
FILKLITY TRUST CO. v. BUCH-NERt.

Royal Arcanuma is not a society ineorporatud under
897 eh. -)il, so as to lie entitied to pay the insuirance
'to the person or persons entîtied, under the rules there-

211, sec. 12. The incorporation was in Massachuisetts,
under the provisions of the iaws then in force....

iosition is, therefore, in the view of our law, the saine
siy other insurance eompany--e.g., that of the Catholic
,f Foresters ini Gilie v. Young (1901), 1 O.L.R. 368.
w. decides that the miles of the "Order" must give way
rovisiona of the. statute, so far as they are inconsistent
h. MNingeaud v. Paeker, 21 O.R. 267, 19 A.R. 290,ý and
,ion, 31 O.R. 314, may almo be looked at.
ien, the declaration indorsed on the certificate be vaiid,
iitiffs must fail.
grouiids of attack upon the inidorsement are, it wil
two ini nuxuber: (a) that the indorsement was flot read
Rhoder; and (b) that it was ignored and treated as miii

1 by both 1hoder and the defendaiit until the death of

o (a), there is not the slighlest evidence that Rhoder
fully understand what lie was signiug; he lias signed his
*glbly; and nothing indicates illiteracy in any way :
ndeed, are produeed written by himi shewing the reverse.
pud ground is equally baseless-considerable testimony
mn indicating that the policy was transferred rather by
ecurity for a loan or series of loans than the reverse;- but

sgetmueh less proves, that the transfer "was
Sor " treated " as "mnii and void. "

above will dispose of the issues in the plaintiffs' claim:
infants are nul "the designated preferred benieficiaries
prandfather . . . T. R. Uhoder," for the double

hat they are not "preferred benefieiaries" at all, within
plmg ot tiie statute, T. R. Riioder not having been their
ther in a legai sense; and, second, ho made a niew benxe-

idrthe. provisions of the law in that regard.
"The plaintiffs, as next friend to the said infant child-
re not "entitled to payxnent ont ut Court of the said
wr several reasons. Assuming (what I by no motos con-
mt this eonipany eau be next friend at ail (R.S.O. 1897
a"- 4. 5, 6; Nailder v. Hawkins, 2 M, & K. 248)-(a'>

t. frlend lu not entitled to the infants' money: Vano v.
m Coloured Cotton Mills o., 21 OIL.R. 144); ho li i

nto Court simply to proteet the infants' rights and
eeth.e csta: Dyke v. Stephens, 300Ch. D. at pp. 190, 191;
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