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that a “citizen,” as used in its Constitution, means a
person who is an American “citizen” by birth, or a
person of foreign birth who has been naturalized.
The Constitution of the United States provides that
all persons born or naturalized in the United States
and subject to the jurisdiction thereof are citizens
of the United States and of the state wherein they
reside. There are, then, two classes of citizens; one
of the United States, and one of the state. One
class of citizenship may exist in a person without
the other, as in the case of a resident of the District
of Columbia. Foreigners who have merely declared
an intention to become citizens of the United States
since the ratification of the Constitution of 1901,
but have not perfected their naturalization, cannot
register or vote, nor are they citizens of the state
within the fourteenth amendment to the federal
Constitution, defining federal and state citizen-
ship.—Gardina v. Board of Registrars of Jefferson
County, 48 So. 788, 160 Ala. 155.

Ala.Civ.App. 2001. Mining operator, and sure-
ties who issued performance bonds relating to rec-
lamation requirements under three mining permits,
could not be included within “any person” or pri-
vate “citizen,” under citizen-suit provision of Ala-
bama Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act
(ASMCRA), allowing any person or citizen ad-
versely affected by non-enforcement of the Act to
bring a suit to compel compliance with the Act, and
allowing any person injured by mining operator’s
violation of any permit issued under the Act to
bring a suit for damages against the operator.
Code 1975, § 9-16-95(a, f).—Apex Coal Corp. v.
Alabama Surface Min. Com’n, 843 So.2d 170, re-
hearing denied, reversed and remanded Ex parte
Van American Ins. Co., 843 So.2d 180, on remand
843 So.2d 186.—Mines 92.11.

Ala.Civ.App. 2001. A member of the coal in-
dustry is not a private “citizen,” within meaning of
citizen-suit provision of Alabama Surface Mining
Control and Reclamation Act (ASMCRA), allowing
a citizen adversely affected by non-enforcement of
the Act to challenge the actions of the Surface
Mining Commission by bringing a suit to compel
compliance  with the Act. Code 1975,
§ 9-16-95(a).—Apex Coal Corp. v. Alabama Sur-
face Min. Com’n, 843 So.2d 170, rehearing denied,
reversed and remanded Ex parte Van American
Ins. Co., 843 So0.2d 180, on remand 843 So.2d
186.—Mines 92.11.

Ariz. Terr. 1899. The word “citizen,” as used in
the Constitution and laws of the United States, has
uniformly conveyed the idea of membership of a
nation, and nothing more.—Cronly v. City of Tuc-
son, 56 P. 876, 6 Ariz. 235.

Ariz.App. Div. 1 2004. Since county was not a
“citizen” under state Constitution, it could not as-
sert claim that indigents seecking medical services
would be denied equal protection if benefit levels
varied from county to county. A.R.S. Const. Art.
2, § 13.—John C. Lincoln Hosp. and Health Corp.
v. Maricopa County, 96 P.3d 530, 208 Ariz. 532, as
amended, and reconsideration denied, and review
denied.—Const Law 210(1).
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Ariz.App. Div. 1 2000. A corporation was a “cit-
izen,” within meaning of statutes allowing any citi-
zen to challenge, in superior court, a county record-
er’s certification of a referendum petition. A.R.S.
§§ 19-121.02, subd. B, 19-121.03, subd. B, 19-122,
subd. C.—KZPZ Broadcasting, Inc. v. Black Can-
yon City Concerned Citizens, 13 P.3d 772, 199 Ariz.
30, review denied.—Counties 55.

Ark. 1999. Corporation is a “citizen,” for pur-
poses of constitutional provision giving citizens
standing to bring illegal exaction case. Const. Art.
16, § 13.—Ghegan & Ghegan, Inc. v. Weiss, 991
S.w.2d 536, 338 Ark. 9, appeal after remand 49
S.W.3d 652, 345 Ark. 514.—Tax 607.

Ark. 1988. Corporation whose property was
subject of condemnation action was “citizen” enti-
tled to disclosure of Highway and Transportation
Department records under Freedom of Information
Act. A.CA. §§ 25-19-102, 25-19-105(a).—Arkan-
sas Highway and Transp. Dept. v. Hope Brick
Works, Inc., 744 SW.2d 711, 294 Ark. 490.—Rec-
ords 52.

Ark. 1947. Act prohibiting cities of the first and
second class and incorporated towns from installing
parking meters except after adoption of a local
measure authorizing such installation in accordance
with provisions of initiative and referendum amend-
ment to constitution, does not violate constitutional
provision prohibiting the general assembly from
granting to any “citizen” privileges or immunities
which on the same terms shall not equally belong to
all citizens, since a city is not a ‘“citizen”. Acts
1939, Act No. 309; Const. art. 2, § 18.—Deaderick
v. Parker, 200 S.W.2d 787, 211 Ark. 394.—Const
Law 205(7).

Ark. 1920. Affiant to a complaint in contest of a
nomination who had filed declaration of intention
to become a citizen of the United States, had
resided in the state nine years, the city five years,
and in its first ward since August, 1919, and had
paid his poll tax, being a qualified elector under the
Constitution and laws of the state, is a “citizen”
within Brundidge Primary Election Law, § 12, so as
to render him a proper party complainant for the
purpose of verifying the complaint.—Simmons v.
Terral, 224 S.W. 977, 145 Ark. 585.—Flections
154(9.5).

Ark. 1915. A corporation is not a “citizen”
within § 2, Art. 4, Constitution of the United
States, nor § 18, Art. 2, Constitution of Arkan-
sas.—St. Louis & S.F.R. Co. v. State, 179 S.W. 342,
120 Ark. 182, Am.Ann.Cas. 1917C,873.—Citiz 2.

Ark. 1915. “Citizen” ordinarily means only a
natural person, and will not be construed to include
a corporation unless the general purpose and im-
port of the statute, in which the term is found seem
to require it.—St. Louis & S.F.R. Co. v. State, 179
S.W. 342, 120 Ark. 182, Am.Ann.Cas. 1917C,873.—
Citiz 2.

Ark. 1915. An admitted resident of the state
held a “citizen” of the state, entitled to the protec-
tion of Kirby’s Dig. 88 512-516.—Jonesboro Trust
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Co. v. Nutt, 176 S.W. 322, 118 Ark. 368.—Bills & N
107.

Ark. 1912. A levee district, such as that created
by Acts 1909, p. 660, creating levee district No. 2, in
Jackson county, is not within Const. art. 2, § 18,
prohibiting the granting to any citizen or class of
citizens privileges which shall not belong to all
citizens upon the same terms, since a levee district
is a governmental agency, and not a “citizen,” and
its powers are public duties, and not a grant of
privileges.—St. Louis, LM. & S. Ry. Co. v. Board of
Directors of Levee Dist. No. 2, Jackson County, 145
S.W. 892, 103 Ark. 127.

Ark. 1908. While a corporation is not a “citi-
zen” within section 2 of article 4 of the Constitution
of the United States, and section 1 of Fourteenth
Amendment, and section 18 of article 2 of the
Constitution of Arkansas, securing the privileges
and immunities of citizens, it is a “person” within
the meaning of the provision of the Fourteenth
Amendment that no State shall deprive any person
of life, liberty and property without due process,
nor deny to any person within its jurisdiction the
equal protection of the laws.—Chicago, RI. & P.

