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„., „v... Bpecific legaci.H. wa« h.H to pn- the general pernonal e«tate.

^^^^^^^^ kC a WquoKt of
• any little money left " will «,«.rat« as a

reHiauary bequest and consequently as an exerc.se of a general

"Z it/Ert t!a.wn fro. a charge of debts is no.

conchisive; since the testator may have intende. so to charge

Z «,«cific gift of
" numey - (h) : and therefore .f the w.ll con-

tuins a distinct rosi.luary clause, or otherw.se ^.ves ev.dence that

the word is used i.i its strict sense, the enlarged construct.on ,s

inadmissible notwithsta.ulinK the charge Thus .n IV.u- v

Pksken ic), /her. a testatrix made her w.ll as follows :
I firs

direct my funeral exin^nses to In, paid, and the re.na.nder of what

monies I die ,>ossessed of to be equally div.de.l l>etween A. and H

I also give to the .said A. all my wearing apparel, tr.nkets an.l all

other property whatscn-ver and wheresover that I may d.e pos-

sessed of ": Ix.rd Langdale, M.R.. said that when a testator

directed the payment of his funeral exi.enses. there was an m-

ference that he was refer.ing to his general ^rsonal estate
;

but

that, having regard to the other parts of th.s w.U, he was pre-

vented frorn givi.vg to the word " monies .ts extended mean.ng.

The second class of cases indicated above is iUustrated hy

Waile V. Camf^x (d), where a testator ,
after declanng h.msel

desirous of making a settlement of his affairs, appomted Ajnd

B his executors to take and receive all mon.es that m.ght be n

his i>osses8ion or due to him at the time of his decea^. «"d to

prosecute for the recovery of the same, if necessary, to be by them

placed in the British funds - otherwise laid
"f^

"P«" «^,'^""*>;

and held in trust: Sir J. Parker. V.-C, thought he whole w.l

pointed to a complete disposition of the personal estate, and tha ,

[t all events, a sum of consols passed u. '-r the word monies (.)

Even a wrong description of the m....uer m which the testator s

Where there

U a clear

int< nt to

iligpoxe of

the whole per-

itonal eKtate.

(rt) BcDouffta*. [19051 ICh. 279.

(6) Per Leach, M.B., Collier v.

Sguire, 3 Russ. at p. 475.

(r) 4 Beav. 208; and »ee IHttianM

V. WiUiams. 8 Ch. D. 789 (gijt o

residue in wUl not cut down by gift ot

-money" in ccKlieU) : Re Mown

»

Will. 34 Beav. 494. Cf. Harrttt y.

While, 1 Jur. N. S. 662 : and con-ider

Chapman v. ReynMn. 2S Beav. 221.

especially with reference to the weight

there atliibut«;d to the fact that the

testatrix had no " money " in the strict

(d) 5 De G. & t>. 67t>. As to the

weiaht allowed to the fact that at tlie

time of hU death the testator had little

besides the consols, qu.: and see (londi u

y. DotttriU, 1 My. & K. 5«, which on

thU point is good law. If the gift is

specitio such evidence is admisaible,

QaUini V. A'oWt. 3 Mer. 691.

(«•) But the mere fact of " money

being so disposed of (e.g. to one for life.

with limitAtions over), as to necessitate

an investment, will not suffice to exttml

the natural import of the word, lowe v.

Thamnn, Kay. 369. 6 D. M. & G. :il..

;

iarner v. />nrner. 3 Drew. 704 ;
U i'-

liami v. WiUiamt, 8 Ch. U. 789.


