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Palsgraf v. Long Island Railroad Co
Citation
Name of the case: Palsgraf v. Long Island Railroad Co.
The Court that heard the case: New York Court of Appeals 
Date when Court was decided: May 29, 1928 
Reporter: 239 U.S 339 (1928) 
Facts
In the case of Palsgraf v. Long Island Railroad Co., Helen Palsgraf, the plaintiff, was standing on Long Island Railroad Co. platform buying a transport ticket. As Helen stood within the platform, a man jumped from a car and boarded a moving train (Nelson, 2018). The man nearly fell, but the security authority in the car acted abruptly and helped him before another security authority on the platform of Island Railroad Co. pushed him from behind. The man was carrying a package that fell and unfortunately exploded. When the fireworks exploded, the explosion resulted in the fall of scales at the far end of the platform, and unfortunately, this hit the plaintiff. Subsequently, the plaintiff filed a lawsuit and sued for damages due to the injuries sustained as a result of the negligence of the defendant. 
The Supreme Court ruled in favor of the plaintiff. Fortunately, in the year 1927, the Supreme Court agreed with the claims made by the plaintiff, thereby ruling in favor of her (Nelson, 2018). The supreme courts ruled that it was the result of the negligent behavior of the employees of Long Island Railroad Co. that made the firework explosives be thrown beneath the train and thereby explode, causing injuries to the plaintiff. However, the defendant appealed the decision of the Supreme Court in the Court of appeals. In the following year, the Court of Appeals overturned the decision of the Supreme Court. Notably, the Court of Appeals ruled in favor of the defendant, thereby disregarding the claims of the plaintiff. The Court of Appeals stated that the actions by the security guards of Long Island Railroad Co. did not act in negligence. In addition, the Court stated that there was no conscious evidence that the newspaper-wrapped parcel would fall, explode, and spread to the entire station. 
The Court stated that negligence could not be actionable except if it includes the invasion of an interest that is protected by the law. In the given scenario, the interest that is protected by the law is the right to be safeguarded against being inferred by the bodily security apparatus of an organization. Negligence is defined as the lack of care, depending on the prevailing circumstances. The Court of Appeals alluded that in the given scenario, there was no evidence of negligence as Long Island Railroad Company could not have overseen the behavior of its employees to ascertain that such behavior did not result in injuries to the plaintiff (Nelson, 2018). Moreover, the Court ruled that the plaintiff only sued in her volition, but not as a breach of duty.   
Issue
1. Was Long Island Railroad Co. responsible for negligence as a result of its employees pushing from behind the man carrying the fireworks?
Holding
1. No.
Reasons
1. The Court of Appeals held that there was no basis on which Long Island Railroad Co. could be held accountable for the injuries sustained by the plaintiff, Helen Palsgraf (Epstein& Sharkey, 2020). The defendant argued that the plaintiff did not prove that the injuries she sustained were a result of the defendant's negligence. In addition, the Court of Appeals ruled that even if there was negligence by the defendant, the neglect did not result in injuries to the plaintiff because such injury did not comprise of a natural result of aiding a man in boarding a train.  In brief, the Court ruled that the trainmen did not have the authority to bar the man from boarding the train.
2. The Court of Appeals made its ruling based on the premises of the law of negligence. The law of negligence is based on several elements, including breach, proximate cause, duty, harm, and cause in fact (Oldham, 2018). The breach involves being able to prove that damages occurred as a result of violating standard care. Proximate cause involves being able to link damages and a negligent act directly. Duty is when the plaintiff proves that the defendant had the responsibility of caring for the plaintiff, while harm is being able to prove that one suffered injuries due to another person's negligence. In the given scenario, the defendant did not have a duty to protect the plaintiff from harm, and there was no direct relationship between the injuries sustained by the plaintiff and the perceived negligence of the defendant. Furthermore, there existed no breach of contract in which the defendant was to guarantee the safety of the defendant.        
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