Ry. Co. v. State, 111 S.W. 456, 86 Ark. 412, af-

firmed 31 S.Ct. 275, 219 U.S. 453, 55 L.Ed. 290.—
Const Law 206(7), 210(2).

Ark. 1908. While a corporation is not a “citi-
zen” within section 2 of article 4 of the Constitution
of the United States, and section 1 of Fourteenth
Amendment, and section 18 of article 2 of the
Constitution of Arkansas, securing the privileges
and immunities of citizens, it is a “person” within
the meaning of the provision of the Fourteenth
Amendment that no State shall deprive any person
of life, liberty or property without due process.—
Chicago, R.I. & P. Ry. Co. v. State, 111 S.W. 456,
86 Ark. 412, affirmed 31 S.Ct. 275, 219 U.S. 453, 55
L.Ed. 290.—Const Law 252. )

Ark. 1897. The word “citizen,” as used in Sand.
& H.Dig., § 6984, to denote the persons who may
sign a petition for a change of the boundaries of a
school district, is synonymous with “elector.”—
School Dist. No. 11 v. School Dist. No. 20, 39 S.W.
850, 63 Ark. 543.—Schools 32.

Ark. 1897. The word “citizen,” as used in Sand.
& H.Dig. § 6984, to denote the persons who may
sign petitions for change of school-district bound-
aries, means an “elector.”—School Dist. No. 11 v.
School Dist. No. 20, 39 S.W. 850, 63 Ark. 543.—
Schools 37(3).

Cal.App. 2 Dist. 1922. The term “citizen,” as
employed in Civ.Code, § 51, declaring “all citizens
within the state entitled to the full and equal privi-
leges of theaters,” and section 52 thereof, making
“whoever denies to any citizen privileges enumerat-
ed in section 51,” etc., liable in damages for not less
than $100, is not restricted to citizens of the United
States or of any of the states, but includes unnatu-
ralized residents of foreign birth, white or black.—
Prowd v. Gore, 207 P. 490, 57 Cal. App. 458.—Civil
R 1047.
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Cal.App. 2 Dist. 1922. The term “citizen,” as
employed in Civ.Code, § 51, declaring “all citizens
within the state entitled to the full and equal privi-
leges of theaters,” and section 52 thereof, making
“whoever denies to any citizen privileges enumerat-
ed in section 51,” etc., liable in damages for not less
than $100, is not restricted to citizens of the United
States or of any of the states, but includes unnatu-
ralized residents of foreign birth, white or black, as
otherwise these sections would deny equal protec-
tion of the laws, guaranteed by Const.U.S. Amend.
14 —Prowd v. Gore, 207 P. 490, 57 Cal.App. 458.—
Civil R 1047; Const Law 210(1).

Cal. App. 2 Dist. 1922. The word “citizen,” while
not convertible with the word “resident,” is often
used synonymously with it, without any implication
of political privileges.—Prowd v. Gore, 207 P. 490,
57 Cal.App. 458.—Citiz 2.

Cal. App. 2 Dist. 1910. Under Pol.Code, § 51
(repealed. See Govt.Code, § 241), defining citi-
zens as persons born in the state and residing
within it, and all persons born out of the state who
are citizens of the United States and residing within
the state, one suing to restrain an illegal payment of
county funds, who describes himself as a “resident”
of the county, does not show that he is entitied to
sue, within Code Civ.Proc. § 526a, authorizing ac-
tions to restrain illegal expenditures of public funds,
by a “citizen resident” therein; the words “resi-
dent” and “citizen” not being synonymous.—Thom-
as v. Joplin, 112 P. 729, 14 Cal. App. 662.—Counties
196(7).

Colo. 1911. Under the statute, Rev.St.1908,
§ 2116, providing that no person shall be entitled to
a divorce, unless he shall have been a bona fide
resident and citizen of the state for one year before
the commencement of the action, an alien who in
good faith has made the state his home for more
than a year, and has no residence elsewhere, is a
resident and “citizen” of the state.—Sedgwick v.
Sedgwick, 114 P. 488, 50 Colo. 164, Am.Ann.Cas.
1912C,653.

Colo. 1902. Laws 1893, p. 239, § 6, provides
that no person shall be entitled to a divorce unless
a bona fide resident and citizen of the state for one
year prior to the commencement of the action. It
was held that, though in a restricted sense a citizen
of a state is a citizen of the United States domiciled
in a state, yet the Legislature used the word “citi-
zen” in the statute cited as meaning one who has in
the state a fixed habitation and a permanent resi-
dence, without any present intention of removing
therefrom.—Cairns v. Cairns, 68 P. 233, 29 Colo.
260, 93 Am.St.Rep. 55.

Fla. 1929. One paying only poll taxes was not
“citizen” within law authorizing intervention in pro-
ceeding for validating bond issue. F.S.A. §§ 75.07,
75.08.—Belmont v. Town of Gulfport, 122 So. 10,
97 Fla. 688.—Mun Corp 917(2). '

Fla. 1919. A corporation is not a “citizen,”
within the “privileges and immunities” provisions of
the federal Constitution.—Adams v. American Ag-
ricultural Chemical Co., 82 So. 850, 78 Fla. 362.
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Fla. 1917. “Citizen,” within rule that any citizen
of state may obtain divorce at any time without
requiring two years residence, means one who hav-
ing ‘come from another state or country has ac-
quired a permanent residence in this state by actu-
ally living and permanently remaining here, or one
who, being originally domiciled in this state, has not
changed his or her domicile to another state or
country.—Warren v. Warren, 75 So. 35, 73 Fla. 764,
L.R.A. 1917E,490.

Fla.App. 4 Dist. 1973.  Term “citizen” in act
evincing legislative intent to make the protection of
the environment a collective responsibility and pro-
viding a procedure whereby governmental bodies
could be compelled to enforce applicable environ-
mental laws and individuals, corporations, and gov-
ernmental bodies could be restrained from violating
any of the applicable environmental laws, included
artificial as well as natural persons, and corpora-
tions have standing to maintain suits under the act.
F.S.A. §§ 403.412, 403.412(2).—Orange County Au-
dubon Society, Inc. v. Hold, 276 So.2d 542.—Envi-
ron Law 650.

IlL. 1905. A corporation is not a “citizen” of a
state within U.S.C.A.Const. art. 4, § 2, securing to
citizens of each state the privileges and immunities
of the citizens of the several states.—In re Speed’s
Estate, 74 N.E. 809, 108 Am.St.Rep. 189, 216 Iil.
23, affirmed Board of Education of Kentucky An-
nual Conference of Methodist Episcopal Church v.
People of State of Illinois, 27 S.Ct. 171, 203 U.S.
553, 8 Am.Ann.Cas. 157, 51 L.Ed. 314.

