
IVTOXI CATING LI~UOR : 
CORPORATIONS CRIMINALLY 
LIABLE FOR VIOLATIONS OF 
LIQUOR CONTROL ACT : 

Officers, agents, serv . s and 
employes participating i violations 
also crimdnall liable. 

Ju1y 24. 1~9 

Honorab1e Walker Pierce, Supervt aor 
Department ot Liquor Control 
lerteraon Clty. Mis8our1 

Dear Sirs 

F I LED 
I 

We have received 7our recent re.qu"t for an o n~ 
ion WhiCh read8 aa f ol1owaa 

•t am in reoe1pt of a letter addr ess­
ed to me b7 the Honorable X.tne7 
Barne-a. Pr osecuting Attorne~y o~ 
Audrain County • per tinent parta of 
whiCh are aa fol~owaa 

1ftOn Wednesda.7 night April 19, 1959 • 
Mr. D. E. Woodworth, local manage r 
of the Ruakin »ercant11e Company~ 
sold six bottles of b eer to R. T. 
Kannen• V1ce-Prea1dent of th e Spring­
fS&4 Br .. !Qg Compa117. On the aame 
night 111", Woodworth sold a full case 
containing ~4 bottlea -et beer to 
Garnett c. S.ld.nner- President and 
Treaaurer o~ t h e Springfield Brewi ng 
Compan7. . ~ both caaea the beer aold 
bore label.a •stadt Brand Lager Beer• 
o~ the Spring.f'1eld Brewing Company« 
Spri ngfield, lll..ino!.a~ The bottlea 
were capped with capa marked •a•, 
which I am informed 1nd1catea d.\a 
or181n aa t h e Blumer Brewtng Company 
ot Wiaoons1n. and conta~ned beer 
brewed by th-e Blumer Brewing Company. 

••At the ttme of the aale of t he whole 
case the bottlea were taken f rom a 
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Blumer oas• and placed 1n a Stadt 
ease. Both of the above aalea took 
place in the Ruakin Mercantile 
Compan7 liquor Store. llesico. Au4rain 
County. Miaaouri. 

"'The Secretary of State inf orms me 
that the Ruak1n Mercantile Company 
waa incorporated May 7, 1955, and 
that their recorda show llarrJ Ruakin 
aa President • Sam Woll a a Secretary 
and 'l'reasurer, who with Ray Ruald.n 
are the dire~tora or the corporation, 
whoae adcU"eaa ia ~136 Troost Ave •• 
Jtansaa City• llisaouri • 

• • Inaamuoh •• 3o-b or the Intoxicat­
ing Liquo-r Lawa of the State · ot Ili a­
sour!• Lawa of naaouri• 1936 ( P.278) 
atateat ~ar6preaentat1on- Io~:l:i 
aon holdf!f a licenae or ~y-
ae11 Di&1 lquor. or an:; oer intoxi­
cating liquor ~ this atate or ahall 
offer tor sale aD7 aueh malt liquor, 
or other tntozicating liquo~, whatso­
ever. brewed. manufactured. or distilled 
by one manu:facturer 1n aubatitution 'tor. 
or l'4 th the repreaentation that an7 euch 
malt liquor or other intoxicating liquor 
1a the product of any other brewer. 
manuract~er, or diatil~er. Whoaoever 
ahall violate the provisions of thia 
aection &hall be deemed guilty ot a 
JDi a demeanor. • 

• 'Inammah aa )l.r . Woodworth doea not 
have a liquor license or permit would 
a prosecution UDder Section 30-b lie 
against hJ.mt 

••Alao oan the Ruskin Mercantile CompQD7 
be charged w1 th the crl .. • aDd 11" ao on 
lfhom would the warrant be exe outed t 
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••we 4eaire to ~1le a crtainal 
Charge ln addition to requeatlng 
,-our de-par\ment to revoke the 
11oenae of the Ruak1~ Meroant.ile 
Compan7. • 

•IhaaBlah aa Jlr. Ba.rnea 4ea1:re• to 
t11e or5m:1na1 chargea I 11111 appreol­
at. 1 t 'Yer"f atch it 70U wUJ. . addreaa 
to me or to hlJD an opinion covering 
the qu4tetio~ preaented in hi,a le~ter. 

•The que•t1on aa to who should be 
proaeeuted ~or a vtolatlon ot a 
criminal law where t h e permi t holder 
waa a cor.J)Orat.ion baa t'requent}¥ been 
presented to me. An opin1on from your 
of£1ce on tb±a aubj&ct wLL! therefore 
be of oonaiderable help.• . 

