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wa8 neot for' the PurPOse of protecting the compaies that P-iui
ilntervoned, but lie did so for somne purpose of his own s.fter 1
haZi quiarrelled with the respondent.

The sti'oigest case against the appellant 's riglit to reeovi
ont the Policies is bondon and Lancashire Lif e Assurane (,(
v. Flenig, [18971 A.C. 499, but that case is, 1 think, di8tii

1I(Io flot understand that what is said by Sir Henry 'Stror.
iii thitt case with reference to the application of the prineip
of AeC0y v. Fernieî (1840), 7 AL & W. 151, meanm miore than 1hi
the inore fact of the couipany having taken the agent's note fý
the prexiiwns, iii the. cireunistances of that case, attorded 1
presuimptioji of the nature which Sir Hlenry Strong rnention.
1 do0 'lot uuderstand himi to mnean that the fact that an agei
li given credit for a prelniuni, and lias treated 'himiself and h.
becn treated b>' the insurers as their debtor ini respect of it,
Proved, is flot sufficient to warrant the conclusion that the pi
ini lias been paid to the insurers and the contract of à

aurunce bas bceonme effective. To hold that it is not would,
venture to thinli, cornte as a surprise to insurance agents and t
biuies comniunity, for 1 also venture to think that iniiniai

lae i nthe couirse of dealing of agents to treat the insur
am thelr 4ebtor for the. preniun, and theinselves as the debtg,
in "eP"t of It to the. insurers wliom the>' represent, and th~
this PWractlee is well hmown to and recognised and acted ont

Ilweve ta niy be, the llability of the eomipanies i tl
ram don ot eped pon presumptions afforded by the course
llt*alll beweei her ad their agents. But the facts Un ceV

elle waran th cocluionthat it ha provcd that the intenti
of 811 Pate wu at Rn, and lie eione, should bc liable
the r pa i*nfr the prnim, and that lie sliould look
the inusured or thow at Whos instance lic had placed the insi
JStPUSe f#r PaYet tohr of the. premniums; subjeet only to 1
efDditio 1h51 ifRn sol bê unable to obtain paymient


