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and which is flot difficuit of application 1 1111 refèrence to gifts in
general words following a specific entimeration being confined
to tiiings ejusdoin genleris. 1 appeehend there was, on the one.
hand, a desire on the part of the court Io avoid intestacv whare thert
toas no bequest of the residue, because unless you give general effect
to, the words, although they were preceded by the enumeration
of th.- particulars, the testator might (lie intestate to, his resid-
uary estate, and in that case the court conceives that the proper
interpretation wvas to, deal with the whole as being an imperfect
enumeration in the first insta'ýce, followed by those larger words
which were intended te cairy -'he whole, so as to avoid an
intestacy; and, on tue other hand, where the intention wvas to
deal with a particular portiouL of the estate, or with property
referred to as being in a particular locality, theài the necessity Nvas
no longer feit of giving full ancd cotnplete effect to ail those
g.cneral wvords wehich followed the enumeration of the particulars "
Gibbs v. Laitrence, (1861) 3o L.J.Ch.N.S. 170, In that case it
wvas held that a bequest of furniture, plate, linen, china, and
pictures, Rnd ".«i other goods, chattels, and effects which shall
be in the house," at the time of the testator's death, did not
include a suin of money then in the house, beca'ise in this case
t1here was a residuary bequest and the doctrine ejmsdemge>zeris was
applicable.

But a wvill whereby the testator ave -"ail rny plate, linen
furniture, and other effects th.-t niay be in my possession at the
time of my death," was held by' Sir George Jessel, M.R., to carry
all the residuary personal estate. He said : - Tt is allcged that
the Nvords 'other effects ' are to be eut down so as to mean that
wilich is something like furniture, plate, or linen. But the an-
swer is that the words ought to have their iiatural rneaning given
to them unless there is sanie contrary intention appearing ini the
wili. The mrere fact that the testator enumnerates some items
before the words 1 other effects' does not alter the proper miean-
ing of 'hose words ": (1876), Hodgson v. Vex, 2 Ch.D. 122. Ir,
that case there wvas no other residuarv gift. See aise, Chapmam
v. Chapinait, 4 Ch.LY. 8oo, a similar decision by the saine learned
judge. To the same effect is the case of Srnyth v. Senytlh, (1878)
8 Ch.D. 561 where a testator gave by hie wiil two legacies, and
then gave " my sheep and ail the rest residue, moneys, chattelst
and other e«fects," to be equaliy divided between his four brother%