The oour\e han ot"ten held that oorporat1ona a 
lllloh can be charged ·and eonvteted of a cr ime·. 'lhe 
question 1a qul te thorougbl.J' d1•cuase4 1.n Plet.cher ~ 
C7clol)e41a Corporaticme • Permanent ~t;.1on, Volume 10 
SeotiOD 4942. !l'hia section reada aa tollowas tpage ) 

~le 1 t ••• thought ano1entl,-• prlne1• 
pall7 • perhapa., on the author1 ty ot a 
atatement attributed to Lord Holt, that 
a oorporat1on. aa an entit7• waa not 
lndi<dab~e unct.r the oo.,. law. though 
ita msmbera were. there probably newer 
waa a -ime when a eorporatJ.on ••• in-
dictable in no oa·•• and und•r no cir­
cumatanoea. Th1a doctrine ot no~ 
11ab111ty tor ortme aroae ~?Om the 
theor;y that a corporation• being an 
1ntang1 ble ent1 t,-_ could nei the? 
co~t a crime nor be subjected to 
puniabment. beoauae any illegal act 
or a corporate agent was done without 
authority of the corporat1on and 
ultra vir••• 

"While the or1Jil1nal law cannot be 
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extended to corpora tion• in the 
aame manner or as tu117 as to 
natural. persons, it is he~d today-. 
almost un1 veraal ly, that a corpora• 
t1on .. y be- liable or1m1.nall7 fozt 
crimea which 1 t.a agent a are cape. ble 
of oomm1tting on ita behalf• but 
the authorities are not ao UD1for.m 
as to whether a corporation· 1a 
capable o£ man1f•atLng a .pe~1t1c 
orlm1nal intent~ or of cODIIlitting 
crtme• 1nvo~vlng personal violence. 
4D.d there are aome oaaea which• 
apparentlr. still ho1d to the 
anoient rule. 

•Eoth domestic and for.~gn corpora­
tiona doing busLneaa 1n t he atate 
ar~ subjeat ·to 4rim!na~ liability. 

•xt 1a immaterial. that the corporate 
ot£1 cera and agent• are t.he•el vea 
aeverall7 liable to indictment tor 
the crime with whiCh the oorporation 
la Ghargea. * * * * * * • • * • * * • 

The type of crimea a corporation ean be convio -
ed of ia d!s ouss•d b y Flet,cher in Vol11me 10 ot t he s 
w,orka~ Section 495~ pagea 6'1o.674tJ 

•The appllc.atton of the pri~ciplea 
on which are baaed the viewe aa. to 
a oorporat1on•a 11ab1lit'1 to, or 
lliiD'llni t1 !"rom, or1aina~ proa·e cu tion 
...., be :turther 1llutrated by oon. 
crete aamplea. «.rbua 1t haa been 
hel.d that a oorpo?a tion ia liable t o 
criminal. prosecution tor v1ol.at1on 
ot a law regulatiog aalea o~ 1n,ax1-
cating l1quoraJ ten- permitting sam­
btg on 1 ta fair sroundaJ for • 
dol.at1on of the fed.eral aktut e 
which prohibita the depoalt1ng ot 
obacene matter 1n the JllailJ tor 
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keeping a diaorderl~ hou .. J for 
Y1olat1ng, 1n ita oapacit7 or 
federal contractor. the federal 
eight-hour labor laWJ tor a 
"f1olat1on or the Sabbath labor l.awr 
to:r violation of ooiTUpt practic.a 
aotaJ for a violation or the uaury 
la1f8 or the atate in which it 1• 
locatedJ tor iaeuing unatamped 
~pera with intent to evade the 
re'Yenue latrJ tor a violat~on ot the 
lawa relative to the procuring ot 
a li .. nae ~o do buaineaaJ for fail-
ure to pay a license tax UDder an 
ordinanoeJ for the giving of rebateaJ 
!"or o1'tenaea under the Bankruptcy 
ActJ tor practioblg laWJ ·for taking 
more natural gaa .t"rom a well than 
the me•111D.lm allowed.J for obtaining 
troa a carrier1 ~ ~ud and deception. 
the po8seaaion of property moving 1n 
interstate commerce) tor violat ion of 
lawa regulating the aale of agricul­
tural ae~J for conap1raa.r. and heaoe 
ma7 be counted 1n computing the ID.l1Jlber 
nec•aaary to the cOBDiasiOD of such 
crU.. It has been held alao that a 
corporation 1a liable ort.lnally tor 
violation ot the Eapion-se Act• and 
UDder a statute prohibiting &07 peraon 
tram advocating v1olenoe to aatn politi­
cal enda,. Cutting down tiJiter aDd there­
by obetructtng a river# 1n ~olat1on or 
a atatute • 1a a orime !"or wh1 ch an 1D-
d1 ot.ent will lle against a corporation. 
A corporation created for t h e purpose 
ot oonatruct1ng and ma1nta1ni ng a tol1 
bridge• and r•quired b7'1ta Gharter 
to keep the same at all ttmee 1n good• 
ea.te and passable repair. DUq be indicted 
tor failure to light the aame at night 
when neoe•aary for the aatet)' and con­
~enoe of the public. And a railroad 
oompuq ma7 be indicted ~or disobeying 

