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tntEODIjOi 'IOW

The evolution oi coipoi’cte .responsib i l i ty  
is a s tr ik ing  instcjjce o i  jud ic ia l  cha,nge in the law. 
At f i r s t  i t  was thought tuct  a corporatijn v̂ as not 
at a l l  indicatable and Ic-y quite outside ciiniinal ld,w 
.“-t was bel ieved tha t ’ i f  a criue was cortiniitted by the 
order of coipor^tion, cotion Wc.s taken against that 
person in h is  personal .wapL^city tJid not against the 
corporation as i c s t l f  a g i i i l ty  person. This rule has 
slowly be..n uroaed cJJd leplaoed by a wide ueasure of 
r e sp o n s i t i l i t y .

Tt.e re^-sons fo r  the o r ig ina l  rule were 
both substantive and proceaural.

I i ;  L'AhLY LAW-

A: SbBSTiJ^TlVE 

B; PEOCLDIjRaL ’.

A! Substantivei

it-was oDnbiaered tii^t a corporation hciVing 
no muscles could not act except tnroujjh nuudn beings.
And such huuon beings were thou^ îit to be onlj servants 
ol I t s  Ucj-ster coipoi c*tijn. bo tne iLsponsiD i l i ty  o f  the 

corporc^tion cuulu not be otner thdi viCc,rious. But at 
coLUuon Ic-w tnere v.u.s ocuei^ l ly  no v ic . i i o u s  respons ib i l i ty  
in cr iue,

1
I t  \'/as urged, obotrves Kenny ' that a corporc^tion 

as i t  had no actual existLrice, crould have no w i l l ,  and

* Lecturer in Law, G-orakhpur linivei.- by,G-or&.khpur.
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the ie fu re  could have no g u i l t y  I t  ,/as f .-rther
urged that even i f  I t g d  f i c - t i o n  which g ives  to a 
Gopijoiatiun on tiuUbincry t,:iiior.i;tce Ucxy be stretched 
so fcj:- as to g ive  i t  a lso an wagintiry w i l l ,  y e t  the 
only a c t i v i t i e s  T;xiat coula bt h,gcribed tu the f i c t i -  
ous w i l l  tiius cie'Jt'cihMtfct--zi.t._^ch__;6.s are. connected 
v/ith’ the purposes <hich i t  was creafeH’-'to- accouplish.
I f  so, i t  could not cover a cr iue ,  f o r  ĉ ny c r iLe  //ould 
be u l t r a , v i r e s .  Loreover ,  a corporation is  devoid not 
only o l  Liind, but also o f  body, arid there fc re  incapa'ble 
o f  the usual criLxinal punishiaijnt.'

On a t r i a l ,  on indicti.ient, the gx'ty chargtd 
had to be personally  pr^stut.  This was ii.ipossible f o r  
corpora t ion .

xUiOtner foii.. o f  procedural d i f f i c u l t y  was in 
rtsp:ct 01 puiii&hiaent. a oor j jo ict ion could not be sub­
jec ted  to bod i ly  puuishi^ent. "what'' saia cOiLiusel in the 
i ûo ,/arranto Cc.se ( l682 8 b i^ . f r . ) "  i^ust they hang up

the cOLii ôn sea l"?

I l l  : G H ii H G E &

a :  SbB&'liljTlVE : 

B: PRoCEDLR^i ;

A: SliBbi'.u.xlVt

The substo-ntive u i f f i c u l t i t s  h j/e been gradu­
a l l y  rei-ioved to Suue extfcijt. i t  v/d,s he ld  iu che case of 
Bik.ili'li^hjrU'.i & GLouOijbi’Lri i l l ;  (1842) 3 '«i.B.23l , tha t there 
is  lio a i f f i c u l t y  ixi h o la in g  c. curporc.tion ie s p o n s ib le .

