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have made a complete drum corpse of himself.
In the case of Morgan v. Doys, the testator
ﬂevm?q his property to a stranger, wholly dis-
inheriting the heir or next of kin, and directed
that his executors should “ cause some parts
of his bowels to be converted into fiddle-
strmgs, that others should be sublimed into
smelling salts anq that the remainder of his
body should be vetrified into lenses, for optical
PUrposes.”  In 3 letter attached to his will
the testator said: “The worlq may think this
to be done in a spirit of singularity or whim,
but I ha_ve a mortal aversion to funeral pomp,
and T wish my body to be converted into pur-
poses useful to mankind.” The testator was
shown to have conducted his affairs with great
§hrew§ness and ability, and, so far from being
n_nbe(_:lle, he had always been regarded by his
associates through life as.a perS(;:n of indispu-
table; capacity, ~Sir Herbert Jenner Fust re-
garded the proof as not sufficicnt to establish
Insanity, it amounting to nothing more than
1L:ccentrlcxty, in his judgment, Judge Redfield,
rom whose.work on wills T quote this case,
remarks onlt: “This must be recarded as &
most charitable view of the testator’s mental
capacity, and one which an American jury
would not be readily induced to adopt.  We
do not insist that the mere absurdity and ir-
reverence of the mode of bestowing 'his own

ody, as a sacrifice, to the interests of science
and art, in so bald ‘ang lawful a mode, was {0
be regarded as plenary evidence of ’mentdl

@berration. Byt we h itati
sayimg o o ] ave no hesitation in

: And we
are not prepared to say it should not be s0."

b\\ hatg! tlmt‘a jury should fing against evi-
dence?) « 'lh.e common sense instincts of &
Jury are very likely to leag them right in cases
of this character., The man who has no more

How can the law refus ute
B testator’s will, so far g it is ngttiﬁf:fvfm
or]_abhorrent to morals or contrary to public
{;o 1y, unless the testator be proved to have
ecn of unsound ming 9 uppose, in addition

;(?‘pmot of his clear intellect, the objects of
s bounty were unobjectionable o praise-
worthy 5 suppose he should bequeath his
¢state to the American Bible Society, for in-
Stance ; shall we defeat his will because he
2‘1&;) 81ves his bones to the New York Medical
]'n‘lcge? Refuse to exccute that portion of
ll.\br\"ln, perhaps, as againgt good morals and
t)vl:\ hlc policy, but don’t pluck up the wheat
tolrt'- the tgres. The disposition of this testa-
me:’ 1 ;,imzuns Was undoubtedly repugnant to
noth's ner feclmgs, but I must éonfess I see
Ing inproper in a great scientific man, like

: gassxz,‘ for example, beqneathing his skeleton
0 & university which he hag done much to
adorn. If he should die at sea it would be a
much more sengible yse of his bones than to

8ive them to the fishes, although the latter
might well consider such an event of poetic
Justice on one who has reduced so many of
their tribe to skeletons,

When a man comes to me to have his will
rawn, and proposes to make his bounty to
his wife dependent on her * remaining his
widow,” I always feel an ardent desire to kick
or otherwise evilly entreat that man. I am
generally able to convert such a heathen, If I
&il, my omission to act on my aforesaid mus-
cular impulse is wholly owing to the restrain-
Ing power of divine grace. A good thing for
Such men to remember is the golden rule:
“ Whatsoever ye would that others should do
unto you, do ye even so unto them.” Would
they like to have their rich wives leave such
wills behind them? The welkin would ring
With their howls., That men can go out of
ife leaving such testamentary directions is an
evidence of their desire to perpetuate their
Jealousy, as well as their memory and wealth.
f such it cannot be said,

“The good men. do, lives after them;
The %ad is oft interred with their bonas.”

pel‘haps, quite probably, the very money so
grudgingly bestowed came from the wife; in-
deed, it may have been given her by a former
usband ; or the wife may have earned it in
teaching music or keeping a boarding house,
and weekly handed it over to a mean-spirited
¥retch of a husband, who never did an honest
our’s work in his life, but having lived on his
Wife all his days, is bound that no other man
shall ever have the like temptation. I have
Noticed that such men generaily contrive to
8et their wives to sign off all their dower right
In their life-time. So there is no inducement
eft for the poor ereatures to be extravagant.
Ome communities have had the good sense
and magnanimity to declare such devises void,
28 being in restraint of marriage, but New
York has not arrived at that pitch of moral
elevation yet. Our state has been the pioneer
I all other reforms concerning the rights of
Iarried women, and now wives among us en-
10y pecuniary privileges in a larger degree than
In any other state, I believe, and in a larger
degree than their husbands. Why then do
We yet retain this heathenish concession to
¢ jealousy of hateful husbands? In a com-
Munity where the right of a wife to hold -sepa-
Tate proporty is not recognized, there might
» ¢ 8ome pretext for sanctioning the practice,
n the hackneyed argument that a second hus-
and might waste the savings of the first; but
Where she is constituted equal to her husband.
In respect to rights of property, this reasoning
ails,  What right has any man to adjudge
that his widow shall not marry again, or infiict
& pecuaniary penalty on her so doing ? All the.
Plous expressions that the language is capable
of, cannot cover up the wickedness of such a.
Provision. It is really blasphemous to invoke.
the name of God in favor of such a testament.
od does not bless jealousy, envy, hatred, en-.
forced celibacy. The spirit of such testamen,



