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Tort of Interference with a Business and Contract
Considering the case given in this question, Tortious interference is evident. From critical analysis, this type of tort is also known as international interference with contractual relations. It occurs when a person damages another person’s business relationships or a contractual relationships with a third party and by doing so causes an economic harm. In this case, the appellant caused an economic harm to the appellee, Lehigh Corporation, by convincing prospective customers of the appellee to terminate their contract.
Tort of interference can be either international or negligence. For the international tort, a proof is required to show that the defendant actually intended to cause harm that is alleged to the plaintiff (Schepel, H. (2007) 183-199.). For the negligence a plaintiff is required to show evidence that the accused had a care duty towards them and breached it thus causing a measurable harm. There are two main types of tortious interference; interference with contractual relations and interference with prospective economic advantage. 
There are various elements of tortious interference claim. The first element is that the plaintiff suffers the damage. The second one is that there is knowledge of expectancy by the defendant. The third one is that interference is improper. The fourth and fifth are that there is actual interference and a valid contract exists between a third person and the plaintiff respectively.
In this case, there is a legal theory by which to sue the defendant due to some reasons which include Duty to care. In this case, there existed a business relationship between Lehigh and its business invitees, the prospective buyers. Also, International interference by Azar in the business relationship of Lehigh and the prospective buyers is another theory. Besides, Lehigh suffered a damage to their business relationship by losing their customers and sales due to breach of business contract.
After hearing the appeal case, the court offered a restraining order restricting the defendant, Leroy Azar, from contacting the plaintiff’s customers either directly or indirectly on the premises of the Lehigh Resort Motel. The court held so because the defendant caused punitive damage to Lehigh by convincing the prospective buyers to terminate their contracts with Lehigh. The defendant also caused damages to Lehigh as they lost many businesses.
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