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plaintiff was injured by this machine it was due to his
own imprudence, not by reason of or in the course of his
work: on the contrary, acting against the will and the
warnings of the defendant.

The Court dismissed the action for the following rea-

sons

“ Considering that the defendant who is a dyver had at
his establishment at Montreal a mangle, which to be pro-

perly handled requirved the services of an expert mechanic;

“Considering that the plaintiff is a laborer who was
engaged by the defendant as a fireman, and to act as as-
sistant to roll the goods which pass through the said man-

gle and to do generally laborer’s work in the said factory;

“ Considering that on the 26th of October 1911, the de-
fendant had closed down his dyeing process for the day,
and that he sent the plaintiff in the morning to the dyeing
shop. with instructions to heat and tidy up the place, and to
deliver some clothes to two parties who were to call for
them:

“ Considering that the plaintiff having gone as ins-
tructed to the defendant’s establishment, undertook un-
hidden, to turn on the electric motor and to start the
mangle in the absence of the defendant’s expert dyer Al-
hert Robertson, who alone with the defendant himself
had charge of the machine:

“ (onsidering that after starting the machine, the plain
tiff undertook to pass through the mangle a garment a
few vards long which was worthless and which was not des-

tined to be put through the dyeing process:

“ (Considering that the plaintiff while thus engaged had
his right hand caught between one of the upper and one