I t  ,,as obstrved  tk t  i f  a statu-tory duty is imposed upon a 
co rp o ra t io n ,  cjid not p eru r iaed  the corj '̂Oi a t ion  ca i be con­
v ic t e d  o f  a s t . . tu t^ ry  i..iscifci_.ec.nor. This arguuent is suppor^ 
ted by the oo ns iderc .t ion  tlic^t where the  duty is  i;,.posed 
s o l e l y  on the corporc^tion, th e re  Cc.n, in g e i je j .a l,  bt no 
o th er  re^Bdy tli,;,n ind ic t i .t  it (i f̂ the c o rp o ic t io n ,  f o r  no 
in d iv id u a l  person vjOuld be in breach of l e g d  d u ty .2 
i t  i s  a lso  s^ id  thc*t when o j± p o i  .t ions ho^ve becoLie so 

nui^erous tha t to le ..ve  theiu ..ithout c r i L i in d  l i a b i l i t y  
w i l l  o .̂iOunt to  expose g i e ^ t  d^ngtr to s o c ie t y .

2. G l^ n v i l l e  nillioA.iS -  Orii.iino.1 Law i^age 854
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I t  was further  lit In in R.V.G.N. of Eni^lcind 
Rly ( l846i  9 Q.B.315? that o.ij incorporated cOi.ipsauy 

could bt, indicted f o r  ^dsieaso-nct;, juji;  as in cutt ing 
through ĉ na obstro-cting a highway, i t  cd uld not be 
ind ic ted  f o r  treason or f t l o n y  or o f fences against the 
person. Ihere fore  i t  is guiite c lea r  that in the ordinary 
cast o f  a duty iuposed by a statute of the brecCh of the 
statute  is ■„ ditobedience to the Itav/ punishable in the 
case of a pr iva te  person by indict^xnt , the o f fending 
corporct ion Can not escape frOi.. tht consequenees which 
woult fo l l o w  in the case of  j j  ind iv idua l  by showing 
thi.t they are' corporation. That sebi.s to be cou.,on- 
sense and good lav .  Lord Blackburn said in the case 
of i^hari.a ceutic'al boc ie ty  v.  London -t'rovinciul Supply 
Assoc iat ion ,  4 ” hut 1 Liay c.l80 Su.y now, in
order to t^void cOi..in  ̂ bo.ck to i t  tiat I  do not f e e l  the 
l e a s t  d i f f i c u l t y  a r is ing  fru^. wn̂ t̂ setii> to  h^ve troubled 
soue 01 the le^rntd judj^es lu the court belu,/. I f  this 
word person does incluue o. c o r p o i i . i  .n-1 quite agree 

that u, corporuti jn CcJi not, in once sense coi.iiit a c r iue -  
a corporat i jn  ĉ n̂ not bt imprisoned, i f  inprisonue nt be 
the sentence f.tr the criix^ a curporction CcJi notbe hanged 
o r  put to death i f  t fe t_be the punish; a.-t f o r  the c r iu e , 

ana so in those senses c. cor^ 'ra t ion  can not couuit a 
c r iu e . -but t. corporation ,.;.y o. f ined ,j3d a corporation 
ix,y pay dc^igges, ĉ nd there fore  1 uu^t t o t a l l y  d issent,  
notwithstanding that tiro*i.well, L .J .  said oi Is  reported 
to havt said, upon the supposition that a body corporate 
or  a corporation thut incorporated i t s e l f  f o r  the purposes 
01 publishing a news pc.p®-r could not be tr ied  oi f in td  
or JCi a c t i jn  f o r  doii„.ges brout,ht ^.gainst i t  fu r  l i b e l  or 

that c c j T y O T '^ t iM  ,;hich c.' ...it a nuistnce could not be 
convicted o f  the nuis(4.nce'or the l i k e . . . . . . ” However,
th is  jp inion was lo.tei c^ccepted b̂  tiic couit  uf l ipped  
in the Co.se o f  TriplLX &cj:ety Glc.ss Co, v.  Lancegay
b..fcty a iass Co. Ltd. h93 ’9) 2 y.B. 395. ,

impact OJ' Law op tort

The law o f  Tort o f  that ti..;e has also influenced 
the theory .1 crli inc,. !  l i a b i l i t y  o f  Corporati jns. The reason 
IS thct an important developutnt in the theory of corporate 
l i a b i l i t y  had been taking place in the_ law uf t o r t .  The 
o r i g in a l  view that a corpor^^tion could not act personi. l ly , 
but only through seiVo.nts ^b.ondoned in the law of Tort 
through a f i c t i j n . 3  This  involved d ist inguishing betv^een

