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by which he referred to ail bis property or al
things). H1e then pointed Wo his wife, and
afterward touched the ring-finger of his left
hand, and then placed bis right band across bis
left arm at the elbow, which latter signe were
the usual signe by which hie referred to bis wife-
The signe by which the eaid teetator informed
us that the property was Wo go Wo bis wife's
daughter, in case bis wife died in bis lifetime,
were as follows: He firet referred to his pro-
perty as before, hie then touched bimef and
pointed Wo the ring-finger of bis left band, and
crossed. hie arme ae before (which indicated hie
wife); lie then laid the aide of bis bead on the
palm of hie right hand (with bis eyes closed),
wbich indicated hie wife'e deatb ; bie then again,
after pointing to hie wife's daughter, wbo was
present when the eaid will was executed, poiuted
Wo hie ring-fiuger of hie left hand, and tben
placed hie rigbt hand acrose his left arm at the
elbow as before. H1e then put hie forefinger to
hie moutb and immediately toucbed bis breast,
and moved bis arme in euch a mauner as to
indicate a child, which were bis usual signe for
indicating hie wife'e daughter. He always
indicated a female by cro8sing bie arm, aud a
maie pereon. by crossing bis wriet. The signe
by wbicb the eaid testator informed us that hie
property was Wo go to William Wigg (bis wife's
daugbtere husband), in case bis wife'e daugbter
died in bis lifetime, were as followe: H1e re-
peated the signe indicating bis property and
bis wife's daugbter, then laid the aide of bis
head on the palm of bis riglit band with bis
eyee closed, and lowered bis baud toward the
ground as before (wbich m eant bier death) ; hie
then again repeated the signe indicating hie
wife's daugbter, and crossed hie left atm at the
wxist with hie right baud, whlch meant bier
bueband, tbe eaid William Wigg. H1e also
communicatcd te us by signe that the said
William Wigg resided in London. The said
William Wigg ie in the employ of and superin-
tends the goode departmeut of tbe North-
western Railway Company at Caniden Town.
The signe by wbich the said testator informed
us that bis property was to go Wo the cbildrea
of his wife'e daughter and eon-in-law, in case
tbey botb died in bis life-time, were ae followe,
namely: H1e repeated the signe iudicating tbe
eaid William Wigg and bis wife, and their
death before bim, and tilen placed bis rigbt

baud open a short distance from the grouud,
and raised it by degrees and as if by stepe, wbicl1
were bis usual signe for poiutiug out their
cbildren, and then swept bis band round with
a sweeping motion, wbich indicated that theY
were all to.,be brouglit in. The said testator
always took great notice of tbe said childreu,
aud was very fond of theni. After tbe gaid
testator bad in manner aforeeaid expressedtW
us wbat be inteuded to do by bis said will, the
eaid R. T. Dunuiug, by means of the before-
mentioned signe, and by other motions aud
signe by wbich we were accustomed Wo couver5e
witb bits, informed the said testator wbat were
the contents aud effect of the said will." Sir J.
P. Wilde granted the motion.
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YOUNG v. THE DEcNTAL ASSOCIATION OF THO

PROVINCE OF QIunsEC.
Licen8e to practise tus dentiut - Interyrelation Of

word il onstantly.2'

Iu November, 1877, Young took a mandamug
to compel the defeudants te grant hlm a license
to practise as a dentiet. The petitioner alleged
that during three yeare and upwards previous
te the 28tb Jauuary, 1874, bie had been col'-
stautly engaged lu the practice of deutistry ill
the Province of Quebec, having an office ill
Moutreal ; aud that ou the loth July, 1877, h1o
applied to the defeudante for a license 00
dentiet, but bis application was rejected.

The defeudaute pleaded that petitioner h5d
not been eonetantly eugaged lu the practice Of
the profession of dentietry duriug the three
years immediately precediug the 28tb Jauuaryy
1874, date of defeudants' incorporation by 37
Vict. c. 14. That petitioner bad bimef aC'
kuowledged that bie was not entitled to demaud
a license, seeing that on the i5tb July, 1874,
hie had voluntarily preeented bimsef before
defeudauts' Board Wo undergo an examiuatiOlH
as candidate for a liceuse, aud wae rejected 90
not qualified Wo practise. Further, that '0>
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