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LEGISLATIVE DEP.VRTMENT.

2. We, the undersigned, Members of the Select Comniitteeto ^hich the Bill to define and
limit the powers of certain Courts in punishing

1. Paper No. I. contempts of courts was referred, have considered
3* No! III. papers noted in the margin, and
4  Paper Ko IV. have now the honour to submit this our Report,
6. Paper No. V. with the Bill as amended by us aimexed thereto.

2. We have re-drafted the Bill omitting or restricting the provisions of the Bill as intro
duced as indicated below:—

(а) The definition of contempt of court ”  has been omitted. We ore of opinion that
the case-law on the subject will form an adequate guide.

(б) The provisions regulating the taking cognisance of offences under the Act and the
procedure and powers of Courts in re.spect thereto have been omitted; the pro
cedure at present followed bv High Courts in respect of such offences is adequate, 
and we have provided that High Courts, in respect of offences conunitted against 
subordinate Courts and Chief Courts, should follow the same procedure.

(c) Courts of Judicial Commissioners have been excluded as we are not of opinion that 
such Courts should have power to punish contempt.

(i) the provisions empowering Chief Courts to punish contempt has been limited to con
tempts of themselves.

(e) Simple imprisoimient has been prescribed.
(/) The amount of fine has been limited to two thousand rupeM.

The decisions referred to in clauses (c), (<f) and (/) supra were not unanimous decisions.
9. We have further provided that a High Court will have no jurisdiction in respect of a con

tempt committed against a subordinate Court when such contempt is an ofience punishable 
under the ordinary law; and in the proviso added to clause 3 we have, in accordance with the 
qpini(m of the majority, recognised the existing practice in such cases of accepting apologies.

i . The Bin published as follows:—
In English '

OazttU. Date. *
Oasetto o f India . . . . . . .  . 14thFebrnai7,1B2S.
ItrtS a fa ifeG eo iig sG a iB tto ....................................................Sid I fa td i, 1025. ‘
B om baj G orsnuM nt G a s e t l e ......................................... 9tlt A pril, 1925.
Oiloatka G a ie it a ........................................................................ 12th March, 1925.
Poq|ab G om n m eot G a sette .................................................... 13th liareh , 1925.
C baln l PtorineM  Q a x e i i * ....................................................21st T eln w ay, 1925.
AMkin Gazeti* • • 25th F elim aiy, 1925.
Oootg D isttlot Gasette ..............................................................2nd llaxch, 1925.
N .W .-F .F iO T in e e G M rtte .................................................... 6th M uch . 1925.

In the Venuiadttn.
Pnvbue.

U adn s

B om baj

Po }̂ah
Oootg

MnOLD

Lttmgmagt. Date.
'Tam il . . . S lrtH aK h.1925.

Tehiga . . . 2ithM areh,1926.

. HindoBtani « . 31st Mareh. 1925.

Kaaaieae . . 81st March, 1925.

^HakTalaa . . 24th Uaioh, 1925.

rM aiathi . . ^  May. 1925.

Gnjaiathi . . 28thM ay.l92S.

. 21st May. 1925.

Urdu . • .  15thM ay.l925.

. 1st May. 1925.
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6. We think that the Bill has not been so altered as to require *re-publication, and we 

recommend that it be passed as now amended. ‘

A. P, MUDDIMAN *

H. TONKINSON •

' L. GRAHAM *

P. S. SIVASWAMY AIYER *

GULAM BARI •

HENRY *J. STANYON*

T. RANGACHARUR.

A. RANGASWAMI IYENGAR *

K. C. NEOGY.

N. M. DTJMASIA *

H. B. GOUR.*

S. C. GHOSE. ■ .

N. C. KELKAR *

MOTILAL NEHRU.♦
1

W. M. HDSSANALLY *

The 16tk September, 1925.

*Sabjcct to minotes of diawbt.



inNUTES OF DISSENT.

1 am prepared to accept the view adopted by the Select Committee that the powers ot 
punishment for criminal contempts of themselves and of Courts subordinate to themselves 
should not be extended to Courts of a lower status than Chief Courts. I do not, however, agree 
that Chief Courts should not have power to punish for criminal contempts of courts subordi^te 
to themselves. Like the High Courts of Judicature established b j Letters Patent thej have 
superintendence over the Courts subject to their appellate jurisdiction; the Judges are required 
to possess qualifications similar to those of the Judges of High Courts; and the permanent 
Judges are appointed by the Governor General in Councils In my opinion these Courts require 
the same powers in this respect as the High Courts, and they can be safely entrusted with them.

