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Mr. Speaker: I have to inform the 
members that copies of the statement 
regarding recent negotiations with
Pakistan in regard to the problem of
evacuee property, which the Minister 
of Rehabilitation has laid on the 
Table just now, are available from
the Publications counter. Members 
may, after reading the statement, 
table short notice questions in case 
they wish to have further informa
tion or clarification on any points 
arising from the statement. This is 
with reference to the observation 
which I made the other day in con
nection with Question No. 2202.

The short notice question, I may 
say, will not be rejected on the 
ground of want of urgency in this 
case and the hon. Minister has agreed 
to answer those questions. Hon. 
Members may, therefore, table ques
tions so far as this is concerned.

Shri D. C. Sharma (Hoshiarpur): 
By what time should the short notice 
question be sent by today?

Mr. Speaker: As early as possible. \ 
They can give notice of questions 
immediately, or by tomorrow at the 
most, and the hon. Minister will reply 
to them as early as he can.

CODE OF CRIMINAL PROCEDURE 
(AMENDMENT) BILl>-Contd.

Mr. Speaker: The House will proceed 
with the further consideration of the 
motion for reference to the Joint Com
mittee of the Code of Criminal Pro
cedure (Amendment) Bill, moved by 
Dr. Katju.

There is also the further considera
tion of the motion by Shri S. V. 
Ramaswamy, along with the amend
ments for circulation, etc.

Now the debate, so far as Members 
are concerned, will conclude today by 
10'45, and the hon. Minister will reply 

tomorrow.
SbKi K. R. Sharma (Meerut Distt.—

West): I had given notice of an amend
ment.

Mr. Weaker: That was <fisalIowed, I
înHiargt.a'nH.
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Mr. Depnty>Speaker; He must re
sume his seat now. He took ten 
minutes the other day; he has already 
taken fifteen minutes today. I cannot 
expand the time which we have got. 
In the last day when the House is to 
close at 10*45, I must allow no more.

Shri Nand Lai Slianiia: T ^  minutes 
more, Sir, with your indulgence.

Blr. Deimty-Speaker: Two minutes 
each will break the camel’s back. I 
have not given chance to- Mr. Ramas- 
wamy and one nr two other Members. 
I want to give them a chance parti
cularly becaime thpv are not in the 
Select Committee.
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Mr. D^ty-Speaker: Order, order. 
1  am not going to allow any more 
time. I am calling Mr. Ramaswamy. 
He will have only 15 minutes. I have 
to give a chance to the others.

Shri S. y. Ramaswamy (Salem): 
There is not one hon. Member in 
this House who is not deeply inspired 
hy the transparent sincerity of the
hon. Home Minister. We want a re
form of the judicial admdiiistratlQa in

this country; we want that perjury 
should be put down; we want that 
justice should be done speedily. His 
sincerity is really impressive. But, if
what the hon. Deputy Home Minister 
spoke yesterday is a reflection of the 
mind of the hon. Home Minister, I 
am sorry I must make a strong pro
test against certain sections of this 
amending BUL

I do not say that all the clauses in 
this Bill are bad. Some of them are 
re£dly very good and I welcome them 
heartily- For instance, the provision
under section 497 which says that if
the accused cannot be tried and com
mitted within six weeks’ time, he 
shall be released on bail. I am most 
happy about it. This rule must have 
come years ago. The way in which
ordinary prisoners are kept under 
trial is something heart-rending and 
I. am glad that at last the hon. Home 
Minister has come to the rescue of
these unfortunate people if the case 
cannot be completed within six
weeks. There are also other provi
sions, such as extension of sumB;ions 
proceedings, provision for ordering
increased maintenance and also com
pensation to the accused. These are 
all very good provisions. But, I must 
protest against certain clauses which
are going to affect the fundamental 
principles on which the criminal 
administration of this country is 
based. I am afraid, Sir, they are 
going to shake and shatter the very
fabric of criminal administration in 
this country. I shall point out to 
you certain clauses here and certain 
clauses there, that will clash with 
each other and the very object with 
which this amending Bill has been 
brought will be perfectly defeated. 
What is more is that even the police 
will not be able to prosecute the 
accused.

Mr. Depaty-Speaker: The hon.
Member may kindly refer to this Bill 
and 11 there is time, speak on other 
matters.
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Skri S. V. Ramaswamy: I am taking 
both the Bills together.

Mr. Deputy-^teaker: He may bring 
out those points which are connected. 
In any case, I am not going to allow 
more than 15 minutes.

Shri S. V. Ramaswamy: First, I
shall deal with clause 17. I must 
straightaway say that the proviso 
made in this clause goes against 
article 31 of the Constitution. Look 
at article 31, article 31 says;

“ (1) No person shall be depriv
ed of his property save by autho
rity of law.”

According to the proviso that has been 
made izi this clause, without even an 
enquiry a magistrate can attach my 
property. Supposing there is a bod- 
mash as my neighbour he can create 
trouble for me. He can induce the 
j)olice to make a report and the 
magistrate can attach my property on 
the information given by the police
•without even making an enquiry into 
the matter. The proviso made under 
this clause in section 145 is:

“Provided that if the magistrate 
considers the case one of emer
gency, he may at any time attach 
the subject of dispute, pending his 
decision under this section.”

Under what right, under what autho
rity of law can any magistrate attach 
the property of one who is entitled 
to it without even an enquiry into 
the matter? This is a most obnoxious 
measure. This will leave power in 
the hands of bad people, the
undesirable in society, and no law- 
abiding citizen can be sure of his pro
perty. This is a very dangerous 
provision. The proviso to sub-clause 
<3) under this section 145, must also 
be deleted because it is definitely an 
infringement of article 31.

Now, Sir, I come to certain pro
visions on which much stress has 
"been laid, namely, the clauses dealing 
with sections 161, 162, 163, 164 and 
173 of Act V of 1898. I am afraid 
aU these provisions have been granted

by persons who do not know the 
trials and tribulations of persons who
conduct the cases in a trial court. It 
is a most intricate affair; it is a very
diflBcult affair; it is an hourly and 
minutely struggle with the police and 
the prosecution. It is not a question 
of helping the accused merely to get 
an acquittal, but it is a question of
saving the liberty of an individual. 
To assume that every person who is 
placed in the dock is a guilty person 
is something very obnoxious. No 
person is guilty unless his guilt is 
proved. This is fundamental. This 
is the foundation of our criminal 
jurisprudence. Simply because he is
placed in the dock, to assume that he
is guilty is an atrocious thing. I 
should, say, therefore, that these pro
visions are not welcome. These, I 
must say will cut at the very root of
the principles which ensure the 
liberty of individuals. '

Now, section 162 is said to be dele
ted. Certain provisions under section 
162 are tacked to provisions under 
section 161. Even the provisos have 
been removed. Now I will come to
section 173. How is it possible to give 
the necessary material to the accused 
after section 162 is deleted? There 
is a very salutary provision under 
sub-clause (2) of section 162 and that 
is sought to be taken away. Now, 
Sir, the proviso under this section 
says:

“Provided that, when any wit
ness is called for the prosecution 
in such inquiry or trial whose 
statement has been reduced into 
writing as aforesaid, the Court 
shall on the request of the accu
sed, refer to such writing and 
direct that the accused ' be fur
nished with a copy thereof, in 
order that any part of such state
ment, if duly proved, may be used
to contradict such witness in the 
manner provided by section 145 
of the Indian Evidence Act, 1872.”

