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Apart from the oft-quoted definition of proximate cause,’
which excludes as an intervening cause breaking the chain of
causation, anything set in motion by the wrongdoer himself, the
argument in the New York case is well answered by an English
case," which refers to it: “If the fear is proved to have naturally
and directly produced physical effects, so that the ill results of the
negligence which caused the fear are as measurable in damages
as the same results would be if they arose from an actual impact,
why should not an action for those damages lie just as well as
it lies where there has been an actual impact?” And this just as
well might have been asked about grief as about fear, for, after
all, it is the mental disturbance directly producing the physical
effects which makes, or not, the wrong actioiable, in other words
it is the shock and not the fear or the grief, which is measurable
in damages and, therefore, actionable. Tt seems, however, some-
what pitiable to see a Court declaring, th.t shock, which produces
a mental disease, gives no ground of action beeause a sudden
impulse of feeling. not itself actionable, is the origin of the shock.
As well might it be =aid, that one ix not responsible for a gun-
shot wound because for detonation that propels the bullet there
1x no liability. Human feelings are as explosive as powder and
sometimes just as destruetive, and the wilful wrong or negligence,
which sets them in motion, should be deemed to be dealing with
an ageney with no more power of volition than an inanimaie and
destructive substanee.  Shock is the result of sudden emotion.
a thing that ix wholly involuntary, and against which, in some
instances, not even preparation by a vietim wholly may provide.
For example, if a pregnant woman is warned that she is to be
attacked, no =ort of preparation beforehand would save her from
shock and its consequences, and if she is a passenger on a train,
fear of a wreek for hours before, aids in no way to arm her against
shock. On the contrary, dwelling upon thesc things may but
increase her suseeptibility to an injury in the oind, which will
break down her nerves and make a lasting impa.rment of her
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