3. GlcJjVille illiou.iS -  Crii..incl L.~w.



i n f c r i o r  c^ja s u p t r i o r  s » - r v o . i . t s  o f  u c j x p o r  t i ^ n .  I t  
ubcJCis c* X r j r t  , c o i u i u i t t t u  by j i  i n f e r i o r  s t i ' V i j i t ,
t h e  l i ^ b i l i i y  o,i g i i l  C J r p j i c - t i u n  s D i l l  v a c  j r i o u s .
But ylibiv i t  wus coi^u.itt^d by j,. dii\,ctor or  utiitr ufci^ber 
oi the governing body, the l i c D i l i t y  j f  the corpui .tion 
./as reg^.rded c.s personc.,1. in o l ’icr- v;ords the sua  c.s the 
l ic^bii; '  y j f  a hui.i£n being f j r  h. .. Jwn t . c t .
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alter 1.G0 H30TRIWL

The o,cts the " jre.c.ns"'  ̂ th^ C'^xporutijn 
were attributed to the corp.>r^,tijn o.tid treutt.d fo r  

legC-1 purposes though ch^y .were the Lcts the 
corporc..tijn i t s e l f .  ViiSCuunt ^^uluaie L.O, txpres^ed 
the ductrine iu the let^ding CLobc hetuiurd's Oarrjing 
Co., Lbd. V. /voic.tic J^eti.;ltua Go.. l td .  (l915-* a.G.
713? "a OorporutioQ is uj ubstruction. I t  hc.s no 
uind ui its  ov/n t.ny uore Than i t  h-..s l  body of i t s  o\in, 
i t s  ucting :̂ nd airectiug, v.xll .̂lUbt Coi,seq.ueijtly be sougiit 

in the peibv-n of so^e boay ,,i.o 1 j i  BOi*.t purpjses uc.^, be 
called cXi ^^ent, out v/ho is  really the directing iiiud 

'c..nd 'rfill ox the cori.jrations, tne very ego c.i.d centre 
01 thi- personality o f the corp./r;.tijn. Tht.t persL̂ n Uc.y 
undei the directions j 1 the share holders in general 
ueeting; that person b̂  the board oi directors i t s e l f  
or i t  LUC.J' be and in some coup.,nies i t  is  so, that, tha.t 
person has an authority-co-ordin^..te with tho bocrd of 
direct ors given to hiia under the ^.rticles of abSocc.tion 
and is appointed by the ^.enerd ueetitjg of the CjiupcJiy 
and can only be removed bj the gen^ro.1 i^eeting oi the 
coiuPcJay. And who L uot <„ uercly servcjrit ox agent f-^r 

\ vjhoLi tilt coLipĉ ny ib liab le upon the footing "respon­
dent supeiior’S but Soi-t uodj f^x v/hjia the coup^xiy is 
liuble because hie cCti^n tne vcry ^cti,.n o f the 
coupc-ny i'CSfclf". I'xiis pi inciple iic.d c.onsidtrable e f lec t  
upon criuint.1 lc>v. .JthoUi^h tiierb is genox^lly no vicariji^i 
l ia b i l i t y  in criue , people ar̂ . rosjjonsiule for their own 
act. -tiy. ueijis oi i i c tu n  a c.rpor^.tion could be c.ccountabl£ 
as fo r  its  o. n ^ct, pi'ovided that the act v;as go !.u.ii Lted 
by c.n orgoji. This exttnsi jn the Il-w took plc.ce in
1 iO .R.Hc-ulcge 5 l t d . ,  ( 1944) '̂̂ .1*. 551- This case cle.&i- 
fied  the doctrine o f eu,rlier dici.sions. I t  was held 
that a coupany coulu be included in atj indictifcnt for 
conspiracy (c-long, .vith its  Liajcgin^ direator o.nd others) 
the frc.ua of -ch. directors boing iL^puted to the coLip_.ny.

