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:>rm, and did confOrIn, Witllin Cie mneaning of the
ý'orkien's Compensation Act, and tjiougha the plaintily
mea sent to do whlat mwk Teasdale rcquired of in,
aid for that Ipurpose take his instructions froin Teas-
aie, it was meot beeause Teasdale was a person ini superinten-
ence, but sirmply hecause lie was the mnan w-ho knew what I
!(quired to bev doue by eh of themn-and that thie aceient did
o>t happen Il- reason of the orders of Teasdale, but by reason
E the failure of both mn to satsfy themacilves that therr uns
o danger, and that they w-ere equally guilty of negligenee to
)ey the company 's rule, and also that, the plaintiff voluintarily
ndertook the risk, or the question uwhether lie did so shoutd have
men subruitted to the jury.

The quesions to thie jury wcore evideiitly intended1 to acer-
dnm whether the facts brought the case witbin sul-seetions 2
ad 3 od sectin 3 or the Workmen 's Comnpensatin for lnjurie,
rL Subsectio 2 applies to negligence of an employce Who
je any superintendence nrutdto him, whilst inili hexcer-
ne of sucli superintendence. Siul)sction 3 applies to negligence
!an employee to liose orders or directin the plaintif! wras

>und te eonform, and did eonforin where the injury rtesult(cd
-om his having 80 eonformed.

Read hy theinse(lves thec questions t4a the Jury do lot. iii ternms
ik wxhether the negligenve of the person inspeiednc
Re whilst in the exercise of sucli supevrinteundene nor whether
ie plaintiff did oonform t0 orders or directions.

As te the lirst of these nuiis the issue before the jury
as wh-Iether it waa sdae duty, as thc e rnedt for
[e tinie bing, to put ont the Clgs, or th, plintiff's duty mlot te
ork unlese they w*,ee out, The jury flnd that if was nt, thlesinIifF'a duity, and indeed it w-ould seoin from theuhng ir
e forn of the fifthi and ýsixth questions made at the defendants'
stance, that dimregar of bis dutis was flot beingr strongly m,.
ýd uponi by the defence. The jury also flnid the niegligence wsa
,asdale's in not putting out the flags. Thét ineolvs lhe finding
mit tu, negligence w-as whu1st in the exreof thle Superillten-
Mies The second inquiry ne te whether the lain tif avted
idpr an order or directon, is pcrhaps), not so) elieanly dcdd
ia manifest froin fllc statemnent or thie learned Chie! Justice,
the montion for nonsit thaf he intended the jury te pass tapon
and in dealing with the fiffl and sixth questions, lie stated

q ow ur Ow ht the plaintif! did not acf undeifr ny omusi
*ft weuld tqearly lic a inatter for flic jury, and they would have
eonsider mnonly the reltins of tbe parties and their word.,ý


