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1. "Judge bashi ng" and usi ng derogatory and cont enpt uous
| anguage agai nst Judges has becone a favourite pastine of
sone people. These statenments tend to scandalize and | ower
the authority of the Courts and can not be pernitted because,
for functioning of denocracy, an independent judiciary to

di spense justice without fear and favour is paramount. Its
strength is the faith and confidence of the people in that
institution. That cannot be permtted to be underm ned
because that will be against the public interest.

2. Judi ciary should not be reduced to the position of flies in
the hands of wanton boys. Judge bashing is not and cannot be
a substitute for constructive criticism

3. During hearing of Civil Appeal No. 7948 of 12004 - it was
noted that the contemmor had filed an application styled as

"I .Afor interimdirections" purported with a prayer to initiate
contenpt proceedi ngs agai nst respondent No. 4- Snt

Sharm sta Das. Reference was made to a letter purported to

have been witten by respondent No.4 and sent to the

President of India praying for renmoval of the then Chief Justice
of India for his proved incapacity, mn sbehaviour and for

appoi ntnent of M. Apu Banik (Contemmor). It was further
stated as follows:

"That a di spassionate study wi thout

har bouri ng any pre-concei ved noti on of water-
ti ght evidences, under possession, wll prove
beyond doubt how i ncapabl e, corrupt and
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worthless is the present Chief Justice of the
Suprene Court."

(enphasi s suppli ed)

4. The apparent course for the tirade, as appears fromthe
petition itself is an order dated 16.4.2004 in SLP No. 6751 of
2004. The letter purported to have been witten by one

Sharmi sta Das to the President of India was annexed to the
petition. Sone portion of the letter forns part of the petition
Finding this statenent in the | Ato be contenptuous, notice

was issued to the contemor to show cause as to why

proceedi ngs for contenpt shall not be initiated. Contemor
filed his reply to the notice. Certain statenents in the reply
were found to be nore contenptuous, particularly para 4
thereof. Even though the contemor wanted to w t hdraw t he

| A and tender regrets, it was not considered desirable to accept
the prayer. Therefore, by order dated 2.5.2006 the matter was
adj ourned ‘granting the contemmor opportunity to appear and

file further reply/affidavit if he wanted to do so.

5. By order dated 26.2.2007, it was observed as foll ows:

"In the application reference was nmade to sone
parts of the letter purportedly witten by
respondent no.4. At this juncture it is relevant
to note that the nane of respondent no.4 was

del eted at the request of the appellant. In the
show cause reply the contemor made

al | egati ons agai nst nunerous judicial officers
(Judges), stating that they are as inmmoral,

i nefficient, inconmpetent and bribe-takers. The
said statement was felt to be contenptuous by
this Court and the contemmor was put to

notice as to why action shall not be taken for
maki ng the statement. At this juncture it is

al so necessary to refer to sone other parts of
the "affidavit part-1 (reply)" filed by the

cont emmor which are per se contenptuous. He

has stated as follows at para 7:

(1) "The allegation in this case was irrelevant
and uncal led for as the truth was far fromthe
spirit of the highly biased observation."

(underlined for enphasis)

This was with respect to the order passed
on 23.2.2006 by this Court while dealing with
the appeal

(2) It is stated at para 14 that the case was
"Unprecedentedl y taken away/diverted from

the court of one Hon' bl e Judge who dealt with
the case nore than anybody else. It is stated
that "nunerous legal practitioners in the
Supreme Court raised their eyebrows" because
of this. The contemmor has made a statenent
that only the Judge who granted | eave is
entitled to hear the civil appeal

(3) It is also to be noted that allegations have
been nade agai nst the Judges of the Guwahati

Hi gh Court that they got elimnated witness,

Smt. Ila Rani Das by stooping | ow.
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(4) The contemmor in para 12 has al so nade a
statenent that the unfair nmeans were adopted
by the appellant and his counsel in m sleading
the Judges which would be clear if paras 8 and
9 of the judgment dated 14.11.2003 of the
Guwahati Hi gh Court in Review Petition No.

76/ 2002 are perused.