I am also not prepared to accept the limitation of maximum fine to rupees two thousand 
only. In India in the past the High Courts have imposed higher fines, and tlie restriction oi 
the to this amount will only compel-the Courts to inflict sentences of impzisoBment in
cases in which they would otherwise have regarded a sentence of a fine exceeding nq>ee8 two 
thousand as adequate. The power to fine should be unrestricted.

‘ A. Pv MUDDIMANv

L. GRAHAM.

H. TOKKINSOK.

1. I do not approve of the amendment restricting the power of a Chief Court to cases 
where the contempt relates to the Chief Court itself. Contempts of courts subordinate to 
a Chief Court are just as likely to occur as contempts of courts subordinate to a High Court, 
and it is therefore necessary that the Chief Court should have and exercise the same powers 
as the High Court, for the purpose of protecting the administration of justice agunst inter
ference.

2. I am unable to appreciate the logic of allowing a Chief Court to take cognizance, of, 
and punish, contempts of its own authority where it may be supposed the CSiief Court may 
have a bias against the person in contempt and refusing to aUow it to take notice of contempts 
conunitted before a Sulwrdinate Court where the C ^ f  Court is not likdy to have any bias 
at alL

8. As it has now been provided that the Bill should not apply in cases where provimn 
already exists in the Penal Code and in which the Subordinate Courts are themselves com
petent to take action under the existing law, there is no fear of the new jurisdiction being 
invoked in cases already punishable under the Penal Code. ,

4. The apprehension in the minds of the majori^ of the committee that the ofiBcezs 
preuding over the Subordinate Courts may have an ovnweening sense of thor own personal 
digiuty and exercise the new powers oppressively for the purpose of pnaiAing legitimate 
outside criticism of th ^  judgments seems to be unwarrant^; for such criticism, where it 
cxceed^ the limits allowed by law, is punishable under the defamation sections of the P e ^  
Code.

5. The main class of cases wh^re protsction is required consists of those in wliich an 
a tte m p t is mad3 t3 intsrfere with the administration of justice by comments on m attos 
which are n A ju iiu  and attempts to create prejudiceagunst one of the parties. It cannot ba

ihat thsre is U3 protection in such cases and that there is need for suc^ protection. 
None of the opponents of the original clause in the Bill has been Able to .point out .what 

. remedy there is under the e ^ in j  law. It is forgotten that the protection is xeally required 
not in the interests of the Courts but in the interests of the administration of justice and of 
parties. .

6. The argument that the presiding officers of Chief Courts have not the same legal
l.aming or knowledge of the traditions by which the High Courts are guided is n ^ e r  sound 
nor entitled to weight, when regard is had to the actual personnel of the Chief Courts and the 
nomerously manned K gh Couits, and also the fact that the Chief Courts arc administering many 
branches of law, which have not been codified or reduced to writing.

7. The powers of punishment now possessed by the High Courts to deal with contempts 
are unlimited. While l  am  prepared to welcome the reduction of the penalty of imprison* 
xnent in charact^ and amount, the reduction of the amount of fina to be imposed i«, in mj 
ojunion, a .mistake as it will be utterly inadequate for the punishment of serious cases or for 
the determent of the ofienoe.

H270LD
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8. I cannot lielp feeling that tlie difference of opinion in the Select Committee is due to 

the fart that while the minority are thinking of cases of interference with the administration 
of justice by unfair comments on matters which are stAjudice, a class of cases for which there 
is no remedy now, the majority are thinking of action by the Courts in cases of insult in the 
presence of the court or defamatory attacks outside the Court of the presiding officers, a class 
of cases for which a Remedy is already available under the existing law.

P. S. SIVASWAMY AITEB,

13lh September 1925. *

Ssction 2, clause 3 of the Contempt of Courts Bill as re-drafted after the deliberations of 
the Select Committee faib to interpret properly the views depressed and agreed upon by the 
members thereof. In this redraft the clause runs thns :— •

*' No High Court shall take cognizance of a contempt alleged to have been com
mitted in req>ect of a Court subordinate to it, tohen such offence is an offence 
punUhabU under the Indian Penal Code.**

•

I really take objection to the italidsed phrase. Sections of the Indian Penal Code whidi 
deal with contempts of courts are 175 to 190. A perusal of all these sections diows that there 
can be many cases showing contempt of [courts which do not fall under these sections. The 
Select Committee agreed, on my suggestion, to ezdade from the jurisdiction of EQgh CourtB 
all eases of oontenqpts before subordinate Courts in . whidi the Courts concerned oonld 
themselves take' action and defend themselves. The redraft of this danse is not, thus, 
according to the unanimous recommendation of the Select Committee.