Il 1898. A “citizen,” in the popular and appro-
priate sense of the term, is one who, by birth,
naturalization, or otherwise, is a member of an
independent political society called a “state,” “king-
dom,” or “empire,” and as such is subject to its
laws and entitled to its protection and all his rights
incident to that relation; and the right to vote is not
necessarily incident to or coextensive with the right
of citizenship.—Dorsey v. Brigham, 177 Ill. 250, 52
N.E. 303, 69 Am.St.Rep. 228, 42 L.R.A. 809.

Ill. 1895. A woman is both a “citizen” and a
“person,” within the meaning of a section of the
Constitution providing against any law abridging
the privileges of citizens of the United States, or
depriving any person of life, liberty, or property
without due process of law, since the right to
contract is property; and the act declaring that no
female shall be employed in any factory or work-
shop more than 8 hours in any one day, or 48 hours
in any one week, is unconstitutional.—Ritchie v.
People, 155 1. 98, 40 N.E. 454, 46 Am.St.Rep. 315,
29LR.A.79.

HL.App. 2 Dist. 1991. City whose territory is al-
leged to have been annexed by another city quali-
fies as “citizen” who may institute quo warranto
proceeding. S.H.A. ch. 24, 117-1-8, 7-1-13.—
Village of Mundelein v. Village of Long Grove, 162
IIl.Dec. 636, 580 N.E.2d 599, 219 Hl.App.3d 853.—
Quo W 24.

Ind. 1975. A municipal corporation, such as a
county, is not a “citizen” of Indiana within privi-
leges and immunities clause of State Constitution.
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Const. art. 1, § 23.—Board of Com’rs of Howard
County v. Kokomo City Plan Commission, 330
N.E.2d 92, 263 Ind. 282.—Const Law 205(7).

Ind. 1910. A corporation is not a “citizen” in
the ordinary meaning of the term as used in an
indictment against it—United States Board & Pa-
per Co. v. State, 91 N.E. 953, 174 Ind. 460.—Corp
533.

Ind. 1910. Suit by a state to recover omitted
taxes against nonresidents is not removable as there
was no diversity of citizenship; state not being
“citizen” within Act March 3, 1875, § 2, as amend-
ed by Act Aug. 13, 1888, § 1. 28 USCA §§ 1441,
1445, 1447 —Darnell v. State, 90 N.E. 769, 174 Ind.
143, affirmed 33 S.Ct. 120, 226 U.S. 390, 57 L.Ed.
267.—Rem of C 41.

Ind. 1889. Webster defines “citizen,” first, as
one who enjoys the freedom and privileges of a city,
i. e, the freemen of the state, as distinguished from
a foreigner, or one not entitled to its franchise, and,
second, as an inhabitant in any city, town, or place;
and, as used in Rev.St.1881, § 2097, providing that
“whoever keeps a place where intoxicating liquors
are sold * * * or suffered to be drunk in a
disorderly manner, to the annoyance * * * of any
part of the citizens of this state,” etc., “citizens” is
synonymous  with  “inhabitants” or  “resi-
dents.”—Sunman v. Clark, 22 N.E. 113, 120 Ind.
142.

TIowa 1942. A foreign corporation is not a “citi-
zen” under Fourteenth Amendment which could
enter a state in violation of conditions imposed by
the state. U.S.C.A.Const. Amend. 14, § 1.—State
ex rel. Weede v. Iowa Southern Utilities Co. of
Delaware, 2 NW.2d 372, 231 Iowa 784, opinion
modified on denial of rehearing 4 N.W.2d 869.—
Const Law 206(7).

Iowa 1942. The statute regarding foreign public
utility corporations, forbidding issuance or sale of
stock below par, regulating payment in property
other than cash, declaring void stock issued in
violation of the statute and authorizing proceeding
to enforce the statute to be brought by Attorney
General or citizen in name of state does not deny
“full faith and credit”, privileges of “citizen,”
“equal, protection of laws” or “due process of law.”
Code 1939, §§ 8433-8438; Const.Iowa, art. 1, § 9;
U.S.C.A.Const. art. 4, § 1; Amend. 14, § 1.—State
ex rel. Weede v. Iowa Southern Utilities Co. of
Delaware, 2 N.W.2d 372, 231 Iowa 784, opinion
modified on denial of rehearing 4 N-W.2d 869.—

- Const Law 206(7), 241, 253(1); Corp 637, States

5(2).

Iowa 1927. The term “inhabitant” is not synon-
ymous with “citizen.”—Harris v. Harris, 215 N.W.
661, 205 Iowa 108.

Towa 1917. An incorporated society known as
an improvement association, though doing business
within the county, is not a citizen within LC.A.
§8 128.1-128.7, 128.10-128.12, providing that any
“citizen” of the county where a liquor nuisance
exists may maintain an action in equity to abate and
permanently enjoin the same, since a citizen is the
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equivalent of an elector—Civic Imp. League of
Toledo, Iowa, v. Hanson, 164 N.W. 752, 181 Iowa
327.

TIowa 1888. “Citizen,” as used in a statute pro-
viding that any citizen of the county may maintain
an action to enjoin a nuisance, means any male
person over 21 years of age who has his present
home and domicile in such county, although it may
be for a temporary purpose, provided he has a fixed
intention of remaining there for an indefinite peri-
od of time, and has no home, domicile, or right of
citizenship elsewhere, and does not necessarily
mean a voter.—Fuller v. McDonnell, 39 N.W. 277,
75 Iowa 220.

Kan. 1943. Alleged discriminatory enforcement
of filled-milk statute against corporate defendant
did not deny to it “equal protection of law” nor
abridge “privileges and immunities” of corporate
defendant as a “citizen” of the United States since
corporation does not possess privileges and immu-
nities of a citizen. Gen.St.1935, 65-707(F)(2);
Const.Kan. Bill of Rights, § 1, art. 2, § 17;
U.S.C.A.Const. Amend. 14.—State ex rel. Mitchell
v. Sage Stores Co., 141 P.2d 655, 157 Kan. 404,
rehearing denied 143 P.2d 652, 157 Kan. 622, cer-
tiorari granted 64 S.Ct. 937, 321 U.S. 762, 88 L.Ed.
1059, affirmed 65 S.Ct. 9, 323 U.S. 32, 89 L.Ed.
25.—Const Law 206(7), 240(4).

Ky. 1910. The personal representative of a non-
resident deceased, having qualified as such in this
state, was a “citizen” of the state for purposes of
the action, and as bearing on the question of
removal of the cause.—Lemon’s Adm’r v. Louisville
& N.R. Co., 125 S.W. 701, 137 Ky. 276.—Rem of C
32

Ky.App. 1978. For purposes of statute requiring
that one be citizen of Kentucky for at least three
years to be eligible for candidacy to office of board
of education, term “citizen” is synonymous with
term “domicile.” KRS 160.180(1)(b).—Dickey v.
Bagby, 574 S.W.2d 922.—Schools 53(2).

Ky.App. 1978. Notwithstanding temporary and
involuntary absences from Kentucky, individual who
was born and raised in Kentucky and whose every
act manifested intention to remain citizen of Ken-
tucky was a “citizen” for purpose of qualifying for
candidacy to hold office of board of education.
KRS 2.010, 118.176(3), 160.180(1)(b).—Dickey v.
Bagby, 574 S.W.2d 922.—Elections 126(4).