As noted above, the statements are per se
cont enmptuous. The contemor who is present
in Court is directed to show cause within a
period of three weeks as to why action for
contenpt shall not be taken agai nst himfor
maki ng af oresai d statenents.

The matter shall be listed on 26th March
2007, when the contemmor shall appear in
person. Odered accordingly".

6. At this juncture, it would be necessary to quote para 4 of
the reply filed by the contemor. The sanme reads as foll ows:

"4, The deponent had personally nmet Hon’ ble
Chi ef Justice of Indiia in his officer Chanber on
6.8.2001 and subnmitted to Hs Lordship a
menorandum rel ating to judicial corruption

and offered his cooperation to prove that
nunmerous judicial officers (Judges) are

i moral, inept, inefficient, inconpetent and

bri be-takers. "

(enphasi s suppl i ed)

7. VWen the matter was taken up for hearing on 15.2.2007,
the contemmor stated that though he had signed the I'Ain
guestion he did not know the contents as well as the contents
of the acconpanying letter. He further stated that he is in a
position to justify the statenment in para 4 of the show cause
reply. It was further stated by himthat he had nade sim/lar
al | egati ons agai nst certain Judges of the Guwahati H gh Court
and though initially contenpt proceedings were initiated, they
were dropped. This according to himwas proof of the fact that
the Guwahati Hi gh Court accepted that whatever allegations

he had made touching the integrity of the Judges were correct.

8. He stated that contenpt crimnal No.9/2001 was

initiated against himby the H gh Court as he alleged

corruption against the then Chief Justice R S. Mngia,

Justices Igbal Ahmad Ansari, A K Pattanaik, N S. Singh, GN
Sharma and a District Judge and Additional District

Magi strate and others. It appears that the Hi gh Court perused

the record and the earlier orders passed by the Court and

taking "overall view of the entire matter", felt that there was no
need to peruse further and need to be cl osed.

9. The contemmor who appeared in person subnmtted before

us that if he has commtted any m stake, he nay be excused

and that he was of fering unconditional apology. At the same
time he asserted that he would be in a position to substantiate
the allegations in para 4 of the affidavit filed by him and the
al | egati ons agai nst the then Judges. He also filed an affidavit
for "expeditious rectification of the judgnent dated 21.3.2006"
It is to be noted that after the judgnent was delivered a review
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application was filed which was dism ssed. The affidavit
appeared to be a further attenpt in abusing the process of the
Court.

10. Further, the contemmor has made a malicious allegation
that the appeal should not have been heard by a Bench

different fromthe one which granted leave. H's affidavit in this
regard reads as foll ows:

"It is also pertinent to nmention here with
both Hon’ bl e Chief Justice Y.K Sabharwal and
Hon’ bl e M. Justice K G Bal akrishnan told the
deponent that the case only be listed in the
Court of the Justice who granted | eave as a
matter of unwitten rule when the deponent on
di fferent occasions tried to get the case
mentioned in their respective courts. Both said
that only Justice G P. Mathur can consider it.

I't i's worth nentioning that Hon' ble
Regi strar General M. Jain hinmself told the
deponent that Hon' ble Justice G P. Mathur
who granted leave is only entitled to hear the
G vil Appeal

But when the case was unprecedentedly
taken away/diverted fromthe court of Justice
G P. Mathur who dealt with the case nore
than anybody el se, nunerous |ega
practitioners in the Suprenme Court raised their

eyebrows. "
11. At the outset, we may say that though the contemmor
claimto be an illiterate, various petitions filed by himshow

that he is really not so. Reference has been made by himto
various decisions, quotations fromauthorities while he argued
the cases in person for sone of the parties in the Cvil Appea
and before the H gh Court. My be that sonebody else is
behi nd him but that does not in any way dilute the gravity of
the acts done by him

12. There is guarantee of the Constitution of India that there
will be freedom of speech and witing, but reasonable
restriction can be inposed. It will be of relevance to conpare

the various suggestions as prevalent in America and India. It
is worthwhile to note that all utterances against a Judge or
concerning a pending case do not in America anmount to
contenpt of Court. In Article 19 the expression "reasonabl e
restrictions" is used which is alnpst at par with the Anerican
phraseol ogy "inherent tendency" or "reasonabl e tendency". The
Supreme Court of America in Bridges v California (1911) 86
Law Ed. 192 sai d:

"What finally energes fromthe clear and

present danger cases is a working principle

that the substantive evil nust be extrenely

serious and the degree of inminence extrenely

serious and the degree of inmminence extrenely

hi gh before utterances can be punished."

