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Indies, and we have no donbtthat it would
be equally easy to establish it with i-egard
to any other dependency or the United
Kingdon itself. Inudeedl, the very article
vhich is the principal West Indian staple
affords an excellent illuistration of the
dlitculty that would arise with the United
Kingdon. Sugar is admitted free into
the United Kingdom, while with us it
constitutes an important source of rev-
enue. Thie principal West India sugar
colonies would not be satisfied without a
uniform duty on sugar by weight, irrespec-
tive of quality, whereaîs our sugar refi-
ners denand protection in the form ol'
lower duties on the inferior grades. Mi.
'Patterson seenis to aim at "l unfettered
free trade " between the United Kingdon
and its dependencies, but lie lacs not
point out how tie latter are ta obtain a
revenue. lin tirutli, Mri. Patterson, notvithl-
standing luis great practical experience, is
a good deal ofi a visionary, as we think vill
be admitted by all business men lio give
a careful consideration to his utterances
at Sheflield. We are no believers in the
practicability of Mr. Goldwin Snitl's
scheine of a reciprocity of tariffs witl the
United States, but wre have no liesitation
in aflirming that it is miuch more practica-
ble and miore consistent with common
sense than the Zollverein advocated by
fr. Patterson. We give below ivhat Mr.

- atterson says of it :
It w'as recently stated in ai influential jenur-

nal, puiblished in onie of the Western States, that
the , on. lr. Evsrts, Secretary of itate at
Washington, lad done wisely in takingi pre-
liminary stops for froc trade with Canida, the
Proposition appearing ta be that the Dominion
should adopt the United States tarlf', and that
IL coifplete custons' union should be effected.
Tie coercon policy threatened towards Caiada
ini 1865 hald been uînsuccessfilly tried, and, if
diplomacy ias iiow resorted to, be hoped the
resuilt would be the sanie. Suclh a policy would
be suicidal, and lie devoutly prayed that God
migtli avert se dire a calainity fron the UJnied
btates. A cistoms' union between suieh a
country and Canada was pre-eninently unde-
sirable.

The first observation we would make is
that there nover was any proposition et
aIl, and consequently it is a mistake ta
assume that Canada would have been
asked ta adopt the United States tiriff.
It is well known that there is a strong
public opinion in the United States favor
able ta arevision of thieCustomsclities, and
thlere mightbe no insuperable difliculty in
arranging a tariff thatwould be acceptable
ta bath countries and et the sane tine
muclh less disadvantageous ta the United
Kingdom than that now in foice. We
are by io means blind ta the dilliculties
in the vay, which we admit are alnost, if
not altogether, insuperable, but there is no
object ta be gained by exaggerating them,
especially as there are in Our comniunity
persons who share the opinions of Mr.

Goldviii Sinith. We are not called on for
any action. hie duty of oui' Govern-
nment is to propose such i commercial
policy as seenis imost for our oii iiterest,
without referenc ta any such scleime
but il the lUnited States should have any
mteasure of reciprocity ta sigest it vould
doubtless receive proper consideration.
We own ourselves unable ta coîmprelheind
the strong language used bylNri'. Jrlat erison,
Vho asiues s that the suggestel miei-
sures wrnbjil bo " suicidal " and thit " lie
devoutly pI'ayed thalît G od iight avert sa
dire a calamity froi the United States i
It wîould appeairi that the calamiity woild
befal the people of' the United States if
they liad free trade with Cinada, bit. it
light whatever is vouclisafed ta us as ta
the nature of the calanity. The main
object of the people of both couti-ies in
iinposing duties is ta obtain a revenue,
altholigh the encouragement of native
industry is, writh imany, an eleient in the
construction of the tariff. Our geogra-
phical position renders it very desirable
that w should have reciprocal arrange-
ments with the United States, and forI a
time we succeeded iii having thei on
ternis that we believed ta have been
nutually advantageous. Oui' neighbouirs,
objected ta our system, but have never
madle any counter-proposition, and until
they do our policy should be ta lie on our
oars, and adopt a policy of our own. We
sec io grouud whatever for believing in
the probability of any scheme sucli as
that hinted et, rather thani developed by
Mi.Paterson, being even considered itlier
by the United Kîingdom or by any of the
dependencies of the Eipire, and il w'oild
obviously be more unsuitable for Canîada
thtan for an1y of the other countries inter-
ested.