La.App. 1 Cir. 1948. Where an ordinance pro-
vided that cattle running at large within corporate
limits could be impounded by any “citizen”, and
plaintiff in action for damages to cow alleged de-
fendants and their minor sons resided in State,
defendants’ minor sons were citizens within ordi-
nance and had legal right to impound plaintiff’s
cow.—Sturm v. Hutchinson, 37 So0.2d 45.—Anim
51.

La.App. 4 Cir. 1963. “Citizen” within statute to
effect that any citizen who has for at least six
months prior thereto resided in parish where li-
censed premises are located may file sworn petition
requesting that permit for sale of alcoholic beverag-
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es be suspended or revoked is used in broad sense
and includes incorporated schools as well as indi-
viduals, LSA-R.S. 26:288, subd. B.—Xavier Uni-
versity v. Thigpen, 151 So.2d 550.—Int Liq 108.3.

Md. 1966. Words “citizen” and “resident” as
used in provision of Constitution that person to be
eligible to office of Governor must have attained
age of 30 years, and must have been for 10 years a
“citizen” of the state and for five years next preced-
ing his election a “resident” of the state are not
synonymous, and citizenship and residential re-
quirements are not interchangeable. Const. art. 2,
§ 5.—Secretary of State v. McGucken, 222 A.2d
693, 244 Md. 70.—States 41.

Md.App. 1995. African-American taxpayer was
“citizen” within meaning of Fifteenth Amendment
guarantee of right to vote in state and federal
elections and, therefore, imposition of state and
federal income taxes did not subject taxpayer to
taxation without representation. U.S.C.A. Const.
Amend. 15.—Scott v. Comptroller of Treasury, 659
A.2d 341, 105 Md.App. 215.—Elections 1; Int Rev
3560; Tax 1011.

Mass. 1953. A corporation is not a “citizen”
within meaning of United States Constitution.
US.C.A.Const. art. 4, § 2; Amend. 14, § 1.—

. Pilgrim Real Estate v. Superintendent of Police of

Boston, 112 N.E.2d 796, 330 Mass. 250.—Const
Law 206(7), 207(7).

Mass. 1946. Liberty of the press is enjoyed, not
only by individuals, but by associations of individu-
als such as labor unions and corporations, though a
corporation is not a “citizen” and must find its
protection against abridgment of its liberty by State
action in the due process clause rather than the
privileges and immunities clause. U.S.C.A.Const.
Amends. 1, 14; Const.Mass. Declaration of Rights,
arts. 16, 19, 21.—Bowe v. Secretary of the Com., 69
N.E.2d 115, 320 Mass. 230, 167 AL.R. 1447—
Const Law 90.1(7.1), 206(7), 274.1(1).

Mass. 1935. Suit by domestic trust companies,
in possession of commissioner of banks for liqui-
dation, against foreign corporations held removable
to federal court on ground of diversity of citizen-
ship as against contention that causes were not
removable because commonwealth was real party in
interest, and is not a “citizen” within removal stat-
utes, since commissioner in taking possession of
trust companies acted merely as an administrative
officer, and title to properties of trust companies
did not vest in commissioner or in commonwealth.
G.L.(Ter.Ed.) c. 167, §§ 22 to 36, and §§ 31A and
35A, as added by $t.1933, c. 277 and c. 302; 28
U.S.C.A. §§ 1441, 1445-1447 —Lawrence Trust Co.
v. Chase Securities Corp., 198 N.E. 905, 292 Mass.
481.—Rem of C 29.

Mich. 1901. Laws 1889 provided that personal
property of inhabitants of Michigan should be sub-
ject to taxation. Comp.Laws 1897, § 3831, eliminat-
ed the word “inhabitant,” and declared that, for the
purpose of taxation, all shares in foreign corpora-
tions owned by “citizens” of Michigan shall be
included. Held, that the contention that the word
“citizen,” as used in Comp.Laws 1897, applied only
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to those citizens of the state who resided elsewhere,
and not to resident citizens, because otherwise a
nonresident citizen would escape taxation, and that
the change was made in the statutes, and the word
“citizen” substituted for “inhabitant” to prevent
nonresident citizens from escaping taxation, could
not be sustained, since the word was evidently used
in its common meaning, as synonymous with “in-
habitant” or “resident.”—Bacon v. Board of State
Tax Com’rs, 85 N.W. 307, 126 Mich. 22, 86 Am.St.
Rep. 524, 60 L.R.A. 321.—Tax 58.

Miss. 1930. Corporation is not a “citizen” with-
in meaning of U.S.C.A.Const. art. 4, § 2, cl. 1,
which provides that citizens of each state shall be
entitled to all privileges and immunities of citizens
in the several states—Miller v. Lamar Life Ins. Co.,
131 So. 282, 158 Miss. 753.

Mo. 1887. A “citizen” is defined by Webster to
be “a person, native or naturalized, who has the
privilege of voting for public officers and who is
qualified to fill public offices in the gift of the
people; also either native-born or naturalized per-
son, of either sex, who is entitled to full protection
in the exercise and enjoyment of so-called private
rights.” Bouvier gives the definition of a citizen in
American law as one who under the Constitution
and law of the United States has a right to vote for
Representatives in Congress and other public offi-
cers, and who is qualified to fill offices in the gift of
the people. All persons born or naturalized, in the
United States and subject to the jurisdiction there-
of, are citizens of the United States and of the state
wherein they reside. Abbott defines it thus: “A
person who owes allegiance to and may claim recip-
rocal protection from a government; one who is a
member of the United States, or of the body politic
of a sovereign state. Age or majority is not in-
volved. Women are citizens as fully and truly as
men. Nor does a recognition of women’s citizenship
involve a grant of political rights, such as are indeed
usually conferred only on citizens, but do not inhere
in that status.”—State v. County Court, 2 S.W. 788§,
90 Mo. 593.

Mo.App. 1930. Corporation is not “citizen”
within constitutional provision prohibiting state
from abridging privileges of citizens of United
States.—Weed v. Bank Sav. Life Ins. Co., 24
S.W.2d 653.—Const Law 206(7).

Mo.App. 1907. The word “residence” may refer
either to a fixed and settled abode or to one merely
of some duration; hence a statement of an appli-
cant for insurance that his residence was in Kansas
was not necessarily a declaration that he was a
“citizen” of that state.—Kroge v. Modern Brother-
hood of America, 105 S.W. 685, 126 Mo.App. 693.

Mo.App. 1904. The words “inhabitant,” “citi-
zen,” and “resident” mean substantially the same
thing, and one is an “inhabitant,” “resident,” or
“citizen” of the place where he has his domicile or
home. A man’s residence is his home or habitation;
where that residence is fixed, and at a particular
place, and he does not entertain a present intention
of removing therefrom. To constitute a domicile
but two elements are necessary-the act and the
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intention.—Stevens v. Larwill, 84 S.W. 113, 110
Mo.App. 140.