The vehenmence of the | anguage used is not al one the neasure
of the power to punish for contenpt of Court. The fires which
it kindles nmust constitute an immnent, not nerely a likely,
threat to the adm nistration of justice. The stream of
admi ni stration of justice has to remain unpolluted so that
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purity of Court’s atnosphere may give vitality to all the organs
of the State. Polluters of judicial firmanent are, therefore
required to be well taken care of to maintain the sublimty of
Court’s environnent; so also to enable it to administer justice
fairly and to the satisfaction of all concerned. To simlar effect
were the observations of Lord Morris in Attorney Ceneral v.

Ti mes Newspapers 1974 AC 273 at page 302. It was observed

that when unjustifiable interference is suppressed it is not
because those charged with the responsibilities of

admini stration of justice are concerned for their own dignity, it
i s because the very structure of ordered life is at risk if the
recogni sed Courts of the Land are so flouted and their

authority wanes and is suppl ant ed.

13. There is no doubt that the Court |ike any other
institution does not enjoy immnity fromfair criticism No

Court can claimto-be always right although it does not spare
any effort to be right according to the best of the ability,

know edge and j udgnent of the Judges. They do not think
thensel ves to be in possession of all truth to hold that

wher ever others differ fromthemare in error. No one is nore
conscious of his limtations and fallibility than a Judge. But
because of his training and the assistance he gets from

| earned counsel he i's apt to avoid m stakes nore than others.
Wiile fair and tenperate criticismof the Court even if strong,
nmay not be actionable, but attributing inproper notives or
tending to bring Judges or Courts into hatred and contenpt or
obstructing directly or indirectly with the functioning of Courts
i s serious contenpt of which notice nust be and will be taken
Respect is expected not only fromthose to whomthe judgnent

of the Court is acceptable but also fromthose to whomit is
repugnant. Those who err in their criticismby indulging in
vilification of the institution of Court, adm nistration of justice
and the instruments through which the adm nistration acts,

shoul d take heed for they will act at their own peril. To simlar
effect were the observations of Hidayatullah, CJ., (as the

| earned judge was then) in R C Cooper v. Union of I'ndia

(AIR 1970 SC 1318).

14. There is an abundance of enpirical decisions upon
particul ar i nstances of conduct which has been held to
constitute contenpt of Court. W shall nowrefer to a few Lord
Russel of Killowen, L.C. J, has laid down in Reg v. Gay
1900(2) B 36 at 40 as foll ows:

"Any act done or witing published cal cul ated

to bring a Court or a Judge of the Court into

contenpt, or to lower his authority, is a

contenmpt of Court."

15. It cannot be denied that judgnents are open to/criticisns
and in the said case it was observed

"Judges and Courts are alike open to criticism
and if reasonabl e argunent or expostulation is
of fered agai nst any judicial act as contrary to
| aw or public good, no Court could or would
treat that as contenpt of Court". I|ndeed,
Section 5 of the Act now provides that a person
shall not be guilty of contenpt of Court for
publishing any fair comment on the merits of
any case which has been heard and finally
decided. But, if such a defence is taken, it is
al ways open to test whether the publication

all eged to be of fending was by way of fair
coment on the nerits of the case or was
personal scurril ous abuse of a Judge as a
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Judge, for abuse of a Judge or a Court or
attacks on the personal character of a Judge
are clearly punishable contenpt. As stated in
para 2 at page 21 of Volunme-9 of Hal sbury’s
Laws of Engl and; Fourth Edition, "The

puni shrent is inflicted, not for the purpose of
protecting either the Court as a whole or the

i ndi vidual Judges of the Court froma
repetition of the attack, but of protecting the
public, and specially those who either
voluntarily or by conpul sion are subject to the
jurisdiction of the Court, fromthe m schief
they will incur if the authority of the tribuna
is underm ned or inpaired."

