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whieh he was ptaeed hy the conipany on the 28th Septembher,
1912, the plaintiff's hushand, John Soden, could, notwýithistanrd-
ing the negligence of the coîupany, if any there was, by the exer-
cise of reasonable eare on1 his part, have avoided the accident
whieh resulted in his death.

It is true that if eniployers of labour knowingly place an
ignorant or unskilled employee ini a situation which, althongh
lot, ncessarily unsafe, is yet likely or fiable to cause injury to

ain ignorant or iiuexpe4riencied operator, it is the duty of the
evlnployers to instruct their eînployee as to the proper înethod of
operation, approach, or control, and to warn hîi of incidentaI
dangers before exposing hini to the risk. Neglect of this and
injury resulting as the proxinmte cause will subjeet the em-
ployers to dainages: l)rolet v. D>enis, 48 S.E.. 510. It is
atlleged that the gaugway, and applianes iii conneution with it,
were constructed in an improper wiy amil wetrt defee,(tive in
de(taiîl, and I think that they were at onuw time. uiuety
hiowever, and before the happening of the accident coniplained
of, a new system of fasteDing the levers waks »d(opted, and there
is evidenee, whieh has itot beenîdrcl mut, that hv this mneans
a condition of effieiency and safety wws soeoured. 1 cannot, there-
fore, tind as a faet, because there is no evidence to estaibliali it,
that, at the tinte of the caaualty, the condition or- airrangemient
of the ways and their appliances were defective, or were out of
repair, or were unsafe for an emnployee, acquaited with the
conditions and situation, and exercm(ýsiig ordlinari 'y intelligence
and cutre; but, ail the saine, the arngl(eents were of a charw
ac-teri that nîight readily prove fatatl to at gree-ýn hauid-to a new
or inetxperiîieced operator; and the dlefendmnt coipany, if
Ieýgall, a '4re flot morally, blameless, for, iw ai fcw omets
thoughit, at trifling expenditure, and the exervise, of' the mo8t eie-
ncntary inechanical skill, every elenient, of daniger eould have

been eliminated.
The questionis thcîî are: Rlad the dcaeiii theciu-

stances of this case, having regard to the condition of tht, ways v
at the tine, a fair chance to protect hiniself! 7 id the end
ant company negligently expose hlm to a dlanger of which liec
w-as ignorantI And what was the imnmndiate cause of the
injulryl

If, as 1 have said, the conditions involved a liability to injury,
obvious to the, coînpany, thougli remote-and I have alrcady
found this te, lb the fact, and the event proved it--aud if this
iman was wholly ignorant of the danger and met his dcath
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