\ 
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an o~er bJ the proper authorities 
to ccn•truct arches or bridges to 
connect lands eevered by i;,he con­
atrue~1on of ita road. as required 
bJ" ita char ter or ~ atatut.J but a 
ra1lroa4 la not lndictable UDder a 
,•t•tute tort>iddlng oba't:ructlon of 
crossinge Where t he approadhea to 
the crossing are merel,. 1D a c-on­
dition or d1arepa1rf and it h a$ 
been held ~hat a at.atte holding 
emplo.,ees in chars- ot a tra'ln to 
be guilty o.r a aiedemeailor tor 
wilfully obstruct ing a croaa1ng 
longer than a certain pert od doe• 
not eubjeet the railroad corporation 
to crlminal l1ab111 ty. When the 
l egi s lature has provided that the 
doing of an act prohibited bJ 
statute, no penalty t or the v1o~at1an 
of the atatute being imposed* ahall 
be· a ndademeano.r " a turnpike coJilpany, 
the special Qharter of Which prcv1dea 
that ita gates ahall not be nearer 
together than :f'i ve mile a , may be 
indict ed tor collecting to11 at two 
of it' gates Which wel!"e not such 
distance apart . * * * • * * • • * • 

Jn the case or Southern Expreas Co . v .. State, 
8. 11. 6'1 (Cour t ot Appaal.s of Ga.) • a corporat i on waa 
convicted of .turnish1ng 11-quor to a JDi.aor through an 
agent. The court approved the following oharge to 
j~t (1. c. 70) 

•• • * * nor did the judge err 1n 
charging the Jury 1n his reob.ar&•• 
as tollo••• 'It ia the duty ot the 
exp.reaa compaJ17 t.o ah1p Uquor or 
~ing elae deli Y~red to J..t ~ the 
point ot destination. It is not the 
duty of t he comp9n7 to deliver liquor 
t.o m1D.ora. It the comp&l\7 doea 1 t 
·through ita age-nt~ emp.lo7e•~ or arq 
per•on that the7 haTe ln their emp~o7 
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about the building to dell ••~ 
paokag••• 1f 1 t la done b7 the 
agent or aD7 peraon aotiug under 
the agent_, b7 hia direction or w1 th 
hi a oonaent.. dell ••ring paokagea 
g•erau,.. 1t in 4o1Dg that they 
del:1Yer lS.quor to JDlnon., then 
that la a Yiolat1on ~ the law. •· 
******* ** *******. 

ID the eaae of Stewart v. Waterloo Turn Vere 
~2 lf. w. 2"16• 1. c . 271. the queatlona oert1t1ed to 
the a~ Court or Ioft tor ·d•clalon and the 4eo1a1 
or the court la la the tollowing languasea 

•• (1) Whether the aale ot beer 
bJ the JIUll»era ot aa1d oown1 ttee. 
at the enterta1 ,_nt d'oreaa14• 
to a peraon ill the habit ot beoom-
1ng 1ntoz1oatect. aubjecta the de­
teDdan t to the penalt7 proY14e4 1D 
aeotion 163~ ot the Code. (2) I• 
the d.eteadant oorporatJ.on a peraon 

- w1 thin the .. aning ~ a aid aeotion 
16&9t' 