16. The view was echoed by this Court in Re. D.C. Saxena
v. CJI (AR 1996 SC 2481) In the sanme volume of Hal sbury’s
Laws of Engl and at para 27 it is stated thus: "Any act done or
witing published which is calculated to bring a Court or a
Judge into contenpt or to lower its authority or to interfere
with the due course of justice or the |lawful process of the
Court, is a contenpt of Court.”

17. The above proposition has been approved and fol |l owed by
Lord Atkin in Andrew Paul Terence Anbrad v. The Attorney
General of Trinidad and Tobago, (AR 1936 PC 141). It was
observed as fol |l ows:

"No wong is conmitted by any nember of the

public who exercised the ordinary right of

criticismin good faithin private or public the

public act done in the seat of justice. The path

of criticismis public way, the wong headed

are pernmitted to err therein, provided that

menbers of the public abstain frominputing

i mproper notives to those taking part in the

adm nistration of justice and are genuinely

exercising a right of criticismand not acting in

malice or attenpting to inpart the

admini stration of Justice, they are inmune.

Justice is not a cloistered virtue; she nust be

allowed to suffer the scrutiny and respectfu

even though out spoken comments of ordinary

men" :

Lord Justice Donovan in Attorney Ceneral v. Butterworth:

1963(1) B 696 after making reference to Req. V. Gdhanis

Press Ltd ex parte A.G: 1957(1) B 73 said: "whether or not
there was an intention to interfere with the admnistration of
justice is relevant to penalty not to quit". This nmakes it clear
that an intention to interfere with the proper adnministration of
justice is an essential ingredient of the offence of contenpt of
court and it is enough if the action conplained of is inherently
likely so to interfere. In Mrris v. Crown Ofice: 1970(1) Al
E. R 1079 page 1081, Lord Denning MR said: that the course

of justice must not be deflected or interfered with. Those who
do it strike at the very foundations of our society. In the sane
case, Lord Justice Sol non spoke:

"The sol e purpose of proceedings for contenpt

is to give our courts the power effectively to

protect the rights of the public by ensuring

that the adnministration of justice shall not be

obstructed or prevented."

Frank Further, J. in Ofutt v. U S.: 1954(348) U S. 11
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expressed his view as foll ows:

"It is a node of vindicating the nmajesty of |aw,
inits active manifestation against obstruction
and outrage."

In Jennison v. Baker : 1972(1) Al E.R 997 at page 1006 it is
st at ed:

"The | aw shoul d not be seen to sit by linmply, while

those who defy it go free, and those who seek its

protection | ose hope."

18. Chi nappa Reddy, J. speaking for the Bench in Advocate
General, State of Bihar v. Madhya Pradesh Khair

I ndustries: (1980 (3) SCC 311) citing those two decisions in
the cases of Ofutt and Jennison (supra) stated thus:
Y It may be necessary to punish as a

contenpt a cause of conduct which abuses

and makes a nockery of the judicial process

and which thus extends its pernicious

i nfl uence beyond the parties to the action and
affects the interest of the public in the

admini stration of justice. The public have an
interest, an abiding and a real interest, and

vital stake in the effective and orderly

adm ni stration of justice, because unless

justice is so adm nistered, there is the peril of

all rights and liberties perishing. The Court

has the duty of protecting the interest of the
public in the due administrationof justice and,

so, it is entrusted with the power to conmt for
contenpt of Court not in order to protect the
dignity of the Court against insult or injury as

the expression "Contenpt of Court" nmay seem

to suggest but to protect and to vindicate the

right of the public and the admnistration of
justice shall not be prevented, prejudiced,
obstructed or interfered with."

