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that ail moîîey înt nieeded for flic purpose whicii flic testator
nentioi)ed "belong-s to tli estate as a resuiting trust."

1 aiii withi resp(ct unable to agree with this x iew and arn
of opiïnion that thie clear words of gift to the daugliter
arc not eut down or controlled hy the staternent of the
tistator as to puirpose or object of tlie gift.

Suc.l a provision iii favour of a wife is spoken of by
%ay, J., iii Coward v. Larkman (1887), 56 L. T. 278-280,

asý "ilthe usual provision for a wîfe after ber liusb)and'lý
dth. l"

Theii bequcest in that case was £100 to, the wife " for lier
presufnt waiîfs and for bou-,s-keeping expenses," and it wvas

not uggctcdthat any trust was created or that ftic wife
ias nt elltitled to the £100 absolutelv, but the coîîtrary
wa; fakexi for granted iii ail tlic Courts before whlicli ftic
case 1aie; (1887) 57 L. T. 285, (1889> 60 L. T. 1.

1in IIart v. Tribe (185-1), 18 Beav. 215, ofle of the
qstoswas as to the e1Tcct of a provision of a will ini

heewords.
1I also request my sister to give lier, flic said Maria,

xny wife, the sain of £100 out of any money wiîch înay
bce in flic bouse, or at my banker's at the titue of iny decease,
for lier present expenses of hierseif and flic chidren," and
it was iicld thaf titis wvas an absoluf c gif t 'to the wife of
the £100.

In delivering judgment thie Master of the Bolls saîd, p.
216:-

"Withi respect fo tlic first ]cgaey of .£100, 1 eniteriaini
no dubt.It was intended by the testator ta lie paid to

ili widlow, immedîafely upon his deatb, and for bier current
epne.Thaf being so, I think that it was a proper pav-

mnent ta lie made; and the Court wiil flot inquiire into flic
modeo in wlicbl sIte lias administered that money*ý, provided
flic inifantsý have really been supported, which if is not dis-
putfed fhey liave bîen. If one was taken away, a few davs
affer thie'deafli of1 the testafor or at any subsequent time,
I thiink the Court cannot 'inquire whether more or less was

.xeîe ont bim, or niake ber refund. I think she Was
eniiltld fo receive thaf £100. and tbat I cannof now take
it awav from lber."

I arn unable to sce how, if the wife in that case was
nttle thli £100 absoiuteiy, on wbat principle if ean pro-

perly bie beld that flic legatee in thei case at bar is not
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