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sal Schedule. The fallacy of this substitution of in­
terminable analysis for classification is shown by the 
fact that before the Analytic System made its ap­
pearance, the Western Union had re-established 
classification of municipal protection, and that about 
the same time, at the request of the National Board, 
the National Fire Protection Association had pre­
pared a similar classification for consideration. The 
Analytic System uses the Union classification, adopted 
in lieu of the key rate plan, which after long and 
discouraging trial had been abandoned as impracti­
cable. It may not be perfect, but it is safe to predict 
that this classification of municipal protection will 
not again be abandoned for the key rate plan. Re­
torting to our statement that we can never construct 
tariffs from our classified statistics, but must even­
tually build our classified statistics upon our esti­
mates of relative hazard, the problem of introducing 
the system in any new state resolves itself into a care­
ful examination, to determine what basis rate table 
will establish our estimates with a minimum disturb­
ance of existing conditions, the end sought being sim­
ply to establish relativity, without riots, ructions or 
other civil commotions. This is a practical busi­
ness question, approached by the Analytic System 
in a practical business way. and the several liasis 
rate tables in the schedule are provided simply 
for the convenience of raters in determining 
which one to use to bring about the nearest ap­
proach to the desired result. It is proper, before 
dismissing the subject of these tables, to admit that 
we cannot permanently maintain rates in each and 
every state exclusively upon its individual experience 
—for example, in Maryland or California, with their 
great conflagrations, but the task of distributing 
rates among states belongs to the problem of sequen­
tial relations, which is discussed in all its hearings in 
“Fire Rating as a Science.’’
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ANALYTIC RATING.

CoatiawatioB of Opea Letter Ieewed by Ad' 
of Dean Behedalo.

The Universal Schedule abolishes the classification 
i-l municipal protection and ignores state lines. It 
establishes a special key rate for each town or city, re­
gardless of its size. Charge 30 increases the key rate 

cent, for each dollar of loss in excess of $5.0030 per
per thousand in a town’s previous five years’ ex­
perience, limiting the percentage to be added for anv 

conflagration to 20 per cent. Now, it is a notori- 
fact that the fire records of towns and cities do 

not appear in any available statistics, and the infor­
mation necessary to make this charge is practically 
not obtainable. To illustrate : Let us assume two 
such states, with climate, products, industries, etc., 

essentially different, hut with a generally re­
cognized difference in state experience justifying the 
existing difference in rates. There is apparently no 
provision in the Universal Schedule for a distribu­
tion of this difference over the general business of the 
two states, or for that matter of other states. The 
difference may have been the result of a few stiff con­
flagrations, distributed in time so as to affect each 
of the annual averages. According to the Universal 
Schedule, all this difference must be assessed only 
upon the towns that have actually contributed 
through conflagrations to the loss record. The 
same method would have to be pursued if the five 
years' experience of the state had been the result of 
one exceptional conflagration, excepting that we 
could assess this one town 20 per cent. The sche­
dule leaves us in the dark as to how or where we arc 
to make good the deficit and how we are to meet the 
competition in this city from companies who may not 
think that because a city has had one conflagration 
the law of average would justify them in looking to 
this town, and this town only, to make good.

Two SehedBlei Compared.

Turn now to the common sense and practical treat- 
of this phase of fire-hazard measurement in the 

Analytic System. In doing this it is proper to remem­
ber that municipal protection is a thing separate and 
distinct from the hazard found in individual risks. It 
spreads its mantle of protection impartially over all 
the insurable property it protects. It is true, we 
know, that no two towns can be exactly alike, hut we 
also know, for that matter, that no two buildings, 
flues, systems of doorway, openings or occupancies, 
van be exactly alike ; however it is a fundamental 
necessity in all reasoning that we establish identi­
ties, the only point of care being that the identities 
lie sufficienly close for practical purposes, and this is 
reached through the universal process of classifica­
tion which is so universally abolished by the Univer-
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ACCIDENT & LIABILITY INSURANCE.

In recent issues of THE CHRONICLE, detailed re­
ference has lwen made to the 1906 showings of 
fire and life companies in Canada Following 
iqion these tables, there arc published this week 
two further exhibits—relating to accident and em­
ployers’ liability business compiled from the pre­
liminary re|K>rt for 11406 of the Sujierintendent of 
Insurance.

ACCIDENT INSURANCE.
That the Canadian public is more and more 

ilmg itself of the protection offered by casualty 
is unmistakably evidenced by the

ava
companies
amount of such insurance effected during 1906— 
the total 1 icing over $195,000,000, an increase of 
more than $20,ooo,<xxi over the 11405 showing. 
Premiums for the year reached well over the million 
mark, being about $1,170,000, or an increase of 
nearly $175,000. Claims paid showed an increase 
of $86,<xx>; the sum of such payments for the year 
being $448,000, and the total losses incurred $487 
(«xi. The ratio of losses incurred to premiums 
received during 1906 was 41 7 Pc> as against 38.4

ment

p.c. m 11405.
EMPLOYERS’ LIAMLITV

The field for employers' liability
Airily less wide than that for casualty under­

writing. but projxirtionately the increase in bust-

insurance is
noirs