If you remove this sub-clause (2)1 
you are not acting according to sectioa
145 ol the Indian Evidence Act. I am
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[Shri S. V. Ramaswamylt 
sure, Sir, that this is a very reactionary 
and retrograde provision. Somewhere 
about 6000 judicial decisions have 
been taken under this section 162 
alone, everyone of them seeking to
protect the individual against tyranny
of authority and tyranny of execu
tive. If you are going to remove this 
section 162, all those 6000 judicial 
decisions will be set at naught. This 
way. Sir, those Statements which are 
given to a policeman can be used 
to corroborate the evidence against 
the accused. If you take away this 
proviso, where is the guarantee that 
these statements will not be misused 
for corroboration? Section 157 of the 
Evidence Act is there no doubt, and 
the danger lies in the way the 161 
statements will be used as corrobo
rative evidence under section 157. 
Unless you impose a limitation in 
terms of the proviso there is a very
great danger to the liberty of an in
dividual. In this respect I must say 
that I admire the way, the frank 
manner in which my hon. friend 
Mr. Frank Anthony was attacking 
this provision yesterday. I am enti
rely in agreement with him. Now, 
along with section 157 you must also 
see section 164. The High Court of
Madras and, I believe, some of the 
other High Courts also have repeat
edly, time and again, made adverse 
comments on the use of section 164 
to pin down witnesses and make 
them commit perjury. It has been 
always a difficult task for those con
ducting defence in trial courts to get 
rid of these 164 statements. The 
accused goes before a magistrate and 
makes a statement under section 164. 
All the precautions that are supposed
to be taken are recorded as taken 
and a verbatim report of the state
ment is recorded. But, as a matter 
of fact, we practitioners who are 
practising know the magistrates, do 
not take the precautions. The jwlice- 
man sits behind and prompts the 
witness standing in the dock who is 
supposed to give statements which 
are voluntary. Such most atrocious 
things r have seen. In one case, Sir,

the accused was made to say: “Y«s»
I did commit the murder” . Later 
when he was apprised that the maa
will be hanged, he rolled down, rolled
and rolled on the floor of the court
and wept. Yet, the statement had
gone, the man was hanged.

An Hon. Member: Atrocious.
Shri S. V. Ramaswamy: Sir, this

section 164 is a curse. It should be
used as little as possible. Now, under 
clause 20 in the present Bill, it has 
been provided:

“The police officer may, in any 
cognizable case and shall, in all
cases of offences triable by the
Court of Session, require the
attendance before a Magistrate 
of all such persons whose evi
dence, in the opinion of the police
officer, will be material at the 
time of the inquiry or trial, to 
have their statements recorded 
under section 164; and such per
sons shall attend as so required.”

This is a very extraordinary clause.
The psychological effect of this will be
either of these two things; either the 
witnesses will not come forward, or
in order to save the accused there will 
be wholesale perjury; a wholesale set 
of cases under section 193 LP.C. 
Supposing there are eight eye wit
nesses who are put in the witness box: 
and examined under section 164, yoit
pin them down to their statements. 
How can one get out of that? In the
face of these statements recorded 
under section 164, how are we to save
the accused who are Innocent?

If you assume that all cases that 
are placed before the magistrate's 
courts are correct and true, I have 
no quarrel with you. But I know from
my experience and from that of others,
that not more than fifteen per cent, 
of the cases are true, and even in
these cases;....

Shri Punnoose (Alleppey): Five per
cent.

Shri S. V. Ramaswamy: That is m y
experience. .
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Sbri Dhuleiur (Jhansi Distt.—
South): No, no.

Sbri S. V. Ramaswamy: You may
say, no. But how can you question 
my experience? You may have your 
own experience. (Interruptions).

Mr. Depnty>Speaker: Does it include 
murder cases also?

Shri S. V. Ramaswamy: I may tell 
you one thing more. If there are 
more than three or four accused per
sons,' invariably, one at least is an 
absolutely innocent person, and the 
judge acquits all the accused, because 
he cannot convict the man whom he 
finds to be innocent, since the evidence 
is joint. But if he convicts the per
sons who are charged with the offence 
he must convict all and he cannot 
release that person who is innocent, 
because the evidence is joint. If he 
splits up the evidence and acquits that 
man, the matter is then taken up by 
appeal, and on this ground, the other 
accused are also acquitted. It is be
cause the investigation is not perfect 
that you are going to make whole
sale use of section 164. 1 submit that
it would mean the death-knell of all 
criminal investigation. It means that 
you are going to prevent witnesses 
from coming to depose evidence. Only 
those witnesses who will be sub
servient to the police will come for
ward to depose under section 164. No
decent or respectable man will ever 
come forward to pin himself down to 
a statement under section 164. In the 
face of this, where we take up the 
defence and when we see the innocence 
of the accused, what are we to do? 
Of course, you may say, a lawyer has 
no conscience, and all that. But there 
are people who have got their con
sciences- There are people who are 
decent, and there are very many of
them who stick to truth. I know from
my private experience that there have 
been cases where people have stuck to 
truth. Supposing the case against the 
accused is not true, they must neces
sarily resort to a wholesale turning 
down of the evidence by section 164, 
and the result will be that there will
be prosecutions under section 193

against all the witnesses, and the 
entire criminal justice administration 
in the country will be brought into
disrepute and disregard.

I now come to section 173. The in* 
formation and documents to be sup« 
plied to the accused are not complete. 
He will suffer from lack of informa
tion in respect of all the material that 
is required to be furnished from the 
case diaries. Should I finish so soon?

Mr. Depaty-Speaker: He can have
one more minute. The hon. Member 
started at 9-35 a .m . or so. It is n o w
nearing 9-50 a .m .

Shri S. V. Ramaswamy; I may be
permitted to go on tiU 10 a.m .

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: If the hon.
Member goes on dealing with other 
matters, he will have no time to deal 
with his own Bill, and it will be too. 
late to do so.

Shri S. V. Ramaswamy: I shall rush 
through.

Shri Lakshmayya (Anantapur): The
hon. Member being an experienced 
advocate, his time may be extended by- 
five more minutes. (Interruptions).

Mr. Depaty-Speaker: Order, order.
I am not going to accept anybody’s
recommendations.

Shri S. V. Ramaswamy: This is an 
important Bill, and I may request I
may be given five minutes more.

Mr. Depaty-Speaker: What I find is
this. Hon. Members are all anxious 
to make recommendations for increas
ing the time allotted for other hon. 
Members. But when the suggestion 
was made that there may be an even
ing sitting, hon. Members immediately 
rose and said, no, no. But how is the 
discussion to go on? The hon. Mem
ber says this is a very important Bill.
I agree that it is a very important Bill, 
and all sections of the House must 
have full opportunity to speak on it. 
This measure is not only for the life
of this House, the present Home Minis
ter or any of us, but it is for all time
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[Mr. Deputy-Speakerl 
to come. I am fully aware of the 
gravity of the situation. But the mis
fortune is that hon. Members who
have come thousands of miles away 
from their places are not prepared to
sit for a second time in the day. At 
the same time, they recommend that 
the time must be extended by five 
minutes or ten minutes more. Am I 
to extend it to one hundred and fifty 
minutes? It is a very rare thing that 
1 am perceiving in this House, of late, 
that Members are not prepared to sit 
in the House. Even if perchance I am 
prepared to sit for a second time, in 
the evening, over the heads of others, 
I find that there is no quorum, and 
I  shall have to sit all alone and there 
is not a single Member in the House. 
^Interruptions).