Thexefoie the words ** where such ofEence is an offence punishable under the Indian Penal 
Code should be left out and the phrase “  where the Court concerned can take action and 
defend iteelfimderthe ordinary law ** should be inserted in their place.

I would not "linH if any of the words recommended by me be chang%d in order to make 
the pluase convqr a clearer idea of the recommendations of the S d ^  Committee on this 
point. i V i ^

. • GULAMBABL

14ik September 1925,
P . iS.—This note of mine may be taken as a notice of amendment as well, as suggested 

above.
GULAMBABL

14A September 1925.

I  r e ^ t  that I aoi noable to agree with the majority of my Honourable coUeagues on |tiie 
Select Committee in reapect of four of the aaxendments of the original Bill made by tiiem, 
vix.— ■ ■

(1) the dental of power to a Chief Court to deal with contempts against Courts sob*
r ordinate thereto; .

(2) the wit!iho!dlag of all powers under the proposed enactment from the Courts of the
Judicial Co JXJiiiiioaers of tue Central Provinces and Sind;

(S) the ezolaiioa fron tae sunjaary jurisdiction of High Courts of contempt against 
. laoordLiate Coofts woica ajaouat to offences under tne Indian Penal Code: and

(4) the limitanon of a fine under the proposed enactment to Hs. 2,000.
I will comment on each of these four points in the order given.

(1) lasnanaM eto see aiy reaKii way Cjurt) subordioate to a promcia'. Cbief Crart 
should be deated tae protection to oe gives by t ie enactjient to Courts subordinate to a 
provincial High Court. Way should a newipape;, say, in Lucknow be immune and a news
paper, say, in Allaoabad oe cri.ninalty reipo.isible for co.iiment3 on a case jtidice, which 
co.nments, though not amounting to an offence punishable under the Indian Pe:ial Code, are 
intended to prejudice tae tria* in a subordinate Court and therefore constitute a serious 
interference with the adminijtration of justice ?

(2) FtMTb of the Courti excluded is a Hijh Court within the meaning of that term under 
the Qeoeral C.au)es Act, is a Court of the last rcjort in the p ovince to woich it 
belongs, and ha» all the p>we.-4 of a Caartered Hijh Court over the lives and iiberUei of the



J)eopliB and thfe property subject to it5 jurisdiction. The Central Provinces constitute a majof 
province, under adaiinistration by a Governor with Ministers and a Legislative Council. Life, 
iberty and the due administration of justice are as important there and in Sind a? in Benga’ , 
Bombay or Madras. Is it proper or just that the Courts in the Central Provinces and Sird 
should have no power to deal with contempts which interfere with or obstruct the admi* 
lustration of justice, sUch as improper comments on cases subjudicei Such contempts 
demand prompt and final treatment by summary procedure. The lengthy process of trial, 
appeal and revision undet the ordinary procedure cannot be as efiectaaL 13ie proposed exclu
sion seems to indicate a suspicion of the integrity of the Courts excluded, which, in respect 
of the Central Provinces 1 know, and in respect of Sind I beUeve, to be wholly unfounded and 
unjustifiable. The Court of Oudh, as at present constituted, would be excluded by the Bill as 
ameuded, but, either before or shortly after the Bill becomes law, that Conrt will be trans
formed into a Chief Court. Most of the Judges will be those who ate or have been Judicial 
Commissioneii} of Oudh. The result will be that under the Bill, as amended, the conferment 
of power under clause (2),-if enacted, will depend upon the name and nominal status of the 
Court irrespective of any change in the personnel or jurisdiction. If the Legislature is pleased 
to pass the Bill as amended by the Select Committee, I hope the Government' will eliminate, 
what is, in my humble opinion, an inconsistent and unjust exclusion of the Central Provinces 
and Sind Courts by a converdion of those tribunals into Chief Courts at the earliest opportu
nity. In the Central Provinces such a change was promised many yeaca ago.