• • • • • • • • • • • * • It ia 
pro'f14e4 bJ aub41 Tiaion 1~ t4 ••~ 
t1on '6 ot the Code that 'the wo~ 
•peraon• _,. be ~ to bodiea 
corporate. ' 'fhia la laid down aa a 
rule to be obaerYed ill the oonatruo­
tlon ot the atatutea ot th1a atat.. 
It is apparent. howe'Yer. that thia 
rule cannot be ot UDi'Yeraal ·appli­
cation• eapeo1all7 1D the oonatruo­
t1on ot ortwtnal atatutH • tor the 
reaaon that there are aome or1..a 
tor WhJ.ah a corporation oarmot be 
punished. For eze~le- 1f all the 
..-bera o~ a oorporat_1cm ahoul4 be 
guUt7 ot a orSatnal hom1o1de 1a 
pur.uanoe of a reaolut10D or the 



\ 
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corporation. the oo~orat1on would DOt 
be liable to indictment for the .artier. 
The true rule 1a that corporation• 
are to be oona14e.re4 aa peraona Whc · 
the o1rou.atanoea in whioh the7 are 
p1aoe4 are identical With those ot 
nat\U'a1 peraona eapreaal7 inoluded tn 
a atatute: Walea v. Clt7 ot Kuaoatine. 
4 Iowa. ~oa, South Carol1Da R. oo. 
v. McDonald• & Ga. 131. 

•A,plJing thia rule to the oaae at 
bar • 1 t ia clear that a corporation 
ia a peraon 1f1. thin the -•ntng of 
ae oti on 1539 ot the Code. There 1n 
not;b1ng therein Whi.oh _,. not be 
app~ied aa ••11 to a oo~ration aa 
to a natural peraon. and there 1a no 
.:>re reaaon for olaSml~ that a pr1Yate 
corporation 1a not included within ita 
prov1a1ona than there 1a 1n holding 
that aucn a co~rat1on la a person 
with in the meaning of the law author­
ising at.taclnMnt- b)' &arn1ab8tent. or 
a117 other prov1a1on ot the atatute 
equall7 applioable to natural aD4 
artit1o1al peraon.. 

•• * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * It waa not neoeaaaey to prove that 
the beer ,raa ordered and aold bJ an 
order ot the defendant made 1n ita 
corporate oapaolt7. ·· When a ra1lroll4 
compa117 1a 1nd1oted for a nu1aanoe in 
obatructJ.Dg a public highwa7 in thla 
atate• (a proaeoution wh1Qh ie ot 
frequent occurrence,) it haa neYer 
be~ thousht neoeaa&rJ' to proYe that 
the obatruct1an waa placed in the 
highwa7 1n purauance ot aaae reso­
lution of the board of director• ot 
the corporation. The corporation la 
11able tor the acta of ita agenta and 
emplo7ea ln suoh oaaee. 
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"In regard t o the Uabilit7 or 
private oorporat1ona f'or violations 
of or1m1nal lawa. JAr. Moraweta • in 
h1e work on Private Corporat~ona, 
employe this language (volume 2, 
aect1ona 732• 733) 1 tIt followa. 
thererore. that a corporation can­
DOt be charged crla$.nally with a 
cr·lme involving mallce, or the 
~tent1on or the Qffenae. Even 
though the corporators themael vea 
ahould unanlmou•ly join, with 
malice aforethought, 1n comm1 tt1ng 
a crime •• a corporate act. yet the 
ll8li ce 1D ul.d be tba t of the aeveral 
meabera ot the oompan7, and not 
ac.tuall7 one mal1olota intenti-on 
ot the whole oompany. There are, 
however. certain olaase• ot ortmea 
whlch do not depend upon the 1n­
'tent1on o£ the offender, and are 
not diat1~1ahable trom simple 
torts, except b7 the taot tha-t in 
the one oaae an 1nd1 Yidual auea 
tor damages on account of a private 
tort. and 1n the other case the atate 
auea f~r a penalt7 on account-ot a 
publi e wrong. In tbHe oaaee the 
crtae conai.ta ot the aot alone, 
w1~out regard to the 1D.tention with 
which it was committeclJ and there 1a 
no dif'ficult7 ~ att ributing an 
otfenae ot thia character to a cor­
porat1cm, ai nc. it ·._,. be oomm1~W4 
eatirel,- throu.sh the oompaxq' • agents-. 
Acco~inglT 1 t haa been held that a 
corporation ~ be indicted tor caua­
l.Dg a publ1o nu1aance, for not per-
1'orming a du~y oaat upon 1 t by law, 
or for doing aD7 aot Which 1s made 
in41otabl&, without :regard to the 
intention of th• offender-. ' The 
author cite• man7 autbor!tlea 1n 
aupport o.f' the text • and 1 t appear• 
to ua ~• pr1ne1p1•• t herein laid 
down are ao plain17 oerreot aa to 
command the approval of every legal 
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mind. 

