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a hreach of a conditiru is a forfeiture of the poicy, and that a
"waiver" of .4uch forfeiture--

caninot be iferred from mere silence. It (the company)
is not obliged to do or say anything to make a forfeiture
effectuai. It may wait until dlaim is made under the policy,
and then in denial thereof, or ini defence of a suit commenced
therefor, allege a forfeiture (a).

And these Couit.s are, at ail events, consistent in thus holding.
For if we assume thst breaeh of a condition hia, in rea!ity,
"forfeited," -- thc sense of terminated, the policy, thre can be
no reason why the company should send notification of ar y sort
to the insured. Hec knows of the breach as well as the co'npany
does (and tîsually better), and he knows, too, that his contract
is at an cenl. Then why tell him anything?

Other Courts are Inss consistent, but more nearly orrect,
when thev declare that-

if the companv conteinrplatped the forfeiture 'of the. policy
1-ecause of the non-payment of the premiuni, it sI.ould at
nuce have so declared, plainlv and unconditionally (1').

Sich langige (nok'withistandiTig the inisuse of the word
*fofetur")rightly astimes that the breach bas no effct upon

the poiicy, and that its termoination is the result of the cmrpai.y's
election. That being so, the neesity for a declaration by the
cornpany is obvicus. If the hrcach ended the policy, then, as
I have said. the cornpany could have nothing tu coninmunicate
to the assurcd, for he knew of the breach and of it8 leeal effect.
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