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>f tapon herself and lier children,' and it was hield that she
fee sejject to the pa.rticular trust for the chîldren'"

ie power to dispose of property gives the widest possible
to alienate, and must be taken to "comprehend and ex-
every conceivable mode by whieh property can pass:"

Macuagliten in Duke of Northumberland' v. Attorney-
ml1, [1905] A.C. 406, 410-11); and enables the party hav-
iat power "to, seli out and out." per Farwell, J., ini At-
y-General v. Pontypridd Urban Couneil, [1905] 2 Ch. 441,

iis is sufficient to warrant me in holding that the objection
Stitie is not well founded.

imn inelined to think that, upon the construction of the will>
is not a trust, and that the words used cannot be success-
distinguished, front the words construed in the case Lainbe
mes, L.R. 6 Ch. 597. The words there used, following the
o the widow, were, "to be at lier disposai in any way she
think beat for the benefit of herseif and famnily.- This
eld insufficient to eut down the absolute gift.
àe whole tendeney of the more recent cases is in favour of
cting the doctrine of precatory trust rather than extend-
:. See, for example, In re WiMims, [1897]J 2 Cli. 12-; ln
dfield, [1904] 1 Ch. 549.
nee writing the above, 1 have found the case of Mcielaao
aton, 37 S.L.R. 143, where the words are almnoat identical
the words here uaed. The property wais given te the wife
)e by her disposed of among my beloved ehuldren as slip
judge xnost beneficial for herseif and themn;" and the
t, affirming the Nova Scotia Courts, held that the widow
the real estate in fee, with power to dispose of it whenever
Ioemed it was for the benef1t of lierseif aud lier children
do.
n order will, therefore, go declaring that the objection to
endor's title is inot well tùken, and that uJAder the will aud

enveynceli question the vendor's predeceasor ln titie
the lan>d ln lee simple.
ots ane not a8ked.
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