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+ B. 73, No one can object to the general principle enunciated
at p, 2R5, that the « damages must pe the natural ang reasonable
result of the defendants act; such a consequence as jn the ordinary
ourse of things woulq flow from the act.” Byt the stumbling
block, or, if I may say so without disrespect, the vice of the decision,
appears to be jn treating as a question of law that which appears to

€ essentially one of fact, to be determined, like other questions of
act, upon Competent evidence, namely, what are the natural and
Teasonab]e Consequences such ag ordinarily flow from guch acts as
that of the defendants ? Thhis aspect of the question is very reason-
ably dealt wit), by Palles, C.B., in Bell v. Great Northern R, W. Co.,
%6 L. R, Ip. at p. 442, | | |

[Reference to Fitzpatrick v. Great Western R. W, Co., 12 U. C.

R. 645; Lyne . Knight, 9 H. L. C. 577, 598.]
he Henderson case was followed in Geiger v, Grang Trunk R.
WO LR
his cage, however, is essentially different in its facts from the

Ore, Cntractyg] rights. The defendants were bound by their con-
tract to carry him safely, and they did not carry him safely, but,
On the eontrary, the car in which he was sitting. was negligently
aHOW'ed to come into collision with an engine on the railway
Crossing, Whereby the plaintiff, an elderly man (aged 68), was
Violent]y thrown from his seat over to the back of the next seat in
him. e Mmanaged to get off the car without assistance
and walkeq aWway a short distance, and then, as he says, « collapsed,”
the time conlq g0 no further. Eventually he managed to
f« € Warehouse where he was employed as a bookkeeper, but
€ unable to work, anq was obliged to go to his home and to

bsequently the condition of traumatic neuresthenia developed,
€ Tesult, it ig said, of the shock of the collision, from which, it
£8ed, he was gti) suffering at the time of the trial.

'I.' € shock in thig case was not primarily mental gt all, but

ordinary « railway shock ” with which the Courts
deal in many cases, ;