Mont. 1938. One who is not a “citizen” of the
United States may become a “resident,” under
statute, for purpose of invoking jurisdiction in a
divorce proceeding. Rev.Codes 1935, § 5766.—
State ex rel. Duckworth v. District Court of Seven-
teenth Judicial Dist., 80 P.2d 367, 107 Mont. 97.—
Divorce 62(1).

Mont. 1931. A corporation is not a person or
“citizen” within the meaning of the privileges and
immunities clause of the Constitution of the United
States.—Chicago, M., St. P. & P.R. Co. v. Harmon,
295 P. 762, 89 Mont. 1.

N.J.Ch. 1939. A state is not a “citizen,” within
meaning of federal statutes giving federal courts
jurisdiction of suits between citizens of different
states, and dealing with removal of suits from state
courts to federal courts. Jud.Code §§ 24(1), 28, as
amended, 28 US.CA. §§ 41(1), 71.—Board of
Health of Township of Hillside v. Mundet Cork
Corp., 8 A2d 105, 126 N.J.Eq. 100, affirmed 11
A.2d 260, 127 N.J.Eq. 61.—Rem of C 41.

N.J.Ch. 1939. A county or municipal corpora-
tion is a “citizen” within meaning of federal statutes
providing that suits between citizens of different
states shall be maintained in the federal courts and
providing for removal of causes from state to feder-
al courts. Jud.Code §§ 24(1), 28, as amended, 28
U.S.C.A. §§ 41(1), 71.—Board of Health of Town-
ship of Hillside v. Mundet Cork Corp., 8 A.2d 105,
126 N.J.Eq. 100, affirmed 11 A.2d 260, 127 N.J.Eq.
61.—Rem of C 41,

N.J.Ch. 1939. 1In a suit filed by a local board in
name of state on relation of board against foreign
corporation to enjoin a nuisance which jeopardized
public health, and offended against state, state was
the actual complainant, and hence was not a “citi-
zen,” within meaning of federal statute giving feder-
al courts jurisdiction of suits between citizens of
foreign states, and hence suit was not removable to
federal courts on ground of diverse citizenship.
N.J.S.A. 26:2-1, 15, 20, 26:3-1, 46, 49, 50, 56;
Jud.Code §§ 24(1), 28, as amended, 28 US.C.A.
§§ 41(1), 71.—Board of Health of Township of
Hillside v. Mundet Cork Corp., 8 A.2d 105, 126
N.J.Eq. 100, affirmed 11 A.2d 260, 127 N.J.Eq.
61.—Rem of C 41.

N.Y. 1955. Forest Preserve Council, a member-
ship corporation, was a “citizen” within constitu-
tional provision authorizing suit by a citizen to
restrain violation of constitutional provisions relat-
ing to forest preserves. Conservation Law, § 50,
subd. 36; Const. art. 14, §§ 1, 4; U.S.C.A. Const.
art. 4, § 2; Amend. 14, § 1.—Oneida County For-
est Preserve Council v. Wehle, 128 N.E.2d 282, 309
N.Y. 152.—Woods 8.

N.Y.AD.1Dept. 1909. A foreign insurance
company engaged in business in New York by
permission of the insurance department is, so far as
any litigation is concerned, a “citizen” of New
York.—Webster v. Columbian Nat. Life Ins. Co.,
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116 N.Y.S. 404, 131 A.D. 837, affirmed 89 N.E.
1114, 196 N.Y. 523.

N.Y.Sup. 1964. For jurisdictional purposes, na-
tional bank is “citizen” of state in which it is
established or located, and in that district alone can
it be sued. 12 U.S.C.A. § 94.—National Commer-
cial Bank & Trust Co. v. Commonwealth Bank &
Trust Co., 252 N.Y.S.2d 512, 43 Misc.2d 827.—
Banks 275.

N.Y.Sup. 1949. For jurisdictional purposes, a
national bank is a “citizen” of the state in which it
is established or located, and in that state alone can
it be sued. 12 U.S.C.A. § 94.—Crofoot v. Giannini,
92 N.Y.S.2d 191, 196 Misc. 213.—Banks 275.

N.Y.Sup. 1940. A corporation is a “person”
within the due process clause, but is not a “citizen”
within the immunities clause, of the Fourteenth
Amendment, US.CA. Const.Amend. 14—
Hoopeston Canning Co. v. Pink, 24 N.Y.S.2d 312,
reversed 29 N.Y.S.2d 300, 262 A.D. 446, reversed
43 N.E.2d 49, 288 N.Y. 291, affirmed 63 S.Ct. 602,
318 U.S. 313, 87 LEd. 777, 145 ALR. 1113.—
Const Law 206(7), 252.

N.Y.Sup. 1939. A corporation is not a “citizen,”
within meaning of Federal Constitution declaring
citizens of each state entitled to privileges and
immunities of citizens in the several states, or of the
Fourteenth Amendment prohibiting states from
abridging privileges and immunities of citizens of
the United States. U.S.C.A. Const. art. 4, § 2;
Amend. 14.—J.D.L. Corp. v. Bruckman, 11
N.Y.S.2d 741, 171 Misc. 3—Const Law 206(7),
207(7).

N.Y.Sup. 1909. A “citizen” is one who owes
allegiance to the state, and he has a right to
reciprocal protection from it.—In re Rousos, 119
N.Y.S. 34.—Citiz 2.

N.Y.Sup. 1900. Within the meaning of Laws
1896, c. 909, § 34, subd. 1, requiring a person, in
order to be entitled to vote at the state election, to
be a male “citizen” of the United States, the term
“citizen” does not include a native-born citizen of
Porto Rico, who resided there until September,
1899, when he moved to the United States, and
who has never been naturalized, as the treaty by
which Porto Rico was acquired did not operate as a
collective naturalization of the inhabitants thereof.
“In Elk v. Wilkins, 5 S.Ct. 41, 112 U.S. 94, 28 L.Ed.
643, the Supreme Court of the United States, defin-
ing the rights of persons individually or collectively
to become citizens under the fourteenth amend-
ment of the Constitution of the United States, says:
“This section contemplates two sources of citizen-
ship, and two sources only —birth and naturaliza-
tion. The persons declared to be citizens are all
persons born or naturalized in the United States
and subject to the jurisdiction thereof. The evident
meaning of these last words is not merely subject in
some respect or degree to the jurisdiction of the
United States, but completely subject to their politi-
cal jurisdiction and owing them direct and immedi-
ate allegiance; and the words relate to the time of
birth in one case as they do to the time of natural-
ization in the other. Persons not thus subject to the
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jurisdiction of the United States at the time of birth
cannot become so afterward, except by being natu-
ralized, either individually or by proceedings under
the naturalization acts, or collectively as by the
force of a treaty by which foreign territory is ac-
quired.””—People ex rel. Juarbe v. Board of Inspec-
tors of Twenty-Fourth Election Dist. of Twenty-
Fifth Assembly Dist. of Borough of Manhattan, 67
N.Y.S. 236, 32 Misc. 584.

