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(6) The failure ta give instructions under circumnstances wvhich
indicate the propriety of doing sao Q).

(7) The failure ta wvarn a servant as ta the existence of an
abnarmal danger (h).

(8) The violation of rules prarnulgated by the master (i).

Upon these facîs, the jury might find lhat the ironi beams werc negligently 50

piaced and ieft that one of them would be liable, from a slight inadverient push
ofîthe font of a passer-by, te fall tbroughi the hale. Being left in tbis condition
for two or three days, the jury might infer a lack of due and proper superintend-
ence. Allowing such things to be negligently Ieft fo. so long a lime in a position
where they were likelv or hiable to be toppled over, and one of them to fait
through tlie hole in the floor, would warrant a findirîg af negligence on the part
oif tlic stperintendent iu exerrising stiperintendence.

(go Evidence wvarr;-nting the inference that titere was. under flic circum.
stanices, an obligation to give the plaintiff instructions regarding the manner in
%vilîi lois work ought ta bc done, and Ihat bois injury was catised by his foremlan's
f.iirt' tol give those instructions. is suffcient to sustain a verdict in bis faveu~r.

'arv. Harrison (C A. 1
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93i ta limes L.R. o., rev'g q Times L.K. 567. See aise
.l!aitdcn v. lInzi/lo, &r. Co., cited in ntote (a), supra.

I/ý Tlîe failitre to noîifv the second of two relays of workmen enga.ged in
re'iîgamarine ent-ine thfat tlie crank shafi had been disconnected Juring h

tirst sliift, tile resuit beiîîg that thc shaft swung round and crushed one of the men
n (lite second relay, is negligence in the exercise of superintendence. Aikeil v.

.%*r..p1o;/- 1 Dry Dock ýQ, B.D. 1887) 3 Times L.R. 527. A wvorkman %vite s
struck hy a btundie of irau which is being unloaaded from a ship, in consequence
tiI tus foreman's ornitting to svarn hini to stand ont of tbe wa% , is entitled ta
reCover on tile groîînd that the neghligence svas committed in the exer-cism of
sufoerititeiîdcnce. lVrighzi v. WVallis (C.A. 1885) 3 limes L. Rep. 779. Lord

Estrsaid :" An P-rgtîment bas been addressed ta tlic court ,vhich amaunots t0
i-thar, if voit order a man lo stanîd in a certain place. and thenl tiîrow sanie-

îlîiîg at him, and injure him. the injory is nGt cauised bv bois conforiîîgi ta tl-e
order, but soielv by the subsequî.nt act. If these refinienents are ta be introduced
iitti reail life, real 1life cannaI go on as it dhies. The order la stand tiierc and fic
hlrowing down of tble iron werc ail pîart of tlie same occurrence." A section niai)

t-rig.à)ed upon a railroad track does îlot take the risk that a forenian stationed
to gise ii warnitîg of tbe apîîroach of trains svill bp negligent in tile discharge
o'f blat dtvt. Daoi vitV..~C Yortk. . Il & IL. P. Co>. (t8),31 t59 Mass. j32, 34

10 t70. A dock canîpatiy ks lable for injutries received owinig to tile negligence
of ils faremin iii flot iuformng tbe plaintiff blat a piece of tile macbinery whicbl
lie was emplaved ta repair liad been sa ioosened tbat tbere %vas a risk of ils
fallin. iki-p v. Newpor/ cr. ('o, 1Q9D.t87 ) 3 Tinte- L.R. j2. A charge
t liai file riýk of a iieavs' sbaft's slipping out af the bitch of tilie chain-faîl by wibci
il is being iowered was a transiter% risk, of w~hich defendant was nlot rcquired ta
tiuoifv a servaili wha waqi struîck li' it, is propetrlY refiised. lThe risk is tnot one
incidettel, and ardinarily ta be expected ta acuir iii. the 1 îroseciioii of tlic work
iii Nviiici deceased ivas eiîgsged. 1Knie1,/ V. (»'rnuz, ("),u f., 54 N. F. ,4oo,
1t Mass.. The facts iii evidetice max' soietimes siiggest the' exi,,teice of
oblis dititv, as ai] ailterna tive Obliga tion wlic b oug lit te ale ti scla rged iii t iii event
oi iflic servaîit's eiivir-onireît nI beitîg miade uts sale as it wot.ld have been if
sertie nîlier doît v h ad heen t(lqitatel 'v performord. If an itioieieriîtiicedl %voi-iiian,
'vîi le en gazedi inî riide mii ng a lia nk of cantif. is liiird 1) t ylite fa il iig of fle
lî:nk ipi iin li rir;ig tlic teîiîpor-ary absence of lus enlîlover's sicittet
%vllose dqtv il is ta wuîtch fie barlk antt wsartn hit of flic danger oîf ils falliiig,
i t i s a quiestiotn for lbhe jury rv wethler il t%%as nit itegligeil e i n tflic su pern il ci dcit
!i allîw tflic plaintiff ta work titider tlic baik %vithlînît slioring tiî, flic toi, of il, tir

stt atinîîg sineoiie t o gi ve tva miiii g. l"iiur/v 1 'î (tll-P 1 ISQ f lin Mas% 5 248.

<i lii sut fatr as slîeci tic rid es dJefi n e flt cai rtcN t o lie puiti d iii regar mIol
tu lti ciailliuîg lut Itle' liiî, ' nisiîri id iic i s rlc.ilN îlot ofluil n ii'


