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A cardinal pr incip le  o f  .Cr,i;ninal Law i s  embodied 
in the maxim "Actus non. fa c i t  "feum, "nisi mens s i t  rea"-.
This maxim states what must bê  proved to  secure a conviction 
fo r  a l l  crimes. Two points are iritrolved, F i r s t ,  by the 
outward conduct and secondly the state o f  mind o f  the 
accused. Tliis i s  essentia l  thing 'to donsider the de f in i t ion  
of every crime under two'heads - the actus reus and the 
mensrea. The actus reus means the act ,  omission or other 
event indicet'.d in the def ir j it ion of the crime charged as 
being prescribed by criminal law.

The Mensrea means the mental stste  expressly or 
impliedly mentioned in the de f in i t ion  o f  the crime charged. 
The finding of a Mensrea in an individual is -very 'easy.  We 
can easi ly  dettimiine actus leus and the mensrea o f  a th ie f  
in a the ft  case. But i t  w i l l  not be so easy to det- rmine the 
l i a b i l i t y  o f  a Corporation or Company. 'The object of this 
paper is to eluCic^ate the present, and past law with regard
to the criminal l i c b i i i t y  of corporation. ' To begin v/ith we
must define a corporation, Salmond defines a corporation as 
fo l lows; - .

"A Corporation is  a groiip or ser ies of
per33'ns, which by a lega l  f i c t i o n  is regarded and
treated as i t s e l f  a person". This de f in i t ion
emphasises on the point that a corporation exists 
only thrpugh i t s  agents or representat ives, 'for-  
example the Directors, or the Managers.

LL.M. ( A l i g ) ,  Lecturer, Faculty o f  Law, Kashmir 
University,  Srinagar.



Grey has defined a corporation as under

''An organised body of men to which the Jjtate has 
given pov/ers to protect i t s  interests  and ' the 'wills  which 
put their  powers in motion are the w i l l s  o f  certain men 
determined according the organisation o f  the Corporation".

Formerly the 6-orporations were' kept out side-the 
Criminal Law, I f  the crimes were committed by a Corporation’ s 
orders, Criminal proceedings, for having thus inst igated 
the offences could only be taken against the individual 
members, in the ir  personal capacity and not against the 
corporation as a gu i l ty  person. The reason fo r  not 
prosecuting a Corporation fo r  i t s  wrong acts was that i t  
was argued that a corporation has no w i l l ,  and therefore 
cannot have a gu i l ty  w i l l .  The Corporation has no mind 
and is  devoid of body. I t  is  further argued that i f  the 
legal-fi-ction which gives to a corporation an imaginary 
w i l l ,  yfet the only a c t i v i t i e s  that could consistently be 
prescribed to the F ic t i t iou s  w i l l  thus created, must be 
such as are connected with the porposes fo r  which i t  was 
created to accomplish?

3
In iibrath V.N.E. Rly. -Co., i t  was la id down that even 

in c i v i l  actions, d^oubts were enterta  ned as to the 
poss ib i l i t y  of holding a corporation li£ ble fo r  tor ts  in 
which "Express malice' is  necessdry. During the days o f  
Lord Holt, a Corporation was not indicatable at a l l . ^

But during the f i r s t  ha l f  of the 19th Century we find a 
change'in the attituue of the Courts, they started deciding 
that the offences committed by the Corporations need no 
mensrea. With the commercial development, whi-ch has been 
witnessed during past years, the number o f  Corporations 
are increasing day by day. The number has become so numerous 
that the corporation^ could not be allowed to continue^ to 
commit crimes and enjoy immunity.

There have been various theoret ica l  d i f f i c u l t i e s  , 
and they have been sett led and brushed aside. I t  is  now 
sett led law that corporations may, in an appropriate court,
be indicted by the Corporate name and that fines may be
co n s eq u e n t ly^ in f l i c t ed  upon the corporate property? To

1. Grey, Nature and Source of Law, p .51.

2. Keny Outlines of Criminal Law, p .50.

3. (1886) 11 Cas,247.

4. /inon, (1700) 12 Mad. 559.