19. Krishna lyer, J. in his separate judgnent In Re. S.

Mul gaokar: (1978 (3) SCC 339) while giving broad guidelines
in taking punitive action in the matter of contenpt of Court
has st at ed:

..... If the Court considers the attack on the

j udge or judges scurrilous, offensive,

intimdatory or nualicious beyond condonabl e

limts, the strong armof the law nust, in the

nane of public interest and public justice,

strike a bl ow on hi mwho chall enges the

supremacy of the rule of law by fouling its

source and streant

20. In the case of Brahma Prakash Sharma and others v.
The State of Uttar Pradesh: (AR 1954 SC 10) this Court after
referring to various decisions of the foreign countries as well
as of the Privy Council stated thus:

“I't will be an injury to the public if it tends to

create an apprehension in the mnds of the

peopl e regarding the integrity, ability or

fairness of the Judge or to deter actual and

prospective litigants from pl acing conpl ete

reliance upon the Court’s adm nistration of

justice, or if it is likely to cause

enmbarrassnent in the mnd of the Judge

himsel f in the discharge of his judicial duties.

It is well established that it is not necessary to
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prove affirmative that there has been an actua
interference with the adm nistration of justice
by reason of such defamatory statenent; it is
enough if it is likely or tends in any way to
interfere with the proper adm nistration of

[ aw. "

21. It may be noted here that in the illustrated case Re: S.
Mul gaokar’s case (supra) it was held that the judiciary cannot
be i mmune fromcriticism But, when such criticismis based

on obvious distortion or gross ms-statenment and nmake in a
manner whi ch seens designed to | ower respect of the judiciary
and destroy public confidence init, it cannot be ignored.

22. Though certain inputations agai nst the Judge nmay be

only |ibel ous agai nst that particular individual, it may at tines
amount to contenpt al so depending upon the gravity of the

al | egations. |In Brahma Prakash Sharna’s case (supra) this

Court held that a defamatory attack on a Judge may be a libe

so far as the judge is concerned and it would be open to himto
proceed against the libellor in a proper action if he so chooses.
If, however, the publication of the disparaging statenent is
calculated to interfere with the due course of justice or proper
adm ni stration of |aw by such Court, it can be punished
separately as contenpt. The sane view has been taken in

Per spective Publications (P) Ltd v. The State of

Maharashtra (AR 1971 SC 221) and C. Ko Daphtary and

others v O P. CGupta and others (AR 1971 SC 1132).

Therefore, apart fromthe fact that a particular statement is
libelous, it can constitute crimmnal contenpt if the inmputation
is such that the sanme is capable of |lowering the authority of

the Court. The gravity of the aforesaid statenent is that the
sanme woul d scandal i ze the court.

23. The right to criticize an opinion of a court, to take issue
with it upon its conclusions as to a |egal proposition, or
guestion its conception of the facts, so long as such criticisns
are made in good faith and are in ordinarily decent and
respectful |anguage and are not designed to willfully or

mal i ci ously m srepresent the position of the Court, or tend to
bring it into disrespect, or |essen the respect due to the
authority to which a Court is entitled, cannot be questioned.
The right of free speech is one of the greatest guarantee to
liberty in a free country |ike ours, even though that right is
frequently and in many instances outrageously abused. If any
consi derabl e portion of a conmmunity is |led to believe that
ei t her because of gross ignorance of the | aw or because of a
wrong reason, it cannot rely upon the courts to adm nister
justice that portion of the comunity, upon some occasion, is
very likely to come to the conclusion that it is better not to
take any chances on the courts failing to do their duty.

24. Judiciary is the bed rock and handmai d of denocracy. |f
people lose faith in justice parted by a Court of law, the entire
denocratic set up would crunble down. In this background,
observations of Lord Denning MR in Metropolitan

Properties Ltd. v. Lennon (1968) 3 All E.R 304 are

rel evant: "Justice nust be rooted in confidence, and

confidence is destroyed when right m nded people go away

thinking - the Judge is based.”