N.Y.Sur. 1971. A government can be neither a
“citizen” nor an “alien” within section of real prop-
erty law to effect that citizens and aliens are capa-
ble of holding real property within state and taking
it by descent or devise. EPTL 3-1.3; Real Proper-
ty Law § 10, subds. 1-3.—Application of Marshall,
324 N.Y.S.2d 785, 68 Misc.2d 1.—Intern Law 7.

N.Y.Sur. 1904, A foreign corporation, though a
person, under General Construction Law, § 37, is
not a “citizen,” within the provision of the United
States Constitution that citizens of each state shall
be entitled to the privileges and immunities of
citizens of the several states.—In re Avery’s Estate,
92 N.Y.S. 974, 45 Misc. 529.

N.C. 1919. Laws 1917, c. 231, § 72, requiring
payment of license tax to sell automobiles in state,
but providing that four-fifths of such licenses need
not be paid if company has three-fourths of its
assets invested in the state and returned for taxa-
tion therein, does not interfere with the privileges
and immunities; the term “citizen” in Const.U.S.
art. 4, § 2, referring only to natural persons, mem-
bers of the body politic, owing allegiance to the
state, and not to artificial persons created by the
Legislature, and possessing only such attributes as
the Legislature has prescribed.—Bethlehem Motors
Corporation v. Flynt, 100 S.E. 693, 178 N.C. 399,
reversed 41 S.Ct. 571, 256 U.S. 421, 65 L.Ed.
1029.—Const Law 207(7).

N.C. 1919. The words “citizens” and “persons,”
within Revisal 1905, § 1692, authorizing issuance of
grants for state lands to any “citizen” of the state
and to “persons” who shall have come into the
state, do not include corporations.—Wallace v.
Moore, 100 S.E. 237, 178 N.C. 114—Pub Lands
164.

N.C. 1907. It is settled that a corporation is a
“citizen” of the state creating it, for the purposes of
federal jurisdiction. A corporation cannot change
its residence or “citizenship.” It can have its legal
home only at the place where it is located by or
under the authority of its charter—Garrett & Co.
v. Bear, 56 S.E. 479, 144 N.C. 23.

N.D. 1943. A corporation is not a “citizen”
within meaning of constitutional provisions govern-
ing privileges and immunities of citizens.
US.C.A.Const. art. 4, § 2.—Asbury Hospital v.
Cass County, 7 N.W.2d 438, 72 N.D. 359, appeal
after remand 16 N.W.2d 523, 73 N.D. 469, affirmed
66 S.Ct. 61, 326 U.S. 207, 90 L.Ed. 6.-—Const Law
207(1).

N.D. 1935. The words “inhabitant,” “citizen,”
and “resident,” as employed in constitutions to
define the qualifications of electors, mean substan-
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tially the same thing; and one is an inhabitant,
resident, or citizen at the place where he has his
domicile or home.—State ex rel. Sathre v. Moodie,
258 N.W. 558, 65 N.D. 340.

Ohio App. 8 Dist. 1982.  An Ohio corporation
may have as great an interest as a natural person in
seeking just enforcement of state laws and may be
considered “citizen” of the state of Ohio entitled to
institute an action in mandamus. Rules Civ.Proc.,
Rule 17; R.C. § 2731.02; 28 U.S.CA. § 1332(¢c)—
State ex rel. Ohio Motorists Ass’n v. Masten, 456
N.E.2d 567, 8 Ohio App.3d 123, 8 O.B.R. 179.—
Mand 23(2).

Okla. 1918. The word “citizen” as used in sec-
tion 2 of the Seminole Agreement, 31 Stat. 250,
limiting descent of Indian lands, is not limited to
persons whose names are found on the rolls pre-
pared under section 1. Citizenship in the Seminole
tribe did not necessarily extend to or invest in the
“citizen” a personal or individual interest in the
common or undivided property of the tribe, but
might exist independent of any right to participate
in distribution of tribal property.—Rentie v. Rentie,
172 P. 1083, 70 Okla. 103, 1918 OK 179.

Okla. 1916. In Seminole Agreement, § 2, regu-
lating devolution of lands of Seminole citizens,
“citizen” is not limited to person whose name is
found on rolls.—Wadsworth v. Crump, 157 P. 713,
53 Okla. 728, 1916 OK 345, reversed Campbell v.
Wadsworth, 39 S.Ct. 63, 248 U.S. 169, 63 L.Ed.
192.—Indians 18.

Okla.App. Div. 2 1991.  Nonprofit public em-
ployees association was “citizen” within meaning of
statute permitting citizen to bring suit to restrain
disbursing officer from making any payments in
contravention of any provision of the Oklahoma
Personnel Act. 74 OkLSt.Ann. §§ 840.1 et seq.,
840.2, 840.14, subd. D.—Oklahoma Public Employ-
ees Ass’n v. McCaleb, 827 P.2d 178, 1991 OK CIV
APP 111.—Inj 114(2).

Or. 1958. Under the reciprocity statutes re-
specting the rights of nonresident aliens to inherit
personal property from a decedent in Oregon, the
word “alien” suggests a person subject to a foreign
sovereignty and the term “citizen” refers to constit-
uent members of a body politic owing allegiance to
that sovereign. O.C.LA. § 61-107, (repealed
51:519:2, see ORS 111.070).—Clostermann v.
Schmidt, 332 P.2d 1036, 215 Or. 55.—Aliens 14.

Or. 1927. Corporation is not “citizen” within
constitutional provisions relative to privileges and
immunities of citizens. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend.
14.—Corporation of Sisters of Mercy v. Lane Coun-
ty, 261 P. 694, 123 Or. 144.—Const Law 207(1).

Or.App. 2000. School district was not a “citi-
zen,” within meaning of state Constitution’s guaran-
tee of equal privileges and immunities to citizens
and classes of citizens. Const. Art. 1, § 20—
Sherwood School Dist. 88] v. Washington County
Educ. Service Dist., 6 P.3d 518, 167 Or.App. 372,
review denied 19 P.3d 354, 331 Or. 361.—Const
Law 205(1).

CITIZEN

R.I. 1964. Under statute imposing double regis-
tration fee for motor vehicles for hire and excepting
any “citizen” of town of New Shoreham, the term
“citizen” was not intended to be given its political
connotation but referred to those inhabitants of
town who demonstrated permanence of their resi-
dency by customarily exercising privileges of citizen-
ship therein. Gen.Laws 1956, § 31-6-1(E).—Impe-
rial Car Rental Corp. v. Lussier, 196 A.2d 728, 97
R.I. 168.—Autos 98.

R.I. 1909. The noun “citizen” has been defined
to be one who enjoys the freedom and privileges of
a city; a freeman of a city, as distinguished from a
foreigner, or one not entitled to its franchises; an
inhabitant of a city; a townsman; a person, native,
or naturalized, of either sex, who owes allegiance to
a government and is entitled to reciprocal protec-
tion from it; one who is domiciled in a country and
who is a citizen though neither native nor natural-
ized, in such a sense that he takes his legal status
from such country. In English law, the term means
an inhabitant of a city; the representative of a city,
in Parliament. In American law, a citizen is one
who, under the Constitution and laws of the United
States, has a right to vote for Representatives in
Congress and other public officers, and who is
qualified to fill offices in the gift of the people; one
of the sovereign people; a constituent member of
the sovereignty, synonymous with the people; a
member of the civil state, entitled to all its privi-
leges. A person may be a citizen for commercial
purposes, and not for political purposes.—Gree-
nough v. Board of Police Com’rs of Town of Tiver-
ton, 74 A. 785, 30 R.I. 212, 136 Am.St.Rep. 953.—
Citiz 2.