5. Keny, Outlines o f  Criminal Law p .50.
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render a corporation liable for an offence, a distinction 
was la id down between offences of misfeasance and non feasance.
In the offences o f  misfeasance the servants or agents of the 
Company were also l iab le  personally for the wrong act, 
where as in non-feasance the person or agent of the corp­
oration v/as solely responsible for i t .  This concept of the 
corporate l i a b i l i t y  for the acts of the corporation was 
f i r s t  considered by the English court in R.Vi3.Birmingham 
and Gloueester Kly.Co.V and was followed in In R.V, the 
Great North'of England Rly,. Co.] where a railway company 
was convict’ed o f  a public nuismce by obstructing a pu>-lic 
way. This principle received a l e g isL  l ive  approval in 
the yean 1889, When in the Interpretation -^ct, i t  was 
provided that in the construction and interpretation of 
ev>̂ :ry statutory law re l f t ing  to an offence, whether 
indictment or on summary conviction the expression "person" 
shall include a "body corporate" unless contrary is  not 
provided. Thus in Mousell Brothers v. London and North 
Western Rly. Cb.'J aTKlN,L.J. said "Once i t  is decided that 
this is  one of those cases where a principal may be held 
l iab le  criminally for the acts of his servants there is  no 
d i f f i c u l t y  in holding thac a corporation may the principal.
No mensrea being necessary to make the principle l iab le  a 
corporation is in exactly the same position as principal 
who is  not a corporation".

Thus from the $love decision i t - i s  clear that when there can 
be a "vicarious l i a b i l i t y "  for a crime in case of a natural 
person, there can be a c r im ina l ' l iab i l i ty  for the same crime 
for a corporation.

However, the sxtension of the criminfl responsibility 
of corporations, effected by importing in to criminal law 
something of the notion of the vicarious l i a b i l i t y  of a 
master for the acts of his serv.’nt wh-'ch was developed in 
the law bf Tort was not found suff ic ient and the courts h^ve 
moved in the airection of making the corpor< ion directly 
responsible, by the f ic t ion  that the elements af the 
criminal l i  b i i i t y  present in the responsible agent of the 
corpora ion can be imputL.d to the corporation i t sd l f .^
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The th e o r e t i c a l  basis o f  th is  extended corporate 
l i a b i l i t y  i s  that the acts and st te o f  mind o f  i t s  
responsib le  servants may be treated as those o f  the 
copoeration i t s e l f i O

- c . I n  Halsbury's Laws o f  England^*^^ the "person" i s  
defined and include a body corporate unless the contrary 
intent ion appears. Corporation .can only commit crimes 
through i t s  agents, and i t  i s  a ques't ' iori 'ofvfact in-,,each' 
case whethtr the agent s state o f  mind, knowledge, 
intention or b e l i e f  can be imputed to the Corporation,
The s imilar view has been expressed in section 2 o f  
the In te rp re ta i ion  Act, 1889, which de f ines ,  "person" /
to include a boay corporate, unless a contrary in tent ion  
appears. Despite these provis ions and dec is ions,  
corporations were not o rd inar i ly  indicted f o r  any serious 
offence or o f fences  invo lv ing  mensrea. They were only 
prosecuted f o r  o f fences invo lv ing  v io la t ion  o f  by laws 
e tc .  Later on corpor<.tions v/ere held l i a b l e  v ica r iou s ly .
But the advancement o f  the Commercial vjorld the idea 
o f  corporate work increased, Knowking that the law w i l l  
not pursue a Corporate body f o r  the criminal acts o f  i t s  
servants or d i r e c to rs  unscrupulous persons began to prey 
upon ind iv idua ls  in .the  soc ie ty  o f  the Law towards the 
l i a b i l i t y  o f  corporate bodies.  The modern tendency o f  
the courts i s  to  widened the scope o f  cr iminal l i a b i l i t y  
o f  a corporation.

There i s  d i f f e r en ce  between the "Vicarious 
l i a b i l i t y "  and " I d e n t i f i c a t i o n " ,  Id e n t i f i c a t io n  nmns 
to id e n t i f y  the work and r e sp on s ib i l i t y  o f  a person,
A cor'noration i s  held only l i a b l e  fo r  the acts f o r  which the 
agent was authorised. There are some o f f i c e r s  o f  Company 
who may fo r  some purposes be i d e n t i f i e d  with i t  as 
being or having i t s  d i r ec t in g  mind and w i l l ,  i t s  centre 
and ego, i t s  b r a in s .H

In the same decis ion his Lordship Lord Reid said 
that i t s  a question o f  Law in every case, once the 
fa c ts  have been ascertained a person in doing a par t icu la r  
thing i s  to be rtgareed as a company or -mersly. as the 
servant or a^ent o f  that company. The Judge must d i r e c t  
the jury that i f  they find certa in  fac ts  proved, than- as 
a matter o f  Lew they must find that the cr iminal acts
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of  the o f f ice r :  or servant or agent, including his 
stai-e o f  mind, intention, knov;ledge, c tc ,  is  the act of 
Company.

