
GEIGEJR V. IRAN)> TII! NK le. IV. CO.

TEETZEL1, J .- T1he jury wero flot instri1ctedý as. to any dit-
ferccc wtwcn ervous slioýeI and mental >1lock, the words

41nervous " and -mental "* ha'i ing, been used thlroughout the
trial as itrhgabeepitliit>. Voon the c% idence, 1 think
it would have leen more correcut to have used flie expression
*nervous shock- " in the. questions suluuitted ; but iii dealing

îvith the questions 1 think it is nianifest that thtý jury, in
as.,ýessing dIaiagos for mental shoe.k and allowing no damages
for shiock calsed by blows , hiad regard to flic aboene of aply

ph~elinjurv c alised b.v tHe collision, and thait the daîniages
wer asesedfor. lie loss of tillac, inabîlitv fo \ork, slep-

lussncss, andi ote icnforts suffered by pLintiffis as a eon-
seuneof th lae o lleir nervous syvstuiins attributable to

thei frilitI lf Ile lne of, Ibe collisioný. ..
SIReference to amidisuso of Victoriin ll'ailway ('omî-

mîssýioneris v. ('oilta.s, 1:i .\pp.(a. 22,2; Ilnesnv . md
Atlantic IL. W. Cto., 25 A. l. 43;Dulieu v.,hi [1901]
2 K. B.-69.]

It semns1ý to) it thait flic princîple relied upol)Ol defend-
OntiS. . . iinuat be liîited to cases where there bias bem
nmo Plical impa);ct, a1ital thlat Iblis case is distinrusiable by
Ibe fami tlitat h're tere was phyiatiiipat- fitrougli the

negigtîc o <efedatsan le i1îîîpact wvsune sucb
cnitions tiitat il was r(easonitlelo and n1atural that plaintiffs

woul sife inconsequence iereof getitervous or mental
rihkil ta--Ii), n akil.a

'l'hev~ ~ îîr ihflvta1ligo iha ini an en-
veiel,~hin itliolut waàrn1 ig, their V chicle \%als sud-

detl trackbYa iîîovîig c-ar of' duIÇeidants, ult a short
(hitane salea~ , ii iupilge upon -lie en cd of another

(.~' Th unep Cte olliionl the crasbing of the broken
~chileandtheimmiiinient periltoplaintifs of being kilied or

seiriously injured, were just such conditions as would natur-
aIFl cus tliem to lie seýized( with sudden terror....

There is flth euec of impact casn~nervous Shock
îw ich I in turti causes tuie injuries complined of; as put by

KendJ., in Dulieu V. White, supra, "natural, and con-
t[innus seuen uninterruptedly connecting the breach of
dutY withi the danmage, as cause and effeet."

1 therefore thiink that the finding as to remoteness of this
(haracter of daminage( ini the Vietorian flailwav case cannot
lie held to apply where there lias heen direct physical impact
through the nelghigece of defendants. The judgment in that
case left entirely untouched the quiestion of impact, or what
itF effeet would have heert in determining the question of
remoteness, and for that reason . . I think this case
ils distinguishable, and not governed by the Victorian, Railway


