
It wvas held t1lat if by defendant's act pla intiff hadi been placed in a position
oif danger, or which lie Nvas justificd ini believing wvas dangerous, the defendant.
\V01141 ho lhable if plainitiff was injured in bis atteinpt ta escap~e if lie used si-ch

ire, als al prudent mjan would use inter the circumstanices of the case.
\\'t quote froim the opinion ''- li order to render the railroad companiy liable

fr injuries rectuîvedi iii -an effort to escape an apprelhended dagr;t irenust
have celn al reasonlable cause of alarîn, occasionied by' the iiegligence or ruiscon-
duelt of the Coîipailv. If the effort of the passengers to escape resultud frorn a
rashli apprelOflsioit cf danger wvhich did not e\ist, and the injurv which he
siuýtnined is to ho attributed ta raslbîîess and iim-prudence, hie i not entitled to
rurovur. Buit if, on the other band, ho be placed, thi-ougli the niegligence or
i ski! f(i olperLt iOnl if its trains by the railaoad counpanv, iin a situation

h arît\so perihous as to render it prudent for hiiii ta leal) fromn the train,
\vhutruh't vbe is i n jnred, lie Nvil1 he entitled ta recover damnages« although be

wabIi. >t have, hen hurt if bue lad rernained )in the traiiin.ý .11 rray v. Si. I.oiu j

h . i i > i:uîii.3 Suiprenme Court of Penhiis\Ivallia ]lias

i 'titil I vuuudered al inost imiportanut and iiiteresting dec isioli iii wb ich the
dtiv US and liahîlities of diructors of baiuks were considlered (S7cn:dze v. !k'n Ihxnk,

.\t ea f \rurj an arv, i 892, 23 Atlanutic Reporter, 405). The litigation
imi ot i f' the -wreckilug of tli: Penni B atik (i f Pi ttsburgh. Pemiusylvaia, i n thue

rt: i8 i . -I t is ct muet loi oun tii su les tuit thc lasses anld the d isastrotis fitilure
o! hie bllak wer hire tv traveahule tii MIr. R iddîle, i ts late president. no\w
ilt'iselHe prauctiixîllv en:pticl the výanîts (if the Iîank ini carrving on a
~~i~aîi1 ic1uuuai i i ih Thîis was daote with the kntowledge i ftecair

ai thei co-operatiiin of one or more cherks or subordinates. . . . TueL ques-
tiin ii s wvhetler the iiructors otught tii have knowîî of t1Itse transactionms, and

_Àleher~.'r faihure ti> kiow \\-bat tlbù rea! phtiiril was dongwas such
uuehignceon their part as to reurler tlii lable to the creditors of the bank.**
Plis questionu the court proceeds ta aîiswer iii the negative -y independeut

real;s(i iing iwd on authority. l'ie court (juotes saine words of the late Sir
Gecîrgu Jessel. wvhicbi, wve suppose, nuav le taken is fairiv indicative of the
attitude of the linglish courts

-one unust be very careful. iii adliniistering the law of joint stock companies,
iot to press so bard an lionest directors as to inakec them hiable tor these con-

strîtetive defanits, the olveffect of which wvould be ta deter ail mnen of ans'
prmîperty, and perhaps ail meni who have arly character ta lose, fromn becoining
direutors of companies at aIl. On the olie band, I tbink the court should do its
u.ltuost tv bring frauduhent directors ta accouint ,and, on the other hand, should
ac6( do its best ta alw honest mnen ta act reasonably as directors. Wilful
default nu doubt inchudes the case of a neglect ta sue, though he mnight, by
suing t.arlier, have recovered a trust fund ; in that case he ha inade fiable for want
of due diligence ini his trust. But 1 think directors are flot liable on the sanie

principle."


