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Hillsborough,
6, 1931.Oct.

LaundryPeople’s Co.Alfred Morin v. WashWet

Doyle plaintiff.Doyle Hayden,& and Arthur B. for the

Irving Forbes,E. for the defendant.

Allen, plaintiffThe defendant’sJ. offered evidence that the
to ex-manager instructed forcible methods thehad its drivers to use
totent of criminal in other laundries obtaincompetingconduct with

appeardid notrightlyThe evidence excluded. Itbusiness. was
the instructionsexpresslythat defendant authorized or ratified such

impliedmanagerto its the no author-so as make them own. And had
anyonethatity give directions, permission,to or foreven conduct

wrongful. 326,Philbrick, 339,know was Favor v. 7 N. H. 340.would
right upon“No can a which involves a viola-be founded transaction

rightslaw” and no(Albertson Shenton, 216, 217),of v. N. H.tion 78
predicated upon it unlawfulrelationship promotescan be a so far as

en-Piper 435,v. N. 437. oneRailroad,conduct. 75 H. While who
wrongedwrong personanother to do a for him liable to thegages is

by himself,principle bythe that one another he doesunder what does
againsthas him when he coun-injured partythe no redress has not

partwrongthe when the no of the servant’swrongtenanced and is
employment. manager mayIf the defendant’s be for theliable serv-

notpursuance directions, yetconduct in of the the doant’s directions
liability. managertend to show the defendant’s The had no more
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authority wrongto direct the of the than the servant hadcommission
helpit. The directions did not to make the servant’s as-to commit

an act ofsault service.
130,N. H. the was held under noWatkins,In v. 81 defendantWeir

upon by agent chargeinliability for an his servant made hisassault
ofactingand in the executionrunning parta of his business whileof

the business.
placeproper. While the servant’s conduct tookThe nonsuit was

scope. It not a caseservice,of his it was outside its isin the course
manner,in unlawful of conduct which wasrendering service an butof

duty protect thethe The defendant owed no tono of service.part
to their service.from conduct of its servants not incidentalplaintiff

311; Fuller, 217;v. N. H. WeirParke,v. 68 N. H. Dearborn 79Searle
It was the11Watkins, Castonguay Company,v. N. H. 1.supra; 83v.

concerned, although hisaffair far as the defendant isown soservant’s
help his The defendant ismay have to master’s cause.motive been

theif on own account had burnedliable than the servant hisno more
place competition.to eliminateof businessplaintiff’s

Railroad, 68the Rowell v.consistent with cases ofThe result is
na-In theCompany, N. H. themand Richard v. 79 380.358,N. H.

force andemployment called for the use of lawfulture of the servants’
theimproper Herefor its or excessive use.employers were liablethe

of force in the form ofimplied no measuresemployment aggression.^
pro-inmay for the undue use of forcebe liable servant’sIf the master

kind.property, this is not a case of thatmaster’stecting the

Judgment the defendant.for

All concurred.