•Applying these principles to the 
case at bar, and the conclusion ia 
1nerttable that the defendant is 
liable. '!'he persona Who sold the 
beer, and the officers ~ member a 
ot the corporation who stood b7 
and acquieaoed 1n the aales , were 
not actuated b7 malice . They doubt­
leas belieYed that t he beer gave 
zest to the ball• and added to the 
enjoJmeDt of the entertaLnment . 
They bad 'malice tow~a no~e. but 
ohari ty tor all , ' and thought 1 t no 
crime t o d1'apenae to the festive 
~ng tha~~ich they believed to 
be exhilarating but not 1ntox1oat1ng. 

•we think both ot the questions certi­
fied' should be annered 1n the affirm­
ative.• 

In the oaae of State v . Delaware Saengerbund, 
91 Atl. 290• (Oourt of General Sesaiana of Del.), a 
corporation was convicted ot se111ng liquor wi~ut a 
license. Aa to the corpor~tion tbe court said at 1 . • 
292 a 

• It is not denied that the detondant 
corporation ia a ' person' within t he 
aeaning ot the at a tu te . The word 
person 1a a generic term.. an4 aa auoh 
JBa7 extend to and inolud• artificial 
aa well as natural pereons . The ~ 
tentlon of the Legislature 1n the use 
of the word 1a Jllllln11'eat. and in con­
atru!.ng the statut e , we hold that when 
the Legialature by atAtute atteJDI)ted 
to regulate the sale of liquor 1D all 
way a 1 t 1ntende4 1 t• contTol to extend 
to all persona, and this eabr•oecl cor­
porations aa well as 1ndlv1d.Uals. ReT. 
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Code~ c. s. a~otion 1 , aubd. lOJ 
Oermania v. State, 7 Yd. lJ United 
Stat es v. Amedy, ll Wheat . 592. 8 
L. Ed. 602J People •· tna. Co., 15 
Johns. ( N. Y.) 368, 8 Am. Dee. 243 . 
* * * * * * * * * ~ * ~ ~ * . , 

The Legialattir.e has said in the Liquor Contro 
Aet that the ter.m "~eraon• ahall 1nelude eorporati 
Section 43a of the Act~ Lewa ot Jl1 s aour1., Extra S••• 
1933-34• page 91. 4e~1nes the word •person• aa roll 1 

-the term 'person' as used 1n this 
act shall mean and incl.ude aD7 
1ndlv1dual1 aaaoo1at1o~ jo1Dt atook 
OOlllPaD7, s,nd1cate, eo-partnership, 
corporation; ~oe1Yer~ t~ee, con­
servator, or other officer appointed 
by any State or Federal Court.• 

In the case ot State v. Worker's Socialist Pu • 
Co., 185 N. W. 931, the Supreme Court of JH.nneaota h 4 
that where a corpor ation was crtm1nally liable under a 
ata~te prohibiting •any peraan• t~am advocating vio ce 
to ga1n po11t1cal enda; the corpora tion could be con 
Y1ote4 UDder a atatute whioh upreasly pronded that 
the word •per aon• 1no~uc1•• a corporation . The oo~ 
said a 

"* * * * The atatutea ot thia state 
expressly proVide that 111 the oon­
atruction or penal ata~te· the 
word 'person' 1ncludea a corporation 
aave when otherwise plainly declared 
or clearly ap~nt tram the eontext. 
****oft*** . 

t'he Su~ Court ot Y1saour1 in the oase or 
t.rhe State ex rel~ v. The St . Lou1a Club., 125 No . ~e. 
held .that an incorporated club 1a not a peraon w1 
the me•n1ng ot the dramahop regulating the aale or 
1ntoxi•t1ng liquora and requiring a peraon to take 
a licenee aa a dralNffiop keeper. In th1.a partlaul.ar 
ocmneotlon the .oourt. aaid at 1. o. 317-~18& 
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•• * * * * 'l'he de1'1n1 tion ot a dram­
shop keeper and t h e proVision against 
the sale of li.quora without licenae 
ha•e remained practically the same 
since 1841. Aeta, 1840.1, p. 82J 
R. s. 184-5, p. M2J R. 8. 18891 aee. 
•&69J Laws ot Jlia3ouri., 1891, p. 128. 