S.C. 1984. The terms “citizen” and “resident”
are essentially interchangeable for purposes of ana-
lyzing cases under the privileges and immunities
clause. U.S.C.A. Const. Art. 4, § 2, cl. 1.—Spencer
v. South Carolina Tax Com’n, 316 S.E.2d 386, 281
S.C. 492, certiorari granted 105 S.Ct. 242, 469 U.S.
879, 83 L.Ed.2d 181, affirmed 105 S.Ct. 1859, 471
U.S. 82, 85 L.Ed.2d 62, rehearing denied 105 S.Ct.
2349, 471 US. 1112, 85 L.Ed.2d 865.—Const Law
207(1).

S.C. 1975. Terms “citizen” and “resident,” as
used in constitutional provision that no person shall
be eligible to office of governor who has not been a
citizen and resident of South Carolina for five years
next preceding day of election, are not synonymous,
and constitutional provision requires as condition of
eligibility that one must have been both a citizen
and resident for required time. Const. art. 4,
§ 2—Ravenel v. Dekle, 218 S.E.2d 521, 265 S.C.
364.—States 41.

Tenn. 1999. Convicted felon was “citizen” for
purposes of Public Records Act, which by its terms
was available for use by “citizens,” and thus felon
had standing to utilize Act’s provisions. T.C.A.
§8 10-7-503 to 10-7-505.—Goodwin v. Henderson-
ville Police Dept., 5 S.W.3d 633, rehearing de-
nied.—Records 52.

Tex. App~Austin 1995. Self-insured city could
not invoke due process and takings provisions of
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Texas Constitution’s bill of rights to invalidate pro-
visions of Workers” Compensation Act as it was not
“citizen” or “person” within meaning of bill of
rights. Vernon’s Ann.Texas Const. Art. 1, §§ 13,
17, 19; V.T.C.A,, Labor Code § 410.021 et seq.—
Texas Workers’ Compensation Com’n v. City of
Bridge City, 900 S.W.2d 411, rehearing overruled,
and writ denied.—Const Law 252; Em Dom 284.

Tex. App.—Austin 1995. Risk pool through which
municipalities self-insured could not invoke due
process and takings provisions of Texas Constitu-
tion’s bill of rights to invalidate provisions of Work-
ers’ Compensation Act as it was not “citizen” or
“person” within meaning of bill of rights; risk pool
was formed pursuant to statute authorizing two or
more political subdivisions to establish joint insur-
ance fund, and legislature could alter or repeal that
statute at any time. Vernon’s Ann.Texas Const.
Art. 1, 8§ 13, 17, 19; V.T.C A, Labor Code
§§ 410.021 et seq., 504.016.—Texas Workers’ Com-
pensation Com’n v. City of Bridge City, 900 S.W.2d
411, rehearing overruled, and writ denied.—Const
Law 252; Em Dom 284.

Tex.App—Austin 1994, Terms “citizen” and
“resident” are essentially interchangeable for pur-
poses of analysis under privileges and immunities
clause. U.S.C.A. Const. Art. IV, § 2, cl. .—Nunez
v. Autry, 884 S.W.2d 199.—Const Law 207(1).

Tex.Ct.App. 1890. Within Vernon’s Ann.Civ.St.
art. 2133, providing that no person shall be quali-
fied to serve as a juror unless he is a citizen of the
state and of the county in which he is to serve, the
term “citizen” should be construed to include one
who has declared his intention to become a citizen
in due form and possesses the other conditions of
age and residence within the state and voting dis-
trict for the appropriate length of time, becoming
thereby a qualified elector. A citizen is a person,
native or civilized, who has the privilege of voting
for public officers and who is qualified to fill offices
in the gift of the people; one who, under the
Constitution and laws of the United States, has a
right to vote for Representatives in Congress and
for public officers, and who is qualified to fill
offices in the gift of the people.—Abrigo v. State,
15 S.W. 408, 29 Tex.App. 143.

Tex.Civ.App.—Fort Worth 1945. The words “in-
habitant”, “citizen”, and “resident”, within statute
requiring that divorce petitioner be an inhabitant of
state for 12 months and a resident of county of
venue for 6 months, mean substantially the same
thing. Vernon’s Ann.Civ.St. art. 4631.—Wilson v.
Wilson, 189 S.W.2d 212.—Divorce 62(2).

Tex.Civ.App.—Fort Worth 1940. Under statute
providing that no suit for divorce shall be main-
tained unless the petitioner shall be an actual bona
fide inhabitant of the state for a period of twelve
months and shall have resided in the county where
the suit is filed for six months next preceding the
filing of the petition, allegation that petitioner was
a resident “citizen” of named county and actually
resided within the county and state for more than
one year next preceding the filing of the petition
was sufficient notwithstanding that it did not literal-
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ly follow the verbiage of statute, since a “citizen” is
an inhabitant and is so universally defined. Rev.St.
1925, art. 4631.—Kent v. Kent, 143 S.W.2d 159.—
Divorce 91.

Tex.Civ.App.—~Austin 1938. “Citizen”, as used in
constitutional provision guaranteeing to “citizens”
of each state the same privileges and immunities as
citizens of other states, applies only to “natural
persons” and members of the body politic owing
allegiance to the state, and not to “artificial per-
sons” created by the Legislature. U.S.C.A.Const.
art. 4, § 2.—San Jacinto Nat. Bank v. Sheppard, 125
S.W.2d 715.—Const Law 207(1).

Tex.Civ.App—Austin 1918. A motion to dismiss
an appeal because appellants are alien enemies,
residents of Hungary, will be overruled, where it
does not appear that they are aliens or citizens of
Austria-Hungary, an enemy country, although resi-
dents thereof, “residence” not being synonymous
with “citizenship,” which is a status or condition
and is the result of both act and intent, a “citizen”
being one who, as a member of a nation or body
politic of the sovereign state, owes allegience to and
may claim reciprocal protection from its govern-
ment.—Ozbolt v. Lumbermen’s Indemnity Ex-
change, 204 S.W. 252.

Tex.Civ.App.—Dallas 1951. The words “inhabit-
ant,” “resident,” and “citizen,” as used in statute
pertaining to divorce, have substantially the same
meaning.—Hogue v. Hogue, 242 S.W.2d 673.—Di-
vorce 62(1).

Tex.Civ.App—Amarillo 1943. The words “in-
habitant”, “resident”, and “citizen” in statute re-
quiring that divorce petitioner be inhabitant of state
for twelve months and resident of county of venue
for six months, but providing that citizen absent
from state for over six months in military service
may sue for divorce in state and county wherein he
formerly resided, import actual residence, some-
thing more or less permanent, and place where
person has his home, to which, when absent, he
intends to return. Vernon’s Ann.Civ.St. art.
4631.—Struble v. Struble, 177 S.W.2d 279.—Di-
vorce 62(2).