To hold a Corporrt ion'criminaly l i a b l e ,  a d i f f i c u l t y  
was f e l t  regarding the personal presence o f  the accused 
during, the t r i a l *  Under English Law, in a Criminal t r i a l  
an accused person is-supposed to be present personally 
in the Court o f  Law, This d i f f i c u l t y  was removed by 
section 33(3) o f  Criminal Justice Act 1925. a f te r  passing 
o f  this  act, in a Criminal t r i a l  a corporation can be 
represented by i t s  representative. This enactment has 
again widened the scope of the l i a b i l i t y  of a Corporation 
in a criminal case.

The second d i f f i c u l t y  for  making a corporation crlminaly 
l i a b le  was that the punishment cannot be enforced against 
the Comi«ny. This d i f f i c u l t y  was also removed a f te r  the 
decision in Lennards Carrying Company Ltd. v. Asiat ic  
Petroleum Company Ltd.^^^ a f te r  enuciating the organic 
theory o f  the Corporation, and a f t e r  this the modern 
doctrine o f  a l t e r  ogo was established. In this decision 
i t  was established that the natural persons aro the 
repres;entatives of corporation and i t s  their mind which 
controls the intention and w i l l  o f  the corporation.
Viscount; Haldone has cnuciated this organic theory in the 
follov/lrig words and was fol lowed in la t e r  decisions a lso ; -

Corporation i s  an abstrrct ion. I t  has no mind 
of, i t s  .own and more than i t  has a body o f  i f s  own, 
i t s  ac t ive  and dirt-cting w i l l  mus-t consequently 
be sought in the person of somebody who for some 
purposes may be called' an agent, but who is  • 
r e a l l y  the d irect ing mind and w i l l  o f  the corpor- 't ion, 
the veryego and centre o f  the personality o f  the 
Corporation - —  the board o f  the directors are 
the brains o f  the Company which is  the body, and the 
company can and does act only through them.

EXCEPTIONS; But th is general rule that a Corporation 
is  c r im if f i l ly  l ia b le  has two exceptions. The 
Corporation cannot be- gu i l ty  of the offences which 
can be committed only'■by the natural persons such 
as Bigamy and perjury. The'Second exception is  
those eases where the only punishment'ls death" or 
imprisonment. But theie are cases where a- • - 
doubt has arison about the responsih i l i ty  of
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corporation fo r  the offence o f  per jury. Therefore 
i t  has been suggested that a corporation'whose 
governing body authorised one o f  i t s  members to  
swear a fa ls e  a f f i d a v i t  could be convicttd o f  
prejury. But in the case o f  prejury in ju d ic ia l  
proceedings the fa ls e  statement must be made by 
person \iho had been lawfu lly  sworn and corporation 
could hardly do so. Nevertheless i f  i t s  governing 
body were authorised fo r  making a fa ls e  st.^tement on 
oath in the court a corporation can be made l ia b le  
fo r  the o f fence .

The second 'exception to the- corporate l i a b i l i t y  
are those cases, where the only punishment which a court 
can av;ard i s  corporal.  The reason given fo r  th is  exception 
is  t h ' t  in such cases the imprisonment cannot be 
enforced against a corporation. So' i t s  on the basis o f  
this  exception thct F inaly  J. in R, v. Cory Bros, and G o . , 
held that an c l e c t r i c  company cannot be held l i a b le  fo r  
k i l l i n g  some one by touching seme e l e c t r i c  fence on the 
Company's p r o p b r t y .B u t  th is  exception was' questioned in 
I.C,R,Haulage L td . ,  and i s  no mbre a law except in the
case o f  Trfaascn ^nd Murder fo r  which the only punishment 
is  corporal one. In a recent case a company has since 
been convicted o f  counsell ing and procuring the causing o f  
de?.th by dangerous dr iv ing i^

F in a l l y  the l i a b i l i t y  o f  th«- corporation and th^ 
extent to which i t s  members are l i a b l e  can be ascertained
by the fo l low ing  passage o f  th^ judgement o f  Denning,
L J . , in H.L.Bolton (Engineering) CorLtd., Vs. T.J,Graham 
and Sons, L td , ,^ °

"A Company may in many .ways be linked to a human 
body. I t  has a brain and nerve-centre v/hich controls  
v;Hat i t  does. I t  a lso  has hdnds v/hich hold the too ls  and 
act in accordance with d irec t ions  from the centre. Some 
o f  the people in the company arc rat-re servants and agents 
who are nothing more then hands to do the work and cannot 
be said to represent the mind or w i l l ,  0th' rs are d irec tors  
and managers who represent the d irec t ing  mind and w i l l  
o f  the company and controls v/hat i t  docs. The st'^te of 
mind o f  these managers i s  the state o f  mind o f  thi company 
and is  treated by law as such",

13^ (1927) I  I<3C,B,810.