THE RESPECTIVE RATIO OF LIA-
BI LITY.

We were reminded of this subject by
reading, in a recent number of the New
York Spectator', an article entitled, " Sur-
vival ai' the Fittest," aid, althougli w'e
believe the writer was innocent of any
such intention, the tenoi' of lis rema'ks
clearly pointed out the blot in fire under-
writing already mentioned in tiese col-
unms, namely, the exclusion of tIe aver'-
age clause upon specific policies«. Wie do
not quite agree with ail that is written in
the above quoted article, but, ta a great
extent, we go along vith the writer; and
the principle vhich obliges the insured ta
have the said average clause inserted li a
policy covering goods in several ware-
hanses should, we nmintain, be applied
îrhen those goods are in one warehouse
only, otherwise, sa long as partial lasses

aire possible, the insured cau foi' ail ordi-
nary hazards protect $20,000 of property
by a $10,000 policy, for in any loss not
exceeding the latter amoiunt, lie is filly
covered, the oflice issuing the policy being
liable, under the present rules, for any loss
up ta the extent of its policy, though wve
have aliready shown in a former number
thai, in the above instance, such policy
being only liable f'or ialf the total loss,
Islould bear the saime linbility ail apartial
loss. As a consequence of' the existiig
rule, the ratio ai' liability is very much
greater in proportion in a sinall policy

than in i large one, and lience, as the
Fpetator's contributo deduces, those
companies reap the best harvest wlo can
afford ta wrrite large lines. Mr. Hore luis
so logically demonstrated that the pro
portion of liability Ilich one specific

policy bears ta another is not regulated
by the aniouts of each, that w'e cannot
do botter than use sone of his figires.

Suppose two warchouses, eacli contain-
ing $10,000 of goods, upon whiclh oflices
A and B have issued policies for $ 10,000
and $1,000, respectively, the former cov-
ering ole and the latter the otler ware-
house. The followintg apportiioniment wilI
show that, wlile office A lias ten tines the
ainoult at risi, its ratio Ofliability is by lia
means ten tines that of ofice B except in
the case of total loss, thus :

Loss in eaci Ollice A Office B Propoiion ofi
Wareheuise. paLLYS. pailys. Liability.

$ 100 $100 $ 100 1 (o i
500 500 500 1 to 1

3,000 3,000 1,000 1 to i
5600 5,000 1,000 1 to 5

10,000 10,000 1,001) 1 to 10
With the average clause, hloever, the

result would be as follows :
Olice A $10,- Office B$1,-Proior-

Lots in each 0100 corers o covers lii, aio
Warelhouse. $10,000 liab. $10,000 Iab. Liabili-

1 pays. 1-10 pays. ty.
$ 100 $ 100 $ 10

500 5C0 C0
1,000 1,000 100 i1 to 10
5,000 b,î000 500

10,0(00 10,000 1,000 )
And we wouîld ask, !in the naine of com-

nmon sense, ivhich of thiese tio appoi tion.
ments is the nost equitable and reason.
able? If the example were given for sou-
tion ta c school boy of ordiiary intelli-
gence, whicli would lie chîoose? Yet ouIr
undeiwriters are daily guilty of the fia
grant injustice wvhich makes an office i-it..
ing only SmlIl lines bear a greater ratio
of liability than on1e car'rying largo lines.
It may be said that the example just
given ii quite exceptional, but tlat in ia
w'ay invalidates our argument, for the
saie principle would apply liad office 1Ys
policy been for $5,000, as then, in any loss
up ta that amount, the liabilities of the
two offices wouldbe equal, and only would