(3) It seems to me that the exclusion of contempts against subordinate Courts, which 
anaount to offences under the Indian Penal Code and can be dealt with by such Courts under. 
Chapter XXXV of the Criminal Procedure Code, is shortsighted and unwise. I quite agree 
that when a subordinate Court elects t 7 proceed under that Chapter the. High Court should 
.not ta!ce action uader the eaactmeit proposed by the present BilL But there may be cases 
tof contempt, so seri3U i in themselves, or so aggravated by repetition after and in disregard of 
several previdus convictions under section 480 of the Criminal Procedure Code or section 228 
of the Indian Penal C)de, as to require that the subordinate Conrt concerned should be able 
to invoke the assistance of its High Court. In submitting this view I a»minw that the High 
Court will b e  in a position to inflict a punishment m^re severe than can b e  obtained by the 
use of Chapter XXXV of the Criminal Procedure Code.

(4) It seems to me, with due respect for my colleagnes, that the limiting of the
awai^ble fine to Rs. 2,000 is little short of an insult to the High Courts. It must Im remem
bered that every Chartered High Court has had power, since the date of its establishment^ to 
punish snmmaiily for contempt by imprisonment and fine without limit of any kind. In no 
case in the history of any sucu ]^ h  Court has the exeftise of this unlimited power been 
criticised as indiKreet. Similarly, there been no single instance of public di^tis& ction 
with use I7  any non-Gharterod High Court of the summary powers conferred by the 
Code of Criminal Procedure. Such records deserve a higher degree ^  trnst than is indicated 
byolanse (3) of this Bill as amended by the Select Commitfcee. There may be nothing 
objectionable in fixing a form and extent of imprisonment b^ond which no High Court 
would desire to go in summaiy poceedings for contempt. Bnt̂  in the face of the antece
dents above mentioned, there seems to be no ground for pladng any limit on the amount of 
fine. Apart from the want of confidence in the discretion of ^ e  Gourts suggested by
the proposed limit, there is the further reason against it that cases may occur in which a fine 
of Rs. 2,000 may 1m wholly inadequate, and in wh.ch it may neverthdess be highly undear
able to inflict ft substantive sentence of imprisonment. For example a leading and affluent 
newspaper may serionsly prejudice the trial and decision of a poiding case by premature 
comment. A fine of Bs. 2,000 may be quite insufficient, but it may be wrong to send the 
editor to jail for what may he primarily the offence of some correspondent. Yet, under the 
limitationB proposed in the Bill, a High Court would have no alternative between ordering a 
fine which would bs a mere pin-prick to an affluent journal and amount to a fa lure of 
justice, and a consignment to jail of a gentleman of standing and repute for want of power 
to inflict the more substiaitial fine that the facts of the case demanded. *

I am in favour of the provisbn for remission of punishment on apology; but it seems 
to me that the scope of the provision should be more clearly defined than it is in the Bill as 
amendfd by the Select Committee. It app^rs to be expedient to make it dear that every 
such remission should be limited to the period during which the Court concern^ is seized of 
the case. A sentence may have been pronounced, whether of fine or of imprisonmsnt, and a 
fine may have been paid into Court, and yet the convict m ^  be still in the presence of the 
Oourt. If an apology is then tendered the Court should be'^ble to cancel its order of fine or 
imprisonment and, if necessary, to refund the money still in its hands pa^ to satisfy the fine. 
But oncff the sentence has been carried into execution, either by the incarceration of the 
accused in prison ’-i.e ., after he has been delivered over by the Cburt ts th) Jail authority
__  ̂or by deposit of the fine on delivery by the Court thereof to the Treasury or Bank pre-
cribed by law, thoi any remission by the Court would seem to be an encroachment on the



pfeiogative of the Crown. It should also be mads clear that where a Court r̂enitts a punish* 
luent on apology it may do so wholly or partially at its discretion. For example to a contrita 
accused a sentenca of imprisonment might be remitted but not the add^il fine, or a fin) 
might be substituted for imprisonment, or the amount of a fine reduced. : .

H. J. STANYON.
l^h Septemher 1925.

■ « .  i

1 think that the cUuse which limits the present powers of the Sigh Courts as regards 
punishment should be deleted . Those powers have never been abused b^ the award of dis
proportionate sentence and it is, therefore, not desirable to curtail the powers of the High 
Court, which act as a deterrent.

NAOBOJIM. DUMASIA,

SiiiLA ;
12th September 1925.