Since it is the general desire of the 
House that Shri S. V. Ramaswamy 
should continue, he may go on till 
9-55 a.m.

Shri S. V. Ramaswamy: The pro
posed sub-section 1-A to section 173 
jeads:

“The report forwarded under 
sub-section ( 1 ) shall be accom
panied by copies of the first in
formation report recorded under 
section 154 and of all other docu
ments on which the prosecution 
proposes to rely, including state
ments of witnesses recorded imder 
sub-section (3) of section 161 and 

statements and confessions re
corded under section 164.”

Is that all? I beg to differ from you. 
There are very many other records 
on which, we know, the prosecution 
proposes to rely. Unless we have com- 
mital proceedings, we will not be in 
a position to get all those things. The 
statement recorded at the time of the 
inquest is the most important docu
ment for the defence, and it is on 
this document that the prosecution 
wiU rely for their case. But under the 
new provision, these important docu
ments can be withheld from the 
accused. The statements recorded out. 
the inquest report are all treated as

section 162 statements recorded by
the police. I have never conducted a 
murder case in all my life, without 
getting at those documents. These 
documents, the inquest report as well 
as the statements recorded at the 
time of the inquest, are the most 
valuable documents from the point of
view of the accused next in importance 
only to the F.I.R. Grave mistakes 
often committed at the inquest are 
discovered and in section 162 state
ments recorded by the inspector, he 

fills up the gaps. Thereafter, the circle 
inspector comes in and he detects some 
more gaps, with his superior intelli
gence, and he tries to fill up other 
gaps. Then, if it is a very sensa
tional case, or a very important case, 
the deputy superintendent of police 
comes On the spot, and he goes into 
the records, and fills up the further 
gaps. Unless you are careful and 
vigilant, and unless you are wary, by
their usual tricks, you will miss cer
tain important statements. I know 
that the police as a rule do these 
things. I have been dealing with these 
cases for over a quarter of a century, 
and I know their usual tricks. They 
will give you . only the section 162 
statements recorded by the sub
inspector or the circle inspector. They 
will not supply the copy of the state
ments recorded at the time of inquest. 
That is the most valuable document 
that you can ever have for tlje defence 
of the accused. But no mention of
that document is made in this section. 
You talk only of the first information
report and other statements recorded 
under section 161. But what is the 
inquest report worth containing only 
the opinion of the panchayatdars and 
some minor particulars stating this 
was the height of the man, this 
was the breadth of the man, these 
were the injuries caused to him, he 
was Ijdng with his head north or 
south, and so on. What about these 
inquest statements. These may not be 
supplied to the accused now, but only 
statements recorded under section 161. 
What is the report alone worth? If
the proposed provision is passed into 
law, you will see that every man who
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is put in the dock will be hanged by 
the neck till he is dead. That will be
the result of section 173 as proposed 
io  be amended now. Then, there are 
post mortem examination ceHificates, 
muhazars etc. There is no provision 
to be given to the accused. Supposing, 
again, there are statements recorded 
under section 27 of the Indian 
Evidence Act, are they to be supplied 
or not? .If they are to be given, when 

are they to be given? As you know, 
the statements recorded under section 
27 of the Indian Evidence Act contain 
all sorts of things by way of confession 
including statements like, I commit
ted murder, etc. If you are going to 
furnish all those documents which are
recorded in the case diary to avoid 
the committal proceeding, I can tell 
you quite honestly and sincerely that 
the prosecution will not be able to 
conduct a single case. If you place 

-all these documents in the hands of
the accused,—the documents which I 
am mentioning must also be supplied, 
if the spirit of the new clause is 
taken—I tell you the police will not 
be able to conduct one single case, 
and it will not result in one single 
-committal. The trouble here is that 
you have got section 164, and I have 
told you already that no person will 
<!ome forward to depose. No decent 
man will come forward to pin himself 
down to section 164 statements. 

Coupled with that provision, you have 
this wonderful section also in section 
173. There is the other section, the 
result of which will be that if the 
magistrate thinks that a person is 
guilty of having given false evidence, 
he can immediately finish him then 
and there, adopting a summary pro
cedure. In the face of this, who will 
'Come forward to give evidence? By
means of this amendment to section 
485 you are further terrorising the 

'Witnesses. No honest citizen who 
■wants to do justice by the society and 
the countrv will ever come forward 
to give evidence in criminal cases, 
with these conditions and restrictions.

You must understand the psychology
o f  the people also. Just as capital is 
shy in the money market, people are

hesitant to come forward and give 
evidence before a criminal court. Why? 
Because there are so many harass- 
ments by the police. You must under
stand the psychology of the people, 
how things are going on and how
people feel about it, instead of sitting 
under a fan and imagining things. 
You must understand the practical 
difficulties.

An Hoil Member: Very nice.
Shri S. V. Bamaswajnj: It is a

battle of wits beginning with the time 
that the charge is filed before tiie
magistrate, in fact, it starts earlier, 
from the very time that a crime is 
committed. It is a regular battle of
wits. It is like a game of chess, where 
pawns are moved from one side to
the other side. The police move a 
pawn and :then the defence moves 
one. That is the game that is going 
on. I td l you the investigatiDn is not 
perfect. There is no certainty that 
the accused put before the court are
the real accused and there are no 
more. Unless you guarantee, unless 
you infuse a feeling of confidence in 
the minds of the people that the 
people placed before the court are the 
only accused, guilty and none but the 
guilty, you will never be able to
persuade people to come forward and 
give evidence.

I know of one instance in my State. 
I will tell you how wholesale perjury 
goes on. This is in respect of illicit 
distillation. Now, what do they do? 
They do the illicit distillation on 
mountain tops, on river beds and in 
jungles. Now, the police get some in
formation that illicit distillation is 
going on in such and such a place.
They raid the place. Now, before 
they raid, the people concerned get 
information. Illicit distillation is done 
in batches of 100 or 150 pots and so 
on. Then the whole.party disappears 
leaving the pots and the wash. The 
police come and they do not know 
who is the owner of which pot. What 
do they do? I won’t say they use
third degree methods, but they use 
fourth-degree methods. They catdi 
hold of one man. They treat him so
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nicely that he makes a confession as 
to which pot is whose. He says such 
and such pot belongs to such and 
such person. This is what is done. 
Yet, what is the record? T know it, 
because I have conducted cases. I 
know what it is, what horrors they 
have been through. They say ‘such 
and such person, a Ramaswamy or a 
Krishnaswamy. I found this pot was 
in his house No. such and such*. This
is attested to by the V. M. and the 
Kanam. Time and again I have spoken 
to these witnesses, official witnesses; 
‘Can you swear by what is stated 
there?"— t̂his is outside, not in the 
witness-box, because there it is quite 
different. I have asked them whether 
they believed that what is contained 
in the mahazars is right. But the 
village official is afraid that his job
will be gone, if he did not speak those 
false statements. So he has got to 
speak those statements even though he
never saw Krishnaswamy or Muni- 
swamy—iij his house. This is how
perjury is committed on the prosecu
tion side.

Shri N. P. Nathwani (Sorath): The 
period of 15 minutes is already over 
and there are other Members who are 
anxious to speak.

