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in the Watkins case of simple negligence with knowledge of plain-
tiff’s condition bringing on liability.

Many cases might be cited along this line, but it seems to me,
that it must be patent that the Georgia casc has little to support
it in its distinetion between ordinary and gross negligenc~. It
is true the latter might embrace some cases not within the former,
but if so, this would be upon ihe ground stated in the Spade
case, supra: it becomes akin to wilful tort and the consequences
of knowledge are visited on the wrongdoer, whether he actuaily
h: * knowledge or not.

The Rule or Policy Excluding Damages from Shock.—The rule
has been consistently adhered to in Pennsylvania that mental
disturbance and its consequences should not, in negligence cases,
at least, be recognized in actions for damages.” These cases
hold that *‘f-ar and nervous excitement and distress caused by
a collision of cars on a railroad, producing mental and physical
pain and suffering and permanent disability. bhut unaccompanied
by any injury to the person, afforded no ground of action.”*
The later case of Houston v. Freemanshury. szpra, explained that
this doctrine was based on expedieney, and its adoption something
of a protest against an expansion of the doctrine of negligence
s0 as to embrace intangible, illusory, untrustworthy and specu-
lative causes of action.

It is difficult to see where this protest takes hold, when we
consider, that any external injury to the person opens the door
to damages for internal injury that alko ensues A pin prick
apens the door for heart-break and the abrasion of a finger antho-
rizes damuges for the impairment of health.  The material thing
sued for is the internal pain and this i~ as illusory, and not more
=0, in one case as the other.

A New Jersey case™ is an exeellent illustration of what is
Just said.  The plaintiff in this case was passing under an over-
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