
wa> entitled to $939. 07ý ii irnmoneyvs pa -able under i
endowxnent eertifi(cat(e is-twd by theu Su'prume Tent of i
Kigh-ts of the Maccabees of the World. The plaintit! ina
ried Phlipi Crosby,. deceased, in 140 In 1886 hie marrid
the defendant. Th'le trial -Judge found( thiat deufendanit d1
nlot know of a former Inarriage, and heuld that the owuersh
of the fi und, whielh was tu be paid to the insured's " wifc

Mary 110111sol bt- dtecIÎded e.x aequuI et bon0, and aince
wasI purfetly mnanifest l'rom the evidience thiat thei decese
neYer initended thie mloney- to, go to theu pllaintiff, lie gave jud
men-it in defenidaut'sý favour.

The appeal was heuard by IFALCOINBIDGEJ(, C.J., STREE
J., BRITTON, J.

W. M. Douglas, K.C., for plaintiff.
A. Weir, Sarnia, for defeudarit.
FALCO-NBRIDGE. C.J. :-There i5 no0 ques-tioni, on te iu

dlencu, but that the irusurance vas effected for the defendai
Mary Bail. She is the person desiguated as beneflciary, t
thiougcli she xnay, strictly speaking, be mnisdescribed as vif
,and the only point for decision by us is wvhethier she Caui
ii legal beneficiary under the muies of the association. 1
sec. 174 of the Revised Laws of the K. 0. T. Maceabees, ec
tioin of 1899, it is provided: '<No life benefit ertificaite shi
be muade payable to any person otheýr thian thev wife, husban
children, dependent, miother, father, sister, brother, atns
uincie, nephew, niece, c-ousin, step-chiild, step-pareut, hiai
sister, or haif-brothier of the iinmber . . ." The defes
dant clainis as dependeut, and it vas argued to us, on tl
part of plaintif,. that the dependent iu the section should 1
a person related bvy blood or afflnity to the member. I ain
the opinion that thiere is no rooqifor the application of ai
doctrine of ejusqdem generis or noscituir a sociis. ...
is perfectly mianifest that it was intended that a depender
that is, onec who ia sustained by the meniber or vho relies
the mexuber for support or maintenance,- ranks, next aft,
vife, hiisband, and children, apart froin any question of leg
relationship.

She i. entitled lu the lund iu Court. The position of
<'epndnli as been considèred in the folloiogca

Ma in Coiliery Co. v. Davies, [1900] A. C. 358; «eICartl
v. New Englind Or>der of Protetion (1891), 153 Mfa,
.114; and the xxnreported, but veil considered, portion of ti
judgnent of Meredith, J., iu Styles v. Suprenie Coiinc
Royal Arcanuin (1897), 29 0. R., referred to in the note c
page 40.


