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The fallacy ividerlying the Coulta8 case seexns to COnSiSt in the
unwarranted assumption that nervous and mental disorders are
not physical. " Physical, " according to the dictionary, is a terni
to signiy somethin. ' pertaining to the mate:dal part or structure
of an organized being, as opposed to what is mental or moral:
but how can it be said that the nervous systemn is not strictly a
physicai part of the humnan organism? Nerves are actual organisins
as much as legs and ais, and for that matter so ai e braima.
on what intelligible principle of law can it be said that if you
negligently injure a mnan's leg you are liable 1 - damnages, but if you
only destroy or inijure bis nerves you are not responsible? And even
in the case of mnental disorders reaulting from neghigence if they
are due to a disorder of the brain brou ght about by the negligence
complained of, why in reason should they not be equally a aubject
for compensation? The brain is surely as much a physical part of the
b.idy as a leg, and. of the two, the more imiportant. The difficulty
is that while an inj ury to a leg can be aeï,n an inj ury to the brain
or nerves is f requently only manifested by ils effecta, and the

* nature of the injury is more or lms a niatter of conjecture; bu~t
any attempt to exclude such injuries f rom the category of physical

* injuries seemns to be unfoutided in reason. Lt lias been rernarked
by a learned Judge: "T bat fright-where physical injury is
directly pirOduced by it--cant~ be a ground of action ixerely,
because of the absence of any accompanying ('impact,' appears
to me to be a contention both unreasonable and contrary to the
weight of authority, " per Kennedy, J., Dulien, v. White (19001), 2
K.B. 669, 85 L.T. 126; but that learued Judge goes on to say that
it is nlecessary that the f right should have been occasioned by
an act of negligence in regard to the person affrighted. It is not
su.fficient that the f right 8hould have been occasioned bý an act
of negligence to'warda someone else, such as was the case in Smith
v. John.on, an unreported decision referred to by Kennedy, J.,
where a man was killed negligenitly in aight of the plaintiff, and
the plaintiff be-,aie ill. not from the shock prDduced by fear of
harin to biimself, but from the shock of aeeiiug another person killed.