M Li'i S R5a i

T h e  o t n e r  d i f l i c u l t y  i n  t h e  wc.y o l  h o l d i n g  u c . . r -  
p o r o . t u n  r e s j j o n s i b l o  i n  c r i i . * e  c h a t  i t  n o  u i n d  ^ n d
o ,> .. ld  t h e r e f o r e  hcVt, n o  t - , u i l t y  u i n d .  I t  c b u l a  n o t  b-_ h e l d  
a c c o u n t . - b l e  i o r  a . y  c r i x ^ e  o f  i n t e n t i o n  k n o w l e d g e  o r  d e c i t .

“ TT“ rE e “ t~n7iS~v“ s “ us'ed 1 ^r the d i r e c to r s ,  i..;j]c feers, b t.o r'- ''
; h . . . .  i n  D a i n l e r  C o , L t d .  v .  O o n t i n . u t - ^t o . r y  and s o  l o r t h .

T y r e  G o .  l t d .  ( l 9 l 6 ) 2 A . G . 340.



gradu>^lly thes0 di i c u l t i t s  lic.ve .̂̂ Iso b̂ -en sur- 
ujunted. I t  wus tu s i l j .  "'d in h-vusell Brjs. v.

L.cc i\| *" -H.( t9l7) 2 K.B 863 9 u cjrporatiun could
bfc gu i l ty  j f  L criLifc oi ubs^lutt jjrjhibiti,.n c.nd tvtn 
Ql crux ruq.uiring "ulqs itc." wLt_rc tht offtncc invo l-  
vtd vic>-rijus l i a b i l i t y .  Thereafter the " c l t e i  e^o" 
doctrinff tnabltd the sta.LG j1 i.dnd of  the 'urgan' to 
be reg.^rded as the CJiujJr.ny's own. Theie f jre ,  now, the 
co ip jr^ tun  uy bt c jnv ic ttd  evcu oi cxijre&s statutory 
”i..ens rea" such us "vi/ill iully j.jiutej:]aing" Jĵ .vi Socitty

V bnitou st.rvic e Bureau, Ltu.ll934^ 1 ' r̂ uf
"inctnt to aeceive” , Ii.-t'-i'" v. Ktnt aiid Sussex contrc-ctorG. 
l t d .  (1944) K.±i.146.

UL'l K̂A VlR^^j

The lt.w of " l l t r t .  -ffires” also ce.i.sed obstacles. 
iiCCGruing to Pollack a corporation coulu not cOi.u-,it a 
criix , fo r  i t  can not authorise ther.i.' Thl r r . f  
i s  c-lso now rejected, A corporation vils convicted of 
disregc-ruing <n express st^.tutory res tr ic t ion  asto the 
cXiOunt f o r  which i t  could insurt, Harkc r̂ v. BritaniJic 

Association Oo. Ltd. (l928-^ K.B. 766. But the 
condition ib thct an act do^s notu^kethe coupeaiy liable 
unlfcss i t  i. dont with the inttntiun ol c.dvancing Ilk. ,
coi.;p_ny's business. Yet ii. i-ioort v. . Brtssler Ltd.(l944-*
2 i i l l  L.K. 5 1 5 c. c0x.*Pijiy v̂ .̂s convicted o f  uaking, fa lse  
tax le t trns  wii,h intent to uoctivo d tn o  bî h i t s  ur^nageis who 
actually  i.iuxue tuc returns to uoir<^ud not on..y the
tox authorit ies but ĉ Ibo tu  ̂ coi.iiJ.__ny. I'li:' fo,cta were tia t 
tUfc i-fc.rieers 2.ic.ab ct.rt^.in &.,.les oi the ojiipany's stock and 
eubezzlea the procteas, cLiU then i-ic.dL tht̂  fi_lse return 
refo .̂rdinf  ̂ purchase t..„x. ilio reason given was that the 
ucjnafeers in uakirg tno reta ins vvere acting as o f f i c e rs  of 

tht coupL.ny ani within t^.e'scopt o l  the ir  authority, 
unu tnat the coujji.ny th^jeiorfc liab]e. This decision 

see..s to be corxejt .