14, (1944) K.B, 551,

15, Robert M i l l e r  (Contractors) L td . ,  (1970) 1 A l l .E .R ,

16, (1956) 3 A l l  E.R, 624,
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In another case^'^ the court la id  down that a company 
has no' mind and no w i l l  and i t s  acting through l i v in g  
persons,.though not always one,or the same person. The 
person, who is  acting is  not acting for  the company but 
i s  acting a^ tho company and his mind which d irects  his 
act is the mind o f  the Company.,

What piersons rrc to be taken as the Company has been 
discussed by Lord Diplock, “  in a very interesting way by
saying that those pbrsons are to be treated in Lpw as
being the Company fo r  the pur7 0ses of acts done in the 
course of i t s  business, including thf .̂ taking of precautions 
and the exercise of due di l igence to avoid Commission of 
Criminal of fence, i s  to bo found by ident i fy ing those 
natural persons who by memorandum and a r t i c le s  of ■ 
association or by some other mtans are entrusted with the 
exercise of the powers of the Company. This principle  
is  in conformity with Lennard's case where, Mr, Lennard 
was the di-rtcting mind of the Company, and he was not 
the mere servant of the Company but some thing more as 
he was the registered managing owner o f  tht. Company.

In order to explain and understand the present 
posit ion o f  the ijSv; in our country we w i l l  have to 
unaerstand tho true intent of l iection 2 and 3 'xt ion 11 
o f  the I .P .C .  and give i t  true interpretat ion. Section 2
of the i .P .C .  runs as fo l low s : -

"Every person shall  be l inbl^ to punishment under 
this code and not otherwise for every act or 
omissions contrary to the provis ions ’ thereo f , o f  
which he shall be gu i l ty  within India” *

The person here means a natural person, although thc- 
d e f in i t ion  o f  the word peison in the Section 11 is  
s l igh t ly  d i f f ' - ren t .  Tht section 11 o f  the I .P .C, defines 
person as under;-

"The word "person" includes any Company or 
association or body o f  person, .whether ^incorporated or not" 
So according to th is de f in i t ion  the meaning o f ' the  word 
"person'* is  so much extended as to include the Cor'^^oratior  ̂
or associations. In Law the;;word includes the ju r i s t i c  
persons as w e l l .  By reading the section 2 and I I  jo in t ly  
be can‘ in fe r  that the intention o f  the 1 g is l - tu re  was to
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widened the scope o f  the de f in i t ion  person snd i t  was 
never intended to use i t  in a narrower sense.

The Mensrea i s  the true test o f  one's Criminal 
l i a b i l i t y ,  so i t  i s  some times said that the word person 
in the section 2 I.P.C.- i s  to be used in a narrow sense.
But there are cases wh .̂re the intention and knowledge o f  
the agent or servant of the Company i s  imputed to 
the Conpany.-*-  ̂ In th is  case the Court imputed the intention 
of thb agent or servant to be the intention o f  the Company 
for  v ip lr t ing  the d e f in i te  law.

In plain reading of the section 11 I .P .C. i t  can be 
inferred that the word person includes the Company incor­
porated. This view is also supported by the de f in i t ion  of 
the tbrm "person" in the General Clauses Act 1897. The 
Gefinitlon of the ’’ person’' in section 11 1,P.C. is  s im i l iar  
as in the English Interpretation Act, 1889,

■ Our Lav/ r e l - t in g  to the l i a b i l i t y  of corporation is  
mainly based on English case law and we have not s t i l l  made 
any cle>"ir. and txliaustive law regarding this  subject.

