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point being wvhethier a limitation in a will was to be construed as creating a
contingent remainder or an executory devise. Thr- devise in que9tion was to A.
for life, and froin and after the decease of A. to the use of such child or children
of A. living at bis decease, and snicb issue then living of the chîld or children of
A. then deceased, as either before or- after the death of A. should attain the age
of twentv-one or die under that age leaving issue. Here it is obvions that if the
devise wvere to be conistrued as a contingent reinainider on the death of A. leaving
anr infant child or children, or amv infant child or chiidren of a deceaied child,
the devise would fail, bccause the limitation in favor of the remnaindermnan couldS
not take effect iiîîîmetliatelv on the determination of thc lufe estate ; whereas, if d
cî>nstrued as ant executorv devise, the limitation wotild take eftèct on the
clmildreîî attaining twenitv.one. The cane' vas complicated by there being con.
tlicting derisionis ChittY, J., followiing Re Lechniere v. Lloyd, T8 Ch.D. 544,
and %f(iles v. iarv'is, 24 Ch.l). 6ý3, iii preference to flrackenbiiry v. GibbolS, 2

C .1.417, decided that the limitation riust be regarded as il) execuitorv
devise. It mray be that iii Ontario the question discussed in this case is not of t
rrnuch importance, Ilaving regard to the prvsof ni .S.O., c. IGo, S. 4(t.
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In re A1 mels, (r' v. l>ic(1891.), (h1. 1 5(). two ifiterestiag points of real e
property law are decide.d by North, J., also arising tipon the construction of a
%Vill, dated ini 1871, whrlva testator devised aniJ bequeathced ireehold and
leasehohP laLnd t)) a eis fer Ilis life andi the life of bis heir, - after which it
heconies the propcrt 'v tf the Bolier Nfakers and Tron Ship Builders' Society-.' T'le
lirst prolen to be So>vetl xvas, \Vlîat xvas the, legai effect of a devise >0 a mari
for lifé and for the life of bis beir? 1 Lt \\as arguced that th<' testator had tu
atteinpted te give ait cst; te unknowii to the iaw, that an estate Pour autre vie b
Mnust [w for thbu life of a ix'rsoi ascertaiic1 d uring t he teniant's own life. Btce
North, J., hield that the devise ,vas legaiiv \aiand that the cffect of it wvas to c

give to the duviseP an< est;ite for his own life and for tiie life of the person wlio
shoul be st'etained to be his hieir at bis ducease, The neNt problem \vas as

Y to the effect of the gift in reinaintier te th(- societ 'v, whicil ' as a trade union g
societv, itot a corporate body, but bvi wee statutte tu h101d andi acquire
ii and k ti'hae It %vas coiiteifde' tiiat "purchase -' ineans "acquire te

J othjerwise;( than b'. <esceiit or escbieait. but Northi, J., was of opinion that the
stattute si niplv eîii1 owt'red the societ v to cu2ni ru La nd for- mîîoiey anÙ*d d ic ixot ch
enlabie the S<tcliet\V to acquire land by devise, antd t berefore that the devise to tbe tii
socictv xvts void: and as te the freeh:tiil, the land voïted in the heir at iaw t

and as-to the leaseblold, it p;asse(i to tl'e îiext <t! km. .i
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1ln r<' Fretuc, Fl-cmc v. !.ogaIli (189I), .3 ('bl. 167, is another decision on th e ha
litw relating 'Io contingcnt renairiders. Thie quîestion 'vas whether ai contin gent h