In signing the report of the Select Committee I wish to make the following conlnient .(.
The Bin emerges from the Select Committee greatly improved, but I still doubt wh- thcr it 

win serve the puxpoje for which it has been introduced. The original BiU oonta’ned a definition 
of ** contempt of oooit The Select Committee have dJetud it from their draft. It is . 
saidthatthe.Guelaw.onihesubiect win form an adequate guide. But in order to a&rd 
snoh guide, the Oourts win have to roam over a vast mass of ̂ case law and thus add to the 
uncertainty of the meaning of * contempt of court ’ which it is for the public to in
order that thej may know what to avoid and how to avoid it, and for the Judges to admiois- 
ter w it ^  the limits of the law. * *

As to tlm I  beg to dte the foUowing weighty opmion of Hr. Arthur E. Hughes publidied 
in 16 Quarterij Law Beview (1900), pages 2^-300. He sa ^  "Another danger is due to the 
fikct that o w ^  to the vague nature of the ofEence the decisions of the Judges an to the law of 
contempt loxm precedents whidi are not merely declaratory but cr^tive of the law; and every 
e^qiansion of this peculiar jurisdiction diminishes the area within which public opinion can 
operate and control iL" I fear that without a definition, the Courts .niay at times violate 
the pnm ^le laid down by the lato Lord Justice Bowen who said, “  The object of the disdp- 
line by the Court in casM of contempt of court is not to vindicate the dignitj of the
Court or the pezaon of the Judge but to prevent undue interference with the admuustxatwn of 
justice*'. {Hdmore V. Smith 35 Ch. D. 449). The d^nition of * contempt of court * has been 
now aanowed down to tlus, that it is an offence of scandalizing the Court in i^  conduct of a 
pending a m  when it tends to materlaUy prejudice its triaL In view of the hopeless ' 
fonflirti of cases quoted by Mr. Hughes in the article under reference, I  doubt j 
whether the omismn of ^ e  definition of 'contempt' of court* can be justified. Any | 
libel i^ n  the Judge does not amount to contempt of court. It was so held by I 
the Privy ( Obuncil in the DaUy Argus case cited in 16 Quarte^ La\o Review  ̂ p a ^  298-299 ’ 
(see 1899 A.' C.-549j in which the Privy Coancil says, *' Committals for contempt of court by > 

the Court have become obsolete in this country” .
" ■ i  siin t̂ wnk with the (Calcutta High Court (41-C. p. 173; referred to in 45 C. 170) that  ̂

even" Pieaden^ High Courts do not possess juri^ction to panish for contempt ol court | 
before suterdinate Courts. I have already pointed out in my speech on the i 

motion to circulate the BiU printed on pp. 1110 to 1115 that the decisions of the Madras and ; 
B om bay  High 0>nzts do not settle the point. In the ca ê of the Madm High Cmirt the < 
jurisdiction was conceded and the case was only argued by the Counsel as an amieue euria.
In the Bombay case Mr. Justice Shaw differed from the Chi^ Justice. In both the cases no 
punishnient was awarded against which there could have been an app^l to the Privy Council, i 
I am fortified in my view by the passage I have cited from Sir James Stephen who is of opinion 
that the jurisdiction to p jnish for contempt of subordinate courts was limited onty to the • 
King's Court. Lord Halsbury says that the origin of this jurisdiction in the Common Law 
Oourt is obscure. Before the Indian Legislature stereoty^ this power it must be sure that 
tiw power was possessed by the High Court or that it is expedient to confer upon the High . 
Courts this new power, if found necessary. I have not been able to previul upon myself that ■ 
any immediate necessity has arisen for this legislation. The pawer of summary conviction j 
now onferred by the Bi.l was condemned by Sir Rejioa'.d Craddock who stated as foUows : — |

“ M o r e o v e r ,  e v e n  Judgis are human, and it is well to guard against the possibility, ,

I wiU say the remote possibility, that the outraged feeling of the Judge might 
lead to a somewhat hasty or severe treatm<snt of c3utempt of judicial 
authority. Tlie BiU therefore contemplates that offences of this kind should be 
oidinaxy offences.”



• I do not know why the Government of Ind’a have altered their view from what they 
undoubtedly held in 1914. 1 thould have thought that they would revive the old Bill ly  the 
addition of two tectionfi, 288A and 288B to the Indian Penal Code to deal with caees now 
dealt with under this BiU.

In the case of Chief Courts certainly, and possibly even in the case of the High Courts 
other than the Presidency High Couitp, the power of tummaiy puniihDient conferred by the 
Bill is new. In the cafe of juch High Couits and in the cafe cf the Chief Couits there is 
not always a provision for the hcar’ng of juch ca»es by Btnches aid no piovifion i& made 
in the Bill that tuch cases flail only le  heard hy a Bench of Judges. If the Lcgitlattre con
fers upon all the Court.s named the iummaiy power of punithment I would give the aceniied 
the r i^ t of appeal or provide that such punishment EhaU be awarded by a Bench of Judges.

