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leit for the purpose of being filled up by auy testator who fiuighit
happenýi to use the form. When the formî is filleti up as a will it
Tiuust be read accordiug tu urdinary loose English grammiiar antid
ideas. There îs one rule of construction, whieh to iiny mmdii is a
golden rule, viz., that when a testator has execruted ia will Mi
soleimi form you niust assume that he diti not intenti to maýkeý it
a solemin faree--that lie did not intend to die intlestaite whe
has gonie through the form of makitig a will. You ought, if pos-
sible, to read the wvill su as to Iead lu a testateyý, n)ot an intestaey.
This is a golden rule."

Ini that ease the C'our't fourid il p)ossible- lu give al xneaing tu
the words used, iiotwthstanidîing tht' existnce of a blankl iii the
doeiument; 'but here no such resuit folbwsant 1 arw gvrni
by wvhat is said by Sir W. Page "Wood in hope)( v. Potter ( 1857),
:3 K.. & J. 206, 210: "The question ig, whether the Couirt ein fii.1
on the face of the will, enough to enable ît to give ai senisible
meianiing to the words; for, if it (ann>t, the Court is iiot il
liberty to avail itself 'of this hazardous ouriise of suplyl-ing
words; nior do 1 see, supposig 1 hati been put iii that dlieu-fltv.
how 1 vould safely have supplied the words wviel have bven sug-.
gestei.- That some words have beeni oinýitted1 seernis to be vvr \
probaible . . . but 1 xnust have a cleair conivictioni, ztmountiitnlg
to *eceNar imiplication, that the wordls 1hc <Iian vallet ii upun
to supp)lly aire the proper words, otherwise 1 arni niot at libert'y 1.u

.As put in the leading case of Abbott \. Mitidiecton 188)
6L..(8, by Lord St. Leunards, at 1p. 94: -You aire nuol ;o

liburt *y to transpose, tu add, tu Iutat o suibstitute olne Nwor
for anlother, or to take a eoiifined( expýression1 andi( enlarge il, %%ithi-
out absoluite « vsit. You nîuist fintil an1 initentioni upônl th11
face of the wviI1 to authorise yun to dlo su. Whetn 1 saY, 'tqpon
the face( of the will,' von are, by seteirules of law, at liberty 'N I
place yourself ini the same situation ini whieh the testator imacsiif
stooti. You are entitled to inquire abotut his famiiily' anti the posi-
lioni inii h he was plaeed with regaird to bis proplerty* ." ,

1 Refercince also to Taylor v. Riehartisoni (185:3), '2 Dre. 1
iii the vase in hand it nrny be thait the testatrix ntdeI o

give everythîg to lier inother; but she lias flot saiti su. 1 au
not inifer f romi the f act that the miother is narnd is triistvc sud1(
as executrix an intention that she tsliul take everything beneo-
ficially; anid that is ahl tliat appears uponi the face of the will.

The argument was mnade that, the mnother being apitt
exceutrix, and there being nu disposition of the beniefiil inter-