Shri S. V. Ramaswamy: I will finish 
now.

Shri Velayudhaa (Quilon cum 
Mavelikkara—Reserved—Sch. Castes): 
Can there be a clause by clause 
analysis like this.

Shri S. V. Ramaswamy: I am lor
the purity of criminal administration, 
and I am for improving it. But I am 
telling you that this is not the way 
to improve it.

Shri Dholefcar: Who are we? Are
we not also for improving justice? 
You are not the'only man who wants 
that. So why are you saying that?

Shri S. V. Ramaswamy: I am going 
to show how it should be done. Now, 
you do away with committal proceed
ings. Reading the Stateme ît of

Objects and Reasons. I find that com
mittal proceedings are sought to be: 
taken giway because....

Mr. Depnty.Speaker: All this is very
interesting. But we are not in eter* 
nity. There is some time-limit. I
thought the hon. Member would im
pose a time-limit upon himself. Now  ̂
he must give up his Bill. He has not
made a reference to his own Bill.

Shri S. V. Ramaswamy: I am glad 
that my Bill has been tacked on to. 
this.

Mr. Depuly-Speaker: He need not
start again.

Shri S. V. Ramaswamy: No, Sir. I
must tell the House that in 1946 there 
was a conference of provincial Bar 
Federation at Madura, of which Mr. R.
Venkataraman, was Secretary. We
passed a resolution at that conference 
and I am glad that after all, that
resolution is coming to fruition in. 
19.!4. The resolution said:

“This conference is of opinion; 
that the system of trial by jury
and with assessors is unsatis
factory and urges the Government 
to take early steps to suitably 
amend the Code of Criminal Pro
cedure for abolishing the same.’"

10 A.M.

It is a matter of immense satisfac
tion to us, to me and to Mr. Venkata
raman, that the resolution which we- 
passed as early as 1946 at the Madiira 
conference is now coming to fruition. 
The hon. Minister, in August last 
when he was speaking on my Bill, 
^ m e d  to have absolute faith in the 
jury system. Now, he is making it 
permissive. What is the change that 
has come about in the meantime? In 
the meantime, opinions have been 
gathered. More than 85 per cent, of
the opinion is agamst the jury sys
tem. That is why from absolute faith 
in the jury system in 1953, he has 
now come to this position that it 
should be made permissive. Even so,
I submit that this Bill should be*



Mr. Depiit7-S]»ealB»: What can 1
do? I cannot do anything. Hon. 
Members may pass a Resolution saji  ̂
ing that we may sit for ten hours, 1  
have no objection.

Sfari Debeswar Sannali: If the Chair 
says that he cannot do anj^hing....

Mr. Deputy-Speakcr: How can I
extend the time?

circulated for eliciting public opinion, 
in order to see how the fabric of cri
minal procedure which has existed for
the last 50 years should be amended 
to realise our objectives. Mere tinker
ing with a clause here or a clause 
there will not, I submit, help. I 
earnestly submit that the proper thing 
would be to appoint a law commis
sion. This is not the only Code that 
needs to be revised. The Civil Pro
cedure Code, the Penal Code, the 

Evidence Act—all these Acts have 
^ot to be revised and modernised. I 
■earnestly request the hon. Minister to 
appoint a law commission. It does not 
matter if it takes one year more. The 
hon. Deputy Minister said that we 
have waited long. Why should we 
not wait for one more year? Let a 
law commission consisting of a Justice 
of the Supreme Court, a Chief Justice 
of s High Court and an eminent 
jurist sit and go through the whole 
thing, examine and revise not merely 
this but the Civil Procedure Code, 
the Penal Code, the Evidence Act. and 
the Limitation Act in the light of our 
objectives. AU these Acts need 

modernisation.
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I hope the hon. Home Minister will
iorgive me for saying what I have 
said. I have got the greatest respect 
for him. He is an eminent lawyer  ̂
but still I must express my opinion, 
and I feel and do hope that the hon. 
Minister will find his way to with
draw this Bill and appoint a law 
commission at an early date.

Mr. Depnty-Speaker: Mr. Sinhasan 
Singh. He will speak on his amend* 
ment. Then I will call Mr. R. D. 
Misra to speak on his amendment. 
Then I will call upon Mr. Mulchand 
Dube to speak on his amendment.

Sliri Debeswar SarmiA (Gqlaghat- 
Jorhat): Mr. Dube has already
spoken

Mr, Deputy-Speaker: All right

Shri Debeswar Sarmah: May we
have a chance. Sir? If others take 
all the time...

Mr. f îngh-

Shri Sinhasan SIngli (Gorakhpur
Distt.—South): This Bill has come
after a long time since everybody in
the country expected that there would 
be a change in the Criminal Pro
cedure Code so that the procedure of
trial and the system of administration 
may be changed. This amendment 
that has been brought before ^he 
House is a very big amendment 
covering ' the whole Criminal Proce
dure Code. But there are some things 
which are still left untouched. So I 
have moved an amendment saying 
that this House may instruct the Select 
Committee to suggest and recommend 
amendments to any other sections of
the Code not covered by the Bill, if
in the opinion of the Committee such 
amendments are necessary.

When we were not in the Govern
ment, we were saying all through 
that the system of judiciary should 
be changed, that the judiciary should 
be separated from the executive, so 
that the prosecutor may not remain 
himself the judge also. In our Con
stitution we have provided in article 
50 that “The State shall take steps to
separate the judiciary from the execu
tive in the public services of the 
State” . Now, this Directive Principle 
of the Constitution has been given a
slight reference in this Bill. But it
says, the State “shall” take steps to
separate the judiciary from the execu
tive. My amendment refers to that 
aspect of the matter so that the Select 
Committee may also go into the 
question whether the time has come 
or not to separate the executive from
the judiciary. I believe the time has 
come. This has been our cry for a
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long tin^: When we were not in the 
Government, our main plank of agi
tation was that the executive ^ould
be separated from the judiciary and 
only the judiciary should be ^trusted
with the trial. I remember the time 
in our State of U.P. when Dr. Katju
was the Home aiad Law Minister. 
He introduced there the partial 
separation of Judiciary from the 
Executive and ' put the Judicial 
Magistrate not under the control of
the District Magistrate but under 
separate Additional District Magis
trates, But, instead of putting them 
under a separate Additional District 
Magistrate, if they had been put
under the control of the District 
Judges, proBably the separation would 
have gone to a greater extent.

Attention may be drawn to a pro
vision in this Bill and it is this: 
appeals from the second and third 
class magistrates which were going to 
the District Magistrate will hereafter, 
under the enactment of this new BiU, 
be filed with the sessions judges. At 
page 30 of the Bill, it is stated as 
follows:

“Under section 407 appeals 
against convictions by Magistrates 
of the 2nd and 3rd Class lie to
the District Magistrate who may 
direct that any appeal or class of
appeals shaU be heard by a 1 st 
class magistrate empowered by 
the State Government to hear 
such appeals. As a step towards 
effecting separation of the Judi
ciary from the Executive it is 
proposed to suitably amend
section 407 providing that such 
appeals shall lie to the Court of
Session.”

Thus, there is indication that the Gov
ernment is also feeling the necessity 
of separating the executive from the
judiciary. But I do not know what 
reasons have weighed with the Gov
ernment not to come forward, after 
such a long time, with a Bill to sepa
rate the judiciary from the executive.

