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its literai sense, it must be regarded as contempiating mereiy
a single chain of successive antecedents, and as connecting the
occurrence for which redress is sclught with the antecedent
immediateiy preceding the occurrence. To insurancé cases
this limited signification is entirely appropriate, and to these

*<. z.z alone. In actions of tort, it need scarcely be said, there
would 'frequently be a miscarriage of justice if the law did
flot, on the one hand, fasten upon remote antecedents as
being the true efflci-,t cause of the injury, and on the other
hand, impose the penalty of damiages upon a defendant whose

* misfeasance or nonfeasance is only one of several causes
which have co.operated in producing the injury.

If the maxim can be made to cov'er these cases at ail, it is
only by nmeans of an extremncly liberal paraphrase, and, as a
miatter of fact the reports show that "lproxirna" is habitually
construed as if it meant Ilefficient," and the whole phrase as if
it implied that an injured person is entitled to maintain a stilt

L for damages against the author of any act which appears to
have been one of the efficient causes of the injury (a).* I In this transinuted form the aphorism expresses a principle
which, so far as it goes, is unexceptionable, and if that prin-
ciple had been consistently applied by ail common law tribu-
nais, a good nianv decisions which shock common sense

* -.'would neyer have been rendered. LTnfortunately, some
judges of the.very highest reputation, unable, as it seem s, to

fe free themselves entirely from the influences of the idea con-
veved by the actual words of thc mna.dm, have absolved* 1 defendants fro-, liability under circumstances which, upon
any reasonable theory of responsibilitv, should undoubtedlv
have been regarded as raising an obligation to make good the
damage suffered by the plaintiffs. Far the worst offender in
this respect is the Supi-eme Court of Pennsylvania, which

_54. (a) The proxirnate cause i% the eflicient ise-the ane whirh necessariiy petit the reit in n,,'tio,î
Insurance Co V. Doon, 95 U. S. x17.

By 1proximiate cac i neant an act whîich directiy prorluced or concurred directiy lit'iprodîîcing the lnjury ":Balimore, etc R. Co. ve. T'ramee, 33 Md., 542.
When severai proxi!tiate causes contribute to an accident, and ench la ant efficient cautie, with-

ont the operation of which the accident would not have happetied, lt may be attributed ta any tir ail
of thei causes; but it carnat be atiributedl ta a cause, unitss, vrititott lis operation, the accident would
tnot have haptcned : Riîg vý CitY Of COtel, 77 NýY. 83.