B: PROOLDbEAL
PK±i&E'X'iGh :

The d i f f i c u l t y  of the prt,sence of the accused 
Wc,s lei-ioveu by staoute whijj. allov/ed curpoicitions to appear 

by agent. 5

■ - 5 -

5: (a) Oriuint..l Justice j-ict, 1925-
i.u.eistratfcs Couits ^ct,  1952.



i\lo uoubt, tne c^rpjrc.ti'jn Cĉ not bi. &efjtti'jCtd 
to death or iuprisontd but i t  c;„n be fin^d. In suitable 

CcbtS &Lc-tutts CijXi proviat sout. a isqua l i f ica t ions , foi; 
ftiturfeS arju clOBurts. bucii punibl:iL.tnt& „ i l l  ctrtuinly 
hiy^ utterrerjt t i ' f cc t  upon ihc Caiyozu.tion wiiidi is con- 
victfcd as wvll  as others.
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IV ; Gr(Ii,ii:>S Ij'Qh. trrilL)E x. JORx̂ O'kA ' f i J OxVIC'JLD.

Wow, tiicrt ia lit i^le r f c s t r i c t i i on the ran^e j f  
criues f j r  wliich c- corporatijn uay b̂  convicted. Tlit, 
l i a b i l i t y  can be f i x  d f^ r  cori..on 1 ■.</ crii.ie s as . j t l l  as 

statutory crii-i:. s.

PLEoQN :
According to xht inutrprtt^-ti^n Act i889, under 

sfccti'on- 211-* an̂  19 tiit terr.i ” pLisun"'in bt^-tutcs includc 
a bouy corjjor^ce unless ,i t  ajjp^c.is otxieiwxBt. in tut 

inai_.n ■t'enal Goat '’pcrbon"iicS been defined in fatictijn 11 
as lo l lowss- "I'iie v/.iu "pi-rs^n" includts .̂uy cuu.pany or 
associ oJion, or boay of persons, v/ixc-Cixtr inc oi porate^i or 
n o t . ” ixt -cJ-ie Sĉ i-t -ciLit Section 2, l .-f.C. pioviues tl.at 

ever^ person shall  b,, l iable to punishucnt undexthis
coat .......... I t  lb qu-;e oloc.,r that the criraind l i a b i l i t y
can be fixed upon corporations c^ssocicJtiens etc.

IN__MGLi-jfD .

A dOi.xp£ny has betn held lic^ble ob occupier 
in the c.„se of Evans & Co. It^.. v. L .0 .0 . ( i9 l4 )  3 ^.B.315’ 
I'he l ioobil ity h^s e.lso been f ixed  fo r  conteupt of court 6
c.nd l i b e l . 7 • however, the convicti.^n' .̂n̂. sentence Cu,i. ^nly 
be pc.ss'ed where the puniskaent i s  l ine .  Th. l i^ .b i l i t y  . ji 
Conbpir...cy has d s o  been lix^^. dû ._p̂ ,r]y nas beeij i.^l-
rebponsiole e®en wnere , i t  was expressly'j jroviutd that li..Di-' 
can only be fixed'Wi^ere cneie is "intent tu dece ive " .9 -it 
v;as obseived ti_ t tue act ol tiie ^ i i^c to r ,  ,;eie t.
net the co.jpoiy an u tue Iraua of tn&,t p e r s o n ' t u e  

fraud of til.- Coi.ipc.ny. ,

IH li'lijlii t

The l i a b i l i t y  was l i x .u  though being a corpoi.. 
l o r  in i i ing in^ Krachi Port Trust by law 6 and 62, ^.nuit s

