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As m'Ti'Tfil insiinnict' Ijnikcis. wf repn'srnt tlic owrnTs of

tlu' i)n>p»'r(y in iiisiinincf iiuittcrs. Our position should not

1m' coiifusfd with thdt of the iiycnt rci)n'st'ntintr. imd iictinu

for. the insuring coinixiny. \\ .• iirc not hound hy the tiiritVs

of insurinj.' conipjinit's. nor wcchlcd to nny one st-t or cliiss

of coini^inifs or undcrwritt rs.

The ohlcst }ind most n'pucid)l(' insuntiicc coiiipiinii's in

the world jirc r('()r»'s('nt('<l in CiiniMhi. nnd. unch-r ordiiuiry

conditions, we iirc in fjivoiir of j.nvini.' » n-iisoriiihlc itrrfrrciicc

to CiiUHdian and local interests.

\Vc arc oi)posc(| to any I j.'islation wliich will cut off

competition.

The different points dealt v. ith are the result of conversa-

ti(»n and correspomlence with many husiness men throughout
Canada, atul hy summarizing' these arguments we endeav'iur

to show that ther{> is in e.xistence. at the preseiit time, a

natural preference in favour of the rey:istered companies.

The II(m. ^Ir. Fieldinj.' e.xpiessed (h»ubts as to the amount
of ta.x to l)e imposed, and was evidently open to c(mviction

on the point np to the time of the debate in the IIou.se of

r'' mmons cm the 17th ^Farch. lfM»!). when the .Minister of

Finance decided not to press the Rill throuirh the Senate
nntil the public had had time to make further representaticms.

It is to be hoped that an emphatic contradiction will be

forthcoming from the Canadian ^Manufacturers' As.s()ciation.

which was referred to in the House of Commons as havinjr

c(mie forward with the suu'frestion of a tax.

For Wiu.i.>«. Fabkr & Co.. Ltd.,

Raymond Wit.i.is.
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