••A 4r-hop keeper ta a peraon per­
a1tted b7 law, being lioenaed accord­
ing t-o the prov1a1ona of ~his chap­
ter, to aell intoxicating 11quora 
1n any quantity. either at retail or 
1n the original package, not exceed., 
1Dg ten gal.lona. ' Law a, 1891, p. 
128, aec. 1. 

tiThe tperaon. obta1 n1 ng the 11cenae 
moat aat1aty the cour~ that he 1a a 
law-abiding, a saeaaed, taxpaying male 
c1t1san above twenty-one yeara ot age. 

lt1fe think lt 1a obvious that the legis­
lature never intended that a corpora­
tion ahou1d be 11oe~ed under thia act •• 
a dramahop keeper. 1 Peraon'' aa used in 
this act doee not inolude a corporation, 
beoause the whole context 1a r&pugnant 
to such a oonatruet1on. R. s . 1899, 
aec. 6569. The criminal provieiona ot 
the atatute alao evidently point to a 
'peraon, • who ls amenable to the puniah­
ment under our cr!ainal 1an and the 
prov1a1ona theretn ror enroro1ng tinea 
and penalties.• 

BoweYer, the dramahop laws did not contain a aection 
which defined the word "person• to include alao a 
corporation and, therefor e, ·~ believe that the st. 
Louis Club oaae oan: haYe no application to the prea 
liquor lan. The ~eg1al.at1 n intent aeema to be ole 
to the ettect that corporations o.n be 11cenaad. and 
consequently pun1an~ ertm1nall7 tor Y1olat1on. ot 
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liquor law•. Conaequent1,-, w-e are o~ the opinion t 
a corporation can be charged and convtoted 1n cr1JI1 
proceedings 1nvol v1ng v1elat1ona ot the L1quor Cont 
Act. 1itJ:1 auch rtolat1ona would neoeaaarlly haft to 
committed by an ot't1cer, agent. aen:ant or emplo,-. 
because it !a el.-ntal tha"t a corporation can act o y 
through IU ell ot"fi csera and ageDta. 

The 111s aour1 eonrta have hel~ that agenta and 
aervanta of liquor 11oanaaea oan alao be held liable 
orl•Saall7 ~or Yiolattng the lawa governing the aal.e 
ot intox.icating liquor. Xn the oase of State v. 
Robinaon• lQ llo. App. 221, 1. o. 22., the court aai l 

•• * * * It 1a a tam111ar rule ot 
l -aw requiring no reterenn to 
authoritiea, that a peraon cannot 
eaoape pUD.1abment for an intraotion 
ot the criminal la.. of the l.an4 
on the plea that he waa no-t aoting 
t'-or hbtaelt but .. the aaant of 
another. 'lheretore, 1t the trana­
aot1on under oona1de~atlon aaounted 
to a aale of 1ntox1cat1ng liquor bJ' 
the 1ncorporate4 £rateraal aaeoolatlon 
(the lOdge) • def'endan'• aa the agent 
by whoee hand the law waa violated, 
~mat aut'ter tor the offenae.-• 

In the caae ~ State v. B~e•• 1-69 :vo. App. 3 ,. 
the court •aid at 1. o; &52-t 

•The ~eue ot.t'ered testimolQ' tend• 
1ng to prove that the de.teBdant waa 
not ocmduotillg the plaoe o:r bvaineH 
Where the toDJ."o waa purohaae4• and 
that the aame waa being oondUcted 
b)r a JI8D. bJ the name o:r Cr1a-aJ that 
the deteDd.mt bad been preY1oual7 
convicted tor the aame ottenae, an4 
that the 'R•gal Tonic 1 waa not an 
intoxicating liquo.r. 

•tn a-a .aoh a a · Kr. Stout teatttlecl 

• 
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that he purohaaed the tonic dix.ctl7 
troa the defendant_ it made no diff er­
ence whether the defendant or Crise 
waa conductlns the buaineaa.• 

CONCLUSION. 

ConaequentlJ', 1 t ia our opinion that an oft'1 
agent, aerYant or emplo7e ot a corporation licensee 1 
or1m1nall7 liable for the Yiolatlona ot t he liquor l 

, 
• 1n which auoh o.tficer- agent, aenant. or uaplo,-e aoti -

17 parttoJ.patea. 

It la alao our opinion that the corporation i 
aelt 1a 11kew1ae or1•Snall7 l iable !'or the aame otte ea, 
an4 that both the ~rporat1on · an4 the office~, agent, 
aenant aDd emplo7•• who haYe ao~iYel7 participated 1 
auoh rtolation•, are crim1nall7 reapona1ble. 

Reapecttull7 submi tted 
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