b 7 "G i "n o n d T ~ 0 o 7 "L t d 7 ~ r f9 U ^  2 ^^-^.866 ,
7. Triplex So.iety Glca.s do. v. l . b  .Glass Go.(l939l2 
8» "''•C»ht y Ltii*
9. V. Kent U944i



find with Es.lOO/-. I t  Id tii£,t tLe cGt cli^rgfcd
ufcc.ii'jst tli^ cjupc-ny su>--ulu j^c wiiich ib cunttLpla- 
t 1 in tiju c l i . r t t i  Oj. - - it ic les  uf curpoiation us 

''  ̂  ̂ oapablt, o f btin^ ptrl^riJJ. "by tixL curporL,tion 
ex uus t be intiMv^tbly ojnribctcd wiJth i ts  sto.tutjry 
anl Ibgal oblig,^tions. I t  v/..s su^ î^s'Cta ti^at a cor- 
poratian GoJaffL)t coiui,.it ol'fuf;)GGS rulo.tin^ to ciu^^lty 
to aaii.io.ls. Buc i± u bt..tutfc aiiv,cts Co.riiers
Siiou'li carry anii.io.ls-rin a-.particulHr râ nnv̂ r ..xiu that 
they siioula provia t the-i witti a proper ai-.ount of food 
and water e tc , ,  i t  would in i l i c t  c. pen^.lty in c„.st the 
c„.rriers f ^ i l  t>̂  l u l f i l  th^ o-blij^^.tion incurred. I t  

was obbtived in Anatb BcXidhu v. Joxpoi tion of Calcutta,
A . I .R .  1952 Cc'lcutta 759, that th(,re is nothing, to 
prevent . coLrt froLi i n f l i c t i n g  a suitabl,  f in e .  I t  
Was r lso  l a i d  down in st^.tu of  . h ,r..shci.. v.. Syndicate 
Transport Go. a.I.E.. 1964 Bo^^b^ 195 that a corpoi^-Gf 
bouy oUfeht to be. . ■ nciictc.blo f o r  criLain,..! ^cts or 
oui~issions o i  its d i rec to rs  or  c^uthorised ^^ents or st,rvc.nts 
vvhothfcX chey inv.jly  ̂ i.*ens re^ 01 not, pioviuea i.hoy ho.ve 
ccted or ijurportfcu to act unu^r cUtnority 01 tiit c o rpo i . t e  
Oouy Oj. in j.vUisUctx: fa ui tu»_ cii.£ oi objects o l  the corporc-tb 
Doay. I’ht, y.uesti^-G v f̂ x̂etiitr „  cur^oi ^te 00^  ̂ saould or htidld 
net be l lblto f o r  c i i . . . in j .  .̂ctiv^n lebu l t in g  froLi the acts 
of soufc inaiviuUo-1 amst depenu Ujjon the nature oi the of fence 

aisclused by the allefec.ti ,.n, the r e la t i v e  posit ion o f  the 
o f f i c e r  or at^ent with the c.jrpoi^,ti.^n and other re levant  

fac ts  abu circuus tc:.nces \7hich ceul-,. show that the corporati.^n 
cuS such, Licant 01 intended to coi.ii.iit txiL.„t act.

&ii.iil^rly the crii.in d  l i a b i l i t y  6^] be fixed 
upon public corpor^ti.jns t,ven upon the stc.te. Why 
the public corporation, should be treated d if fe ien t ly ?  

