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CONCERNING-CERTAIN A-M.W. RESOLUTIONS.

Elsewhere, from the Sydney Post, we give two,
- what are termed startling resolutions passed at the
late sessions of the new Miners’ Soeiety. The Re-
eord accepts the Posts’ versipn of these as correct,
as on the authority of the Glace Bay Gazette, the
Post and the secretary of the society are very ehum-
my these days, dnd have, therefore, friendly inter-
course. It is said that the passing of the yesolutions
eaused. some little execitement in Sy\incy 1) the
surrounding populous distriets. ~ And “they have
caused no little surprise on the Mainland as well,
The surprise on the Mainland is due chiefly to the
lack of comprehension of what is contained in the
phrase ‘‘British fair play,”’ so far at least as the
second resolution is concerned. There is nothing
British about it. The resolution adjudges certain
men guilty of a very serious offence, who have not
been given opportunity to state their case or in any
way defend themselves.
~ The lutions d ding the discharge of cer-
= tain officials are based on a statement in the verdiet
teturned at the coroner’s inquest, and on one made
by what the Record has termed ‘‘the Donkin in-
quiry.”’  The Record, at this time, will not attempt
def of the g t of the Waterford
Mine, The Record is not in a elear enough position
to say a word either in cond ion or d

tion of the " t, for the simple reason that
no evid published has ted the two offi-
cials named with the causes leading to the disaster.

The Record has knowledge to the effect that the
verdiet of the jury published diverged in a very
important particular from what may be termed the
‘“draft’’ verdiet. In the verdict as first drawn out
the names of a number of officials, some higher and
some lower, were given as entitled to severe cen-
sure. Why did the jury expunge those names from
the verdict returned in court! Did the jurprs, on
second thoughts, realize that the evidence was too
general to warrant them in connec particular
officials with blameé?! Had the jury { suffi-
cient to show that the disaster was due to eulpable
n on the part of one or two minor officials?
to -of supervision and ine on the part of
some higher official? or to a waeful error of ju

_ment on the of the
~eonrageous e ugh, t
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owing to an inexcusable display of ignorance and in-
capacity? Was the jury in a position to assert
beyondl question where the aceident happened, we
mean the exaet spot im the mine? Was the jury in &
position to say that the veuntilation in every part of
the mine was wholly inadequate? To the first of
these questions the Record affirms they were not,
and this affirmation is made in face of the fact that
the experts on the Donkin enquiry have given all but
a definite opinion as to'the exact place in which the
explosion originated. The Donkin Commission said
that no part of the foree, of the explosion had escaped
by way of the shot hole; and that part had eseaped
as flame down through the cleavage, promoting a
gas or a dust and gas explosion. The commission, in
the Record’s opinion, made herc a vital omission
necessary to a reasonable comprehension of the posi-
tion. It failed to say whether the only partially
effective’ shot had released a somwehat extensive
pocket of gas, or whether, when the supposed firing
of the shot took place, there was gas in the place
with which the flame of the shot could communicate.
If the latter, the question arises, How eame it theret
Had the examiner been given explicit instriietions
easily eomprehended, in reference to examinafions
for gas, and the method to be employed for its ex-
pulsion when encountered. If the management had
done its duty in this respect then, to borrow a senti-
ment from the Coal Mine Regulation Aet, they had
taken ‘‘reasonable precautions’’ in respect to gas in
working p'aces. A compliance with the demand in
the resoluticn is equal to a summary convietion and
swift condemnation of the two officials namde there-'
in. Ah, but it is much more than that. It s a
condemnation and conviction of the coroner’s j ry;
of the experts on the Donkin Commission; of. the

«, management of the Dominion Coal Coy., and of the

Nova Scotia Department of Mines. Three of them
may have been guilty of indiseretions that cannot
well be atoned for. The sin of the fourth may have
been one of omission. But alleged to be guilty one
or all, surcly, surely in the interest of common de-
cency and common British precedent, each and all
of them must be given opportunity, before their re-
putations are blasted, to prove, or at least attempt
to prove, their innocency.

he 'Dominion Coal Co. cannot afford to comply
with the threat ‘in the resolution. If its manage-

ment believes that the disaster was accidental and” .

the causes that led to it beyond the power of offi-
cials to forese, then it cannot be expected to accept
the assertion in the resolution before submission
of the proof. 1, however, it admits that eertain of
its officials were guilty of neglect, and steps had
been taken for a proper discipline, then the threat
loses its point and effect. Should, however, it con-
cede. to the request for dismissal, a request based
on grounds which up to the time of its making it

had not given consideration to, the management

leaves itself open, possibly, to a charge of having a
mantle of merey which smothers a correet sense of
Justice. »

Turning to the resolution we read:
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