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Me. Haevey, Actuary of the Missoun
Insurance Department, has written 1
letter of farewell to Mr. Waddell, the
Superintendent, in which he indulges in some piain
telk.  He has been struck with the similarity wiich
exists between many of the obnoxious schemes pro
posed which are inimical to insurance interests, and
rome condittons which exist within insurance ficlds,
s conclusion is that, much ofi the legislative evil
complained of is an evolation tram the gerne not al
ways unwittingly sown by the insurance laborer. There
s too much truth in this view.  When some legisla-
tor denounces the companies as * robbers,” he pro-
bably only repeats, with emphasis, what he has heard
said by a " non-hoard,” or rate cutting agent, when
“local boards ™ are said to be “leeches,” the speaker
has very hkely heard schedule rating condemned by
some insurance solicitor. When a third demands
a closer adbierence to the valued policy law, or some
erpually vicious bid to meendiarism, the idea has grown
irom the too common ~tatement of canvassers tha
the rival Company will only pay when compelled. So
on tirough other common charges against insuranee
compattics, which not uncommonly arise from  the
disparaging remarks of agents, who are not sutticient
Iv cautions in their criticisms of rival companies 1
A person whose business i solieited hears several
agents or canvassers declare all svstems and all com:
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panies but their own unreliable, he is apt to entertain
i poot opinion of fire insurance in general.  So it s
with life assurance. ™ To destroy and not build up is
0 prevalent a fashion, that, if the words of agents
ware trusted, there would soon be no belief in the
goud of life assurance at all” It is certainly not «
matter for much surprise when so much ill-will to the
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cotmpames is shown by legislators, municipal Hfienls,
and otliers, when we consider how persistently, day
by day, so many engaged in insurance business, are
disparaging all the companies save their own, This
habitual evil speaking breeds suspicion, disoust, am]
nat infrequently a determination o discipline awd
resiin n the compaties by some obnoxious legishtios.

SOoME  cases brought into our Courts
are so weak, we nity well wonder thes
have had strength enongh 1o reach any
legal tribunal.  hsurance cases are particularly not-
able for their feebleness. 1t s quite clear from the
confidence shown in bringing some cases into Court
that a verdict against an insurance company 15 ex-
pected not because the claim is sound in law, and
in evidence, but beecause the ssmpathy of the Court
i~ relied upon to enforce any claim agamst an insur-
ance company.  In the suit of Prevost against the
Scottish Union & National, it was shown that the
policy required notice of loss in writing, and  (he
furnishing of proofs, ncither of which conditions had
been complied with,  The excuse was set up that the
policies were lost, but it was not even alleged that
they were lost before the fire, or for two months after-
wards,—-in fact, they were proved to have been in p am.
tff's possession seven months aiter the fire. A tatal
peint was that, twelve months had clapsed before ac-
tion was tiken to coforee the c¢laim, which by the
terms of the policy rendered the claim null and void.
In the face of such evidence we can only  express
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surprise at such a suit being entered in the Superior
Court. 1

A Bill has been introduce ©into the Senate
by Senator Macdonald, of British Coluns
bia, by which Queen’s Birthday would be
nade a perpetual holiday in Canada, and known as
“Victoria Dayv.”™  The Bill passed its third reading
in the Senate, without a formal division,  Several
Senators, however, spoke decidedly against this meas-
ure, mainly on the ground that it would dmpose a
tax of a day’s wages on the laboring classes. Were
this to be its effect the Bill would be of doubtinl ex-
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