Tex.Civ.App.—El Paso 1941. A permit authoriz-
ing a foreign corporation to do business in the state
does not constitute such corporation a “citizen”,
since it cannot be both a foreign corporation and a
citizen at the same time. Vernon’s Ann.Civ.St.
arts. 1320, subd. 2, and 1532—H. Rouw Co. v.
Railway Exp. Agency, 154 S.W.2d 143, writ re-
fused.—Corp 634.

Tex.Civ.App.—El Paso 1929. To be an “inhabit-
ant,” within divorce statute, there must be a domi-
cile or home acquired, and it must have stamp of
permanency upon it, and words “inhabitant,” resi-
dent,” and “citizen,” as used in statute, have sub-
stantially same meaning—Dodd v. Dodd, 15
S.W.2d 686. ‘

Tex.Civ.App.—Beaumont 1916. A joint-stock as-
sociation cannot be a “citizen” within the meaning
of the statutes regulating jurisdiction of the federal
courts.—Village Mills Co. v. Houston Oil Co. of

13
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Texas, 186 S.W. 785, writ granted, reversed 241
S.W. 122.—Courts 315.

Tex.Civ.App. 1909. As a man is a “citizen” of
the country to which his father owes allegiance, it
was incumbent on one alleging in an election con-
test that a voter was not a citizen of the United
States to show that such voter’s father was not a
citizen thereof during his son’s minority.—Savage v.
Umphries, 118 S.W. 893.—Elections 291.

Tex.Civ.App. 1902. A “citizen” is “a member of
a nation or sovereign state, especially of a republic;
one who owes allegiance to a government and is
entitled to protection from it.” Standard Dict.
There is nothing under the act regulating the re-
moval of suits to the federal courts to indicate that
the words “state” and ‘“‘citizen,” when used therein,
were intended to have other than their ordinary
signification; and, as they are in no wise synony-
mous terms, the logical conclusion is that the term
“citizens” has reference to the various persons who
compose the members and citizenship of the several
states, and not to the states themselves.—QO’Connor
v. State, 71 S.W. 409, reversed 73 S.W. 1041, 96
Tex. 484, rehearing overruled 74 S.W. 899, 96 Tex.
492, affirmed O’Conor v. State of Texas, 26 S.Ct.
726, 202 U.S. 501, 50 L.Ed. 1120.

Tex.Civ.App. 1899. The word “citizen” as used
in the statute providing that a given number of
“citizens” and freeholders may apply for an election
to change the county seat, applies only to voters.—
Scarborough v. Eubank, 52 S.W. 569, reversed 54
S.W. 649.—Counties 34(2).

Va. 1945. The fact that a state is a party plain-
tiff does not prevent the case from being removable
to proper federal courts, but when a state is a party
plaintiff no question of diversity of citizenship ex-
ists, for a state, in the nature of things, cannot be a
“citizen” of any state.—Ritholz v. Com., 35 S.E.2d
210, 184 Va. 339.—Rem of C 23, 41.

W.Va. 1922, In divorce statutes we think the
terms resident or residence are equivalent in mean-
ing to that of “citizen” or domicile.—Vachikinas v.
Vachikinas, 112 S.E. 316, 91 W.Va, 181.

Wis. 1929. Corporations are not “citizens” with-
in US.C.A.Const. Amend. 14, § 1, prohibiting
states from making laws abridging privileges or
immunities of “citizens” of the United States; the
term “citizen” within such amendment contemplat-
ing natural born citizens or naturalized citizens.—
State v. Dammann, 224 N.W. 139, 198 Wis. 265.

Wis. 1911. St.1898, § 1770b, requiring foreign
corporations to file articles with the Secretary of
State before doing business in the state, and that
every contract relating to property within the state
shall be void unless such provisions are complied
with, is constitutional, as such corporation is not a
“citizen” of any state within U.S.C.A.Const. art. 4,
§ 2, and hence has no right to exercise its franchise
in another state than that of its creation except on
such terms as each state may impose.—Indepen-
dent Tug Line v. Lake Superior Lumber & Box Co.,
131 N.W. 408, 146 Wis. 121.

CITIZEN INFORMANT

CITIZEN AND RESIDENT OF THIS STATE

N.J.Tax 1983. Phrase “citizen and resident of
this state” as used in statute granting exemption
from real estate taxation to widow of any “citizen
and resident of this State” who died in active
service in time of war in any branch of the Armed
Forces of the United States refers to person domi-
ciled in New Jersey. N.J.S.A. 54:4-3.30, subd. c.—
Roxbury Tp. v. Heydt, 6 N.J.Tax 73.—Tax 219.

CITIZEN INFORMANT

Alaska App. 1993. Informant who had given po-
lice detailed account of shooting, who admitted that
he had been in the automobile from which shots
were fired and had personally witnessed the shoot-
ing, who denied being criminally involved, who
volunteered to wear monitoring device and engage
suspects in conversations about the shooting, who
had voluntarily told his employer about having wit-
nessed the shooting before he went to the police
and who sought no concession from the govern-
ment, was a “citizen informant” for purposes of
determining trustworthiness of information which
he supplied to officers who sought warrant autho-
rizing the monitoring.—Gustafson v. State, 854 P.2d
751, dismissal of post-conviction relief affirmed
US. v. Gustafson, 17 Fed.Appx. 602.—Tel 515.

Cal.App. 1 Dist. 1975. A “citizen-informant” is
a citizen who purports to be the victim or to have
been the witness of a crime and who is motivated
by good citizenship and acts openly in aid of law
enforcement officers in giving them information
upon which request for search warrant is based; it
is reasonable for police officers to act upon reports
of such observers of criminal activity.—People v.
Schulle, 124 Cal.Rptr. 585, 51 Cal.App.3d 809.—
Searches 119.

Cal. App. 2 Dist. 1978. Person who stated his
name and address at time he called police and said
that he suspected a burglary was taking place across
the street from his residence and who acted openly
in aid of officer when he arrived at the scene was a
“citizen informant” and therefore presumptively re-
liable—People v. Galosco, 149 Cal.Rptr. 407, 85
Cal.App.3d 456.—Arrest 63.4(8).

Fla. 2001. Caller who identified herself to po-
lice as suspect’s mother qualified as “citizen infor-
mant,” rather than mere “anonymous informant,”
and thus, Terry stop and frisk based on information
provided by caller was justified, even though police
did not confirm caller’s identity until after suspect
was in custody; caller told police that she was
suspect’s mother, thereby demonstrating basis of
her knowledge and veracity, fact that she disclosed
her address made her identity easily ascertainable,
and there was no indication that caller was motivat-
ed by any reason other than concern for safety of
her son and others. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 4.—
State v. Maynard, 783 So.2d 226.—Arrest 63.5(5).

Fla.App. 3 Dist. 1987. Where it is shown by affi-
davit for search warrant that person came into
possession of information concerning existence of
drugs on premises through innocent observation,
that person can be considered a “citizen-informant”
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