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4.2 Mark Manes, twenty-two, met 
Eric Harris, a seventeen-year-old 
student at Columbine High School 
in Littleton, Colorado, at a gun 
show. Manes purchased a semiau-

tomatic handgun for Harris and accompanied Harris to a 
target range. After hitting a target, Harris excitedly pro-
claimed that this could have been someone’s brain. 
Several months later, Manes sold Harris one hundred 
rounds of ammunition for $25. The next day, Harris and 
Dylan Klebold entered Columbine High School and killed 
twelve students and a teacher and then took their own 

lives. Harris and Klebold left a tape recording thanking 
Manes for his help and urged that he not be arrested, 
because they would have eventually found someone 
else willing to sell them guns and ammunition.

As a prosecutor, would you charge Manes as an 
accomplice to the murders? To the suicides? What if 
Harris and Klebold arrived at the school armed with 
weapons and ammunition provided by Manes but used 
other weapons to kill? What if they left the weapons 
and ammunition provided by Manes at home? See 
Joshua Dressler, Cases and Materials on Criminal Law, 
3rd ed. (St. Paul, MN: West, 2003), p. 886.
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bill for the provision of internet access with knowledge that another in the home has previously 
used the internet to access child pornography would support accomplice liability. Giving money 
to a known drug addict where the money is thereafter used to buy drugs could support accomplice 
liability.”10

Some judges have ruled that the mens rea requirement for accomplice liability in the case of 
serious crimes is satisfied by knowledge of a principal’s criminal plans and that an accomplice 
is not required to share the principal’s criminal purpose. An example may be knowingly selling 
explosives to an individual who plans to commit an act of terrorism.11

Regardless of whether a “purposive” or “knowledge” standard is employed, an accomplice is 
subject to the natural and probable consequences doctrine. This provides that a person 
encouraging or facilitating the commission of a crime will be held liable as an accomplice for the 
crime he or she aided and abetted as well as for crimes that are the natural and probable outcome 
of the criminal conduct.

Natural and Probable Consequences Doctrine
The leading case on the natural and probable consequences doctrine is the Maine case of State v. 
Linscott.12 Joel Fuller enlisted William Linscott in a robbery scheme. The plan was for Linscott and 
Fuller to enter through the back door to prevent Norman Grenier from grabbing a shotgun that 
he kept in the bedroom. Linscott carried a hunting knife and a switchblade, and Fuller was armed 
with his shotgun. As they approached the house, they saw that the snow blocked the back door 
and revised their plan. Linscott was to break the living room picture window, whereupon Fuller 
would freeze Grenier with the shotgun while Linscott seized the cash.

Linscott broke the window with his body, and Fuller immediately fired a shot through the 
broken window, killing Grenier. Fuller entered the house through the broken window and took 
$1,300 from Grenier’s pocket. Fuller gave Linscott $500.

Linscott later was arrested. He claimed that it was not unusual for Fuller to carry a shotgun, 
although he was unaware that Fuller had a reputation for violence. He also claimed that although 
he may have been negligent, he had no intention of killing Grenier during the course of the rob-
bery. Linscott was convicted of intentionally or knowingly killing Grenier. The court found that 
he possessed the intent to commit the crime of robbery and that the murder was a reasonably fore-
seeable consequence of Linscott’s participation in the robbery. The court recognized that Linscott 
did not intend to kill Grenier and that he probably would not have participated in the robbery 
had he believed that Grenier would be killed during the course of the robbery. A small number of 
courts have rejected the natural and foreseeable consequences doctrine as unfair to an accessory 
who lacked the intent to commit the more serious offense.13


