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and in Oflice B for $600, covering both
ranges by a Il anket " policy. A loss

occurs of $800, say $400 on aci range, and
by the existing practice the apportion-
ient (whicl we will call No. 1) would be
ilus (%ve omiîîî fractions):

Rxaîinplo L

Loss,- 00 .100 - $800 Totaîl loes.

Apportionient No. 1.

i -I Ils $217 ti-Ilths $217 = $431 Il poliey pays

A 5-11111 183 5-lithos 183 = su, A

$-'20 $400 = $800

.Now fite absurdClity of the for-egoing
imuîîst be palpable to any one whbo vill
give the matter a monent's thought, for
e, iter tLe apportionment is male as
though Oflice B covered eaci range to the
oxtent of $600, or else that Office A's
policy was simply a "lblanket ' for $500
on the two ranges, neither of which is the

case. According to the rule we uphold,
Office B's policy of $000 covers $S800, ani,
the loss on the rnnges being equîal, is
liabe. for S300 on eachi range. Oftice A's
policy foi $1,000 is practically only an
insurace foi $800, viz., $400 on enci
range, for were ii the sole office interested
i. would onily be fiable and conlitribute to
thal extenti and an dtditional insurance
can certainly not increase tle policy's
liability. Thus the apportionnent, would
be as follows

Apportionentif No. 2.

lPs l2,b.2 I..300 3.7th»sS171 $171 E$12 Il pays
A'a 420 -4-7tls 29 2.0 458 A '

Examuple 2.

Los, 800 $800 = $1,000 Toinl los.

A ppo-tionmlent No. 1.
Il G-I lis $ 136 lert $164 = $600 B Iypys
A 5-Illts 304 5-11this 3 4= 728 A

97=- 272 isurledloses

08002 0800 =$ $ 1600

Apprtionmient No. 2.

(BoUi policies arie iable to their full cx-
Lent .)
Il 3-8lis $300 3-S2ibs $310 = 600 B; policy pays.
A 5-Stis ,00 5-S2ths 600 J.«0W A

By upportieut No. I theo insured
loses $272,. notwitistanîding its beinig

clear lie has suflicient insurance to ineet
the loss, which wve iiialititin is not only an
outrage against coiion sense but also
connnol njustice, whici asserts thaït insuti-
ahce is indemnity. 'lie next fwo exan-

pies sloy the respective restilLs of eaci

method of apportionmnent when the loss
on the ranges is unequally divided.

Exaînple 3.
II.

Loss $3,0 800 = $1.200 Ttai lIss.

Apportionment No. 1.
I 6-11thlis $103 left $'37 = $600 B pays
A 5-Iltls 137 6-11this -10 = 51G A

54 = 54 inusuiretl ]oies

$300 !S900 = $1,200

Apportionnent No. 2.
(I liability is $150 and $450 on Ranges

1 al I, respectively, îwIhile A, as shown
above, is fiable for $300 on i and $500 on
IL.)
Liab. Liab.
Il -20 1 $108450 = 9-19lhs $426= $526 pys
A 308 = '200 2200 - 10-19ts 4=. 678 A

$ 3(00

Exanple 4.

1. 11.
Los, $400 $1,200 = $1,600 To2al oes.

A pportiolinent No. .
22 0-1îhs 327 leIt, $383 8800 = paiys

A 5.1, l's 183 500 = >2S3 A-
317 = 317 inisured ]oses

$400 S1,200 - SL,00

(Or aid.nsting Range l. first.)
n .. $00 G$000 RBpays

A s400 50>0 - t 0 A "

100 100 nsuretloses

$203 Si,200=$.00

AÀpportionnent No. 2.
biah. Liab.
B $150 = 3-11this $109 $450 = 1. $450 = s'' il pays
A 402 == 84thss 231 500 = L. 500 == 791. A "

250 = 25 ins.loss

$1002 $1,200 $3,600

In example 3 we again perceive that,
witli obviously abundance of instirance
applicable to the loss; apportioinnent No.
l makes the insured lose 854, while in
example 4 two totally diffeirent results are
airived at sunder the saie nethod of ap-
portionnent, according to whichl range is
adjusted 1irst, one of vhicl results is muni-
fstlIy unjust to the insured, and the other
-S Plainy na111 lkes Ollice A pa-y 1101 than
il is entitled to do, inasnucli as Oflice B

as unloubtedfly a certain proportion of
li:tbility att.cliiig to bhe loss on Range 1,
and slould contribute that proportion
Oui- apportioirnent No. 2 soime msay think
is untjuîst to the insured, but a little con-
sideration vill show that, while $100 of
Olfice A's policy is useless-for, vere there

110 other policy, said oflic vould only pay
$J00-Lherçe is still $150 over intsuraiîce on

alingel t, nakting together $250,the amount
clearly short on iiange II ml for wiliclh

the insured has only himlself to blame, and
must suffer accordingly, for had le been
more correct in his calculations lie could
have had Olice l3's policy endorsed over
to apply to It exelusively, and $100of the
policy A covering I tr-ansferred to II, also
w-lien lie would bave been paid in full, but
lie should not expect the offices to be
answerable for his own bad arithmetic.

In the foregoing iwe have assumed the
measure of the loss to be the measure of
the value, but our rule will apply equally
cori-rectly whien the value is also given, for
the " ratio of a policy's liability to the to-
tal loss cove-ed is also its ratio of liability
to any item of such loss," Lthe definition
of M-fr. flore in his book already referred
to by us, and whicli our readers will find
we have adopted througliout the examples
of'ered, and which will never give eiLlier
inequitable or absurd results, such as is
too often the case wvith the present system
ofapportioning fitre losses.

INSOLVYENCY STATISTICS.
One of the mercantile agencies lias just

publisled a statenent of the number of
failures vlich occurred dur-ing tho first
quarter of this year in the United States
as well as in Canada. To give this quite
suîggestive statenment more value, we add
to it ce nuniber of failures and the amount
of Liabilities during the same period of the
three preceding years.

Number of failuresand liabilities during
the 1st quarter of the year.
Nuinber of faili-es. LiLbilities.

1S76........447 $7,417,238
1877......,572 7,576,511
1878.........555 9,100,929
1879.........634 11,648,697

UNIraD Enks.

1876........ 2,806 $64,644,156
1877.........2,859 54,538,070
1878.........3,355 82,078,826
1879 ......... 2,524 43,112,665

The statenent for the firsi qua-ter of
tlis year, compared wiLli the saine quearter
of 187S, shows for Canadla an incr-ease of
14 per cent. in the ntnber of failures, and
of 28per cent. inaiountî ofliabilities, iviLi
an average amounit of $18,375 per faiflure.
Foi- the United States the exhibit is qfuite
diffe-ent. The coniparisol between tle
two years shows for lhe Ist quarter of 1879
a decrease of' 241 peir cent. in nunber of
failures, and of about, 5l per cent. in
amount of liabilities, wit.h an average
amouit of $17,081 per failure. Tlis, if
reliable, is iot a very encouraging exhibift
for us in Canada, buit it is tobe hoped -that
under the now order of things, with gi-cater
and more judicious enteprîise and more
self-reliance, the next statement may
prove mIorm atisctory


