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Words and Phrases Legally Defined (3™ ed.)
45 Religion

clags take as jomt tenants. That being so, and
some having died without severing, the survi-
vors will take the whole.” Eagles v Le Breton
(1873) 42 LJ Ch 362 at 362, 363, per Lord
Romilly MR

“The gift is to “‘the nearest relatives”. Whose
nearest relatives are meant? Asthe testator has
not made any reference to those of anyone
else, I suppose he must mean his own. Then
follow the words “‘then living””, which clearly
mean living at the death of the widow, the
tenant for life. Then we have 1o be hereafter
named in a codicil”’; but the testator has left no
codicil, so we cannot give effect 1o that phrase.
What then is the law applicable in this state of
circumstances? In the case of Bullock v
Downes [(1860) 9 HL Cas 11, it was held that,
under a gift, after a life interest, to such next of
kin by blood of the testator as would under the
Statutes of Distribution “have become and
been then entitled thereto in case” the testator
“had died intestate”, the persons entitled were
to be ascertained at the death of the testator.
We must give some effect to the words in the
will “then living"”, which, as I have said, in my
opinion mean living at the death of the testa-
tor’s widow. As regards the words “‘nearest
relatives”, they mean something different
from those who would be entitled under the
Statutes of Distnibution; they must mean rela-
tives by blood.” Re Nash, Prall v Bevan (1894)
T1LT 5 at 6, CA, per Lindley LJ

Australia [A testatrix referred, in her will to
her ‘relatives’.] “The word “‘relatives” means
here what it naturally and primarily means:
those related by blood to the testatrix.” Re
Griffiths, Griffiths v Griffiths [1926] VLR 212
at 217, per Mann J

RELEASE See RECEIPT

RELEVANT

‘When I say “relevant”” I mean this, so nearly
touching the matter in issue as to be such that a
judicial mind ought to regard it as a proper
thing to be taken into consideration.” Tomkins
v Tomkins [1948] P 170 at 175, CA, per Lord
Greene MR

“The main general tule governing the entire
subject [of admissibility of evidence] is that
evidence which is sufficiently relevant to an
issue before the court is admissible and all that
is irrelevant or insufficiently relevant should be
excluded. The word “‘relevant™ is used in the
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sense in whichitis defined in art 1 of Stephen's
Digest of the Law of Evidence (12th edn). It is
there stated that the word “means that any two
facts to which it is applied are so related 1o cach
other that according to the common course of
events one either taken by itself or in connex-
ion with other facts proves or renders probable
the past . . . existence . . . of the other.” Thus
the word “relevant” is to all intents and pur-
poses synonymous with the phrase *‘of proba-
tive value™. [t must be noted that this basic rule
has to be applied to differing circumstances.
The words “sufficiently”, ‘“insufficiecntly”,
“common course of events” and “probable”
have to be used, and these are natters of
degree and opinion.’ R v Harz, R v Power
[1966] 3 All ER 433 at 449, CCA, per
Thesiger J

RELIEF

“The words ‘‘relief” and “relieve” are the
appropriate terms to describe the remedial
action of the Court of Equity in cases where a
penalty or forfeiture has been incurred, which -
the court thinks it equitable that the plaintiff
should not lie undér or suffer.” Nind v Nine-
teenth Century Building Society [18%4] 2 QB
226 at 233, CA, per Davey L)

‘There may be a good charity for the relief of
persons who are not in grinding need or utter
destitution . . . [but] relief connotes need of
some sort, either need for a home, or for the
means to provide for some necessity or quasi-
necessity, and not merely an amusement, how-
ever healthy.” Inland Revenue Comrs v
Baddeley [1955] 1 All ER 525 at 529, HL, per
Lord Simonds; also reported [1955) AC 572
at 585

RELIGION

‘What is “rehgion”? Is it not what a man
honestly believes in and approves of and thinks
it his duty to inculcate on others, whether with
repard to this world or the next? A belief in any
system of retribution by an overruling power?
It must, I think, include the principle of grati-
tude to an active power who can confer
blessings.' Baxter v Langley (1868) 38 LIMC 1
arg. at S, per Willes J

‘It seems to me that “religion” and “faith™ are
interchangeable words.” Re Tarnpolsk,
Barclays Bank Ltd v Flyer [1958] 3 All ER 479
at 481, per Danckwerts I
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