i t  goes against coiai..on sense.- 3 th t .̂e Scu..e view vjhy the 
state suould be exti-ip’cea iroiL crininciL lic-.bility . No doubt 
there are certain technical d i l f i c u l t ie   ̂ but these probltus 
can be overcoi.j.:. . Thv, buprtLie Oourt nau aecht ed in h ir tc to r  
o f Piuti^ni% SiiJa liistributi.-n v. J-rpor^tion ^f Calcutta 
(.a.^.R. 196-0 &.d. 1 3 5 5  tiiact...^ bt ,te vius n^t bound by a 3tL.tui,e 
unless i t  was so provided iu express teri...s o± b/ necebbary 
iL iplication. But L,.tei on in stc^te o f  ive&t Bengal v. Gor- 
■ poiation of Cdcutta  A -I.h . 1967 S.O. 997.- 'IhebupreutC..urt 
h e lu 't ia t  the State l ik e  my other inuiviaual i s  to bt held 
crii,iin l l y  l ia b le  uneer a statute unless t^e statute either 
exprelly or by-necessary iuplicc.ti.jn exeapts the sti.te frou 
such l i a b i l i t y .

1> THE ge)GI.I POLICY OL GQR?OI.Ar:  ̂ r.li&POl.b lB III iY  ;

The basic principle ...i the cri^in_.l jurispru­
dence ib tl dt no crii.ie Sxi0..il̂ i unpunibned. The purpose 
o f punishi-ient is u.„nyi^lu. Besxues otn^i tuint^s i t  exposes
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tlK c r i a i n d  c.lso. since u c->rpoxcti>>n
lias rLpuCc-tiun, rut only in l^yi but in i t  is
picpor tiiat tiiL j u a i c i d  pi octSfa sixjuI u bt to
brin ĵ, tu l i^n t  -m  ̂ fc,cts t e.rt rt ltVoJit  to tnt r tpu- 
tu t i j n .  The i^ .ct tuc^x the o^u*piaiy is brought into  the 

procbfcding,s by naut .- .̂kbs clv,ar to tht- v<orld ttitit the 
h ieutr  l e v e l s  o i the G^i.;pL,ny's ui^.^rjizatiwn L,rc invo lvtd .

iio ieoV o T , tht. bif_, o i i i c c r s  who p a r t ic ip a te  in  
the £ i f fa ir s  o f t. corpolc:i,te t,) ;jte rp r is e  t^ e n ^ ia l ly  have a 
b p i i i t  01 I jy e - l t y  t j  t i l t  e n te rp r is e .  T h is  f e e l in g  ix;y l O u u  

theu  to  ^ . I te r  t h e ir  ■ eonduct when th^ e n te rp r is e  adve rse ly  
a f fe c te d  by the sentence o f  l  c r i . . . in d  c o u r t .  E i th e r  the 
wrong doer h iL s e l f  i . i y  uend n is  ways, o i those who are 
p laced  over h in  i.iay c o n t r o l j . r  d is i- iis s  h in  in  o rd e r  to  
prevent a r e p i t io n .  In  t h is  way ic  w i l l  ijave a prevent^ive 
e f fe c t  upon thb c o rp o ra t io n s  f ro u  c o u i. : i t t ia g  the c r iu e s  

and t i ie  s o c ie ty  w i l l  be p ro te c te d ,

V I  : SU&GL'bTIOj;J&_ dOKJLUuIol\T ’

The fu n u a i-e n tc l a o c t r ih b  o f c r iiu ino .1  j u i i s -  
i s  t i i^ i t  no criu ie  su^w la i ^ o  uh i/un ished . bo, i t  

is  a l t 0e,fctiic i incoi^pt e h e iis ib lo  uuĉ  t wnen a criLO  is  cou iu ittt 
by 811 in d iv iu u ^ l  the l i c ^ b i l iL y  ia  f ix e d  u id  whon the sai.e 

c r iu e  is  couu,xiLted by a c o r jjo r ^ tc  Do^y the l i a b i l i t y  i.ay ni 
bo f ix e d .  Aho th a t  a ls o  bt,Cc.utse o f  £ u ;il te c h n ic a l ^ ro  unus^ft,, 
Thac t  why r e v o lu t io n a ry  ch^^n^es havo boen i-adL in  the  let^j^i* 

p h ilo s o p h y  in  o iu e r  to f i x  l i a b i l i t y  on c o r i jo ra t io n s .