The question v/hethcr a corporation is  l i r b l e  criminally 
came before the Calcutta High Court in Anath Bandhu v. 
Corporation of Calcutta?^ Here the main point o f  contention 
was that v;heth(-r a limited Company is lif^ble for the acts 
of i t s  a;_ ĉnts or not. In this  case the application of 
oec. 11 I .P .C. to a l imited Company w^s questioned as a 
l imited company is  not in a posit ion to commit certain 
offences such as rape, e tc . ,  and limited company cannot be 
•held l iab le  as 'there is  no mensrea. The notion that a 

' l imited Corap-:-i.y cannot be held l iab le  fo r  Criminal acts 
i s  mainly based on an 3ngli?h judgement, But their  
Lordship o f  Calcutta High Court has made a d ist inct ion 
between the Indian Law and English L:'w on the point, in the 
following words5-

" , , ........................... the Company could not be committed
for  t r i a l  because the Interpretation act o f  1889 in "England 
explained what was-meant by the expression", committed for 
t r i a l  "used in re i : . t ioe to any person shall , unless the 
contrary intention appears, mean committed to prison with 
a view to being tr ied  before a judge or jury. This :xprcssion 
committed for  t r i a l  has not found place in the Indian Law",

19, .Jimp, V ,  Dhanraj 1 i l l s  Ltd.,  A . l .R .  1943, Bom.182,

20, A . I .K .  1952 Cal,759,

21, The Kir ' v. Daily Misror News Papers Ltd . ,
(1922) K.B. 530,
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Thei’ c is nothing in the law, which preclude a t r i a l  where 
possible exdept in the cases where the death is  the only 
punishratnt. There is  nothing to pr-^vent a court from 
in f l i c t in g  a suitable f i a e .  The sections 386 and 388 
Cr.P.C, (1898 Code) lr:;ys down a suitable procedure for 
the recovery o f ' t h i s  f in e .  The question again came 
up for  dii-.cussipn in Stcte of Mahara^itra v. Synidcate 
Transport Co., in tn is  criminal rcfcrence the question 
was regarding the l i a b i l i t y  of a corporate body for 
indictment on a criminal charge which involved the qestion 
of mensrea. Again in this case the de f in i t ion  of scotion 
2 and 11 o f  I .P.C. was consi' ered. Tlie b i ' ic f  facts o f  

the case were that a share holuer has advp.nccd a loan of 
Rs,11000/-, from another company on some understanding.
When the requisite  conditions of the contract were not 
f u l f i l l e d .  The complrinnant lodgod a conplaint against 
th<- company, i t s  Managing Dir ctor, Directors and share 
holtiC-rs. Thu Directors ^;ere discharged and the charges 
u/s 420 IPG wei made i'gainst the company.

In support of the argument that the ' company was not 
l i a b le  fo r  criminal acts o f  i t s  servants, re l ience was 
made on Punj b N.'>tional Brnk v. A.K.Gonsalyas Bunder, 
Inspector Karachi Port Trust, This vras a-case wh re bye 
laws of Kprachi Port Trust were in fr inged. I t  was held 
that the company is  responsible fo r  only a limited number 
of o f f e n c e s , - a n d  tho3e are the offenccs v;hrre mensrea is  
not essentia l,  and whtrt. a -sentence of f ine can be passed 
only. . The sane point was raised and up-held in Sunil 
Chander Brncr jGL." V. Krishna Chandra Ban? r j l ' , 24 where the 
court held that a Bank-...cannot be -held l iab le  for the 
offenc- $ o f  ch' ating as th t  mensrea is  arj essentia l 
ingredisnt for the' off-erR;e* of cheating the, B.ank being 
a ‘ judi’c ia l  person is  not a natqral person.

a

Tl;e present Indian posit ion on the .subject i s  simiJiar 
as was laid down in the English cas€, Director Public 
Prosecutions v. Kent and Sussax Contractors Ltd . ,^°  
that a limited company could be convicted o f  offences 
under the Defence (General) Regulation 19,39. I f  the 
responsible, agent of a company, a-cting within the scope 
of  his authority, puts forward on i t s  behal f 'a  document 
which h e ‘knows to be fa lse  and by whic'h .he.int nds to .

22,”  I . I . K .  1964 Bomb. 1995.

23, A . I .R .  1951 Sind 142.