On the whole, after giving my most anxious consideration to the Bill, I f< el that it should 
ncjt be proceeded with, and if proceeded with, the term “  contempt of court ”  fhould 
certainly be defined and limited to interference with the administrat'on of justice excluding 
therefrom any libd on the Judge himself. This is the trend of aO the recent English cases. 
Without Euch definition the Courts in India are liable to go astray. The Courts in England 
have gone astray in the past and there are reported ca?es which show that they are apt to go 
astray even now.
Dated, 15th September, 1925. H. S. GOUR.

Clause 2.—The whole law of contempt of court bo far as H is not covered by the ordinary 
criminal law is bated on a legal fiction applicable spedally to certain Ccmrts in England and 
should not in our opinion be extended beyond the limits of that fiction. In India oaly thofe 
High Courts which have been held by the Privy Council to have inKerited from the Supreme 
Courts the special power to deal with such contempts should continue to exercise that power 
in re3pect of contempt of themselves and of Court) subordinate to them. The only Courts 
answering to that description are the Presidency High Courts. There is no justification 
for investing any other High Courts much leas the Chief Courts which are not even established 
by Letters Patent with this special jurisdiction. We would therefore insert the word “  Presi
dency *' between the words ** the ”  and “ High Courts ** in rab-dause (1) a id  would 
omit Eub-clause (2) altogether.

The new proviso added to clause (S) by the Select Committee should leave it open to 
the Court to accept the apology of the accused either before or after cosviction aod sentence. 
As framed the prenriso would seem to give the Court no discretion to accept an apology until 
after the accu '^  is (»nvicted and sentenced. There is no reaioii to limit the discretion of the 
Court in this way. The proviso should therefore run m foBows:—

“ Provided that the accused may be discharged or the pnnishm«nt awarded may be 
remitted on apology being made, etc.” .

MOTILAL NEHRU.
14tA Sejten̂ her 1925, '
I agree with the above view.

N. C. k KT<y ATt,

1 entirely agree with the minute of Pandit Motilal Kehm.
A. RANGASWAMI ITEKGAR.

JAA SepLmher 1925.

In my opinion the amount of fine fixed by the majority is too smalL
W. M. HDSSAKALLY.

imOLP—00—18-9-24—GIPS



[Aa re>drafted by the Select Committee.]

A

BILL
TO

Define and limit the powers of certain Courtt in 
punishing contemptt of court*.

W h e re a s  doubts have arisen as to the powers 
of a High Court oi Judicature to punish contempts 
of subordinate Courts;

A n d  w h e r e a s  it is expedient to resolve these
doubts and to define and limit the powers exer-
ciseable by High Courts and Chief Courts in punish
ing contempts of court; It is hereby enacted as 
foUows;—

1. (7) This Act maj be called the Contempt of
Short title, extent and CourtS Act. 1925. 'commeDoemeni. ’ *
(2) It shall extend to the whole of British 

India.
(3) It shall come into force on such date as the 

Grovernor General in Council may, by notification 
in the Gazette o! India, appoint.

2. (7) Subject to the provisions of sub-section
Po««r of raperiorConrta 

to pnniah eontsmpts of o t  J u d ica tu re  estab lish ed
court. t y  Letters Patent shall
have and exercise the same jurisdiction, powers
and a u th o rity , in  a cco rd a n ce  w ith  th e  sam e p ro - .
cedu re an d  p ra ctice , in  re sp e ct o f cp n tem p ts o f
courts subordinate,to them as theŷ  have and
exercise  in  resp ect o f  con tem p ts o f  tiiem B elves.

(2) Subject to the provinons of sub-eection (3), 
a CUef Court shall have and exerdse the same 
jurisdiction, powers and auihority, in accordance 
with the same procedure and practice, in respect 
of contempt of itself as a High Court referred to 
in sub-section (7).

(J) No High Court shall take cognisance of 
a contempt alleged to have been committed in 
respect of a Court subordinate to it where sudi 
contempt is an ofience punishable under the 
Indian Penal Code. ILVofiBSO.

3. Save as otherwise expressly provided by any ^
, law for the time being

court may be punished 
with simple imprisonment for a term wUch may 
extend to six months, or with finê  which may ex
tend to two thousand rupees, or with both:

Provided that such punishment may be remitted 
on apology being made to the satisfaction of the 
Sgh Court or CUef Court, as the case may be.
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