The Society 1 fo.ot in-v.ustiic.lly developing 
anu So u.ny businesses of evory kina aio carried on by 
the ordin^^iy corpoic.tijns, ,.nu public corijorations. The 

. stcite is ^Iso fcnĵ £̂,t,d in uuli^ifc.rious c..ctivitits connected 
with the wellare of tht, society. l i  tho cr iL ina l  l i a b i l i t y  
is  n-t fi.^cd upon th îu, th^su statutes which protect socit-t 

• w i l l  autoijaticiHy be in t , f foc t ive . On tho othoi hane thoSe 
w i l l  bo b-nc ourae,eue nt for tuo uisobedieiiee ol law.

In  L n ^ l^n u  tJo,j th e  l i a b i l i t y  is  f ix e ^  f o r  cjL,uon 
la  - cri.aos c.s v / t l l  ^s s t^ tu o o ry  c rii.< „s . In  I n u ia  as th t .e  
i s  no coi.^ion lo,w such tho l i a b i l i t y  i s  f i x t e  unuL i G-env̂ ;- 
c iiu in c -1  lo-w and s p t c ia l  c r i i i in . - . l  lav /. But sout t i u t s  th«^ 

o i f f i c u l t y ' a r i s e s  v/hei^ chere i s  jju n is h u o n t o f ir.ip risom . 
o n ly ,  in  such casos s u i ta b le  c.xa.*endi-.aents slf'Mi’Ir 'b e  i^ d c  
in  the -i-ndi^n P e n d  Code. In  tho s ta te  ^ t la h r a s h t r a  v 
S yn d ica te  T ra n s p o rt CoLipany A .1 .1 .  1964 Boubay 195> i t  
ho ld  th a t  in  th is  case tho co,..iu; ny can n o t be c o n v ic to d  
because c h e a tin g  uric o r s e c t i  n 4-20 I .P .O .  th e  pun ish iaont i '  
o f  iu p r is o n u o n t .  There is  no d_.ubt tu a t  c h o a tin g  can bo  ̂
c jL u - it te d  by < C iJ irpo ra ti ons tn e io f^^ re  the  pun i'shuent of oflJ 
f in e  sliO uld a ls o  bo p ro v ia o o . b i^ - . ilu r  choho^b aro neCLLSt-' 
in  ixany o t i io r  p ro v is io n s  o^ tho l n u i . j i  Pohc^l Ooho.
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tX£Xiplfc a corporation Lio.y bt convictt-d f,^r f a l s t  e v i ­
dence but i t  canijot bt scntfcnccd undtr section 193
I . ’-t'.C. as tiit.re is p u n isW n t  o f  luprisunuen t am f i n t .

Thtrt. is ^ r  subuissiun in tlii& r tga id .
In Cfcrtciiu bStablisliLLn ts just o,s CintLiL Ljusts and' 
hote ls  p^iu tju^iiS c.rt fcuploytd to safeguard t i ic ir  
in ttrestsa  And sout t iu ts  tlier^ ar^ q.uarrels between 
these toUtiliS and otiier per&jns v/itli the result  that 
hurts are caused by thtsc toughs so these es tab l ish -  
uents are corporations why i;hL l i a b i l i t y  should nut.be 
fixed. on corporatiuns. There Ucijibe sentencLS
o f  f ine only. And out o f  such f ine  coujxnSc.tiun jjy k, 

bt paid to th^ e.rtiL& in juiLd . I t  iias already bttn 
subuitted t t e t  otiii.r sentences i.L.y also be ii..pjsed 

according to the fc^cts anu circuustaucts uf the cases. 
tJust Boue disq.ualifiCcj.ti^ns, f ^ r - i e i tu r e s  aal closures. 
And f j r  th is  suit Jd lb chc.nsL.s sL .̂ la bt u^de in the sub- 
tant ive  as «vt.ll as proceaui.J law. a 11 these subuissions 

are uacie v/ith tht view tn^u n^ criut should ^o unpunished 
i/hethtr i t  is couiuitttd by a natu ia l  person or an a r t i ­

f i c i a l  p trs jn .
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