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PETI TI ONER
MADHU LI MAYE AND ANR

Vs.

RESPONDENT:
VED MURTI & CORS

DATE OF JUDGVENT:
10/ 09/ 1970

BENCH

H DAYATULLAH, M (QJ)
BENCH

H DAYATULLAH, M (QJ)
SHELAT, J. M

BHARGAVA, VI SHI SHTHA
M TTER, G K.
VAI DYl ALI NGAM~ C. A.
RAY, A.N.

DUA, |.D.
Cl TATI ON

1971 AIR 2608 1971 SCR (1) 145
ACT:

Supr emne Court-Language of court is English-1ntervener
seeking perm ssion to argue in H'ndi-Such permssion, could
not be extended when counsel on both sides and severa
menbers of Bench could not - follow arguments in Hindi-
Al ternatives suggested by court not accepted by intervener-
I ntervention nust be cancell ed.

HEADNOTE:

R was allowed to intervene ina petition for a wit of
habeas corpius under Art. 32 of the Constitution. He was
al lowed, at hi-, request,. to address the court in H ndi but

counsel on both sides as well as several nenbers of the
Bench were unable to follow his argument. —He was asked by
the court to address the court in English, or to allow his
counsel to present his case, or to give witten argunents in
English. He refused to accept any of these suggestions.

HELD : In the circunstances it was futile to allow the
intervener to continue his argunents in Hndi. The |anguage
of the <court being English and the intervener not being
agreeable to any of the suggestions made to him. the ‘only
alternative for the court was to cancel his intervention

JUDGVENT:

ORIG NAL JURISDICTION : Wit Petition No. 307 of 1970.
Petition wunder Art. 32 of the Constitution of India for a
wit in the nature of habeas corpus.

Petitioner No. 1 appeared in person

K. Raj endra Chaudhuri and Pratap Singh, for petitioner No.
2.

C. D. Daphtary, L. M Singhvi and O P. Rana, for the
respondents.

Niren De, Attorney-Ceneral, R H Dhebar, H R Khanna,

S. P. Nayar and R N. Sachthey, for Attorney-CGeneral and
Uni on of I ndia.
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S. C Agarwal, D. P. Singh and Rai Narain (in person), for
the intervener.
ORDER

M. Rai Narain yesterday insisted on arguing in Hindi. He
was heard for sonetine with a viewto see whether we could
follow him sinply because this is a habeas petition
involving the |liberty of the citizen. Because of the
i nportance of the case, we heard himfor sonetinme, but the
Attorney-General, M. Daphtary who is opposing himand sone
of the nenbers of the Bench could not understand the

argunents made in H ndi yesterday. |In these circunstances,
it is futile to permit M. Raj Narain to continue his

146

argunents in Hindi. He has a counsel M. D. P. Singh

already in attendance and helping him W suggested the
followi ng three alternatives,

(a) that he may argue in English; or

(b) he may allow his counsel to present his case; or

(c) he may give his witten argunents in English.

The |anguage of this Court i's English (see Art. 348 of the
Constitution). If M. Raj Narain is not agreeable to these
suggestions, and we wunderstand, he is not, the only
alternative for us isto cancel his intervention. W order
accordi ngly.
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