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THE EXTORTION PRACTICED in the nanie of taxation

upon the insurance companics, which we deal with at §
sswe length an anothier page, finds a significant illus- |
tration in a law which requires companies doing busi- i
nessin New York city to pay annually a tax into the |
treasury of the ** Exempt Firemen’s Benevolent Fund,”
of that city, although that fund now amounts to con-
siderably more than a quarter of a million dollars. Of
course there is no more reason why insurance com-
panics should be forced to contribute to the support of
retired firemen than that they should be taxed to
maintain hospitals or orphan asylums or retired police-
men, and yet, during 1890 the firc insurance companies
of other States and of foreign countries paid to this
New Vork firemen's fund nearly §72,000. This is of
a picce with the absurdity that is responsible for the |
lawofthe Prov ncc of Quebee, which exacts, in addition

to general G-- 2rnment taxcs, a tribute of from $goo to |
$1,500 from each insurance company, for the privilege

of doing a general business in the Province, while
Quebec city, and perhaps other municipalities, pile.. |
on an extra tax to help to pay its local expenses®
Why not tax insurance to buy uniforms for the police |
force?

Ix ouR 1SSUE for December 15 last, we made a full
statement in our legal departmient of the interesting
case of the South Staffordshire Tramway Company !
against the Sickness and Accident Assurance Associa- !
tion, tried in the Queen’s Bench Divisional Court in
London, and from whose decision the plaintiff a*speal-
ed. The issue onthe appeal wus as to whetl' r the
accident, in which some forty persons were injured,
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should be construed as one accident under the language
of the policy insuring against ‘‘ any one accident,” or
as forty accidents, that number of persons sustaming
injury by the one accident, applying the term to the vehi-
cle itself.  In the former case the liahility was lim-
ited to £250, but inthe latter event the claims for injur-
ies aggregated £833 4s. od.  The Court of Appeal,
the three judges concurring, held that the tramway
company was liable to cach of the forty puersons
injured, and that the insurance association was liable to
that company for the sum ofthe injuries resulting from
this one accidental occurrence which involved several
accidents to individuals. ‘This decision is doubtless
good law, and is most certainly good common seunse.

A RELIABLE AGENT in Ontario sends us a circular
letter and printed matter, received recently from “ F. P,
Elwes & Co., Insurance Agents & Brokers,’” Chicago,
soliciting business in mutual comjpanies, at non-horrd
rates in °* lines of any size, regardless of hazard,” cte.
From the printed leaflet sent out it would appear that
the above parties deal with such weak mutual concerns
as the ** Fairmount Insurance Association '* of Pennsyl-

! vania, which in 1889 collected in cash the enormous

amount of 83,353 and paid out $5,345. The ‘' Inman
Insurance Co. of Chicago >’ seemsto be anotheroftheir
companies carrying * large lines, regardless of hazard,”
though the last Illinois Insurance Report has no
knowledge of the existence of su-h a company.  Good
agentsand brokers in Canada fight shy of underground-
ers, even with some standing, and we predict that
“ . P. Elwes & Co.” will waste their postage and
stationery on most Canadian brokers.

OUR INGENIOUS CONTEMPORARY, /usuranee, is not
a success as an apologist for the Mutual Reserve Fund
Life whose failure to add fully 56 per cent. of its
new issues in 18go to assurance in foree (41 per cent.
heing all that would stick), we showed in our last
issue. Insurance uses the * you're-another *’ argument,
by saying that the Mutual Life carried to assurance in
force only 44 per cent. of ifs new issues. Our cou-
temporary is not green, and ve-y well kunows that such
a comparison is absurd, for the reason that the Mutual
Reserve’s vanished assurance all consists of pure
“ back-outs,’> excepting the amount paid for death
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