quality thereof respectively ;» but 1 would,
irsea f doing 1at, iii order to carry eut whant appears

t nme te have been the general intention ni the testator,


