
HILLSBOROUGH.378

v. Union Co.Goodwin The Screw

knowledgealabor has been for with the of theWhere performed corporation
general managers, the will be bound to adirectors and pay quan-corporation

the wasof contract under which labortum in the absencemeruit, expressany
performed.

managementcharge and ahas the actual of the business ofWhere one corpora-
knowledge of thethe the will be bounddirectors,withtion, corporation by

made on account of the in the of thehis course businesscontracts, corporation
without other evidence of actual thehim,thus conducted fromby authority

corporation.

Assumpsit. The declaration contained counts. First,two
annexed to the for and threewrit,on an account seventy-two

at ninework,fourths day, commencingdays’ shillings per August
;18,and November 1855 aand, second,14,1855, ending gen-

thefor and issue.Plea,eral count work labor. general
for the thatRobinson,M. a testifiedDaniel witness plaintiff,

on the 13th of Au-organizedthe defendant corporation daywas
and ail the officers and directors chosen on that1855, day:gust,

chosen directors,and himself as andSamuel wereShepardThat
that thewas witness forpresident; engagedthat wasShepard

thefrom that time to middleupdefendants of inNovember,the
and hadscrews, the immediate in theoversightmanufacturing

:master-mechanic That orderedas was theShepard byshop
theat a to takedirectors, meeting, andregular general charge

theof the business for and todefendants, act asmanagement
no tovote that effect tillwas somealthough passedtheir agent,

: That the directionsin followed of theShepardtime September
the and stockbeginning, and thepurchased managedfromboard

the as and Thatpresident agent:of company Shepard,affairs
the directors tohad been ordered takehe of theby chargeafter

of the what laborerswitnessbusiness, inquired wanted,were
machinist,him a and of thetoldhe spoke plaintiff:and That he

the and told him to come to theplaintiffsawafterwards shop;
and said hecame would work for onehe dollar andthat fifty

day;that came in anda said heShepardcents was glad the
that it all and hecome, right,had was directed the wit-plaintiff
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ness to ofa memoi’andum time thethekeep plaintiff worked,
which he did: That the in theplaintiff worked manufac-shop

the defendantsturing screws for and on their machinery, seventy-
and three fourths : That sotwo the thedays plaintiff withworked

of the directors of the and theknowledge directionscompany by
of in at thewas as often asShepard, who three or fourshop
times a week. That the witness himself worked theby day.

this the rested hisUpon testimony case. Theplaintiff defend-
ants moved for a thenonsuit, which courtthereupon declined to

A verdict thengrant. was taken, consent, for theby plaintiff,
thewhich defendants moved to set aside for the rea-following

sons :
1. Because the of Robinson thattestimony showed he was an

witness; that he himself toincompetent liablewas the plaintiff
thefor labor he hadwhich andperformed, was therefore inter-

ested to it the defendants.charge upon
2. There no evidence that thewas directors had author-any
to ofan theagent and theity appoint corporation, court cannot

take notice of the orcharter ofjudicially by-laws any private
incorporated company.

3. There no evidence that thewas legal evercompany ap-
or that had topointed agent, personany bindany any authority

the his acts. And evidence thatbycompany individualany
acted as of the not toagent corporation was showcompetent

the liable for histhat was contracts.corporation It should ap-
that constitutedhe an agent.waspear legally

4. If there itwas was and heany agent, could notShepard,
his to andRobinson, Robinson’sdelegate authority contracts

not bind thecould company.

Fitch for theMorrison, ¿- Stanley, plaintiff.

Foster for the defendants.¿j-Ayer,

C. J. a toAn is witness hisagent competent provePerley,

theand the due execution of and to theit,authority, objection
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The B.v.Robinson was overruled. Moseswitness properly &
4M. 71.Railroad, Foster

in this action thedefendants byThe were sued corporate
“ to thatandof The Union answeredCompany,”name Screw

manu­their business theevidence that wasname. The showed
au­it that notof and is werescrews,facture not.objected they

on that The businessthorized their charter to business.carryby
oneunder the ofconducted general management Shepard,was

the and thedirectors, directors,the order of board of wit­of by
ofdirector, had the immediateRobinson, another oversightness

the bargainas master-mechanic. Robinsonthe negotiatedshop
the evidence,but before he commenced work,thewith plaintiff,

the of theits that terms bargainunderstand showsimport,as we
and sothem,to who ofShepard, approvedcommunicatedwere

done theunder thecontract,the which work was byconcluded
to be re­both,or or areRobinsonWhether Shepard,plaintiff.

the the contractof wasthe acting agents corporation,asgarded
; one has the actualthem andand each of wherebothmade by

athe business of corporation,of generaland managementcharge
directors,of members and this is evi­thethe knowledgewith

orvote othershowingwithout corpo­his authority, anydence of
the of the Angellhimconstituting corporation.act agentrate

52­; ;269­ sec. Bankon v.Agency,Ames on Corp. Storyand
; v.83­ Line Man.12 Wheat. BellamyDandridge, Despatch

223.205,12 N. H.Co.,
meruit,be liable indefendants athe wouldBesides, quantum

of theforof servicesbargain plaintiff,the absence any specialin
of the directors andthem the knowledge gen-for withperformed

athe and he recoverof might quan-managerseral corporation,
declaration.of his Even ifthe countson generaltum meruit

unauthorizedthe andmade with wasplaintiffthe bargainspecial
are still liable to himdefendants,on the they paynot binding

theon that also nonsuitand groundhis work worth,waswhat
refused.was properly

on the verdict.Judgment


