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Of proving-not necessarily by direct evidence, for it is Well
cstablished that inferences of fact may be drawn by the court-
that the personal injury to the workman was caused by an acci-
dent which arose in that mailler. Mere surmise, conjecture, or
guess docs not suffice. Otherwise the dlaim for compensation must
fail. Thus, among the bateli of cases under the Act which came
lately before the Court of Appeal, three of more than usual inter-
est turning on that precise point were decided. In the firsi, that
of Hawkins v. Poweii's Tiilery ,Steam Coal Company, noted ante,
P. 439, the Court of Appeal had the difficulty of clioosing between
following the decision of the Huse of Lords in Clover, Cla yton
and Co. v. Hughes, 102 L.T. Rep. 340, (1910) A.C. 242, or in
Barnabas v. Bershmr Coiliery Company, 103 L.T. Rep. 513. The
Workman in the former, suffering from an aneurîsm in1 SO ad-
Vanced a state that it miglit have burst at any time, ruptured the
alleurism whule doing his work in the ordinary way without any
Uflusual exertion or strain. The requirements of the Act wcre,
nevertheless, held to be fulfilled. On the other hand, a contrary
Conc1lusion was arrived at in Barnabas's case, where the workman,
while performing his ordinary duties in the ordinary way, had
anl apoplectic seizure, from which he died shortly afterwards. In
'Iawkins's case the learned judges of the Court of Appeal pre-
ferred to take the decision in Barnabas 's case as their guide.
The dependents of the deceased workman there had not, their
Lordships thought, succeeded in proving, by direct evidence or

by ecessary inference from the facts, that the death of the
workman from. angina pectorîs was caused by an accident that
arose "'out of,"' as well as "in the course of,"' his employment.
Whether or not there is any real distinction between the two lunes
If authority, or whether there has been merely a change of front,
it is superfluous now to go into; but in ail probability it wvî11 be
8eenl that in this class of case in the future more importance wil
be attached to the later decision of the House of Lords thaýn to
the earlier one. The question to be determîned in Pierce v.
Provident ('lothing and Supply Company, Lîmited, noted ante,
1). 459, the second case to which we referred above, was based
O11 circumstances of an entirely different nature. A workman,