24, A . I .R .  1949 Cal.689,
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deceive, The same view was’Gxpressed irf the famous case 
R. V* l.G.K.Haulage Ltd, ,26 i t t ^  
gfctic-’-ral rule is  that a coratfari'y'̂  ie'-ll?iba^^io»’»tji.ê  arlm ^  
act. The Indian C.oû rts has'also undergone a change *^ far  
as the l ia b i l it y  of the Corp^Sftiolitdnrc^i-GTjL^ act. is 
conCGrned, They seem to be inf_ltiencf.d by the various'^'' 
English decisions,:. Corporate wiatK iO it ig lly  ^ b l e

wi4in »-\T^ Vv'n*^ r*V\r\e> . r\ -P  Vvrr l o i . r t ?  t.rln ^
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pr ivate  and publ ic , l im ited company's the attitude o f  the 
■Courts hfve ch.vnged. These; Corporate bodies act through 
'th;e human agency o f  their, d irec tors  and authorised 
SGTvants and ag-tnts. .The ordinaTy-'c i t i z e n  i s r n w  very muc^ 
ebcp6sGd to .thfci act iy i t iks , -o f  peiisjohs acting, in tt^e .name 
o f  corporutg bocjies'l % ce  thcsd coppbralic. bodiiis reap^ 
a l l  "the .'benefits from the a c t s 'p f  the ir  directors, and other, 
o f f i c e 'b e a re r g j  and there seei]^" to 'be  n'.o re&’so]^-why^these 
corporations.should not be ,hel^' rtsponsiblfe for  their- 
criminal acts. Russual has r ig h t ly  quoted?

"The point ;Ls being reachcd where 5/hat is  ca l led for 
•i'S: a ■comprehensive, statement, o f  prih<slp,l,6S^ for  
mulated. to jneet the :n,ct;ds o f  mode-fn l i f e ,  in ^granting 
the . fu l les t  possible '‘protection o f  cium.i;nal law to 
persons, exposed to .ttic .cction^ o f  the 'many ■j)Owsl*full 
associations whi,(5h surround-thSm",

The view has been strengthen by th’e decision o f  
Paranjipe J . ,  in otatc o f  Maharashtra v. Syndicate Tpt,
Co,, ' where i t  was held. ! '̂The scope“-fathin-which.,.cj4.minal 
proctedings can be brought pgalnst inst i tu t iong whj.ch has 
become so prominent a feat^r^e o f  everyday a f f a i r s ,  
ought to be widontd so as *to make corporate^ hodifes. in d ic t ­
able fo r  o f fenc .s  flowing frcm the acts or omissions o f  
the ir  human agents. The CoVtt furth-ir decided: that f o r  
what acts and in what circumstances corporation i s  to be 
made' lic-.ble. The court ^aid?- -

"A'company cannot be^indicatable fo r  offences 
l ik e  perjury, bigamy', rape e t c . ,  which can only 
be committed by a human indiv idual or for  offences 
punish%le with imprisonment or corporal punishment. 
Barring these exceptions a corporate body .ought to 
bo ind ic tab le  for  criminal Jets or omissions of 
i t s  d irec tors ,  or authorised agents or servants und',r 
authority o f  the corporate body or in-pursuance.of 
the aims' or objects Of the-corporate body"*.

2B'. 1944 -  1 ,K.B. 551.

27, A . I .R .  1964 Bom. 195.



PUBLIC CORPCR ATIONS; With the advancement in the industr ia l  
f i e l d  the concept o f  the public corporations h-"'s come up. 
These are the ins t i tu t ions  v\rhich are created by some ^ct 
o f  the leg is la tu re  and are operating under the Government 
control ,  having indef^ndent l e ga l  en t i ty  with i t s  own funds.

In England the crown enjoyed the iraunity fo r  a lOng 
time for  C i v i l  and Criminal wrongs. But a f te r  the passing 
of  crovm proceedings Act 1947 the Crovm is  l i a b le  for  C i v i l  
wrongs and there seems to be no d i f f i c u l t y  in extending 
th is  l i a b i l i t y  in criminal cases.

The present day tendency i s  that these corporations 
should be held for the criminal acts o f  i t s  servants, and 
i f  this  w i l l  not be done these public corporftions w i l l  
create problem for  the people as the pr ivate  corporations 
have done in past,

CONCLUSION; A f te r  examining the law and discussing both 
English and Indian judgements one can in fe r  that the law 
on this point i s  not set t led .  We need a comprehensive 
l e g i s la t io n  on the subject to control the criminal 
a c t i v i t i e s  o f  corporations. The common man is  so much so 
exposed to the a c t i v i t i e s  o f  such corporation that we 
could find h 'rd ly  a simple f i e l d  in l i f e  which is  not 
concerned by the a c t i v i t i e s  o f  the corporations. These 
should be made criminally l i r b l e  provided the act committed 
is  to secure the object fo r  v/hich the corporation was 
incorporat-^d.
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