In section 28 of the Criminal Pro
cedure Code, there is a class of
judges who are to try criminal cases.
If my amendment is accepted, pro* 
bably the scope will be extended and
separation of the judiciary from the
executive may be effected.

Section 28 of the Criminal Pro
cedure Code says:

‘̂Subject to the other provisions 
of this Code any offence under
the Indian Penal Code may be
tried—

(a) by the High Court, or
(b) by the Court of Session, or
(c) by any other Court by which

such offence is shown in the
eighth column of the second
schedule to be triable.”

If [clause (c) is suitably amended,, 
separation could be effected. The
Government may say that difficulties 
may arise in this way, namely, of
getting suitable personnel. I might 
point out that many of the Judicial 
Magistrates are LL.Bs. They can all
be put under the supervision of the 
High Court and taken away from the 
direct control of the District Magis
trate, Separation will be greatly
effected if they suitably amend 
section 28 of the Criminal Procedure
Code. If they accept my amendment,. 
I think it will go a long way, and 
much of the stigma that is now being
attached to our Government for not 
separating the judiciary from the 
executive will be removed.

I now go into the Bill itself. The 
Bill has been almost greatly con
demned by many, but I do not go 
along with them. My hon. friend 
Shri Ramaswamy was saying that only 
15 per cent, of the cases that go to
the courts are correct, and the other 
85 per cent, are incorrect. Probably
he meant that. My experience has: 
been otherwise that the i>olice hardly 
challan a case which is not correct. 
There may be one or two persons in
the group of the accused who may
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not have actually participated in the 
crime. What happens is, the police 
gets hold of those persons who, in 
some way or other, have been con
nected with the crime or with the 
agents of the crime. When the com
plainant goes to lodge a police report, 
be mentions certain names, and then 
the police comes forward and tries to
implicate them. But it is wrong to 
say that the police challan false cases. 
My experience has been that the 
police challan those persons who are 
in one way or the other connected 
with the crime or in the process of
increasing the number of crimes

There are some very good provi
sions in the Bill. Firstly, for the 
first time, the accused are going to 
get from the court, without paT'ing 
anything, all papers that are produced 
by the police to incriminate them. 
What has been the practice so far? 
We have been trying to get the first 
information report and all the state
ments of the police taken under 
section 161 of the Criminal Procedure 
Code through back-door, because no 
lawyer proceeds to frame a defence 
unless he knows what the prosecu
tion says. Here is a provision which 
I welcome and which goes a great
way to help the accused in getting 
the right defence. It would also help 
them by enabling them not to give 
money to the police for purposes of
securing copies of such papers.

Another good provision in the Bill 
is that an appeal has been provided, 
from the second and third class
magistrates, to the civil judges, or, 
rather, the sessions judges.

Another good provision is the grant
ing of bail after six weeks. Now, in 

non-bailable cases, the accused have 
been kept in jail without getting bail, 
because the police have been getting 
remands in the hope of getting further 
evidence. According to the present 
provision, namely, the time of six 
weeks, either the court will have to
finish the case dr the man will get 
the bail. A great relief is bein^ given 
to the accused by this provisirn.

I next refer to the commitment 
proceedings. There were some 
opinions expressed here, that the com
mitment proceedings in cognizable 
cases need not have been abolished. 
But ■! say t quite agree with' the
amendment. It is a right procedure
that has been formulated. In the pre
sent circumstances, during the com
mitment proceedings, practically all 
the money that the accused possesses 
is taken away and he has very little 
left to defend himself in the Sessions 
Court. Under the new provisions, the 
accused is given all the papers con
cerned and is put up by the magis
trate directly for trial before a court 
of session. It is wrong to say that 
in all cases of such a nature, the man 
gets acquitted. The man gets acquit
ted in the court of session not by
mere contradictory statements here 
and there, but through major faults 
in evidence that he gets out of the 
witnesses in the sessions court. This 
is also a provision which will greatly 
relieve the accused from the harass- 
ments from which he is unnecessarily 
made to suffer.

I proceed to warrant cases. Warrant 
cases have also been simplified. What 
happens now is that we keep mum so 
long as the examination under sec
tion 252 is proceeded with. After
charge-sheet, all the witnesses are 
brought forth for cross-examination. 
Then, other witnesses are produced 
and examined. So, it prolongs the
case indefinitely. Then, section 257 
comes in. Then also, the case is pro
longed. But now, under the new pro
vision, if I want any witness to be 
retained for further cross-examination,
that would be done, and he could be
examined after the cross-examination 
of all the witnesses whom the accused
wants to examine first. I feel that this
provision is a good one and that it 
should be maintained.

There is also a clause for providing
appeals to the complainant. So far,; 
private complaints meet with a bad
fate. When private complaints come- 
up in the criminal courts, the crimi
nal courts take them up later, as they
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-are mostly desirous of taking up the 
■case of police prosecutions. Mostly, 
police prosecutions end in conviction, 
l)ut private complaints end in acquit
tal. So, the private complainant, 
whose case falls through, has no 
remedy. He has no appeal provided
lor him, in the case of acquittal, but 
only the Government has the right 

o f appeal. Provision has now been 
made in the Bill for an appeal to the 
High Court. But here I would make 
a suggestion. Instead of making him 
^o and appeal to the High Court, the 
Bill should be so amended that after 
the accused is first convicted by the 
Sessions Judge in appeal against his 
order of acquittal by the Magistrate 
he should have the right to appeal to 
the High Court. This will meet the
difficulty that was raised by some 
hon. Members.

I have taken hardly ten minutes.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The hon.
Member has taken nearly 15 mir^utes.

Shri Sinhasan Singh; i shall take
only two minutes more. I now come 
to the bad points. Sections 145 and
146 have been tacked together. This 
will give rise to unscrupulous persons 
to come forward and say that the
rightful ownership belongs to them. 
The magistrate will say there are 
witnesses on both sides and the right
ful owner will be deprived of his pro
perty and will have to go to the civil
court because there is no provision by
which the rightful person can be 
^ven his property by the magistrate. 
Unless he goes to the civil court he 
loses his property. It is also a bad 
provision.

Similar difficulty will arise out of
proposed amendment to section 147. 
A  man may not have been tying his 
huUock in the house or land of an
other but the moment he puts a claim 
that he had been so using the said 
lawn or the land will be attached. 
The man who is the owner of that 
house or land will be deprived and 
he will have to go to the civU court. 
It would have been better if section

147 would have been deleted; it would
have been better had the matter been 
left to the civil court for decision. 
That is a very bad provision

Similarly I say about clause 107 
that the provision that is being made 
may be used in a good way as well 
as in a bad way. A man may come 
to a police officer and say, ‘Take 
Rs. 100 and have so and so arrested 
under section 107. Kindly put him 
in jail and he will give you more 
mone3̂ . So, it will be giving a handle 
to the police and men ®f criminal 
mind. I think Dr. Katju and the 
Select Committee will consider this 
point.

Shri Nambiar (Mayuram): What
about the omission of section 162?

Mr. Depnty-Speaker: Let him go on.

