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jeets, as well as of other modern methods, be proved to bie but
molehls.

1 know of no law which prcvents the making of a gift for life,
with the power to expend or otherwise dispose of or to appoint,
generally or limitedly, wîth a gift over of ail that is not su dis-
posed of: see Surmian v. Surirait (1820), 5 Madd. 123; and ln re
Thomson's Estate (1880), 14 Ch. D. 263.

In regard to the two cases mainly relied upon by Mr. Orlad-
man, il is enougli lu say that the will whieh liere is ini question is
lot the will that wvas under cousideration in eititer of them. But,
it miay be added, very înuch that is said ln ln re Jones, [1898]
1 Ch. 438, as to general. principles, 1 have eudeavoured lu apply
in this case. There eau be no doubt about sueh principles; the
question generally is, wliether thcy have been pruperly applied
to the particular case. The learned Judge who deeided that case
thouglit it disting-uishable fruin Bibbens v. 1>tlcr; su 100 in this
case Iliere are distinguishing features, but unilv such as, 1 think,
make this a strunger case for reaehing a conclusion ini accord
with the judgînent ini the Bibbvens case than the Joncs case wvas
for the conclusion î'eachcdl iii il : here the gift lu t1e Nvife is nul
iu the first place unilînited, it is expressly limiited to 11w eîu
of the subsequent legaeies.

And 1 cannot think that, in the other case, Rie M1illér (1914),
6 O.W.N. 665, lthe learued Judge who decided î i mant to saiy, asi
Mr. Gladmnan contended hie did, that there couild be nuo estate for
life with a power lu spend the principal, auid a gift O\e!' of thw
uuexpended part, sueli as the will in questioni coutainis. But in
any case 1 eould flot give cifeet lu, any suchi vicw of the law, the
judgincnt iii that case nul being, as 1 have said, une bîindiug in
Ibis.

The Master of the Rolis, of Ireland, in tlie case of lut îe

Walker, [1898] 1 1.11. 5-anolher case înuch relied uipun bY Mý1r.
Gladman, but, nu report of it being available at the tintie uf the
argiuent, 1 was obliged lu retain Ihis case until niow iii ordýer
to gel the full benefil of it-lahourcd liard to give effemt te thiat
wlich lie believed were the testator 's real intention. I atn per-
forming the same task iii this case, glad to fullow himi in that
whieli le did, if nul in aIl Iliat lie saîd - glad leo tliat rny týask
is one su mucli plainer and casier than lis was. It is nul su im-
portant a malter by wliat road the riglit point iii reaclied; une
may nul take the shorter and most direct way; une may indeed
trespass on forbidden grounds:' yet, if the proper conclusion be
corne te, that is all tliat the particular case needs; and of leus


