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(1)1N.H. laws 372.theBy 14, 1791,(1) enacts,court. The statute of June
no•‘that snail theexercise business ol a taverner orperson

“ retailer license.” Whetherwithout the of aservants tav-­
“ exercise,erner or toretailer can be said the business” with­

in the this clause in the statute,of bemeaning may very
­Bull. P. 192.—1­questionable.- N. Saund. 311, note.1-­

5 161,East Keen vs. Dormay.
theBut statute on andgoes “and ifsays, any person

“ at time,shall without license, sellany wine,«fee. any rum;
“ retail,&c. such&c.by person shall for suchevery offence
“ forfeit and the sum ofpay forty shillings.” The case now

usbefore is founded on this clause in the statute, and it
ustoseems that whoany person sells is within the meaning'

of this clause in the statute, whether he sells on his own ac-
orcount as the ofand'servarit another.agent The language

of this clause is broad itas as can be, and there seems to be
no reason should not beagentswhy embraced it.*by

499,Doug. vs. EastKinnersby Orpe.­ 460, the vs.King—­15
.Taylor.—5 19,E. vs.& Gibbs.­ D­ Colcroft
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