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hand theyhammer is used likely flyare as to from the hammer or
chisel as from rivet; (2)the that dangerthere is no in ineither case

chipsso far as from the operatorrivet are if the properlyconcerned is
protected; (3)and plaintiffthat the protectedwas so at the time he

injured.was It can be found from this evidence that chipthe which
injured plaintiffthe came from either the hammer or the chisel.

3. The defendants base their third contention plain-on the fact the
tiff wearing goggleswas not injured.at the time he was

plaintiffThe was followingfamiliar with the postednotice which was
in the shop: your eyes.defendants’ shop“Protect This has been
supplied goggles.with emeryDon’t use the protectingwheel without
your eyes;,don’t any chippingcut rivets or do protectingwithout

become,yourself and the fellows;other don’t use a tool that has
dangerous.”

If it is conceded standingthat this notice alone would be a com-
mand to employeesthe gogglesdefendants’ to wear cuttingwhen
rivets, and employee disobeysthat an employers’who his lawful

■—■guiltycommands negligenceis of questionas a matter of law a as
—to opinionwhich no is expressedintended to be it does not neces-

sarily plaintifffollow' that recover;the questioncannot for the
whether expectedthe defendants employeestheir to goggleswear

doingwhen' work of this kind fact;is one of and while the notice is
to,relevant it is issue,not conclusive of that and must be considered

in connection with all the other is,relevant facts. That in connection
plaintiff’swith the testimony that he had never been instructed to

wear goggles and anyonehad never seen wearing doingthem while
that kind yearof work in the and a half inhe had worked the defend-
ants’ shop; gogglesthat rather increase dangerthan diminish the in-
cident to flying, chips; and that there not enough goggleswere for
anything like all the men inengaged doing this kind of It canwork.
be found from this evidence either that the notice was not intended

applyto to men engaged in cutting rivets or that it a letter;was dead
and either finding is fatal to the defendants’ contention.

Exception sustained.
All concurred.