Shri Sinhasan Singh: I have to
state that from the opinions that have 
been circulated to us, we find that 
all of them are against the deletion of
section 162. It was good for the 
accused because that was being used 
to contradict any witness who was 
saying something which was not said 
on the earliest occasion. In the case, 
likely to go to the sessions court, 
the examination of all witnesses be
fore a magistrate is also something 
which I think is not desirable because 
all the witnesses are giving their 
statements in the absence of the 
accused and they are on oath and if
the witnesses have been forced to
make some statement by the police
and if they want to speak the truth 
before the court, they will be con
fronted with their statements, which 
were recorded when the accused had 
no right to cross-examine them. That 
provision should not also have found 
a place. I do not think there is any 
difficulty in this because no guilty 
person should escape but, all the 
same, no innocent person should be
convicted. For this purpose, w« shall 
have suitably to amend it.

I will request the hon. Minister to
take steps to separate the judiciary
from the executive. So long as these
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remain together, our whole difficulty 
will also remain and the time has 
come when Dr. Katju should take the 
step. While introducing the Bill he 
said it was memorable time for him 
that he had introduced this Bill, but 
I say he will make history by separat
ing the judiciary from the executive. 
I know he is a bold and experienced 
lawyer and he will take bold steps 
(Interruption). He can separate the 
judiciary from the executive only by 
changing section 28 of the Criminal 
Procedure Code. As the time is short 
I will end with this.
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^ rfw  ^n;% i^^*wT<t ^  1 r̂rsr jtii ^ fv

^  ^  €^+'i<l ?n fi^  #rr
^  TK *<i<ii«i % f̂ TZT <̂®M<!■

^ ?TTT
^ ^rtf § p  «n̂ r̂i 5RTW
r̂viT#ift ^  m K  ^  ^rw

t̂ f̂ TTRFT T̂̂ TIT ^  ^  f^RTVt TOft ^
^HR 3TJT(iTOt 

^  ^  '(I'jfi ^  ^Ftf *̂nrr ^  ^  t̂rti ^ ^
^JZR T̂̂TTT ?fl7: ?PR

r^P  ̂ ^  ?fk^ % T̂PT ^  oJTT^^
*»>̂ a’i I  ^ ^  ir  ̂ cTpfhfn^
^*fl' IV ’Ml̂ d ^  3̂^  ̂ T^rnr^
^ ^  ^ftr ^ ^ir«(d ^  5̂rnr

<'»iiH«{) ^  ?fiT 3̂^  ^
^ r * i - ^ K  t o r  T O  ^  ^

^  'iRf ^  ^  T̂ifk’TR' ^  1%
% ypT vhH 1^ ^ f^nrr  ̂ f^^i i ^
^ ^  ^  ' î®ai sM^i ^
UK, U ^ ; aPTT^
t ', V  ̂ ^ r o r f  #  5MTM +1 cnrPT

^  ^ R Z T H R T  ^ T ^  f e r  t  I 

T ^  ^  <H <«m 0 0  ^  3)T^
f e w  ^  f

?fk  5 f ^  TO5R
^TO % O ^  apT m m  I  I

^̂ i«T>'l < r<̂ «Td T  ̂ ^  ^̂TT ^
^ * T ^  ^ I

ZT̂  I  I
^ ^ iV 'T^
^ irf^R^ % 4^1 ^T̂ ft 

f<̂ î95 fwnRT ^  3 7̂: ^  qr
W O T  ^̂ Rrmt I ^M<i'< mT^ tsr

t ^
^ ^  T'TS f^Wrf W2| ^  ^dl ^

? f k  ^ ^  ^  ?rt ^

^ ^  ?ft ?r \*i»iO 5  f ^
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^  ^  I

^ ?fk  ^
^ f̂ T̂T ^

^  ?rn^^«TraT
I  I ^  J T R t  ? T ^  ^

^  ^
5%?r % ^  ^  ?n ^RT

?TT!^ #  ^  ^  w
^  t  • ^ # ’ 4 ‘ s s r m t  5qtpTT

5Rmi^ ^ ^  ^  ŝm.
!<o  ̂ #  ̂  fOT I 5R gjq^

^ ^  I ^  ^  ^  ̂ 5 R R  ^  ^ r i M

^  # ? iM  3)Pp ?m% TTPT̂ ,
?rrT ^  ^^TTTt f  I OT 

%o 5raK TTf^^ d  5T̂ ^  ^
^ ^  Trf^Rf  ̂ gRfl'̂ d ^ ^

?rrT ^ f  ŝf̂
mq- ?ft % T̂RTff ^  ITRt t,

^ t; m qrr
^  TC ?T  ̂ = ^  ^ iw ,

III ?rrT 3f^ It^  qr #%■ ^
f w ^ ? ?fk  ^  TO

«n, ^  ffw ^ u  ^  ^?rw
^ ŝrrft p r

^  ^  T?: ^̂ RTRR ^3^ 1%rar «TT
f% f̂t  ̂ ?TT5ft ^  pnrT

^ +̂'ih) qr
^  f% f^TR^TR ^
?rrq̂  jtt̂ jit pr f̂ fRf# ^

^  |^?r % f ^  ^  ipt

^  ^ ip> *̂rr ̂ T̂TJTT ’̂ r f^
%ft ^ ?rf ?ftT ^

^  ^  ^  ^  I ^  i|' « rm t
^ ^  35qT !(0V

7̂ ^ q j ^  ?rl7: ?nq î?r̂

t  f t?  ^  T O  ^  ftr^TT «TT ?

5^ cT̂ TRTt 5 f ^  ^  ^
^sfV?; S W T  a ^ i ^ r i  ^  ^ r n r  ^  ŝt^ r t t

|?n #5 5̂ ^

% W  “ ?TRcr" I ’T̂  ^
^  ^ ^  »raT ft? 5 *T̂

?fN: icoY^qT^sm^nrnTT

T O -  I ^  g ; ^  ft?  v .o '^  ^  5 f t r ^  ^  

’^ W F T  *fi\» i ^  ? rfe ^ T T T  ^

^  ?ft 5TPf «rr,
^  ^  ^o 1̂  lo a  t ' %o 5RTR 
^  ^  3 7 T T  H * « r T T  =^^TmT

W ..............
^^-*pm ?rn r r ^ (^<>

J T ^ ^ ^ T T T ^ r ^ ^ o I

«ft aWTo T^o f w  : ^
I ft? ^<4Hd  ̂^  #% ?̂FT 

^ ^  %®f?T ’m M  cl®̂ ' *W I ^  ^ ^ 1 

I, 4* r̂PTSfit 7 ^  «JT I ^
?oc; ftr^  I  ft: :

“any person who either orally or 
in writing or in any other manner
disseminates or attempts to dissemi
nate, or in anywise abets the dissemi
nation of,—

(a) any seditious matter, that is to 
say, any matter the publica
tion of which is punishable 
under section 124-A of the 
Indian Penal Code, or

(b) any matter the publication of
which is punishable under sec
tion 153-A of the Indian Penal 
Code shall be required to show 
cause why he should not be 
ordered to execute bond with 
or without sureties for his good 
behaviour not exceeding one 
year.”

? 7 ^  w I  ft?  ^^HTT ^ ^ r m v t

T 9 f 5 i ^  IRX.^ ^[?rt
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[>iTt WITo fJTSr]
^ I  I ^

1 5ft >̂1#  eft ^ ftair
I ,  i > r  q x  f t i w  ^  w ^

? t  t  I <1?  5 fiM 'If
5ftf5T̂  I

153-A. “Whoever by words, either 
spoken or written, or by signs or by 
visible representations, or otherwise, 
promotes or attempts to promote feel
ings of enmity or hatred between diffe
rent classes of the citizens of India shall 
be punished with imprisonment which 
may extend to two years or with fine 
or with both......

