
to have been indue&. (posWdtcy uncoiiaiously) by the appIicatior
of the broad principle which always construes penal statutes strictIy
and by a judicial disinclination te mrate new offeraces unIes
absolutely coxnpelled by the mobt explicit language of the
Legislature.

The modem tendency of the Courts is not te regard the doctrine~
of ejusdern generis as important, but ini ail cases We look for
indications elsewhere in ' document of an intention Wo use
general words in the restricted sense * if the doctrine is to 1»- applied..
In the absence any isuch indication, thec doctrine is nlot treated
as a mere rule of thumb, thougli no doubt it was se troated formerly.
It was said by Lord Loreburn, when Lord Chancellor, that lit is
imposs;ible to lay down any exhaustive rules for the application of
the doctrine of ejusder generis," but there "may be great danger
in Ieosely applying it": (Larqen v. Sylvester, 99 L.T. Rep. 94;
(1908) A.C. 295). It this cms it wus held by the House of Lords
that the insertion of the words Iloî what kind soeve " ini a charter-
party was intended Wo, and did, exelude the doctrine of ejusdem
generie. And*erqon v, Anderson, in the Court of Appeal (72 L.T.
Rep. 313; (1895) 1 Q,4. 749), illustrates the raodern tendency
referred to ini relation te a voluatary deed of zettlement. The
deed contained a gift of a bouse 'with its <'furniture, plate," etc.,
and "other goods, chattels, and effeets" on the premises. The
words lust quoted were held te include horses and carrnages, and
the ejusdem 95 neria doctrine was held flot to apply. Lord Esher,
M.R., said. "The doctrine ojf tijusdem gefieris ia not one te be at ail
extended." Lord Justice Lopes thought the doctrine "a good
servant, but a ba.d master." The effeet of not applying the doctrine
in tis case was te uphold thc gif t of everything ini the house te
the donee. In a later case where the doctrine was applied, the
effeet of its application was te prevent the forfeiture by a. tenant
of rnaehincry placed on demised promises: (LaMbourne v. MeLen-
nan, 88 L.T. Rep. 748; (1903) 2 Ch. 268). Here the Court of
Appeal held that the general words in 9, covensant to, detiver up,
at the enid of the tern everything on the prernises should be appliod
only te articles possessing the cha.ractoristic of irreniovability,
and they aiso thougbt the covenant ehould ho construed in tis
way apant frrn the doctrine of ejudem generie.
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