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AcTioN FOR FALr SE ODs occAsioNib, 'i0cy-THn;,Aus-N Fit-
(,OIUS SRiOCK-&8ECIAL DAMAGE- -iîL9MOTEXErýS-PR1NCI PAL

AND AGENqT--SCOPE 0F AGENT'$ EMPLOYMENT.
Janvier v. Sweeney (1919) 2 X.B. 316. This wus an actioni

,rought by the plaintiff ta recover damages for a nervous shock
caused by fals. statements made to the plaintiff by the defeiidants
who were two detectives. The plaintiff alleged speciall damnage to
the amount of £57-15s. The plaintiff was a French woman who
had been for some five years engaged ta be married ta a German
naxned Neumann. In 1915 Neumann was interned in the Ile of
Man; the plaintiff had been twice ta see him, and was in the habit
of corresponding with hirn there. She was a companion ta a Mrs.
Rowton, with whorn a Miss March came ta reside. This latter
lady liad in her possession rertain letters wbich she claimed ta have
been written by a Major X., but which Major X. declared to be
forgeries. He employed the defendants to get himn inspection of
the letter-s--'Sweeney told his co-defendant Barker to go ta Mris.

Rowton's house and see the plain tiff and ask her if she had seen
any letters fromn Major X. in any of th-, rooms Miss Marsh used,

of and torequest ta be aliawed ta compare the handwriting of any
~nd such letterB with the genuine writing of Major X, and he told
im Barker that the plaintiff would be remunerated if she produced the

letters for inspection. Barker went to the house and though theree was a confliet of evidence as to what he said, the jury found that
es he used words ta the effect that h. wvas a detective inspector from

n Scotland Yard and represented the mniltary authorities and 'you
ly are the womnan we want, as you have been corresponding with a

German 6py', and that Barker was acting within the scope of his
es authority as agent of Sweeney in making Buch statements; that

the statemnents caused physical. li ury ta the plaintiff, and awarded
r- her £250 damages8; and on these findinga the Judge at the trial gave

judgment ln her favour. On appeal thié judgment was affirmied by
w the Court of Appeal (Bankes and Duke, L.JJ. and Lawrencp, J.).

The Court waà of the opinion that Barker went Vo the kouie to
g try aud get àhe plaintiff ta commit o, grosa breach of dutV either

by bribery or threate, and that, in the circurnstances, in the threats
'e he used h. wae acting within the s3cope of his employment and that

notwithstanding what was ss.id in Vietorian Railwayis Commis-
sie sers v. Couita., 13 App. Cae. 222, the hervous shocic cauaed by
the defendant's action was an actionable wrong, and the damages
were not ton remote.