I  ^  ^  T ? : ^

^  TfT I  Jtft ^
^  ^  5Ft ^  5>F ^  I
F̂T  ̂o ^  TOT ^ %o

5̂ , ^  fe i^R
^  ^ I ^

f̂ TTT 4  i^<dl
?TN ^ ^ f ,  ^nq- ^

^ ^
HM\ I #■ ^

«TT ^  ̂ ft^ T T  ^  ^

^ ^
^ ^  ^  m m  I

^  5FT I
^  I fen?r ^

5TFT f̂ PTT 5rnr i ?ftT ?Trir
^  ^  ?mr 2T^ % m^iM f

^ % f̂ T̂ r '5ll<kil «RfPT '3̂ <=m
qPT sfMhn: ^
?rh: ^ ^

q f  I %m ^  f%

^[W RT qT; ^ ^  c | ^

^  ^  ^  I ,  ^  «TT 

1^ 5 ^%  w t  q R ^ f ^  5nf^?fk  *MR<K

^n«ff 5T2Rt ^ ^
^  ^tW qT TO^n 

^  q r  d ^

5PPT =HH5̂ '0 ?Ft 'MH I
^  «TT, ?Tfr »TT

*1^  ^ ^n< wf^nr 'siHd i
^  #3rr <«*Mi ?r^ i ^
^  ^  5^h5RRt w p p  «n 
^  «TR?TT % i t

^ ^ ^  ^
^  p rr  «rr i 

\%l % ^ - w n r   ̂ #  5T| t  :

“Such person shall be bound, to 
answer all questions relating to 
such case put to him by such 
officer...”

^  ^  ^ % sFT̂ T̂ T̂  qT,
^n;^c: n̂% «blHh ^ ?nr^T ^ ^

5 ^ ^  5Tq   ̂ ^  f^ ^ T T  I ^ 5 p f 

*Tqr ^ rnf:
# iKHalf %
eft vfî r ?rrTT̂  ^
^  ^  ^  ^ ^  rft

^  ^  ^̂ TTHT ^  t ;
n ^mpK % ^  2T| ^  ^

^  f̂t̂ n: ^  spr# r̂r
^ i l w  I  ? f h :  A' ^ H a i  g  ^  q r

4 ^ 6 ^  jpt
 ̂?ftT 3IT% % ̂
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I ^ ^ t  ^
^ ^ ^7^ f  jfl€V
t e n t ^  ŜTTrft t  ?î T. f f w

^  ^ ^ i w  I

f w  ^ I , ^  qr ^

T̂RTt ^ ^ ^
A ^ 3 ^  fe ^ 'd  TO I  ?n^

in’ ^  ^  w  I  I sr̂
I  :

What is justice today? Justice 
is nothing but the influence of Advo
cacy. And what is advocacy? Advo
cacy is nothing but befooling the judge.

^ ^  ?PT I 5R”
terpsff ^  ^

^  ^ ^  ^  ?PTrft vit:
w  f ^ ,  ^ 3 ^  ^TT nrrr I ?r^

TO-?rr
=51% ^ ^ ^

i% ^ 2TT îrr
t ,  vfter qT

t  fsp ^
|, 3̂^  ^  #' r̂t?at-

2̂J5PT JTT W»R?T vn ÎTt qT

^  I  ^ ^
^rrft f w ITT q ^  snft f w

^ t 5 p iiF M ?ff

9>P|5 ^ f^nn w  I
q w  t  ?At ^ ?nTo ^ 7 0
^ ^  I  ^  ^

What does this word ‘cognizance* mean? 

T̂RIT !l)hiRr(t ^  VFPft- 
^  ^ ^  q ^  ^  51^ I  I
^  m ro ?rn:o ^  #’
f5TT I  3fT«^ qhlRT^ efTFjr ’q

^ ^  ^ I

iT  ̂ ^rrxfM¥^ ^  gm  I

^rqnr ^ ^ q-' ^
?rr q̂Y t o sr

I  I W f^ I *̂TRt
ITSTRT I  %  fiTT^

FfOT ^r^t, f  f% f*TRt
5RTRT, qH^ I ^irrft
iTFTt ^  ^ I

^ JTFff m  ?TT?TT
r̂q̂ n- ?r?Fr f  i r̂rsr

TTcp

^  I 5q f^TW ^
^  ^ m r  ^  ^
'*n?ft, ^  ^  c»Taa«iiH> ^  ^
^  ?ftT qr ^  ^
?Tfq ?r*R ^  ? r f^  ^  #q  ^fk
3 i^ % qĵ T̂TT H<l *11 i  'd^
?R T ^  qr ^ ^ 1

fqST l̂C+)<f #  5Tf Tl^ I
m K  ^  5R* i p ^ ^  ^
i^ ^ ^ q n :^ , f= ? 3 5 R n :
t  ^ ^  ^ qjT ferr t̂r

?rh: ^  ?fk qr ^ tf
f ^  ^  ^ grfriT qftf ?rft^
^  I

^ ^ arra’ ^  arrq
'K’Nt̂ T^ qTPpT ^ 'jJT

«1H i»i I
% 3T ^  3PR T^ Ri*l« ^ ^  i
q^^ q>̂ r̂ % f^^T >d̂  qft

f%# fTT M^tsr ^  qî  f  qr̂  
q>T 5̂TT ^nf^  3ftT 

^  qi^«i 'd̂ *t>l qTTT ^i^f’TT { 3ft?;
3RT 5!^ f%qJT ^ ^

q^ q>TT 'Srnr 3iY<, sthr

^  ^  ^  % f^qjT ^  ^
qr ¥f'rt̂  ^  % f̂ 53T ŝTl+j % 

qnr ^̂ snrr ^r%q 1 ^jjfhr q?t€ qrr
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I sftr ^  ^
^  3TFT ^  TTRH

f e r  ^  «T^ ?n#jr,
^  I , g rg f ^

wfm  ^ t  a f t r  a m  ^ t  f t r

^ iecr% g^ ^ 9nR ^ ^  ^+tht

... .

Mr. Depnty-Speaken The hon. Mem
ber wanted only two minutes and I 
have already given him two more 
minutes.

^  3TTTO ¥>0 fipd : t ^
f% ^ ^ ^  Î RT ^

#  ^ n n r  a r h  w r r vstt^

sfh: yM f ̂ ^7̂ I
ftrf^T^ ^ =3rr^ f

^ ^  ^  ^  r<9«ia ^  ^ 9̂17! ^nf
ti ^ 3fVr qjt
^ # M ^ R T R % ^
3TT# i f fW  ^  ??TT sq n
3 f k  ^ * f  ^  a m  ^ r v t f k z r f  ^  ^

a i ?  ^  ^ = ^ r f ^ ,  ^ n r r q *

^  ̂ I
rnrnrqif^T®

^  ^  ?5»TT% I* fk̂ 5RT «f^
I rT®r %  a r r ^ o  y f t ^ o  ^

'h 'M '^  f f  ^ ŜTFR % W  f
^If ^  ^  f t ^  I i r r ^  q:?^

^ ^?rf # f^T  1%
5TT^ I

a p R ^  ^  ^ ^ r m f N ' -  

a n ^ I

^  ^  ^ % ?nwR

^ f%zrr r̂ar

“An Act for the more effective 
prevention of bribery and corjpuD- 
tion.”

fiT ^ r^ ^  pTT %
'nMiPi'SPsirt ^  feilT 3TR ^qt% 3ftr
^   ̂ f  :

“ (3) An offence punishable
under Section 161 or Section 165 
of the Indian Penal Code shall be 
deemed to be a congnizable offence 
for the purpose of the Criminal 
Procedure Code, 1898, notwithstand
ing anything to the contrary con
tained therein;”

“Provided that a police officer be
low the rank of a Deputy Superin
tendent Of Police shall not investi
gate any such offence without the 
order of a magistrate of the first 
class or make any arrest without a 
warrant.”

