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includinf^ the reversion of one-fourth of u suni of l(t.<H)(»/, M't-ureil

by a Hettlement, passed by these words. Lord Klilon considered

that nnder the will, and esjMH'ially hiivinj! rejjard to the <har){e

of the funeral ex|H>ns«\s. the word " money " was intended to

comprise the entire jiersonal estate ; and that it was impossible to

put a different eonstruction upon the same word in the ((Mliril.

So, in jWfw/rrs v. Thomas (m). where a testatrix, after fjiving

various ]»ecuni.iry and s|K*cific legacies, be<|ueathed to the inhabit-

ants of T. Row all which might remain of her money after her

lawful debts and legacies were paid : and she went on to give

other s|M'cific and pecuniary lega<ies : Lord Langdale, M.K.,

considered the charge of debts and legacies s\itH(ient eviilence

of the testatrix's intention to include the general residue in the

bequest of " all which might remain of her money.
"

It seems, indeed, that where a bequest of legacies, primarily pay-

able out of the general estate, is followed by a gift of the residue

or remainder of the testator's " money," the latter gift compre-

hends the general residue, although the testator has not expressly

charged the legacies on his " money." Thus, in Doivmin v. (iiiH-

Icoin (x), where a testatrix, after lierpu'athing certain specific and

pecimiary legacies, concluded her will as follows :
"

1 apjMiint A.

and B. my executors, and bequeath 'MM. to each for their trouble,

and whatever remains of money I bequeath to E. D.'s five children."

At the date of the testatrix's will and of her death, her personal

estate consisted principally of stock, which, it was contended,

woidd not pass under the word money ; but Jjord Langdale decided

that the stock in question passed by the will (//).

So in ite Pritujle (z), a gift of " all the rest of my money, however

invested," preceded and followed by a number of [H^cuniary and
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(m) 2 Kce. o ; »cc also Kendall v.

Kendall, 4 Rusa. 3«0 ; Phillips v. AV<-
uxiod, 1 U. & tio. 270; Barrett v. White,

24 Ij. J. Ch. 724 ; Grosvenor v. Ihirslon,

2.5 Bea. it7 ; Stocki v. Barrf, .Johns. '>4;

Re J/ncfam, 11 T. L. R. 82 ; In bonin

White, 7 P. D. (15 ; iff tCgan, (189»1,

I Ch. »i88, wh«Tc the cxpft-K-ion " any

money that may 1h; in my iKmsesHion at

my death " wa« held to pans a rever

iiionary interest in personalty. But

the principle will not govern casts

where the bequest is of " ready " money,

Ke Powell, Johns. 49.

(z) 2 Kce. 14.

iy) See also Lynn v. Kerridge, vest's

Ca. t. Hardwicke, 172; Lowe v.

Thomas, 5 i>. M. * O. 31.5 : Laru/dak

V. WhitfeU, 4 K. & J. 42ti, 4:«i

;

Munlagu v. Karl of Saiulwirh, HS B<«.

324, where tliore was a H|H-<!ilic hcqucst

after the bequest of " money." Theito

cast's app<'ar to ovcrnilc (loMleii v.

Ikiltrril', I My. & K. .".ti, althmij^h

Wood, V.-C, ill I^iHi V. Tiuimnt (Kay,

Sti'J) tivated it as a hiiiilin^ authority.

Lynn v. Kerridi/e, .supra, was a stiimn

case, as the will contained a xencral

residuary bequest, but it is not quite

clear whether it can Im' rcfernil to the

principle now under discussion, or

whether it merely decidiil tliat llie

bequest of " moneys " included stock.

Sec Hart v. Hernandez, post, p. 11138;

He Maclean, 1 1 T. L. R. 82.

(z) 17 Ch. D. 819. Sec Hastings v.

Hane, 6 >Siin. ti7, staled post.


