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Case Analysis- Liability
According to Gregory (2005), an agent owes its principal a duty of loyalty as well as a duty of care to the people around him or her. In this case, Dave was expected to show a standard of care to others. Determining whether or not he could have avoided the accident is paramount in this case; there are things he could have foregone or done e.g. drive carefully in the parking lot to avoid the risk. The context in which the case is presented shows that Dave was not careful enough. Given that he was driving in a parking lot, he was expected to drive carefully. Negligence to this duty of care makes him liable for the accident. This is even so because while he did intend to harm or cause the accident, he did not care about the safety of the people around the parking lot. 
On the other hand, Dave breached the duty of loyalty to his principal. The agency may have laid down some terms of agreements that supposedly were express. These agreements may have included driving carefully and showing a level of professionalism in work. This means that Dave had an obligation, which was observing the rules set forth by the company. Because he was not careful in observing the rules, Dave is not entitled to any reasonable compensation. In other words, the Empire Courier Service cannot indemnify him for liability incurred in the line of his duties. While the Empire Courier Service did not have policies requiring criminal background checks before hiring employees, this does not make the company liable for the accident Dave caused. 
By punching Victor on the face and causing him to suffer more injuries added to his liability for criminal conduct. While Victor made a mistake for using negative comments against Dave’s employer, Dave was not supposed to punch him. Thus, it is plausible to believe that Dave was liable for this action. He intentionally punched Victor simply to cause some physical pain if not harm. In this case, the determining factor of whether or not Dave is liable for punching Victor is the level of “intent.” He did not accidently hit him, but intentionally did it to cause some physical pain. An intentional tort requires an individual to be responsible for his or her actions if he or she did it with some level of intent or consciousness of what is likely to happen. Dave punched Victor intentionally even after being aware that his action was going to result into some physical harm and perhaps a legal punishment. 
Conclusion
Dave is liable to his negligence which caused the car accident. This is because while in the line of duties, he was expected to show some reasonable standard of care to the people around him. In addition, Dave was expected to act responsibly by using his skills to avoid accidents or harming others.  As an Empire Courier Service’s agent, he breached the duty of loyalty and, thus, liable for not managing affairs of the business to the best of his ability. He was also liable for intentional torts because he punched Victor “intentionally” and not by accident. 
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