^ T |aTT ? ^rPTf¥#^ %
^ cTMT T̂TH'

feqr % TO
3 rfe  wwfz” ^ ^  2T|

T R T  ^  I #  s p t f  i f V ^

5T  ̂f w  %  37T?: ^  f?5wr 1 3flr ?ft% 

ar^^cH*? ^

’T T fW ^  % fk^S(^ % ^dTpqR) 
W ^  TRT ^  3̂TRfT t  I

^  TO '̂V I  f%
%qr

«TR ^  ̂  ^  apT̂ ft TT?T ^rm#
f  ^  3T5^ ĝ Trarr |
ami ^ I

2T^ ^ f^?y am> ^
^ ^  ^  ^  t  I ,

^  #3 ÎTT^
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3 T I % t  I

^ ^  3T1t  ^ 3 ^

q r r f ^ -

^ ^  ^  f  ĴJTSFt 
5̂T% artr i f ^  p̂Rrt ^ f  1

p T T ^  ^ f t r f r o r  ^  ^

^  t  1% 3T̂ #t ^  Wlii%
f%fer Mif«*fi^d % arr?) T̂PPRT

^ f  I ^  JTi| ^PT ? ^  ^T pp

t  3T>T arorr TK
I T ? d « « l  %

3TRo sTKo ^
I  I ^  ^ ■ ft ^  f t * f t  I f ^ f ? 5 t T  

^  'T T  ■-̂ ^̂ ’cTRn' -^iV)! I r*il^ W ." <  ̂ ( f ^ « l  ^

%  f ^ ^  f e i T  I ^\3

3 T ^ ^  ^ 5f7t fqXW Rt f f  I
^ r f ^  v j | * f K d  ^  * r f  I ^

2T |  ^  ^  ? W ^  5 T T^ I ^ 3 t J  ^

' T f  T T ^  I ^  ^ r  T ^ T  ^  ’T ? T

T f T I  ^ # ^ 5 f t T T ^  ^ l\\\
t ^ o  ^ o  ? r n !o  ^  ^ ^  w r  ^5?rr

^ ^ ^ » T f T T f r i
^T*T ^  3F5T¥ ^^11 f% ^  f ^ P i ^  ^

t

% ^ T ^ ^ > N T cT I ^

^  â *»̂ *Ma îTcft ? ?R
JR^Hd 3mi ^ | f

qr =5r5rnrr ^  i 
^  Y \ s  | f  a f h :  ^

^  2T| t ^̂ r*TFT
5rr̂  fiiPit«i< % 3TH ^ ^ 3Ttr

«fl'd ^  ^  l ^ ^ l O

TO ^  I 5j)’ r *ft# f  ?ft

? ft 3 R ? f  3 n %  f

^  I * T t i  ^ * 110  ^  ŷ <ji I 'd *f*h l 

^ t  I 3 R -  f %  t r ^ f ^

^ ^r ^ r^ rr^  w  |

f J T T ^  fm ̂  ̂ ^k\ ^ t \

s n r c  a tp p ft ^

^5n#iT

^  TTvTSI f̂ qfTt ^  |-

^  ^  #?TTT # 5

f  I T?3T ^  5T  ̂ ^nm  I
arrir arrr q w f^  ^rc#? ^  t 5tf
^  I  I f t % 3 T  t r ^ r m  ^

t ,  ^

g f t t

^ N W k R %

s fk fp r ^ t ^ o  1^ 0  iTo tfj-o

I i ^ p r r f l ’ w ^ n ^  #
^  T ^  57̂ ’ I f?rfer fiOT #
#3^ t , am r ^  ^  ^ fT T  T̂ff q-i

^1%5T ^ R # E  I 
3 f t r f H I 0  + ) I

^  3?^TRT 5 rr^  : ^ 1 1

t#lf STFTo ^ o  f r o  : ^  ^  3TRo 
3TRo ^TTt TT +̂'c|*ri T̂?5T ^
^ 3 ? ^  ^rfvii’̂ d  ^ n %  %  ^ r m  i^^nrra- 

^  t  ^

f t )  ^  i r f ^ R f ^  t ‘,  ^  ^  

r^Pitti< ^  Î^TRW «T  ̂ ^  R̂5%, 
? ft < < ^ i W  r < 'i 't c  ^  I #  3 I T f  O 

^ o  1^ 0  art?: anfo i ô t^ o  ^
^  3 f t T  f i | %  ^  ^  I ^ T P T  ^

^ I T R  f  s f t r  « T R ^  f  ' I ^  I

^  ^ 3 ^  ? T K  ^  ^  p T T  I

w  I #  5t h  %  ^  g s f h r



[«ft 3fr o fipsr]

^ ?rf 

^ l<  I f k ^ x

^  f^nwn: f w  ^ 3̂1̂

^  pf( =5TTff# « f r  I I f f  ? 5 ^ T ^

Tm\ 3TT5T
f  I #■ ^ 7 ^  ^ ^

I %  W t  f T f t '  f q l ^  #

^  I 3fk #

|3rr 1 1 ^  % =̂ iT ^
<̂ i I ^  ?T ^

^  «Ti<?i«nTiT ^  ij^
^  sftr «i«in« ̂ yhr ^  f^dl«i ^  «̂T><
3TR sfir % ^rm sft. spfr

I 3T ^T ^  i n f

^ ^  ^\i ^ ^
I ir r f  ^vrf %

^ f f  ^ piTT
I ^rfrw W  ^  I' ig s ilT T ^ ^

I ^  | f
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3rk ^  ^53ff m f^  ^  ̂  I 
^  I fsft^r ^
JT ^ f r  f%  r̂̂ T Y\3 qft ^V9 3 T ^ «  % 3ft

^^X\% (^ )
ŝh »̂ii =^^5m q w  I 3T̂  55itJr 

^  ^ n̂r ^  ferr ^  y rnfĤ f̂cĵ  
3 n r o  ^  ^>rr t  i a r r o t  w  ^  ^

^fihRTxt #■ ^

^ tit  ^tst vT5T̂1f ^ fqjT ^
3RR$?ff ^  ^ ^
f?^55T ^ T ^  I 3 R ^

f e ^ a r ? :  ^  5rr2T ?ft srrrqfft ^ 3 ^

^  ^  =5TTf̂  I w
^  ^r#' ^  ?rf%?T W V  ^=<f^ ^rr^

I
Mr. Depaty-Speaker: The hon. Home

Minister will reply tomorrow. I under
stand from the hon. Minister of Par
liamentary Affairs that the House must
stand adjourned from now as a mark 
of respect. So the House will now 
stand adjourned to meet at 8-15 a.m. 
tomorrow.

The House then adjourned till a 
Quarter Past Eight of the Clock on 
Saturday, the 8th May, 1954.