25. Considered in the light of the aforesaid position in law, a
bare reading of the statements nakes it clear that those

anmount to a scurrilous attack on the integrity, honesty and
judicial competence and inpartiality of judges. It is offensive
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and intimdating. The contemor by naking such scandali sing
statenments and invective renarks has interfered and seriously
shaken the system of admi nistration of justice by bringing it
down to disrespect and disrepute. It inpairs confidence of the
people in the Court. Once door is opened to this kind of

al | egations, aspersions and inputations, it may provide a
handle to the disgruntled litigants to nalign the Judges,

| eadi ng to character assassination. A good name is better than
good riches. Imediately cones to one’s m nd Shakespeare’s

O hello, Act II, Scene 3, 167:-

"CGood name in man and wonan, dear my Lord

is the imedi ate jewel of their souls;

who steals ny purse, steals trash;

its sonmething, nothing; " T was nine, its his,
and has been slate to thousands; But he that
filches fromnme ny good nane,

Robs me of that which not enriches him
And nekes ne poor i ndeed."

26. Maj esty of Law continues to hold its head high
notw t hst andi ng such scurrilous attacks made by persons who
feel the law Courts wi Il absorb anything and every thing,

i ncluding attacks on their honesty, integrity and inpartiality.
But it has to be borne in nmind that such divinity and

magnani mty is not its weakness butits strength. It generally
i gnores irresponsi ble statements which are anythi ng but
legitimate criticism It is to be noted that what is permssible is
legitimate criticismand not illegitimte insinuation. No Court
can brook with equaninmty sonething which may have

tendency to interfere with the admi nistration of justice. Sone
people find judiciary a soft target because it has neither the
power of the purse nor the sword, which other w ngs of
denocracy possess. It needs no reiteration that on judiciary
mllions pin their hopes, for protecting their life, liberty,
property and the like. Judges do not have an easy job. They
repeatedly do what rest of us (the people) seek to avoid, nake
deci si ons, said David Pannick in his book "Judges". Judges

are nere nortals, but they are asked to performa function
which is truly divine.

27. VWhat is contenpt of Court has been stated in lucid terms
by OGswald in Cassic "Book on Contenpt of Court". It is said:
"To speak generally, contenmpt of court may be

said to be constituted by any conduct that

tends to bring the authority and

denonstration of law into disrespect and

di sregard or to interfere with or prejudice

parties, litigant or their w tnesses during the

[itigation."

"Contenpt in the | egal acceptance of the term

primarily signifies disrespect to that which is

entitled to | egal regard, but as a wong purely

noral or affecting an object not possessing a

| egal status, it has in the eye of the |aw no

exi stence. Inits origin all legal contempt wll

be found to consist in an offence nore or |ess

di rect against the sovereign hinmself as the

fount ai nhead of |aw and justice or against his

pal ace where justice was admnistered. This

clearly appears fromold cases."

28. Lord Dipl ock, speaking for the Judicial Comrmittee in
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Chokolingo v. Attorney General of Trinidad and Tobago

(1981) 1 Al E.R 244, summarized the position thus:
"Scandal i sing the Court is a convenient way of describing a
publ i cation which, although it does not relate to any specific
case either part of pending or any specific Judge, is a
scurrilous attack on the judiciary as a whole which is

cal cul ated to undermne the authority of the Courts and

public confidence in the administration of justice. Thus, befo
coming to the conclusion as to whether or not the publication
amounts to a contenpt, what will have to be seen is, whether
the criticismis fair, tenperate and nade in good faith or
whether it is sonething directed to the personal character of
Judge or to the inpartiality of a Judge or court. A finding, o
way of the other, will determ ne whether or nor the act
conpl ai ned of anpbunted to contenpt."

29. Mahaj an, J-in Aswi ni Kumar Ghose v. Arabinda Bose,
(AIR 1953 SC 75), observed as foll ows: -

"No obj ection coul d have been taken to the
article had it nerely preached to the Courts of

| aw t he sernmon of divine detachment. But

when it proceeded to attribute inproper

notives to the Judges, it not only transgressed
the limts of fair and bona fide criticism but
had a clear tendency to affect the dignity and
prestige of this Court..... It is obvious that if an
impression is created in the mnds of the

public that the Judges in the highest Court of
the I and act on extraneous considerations in
deci di ng cases, the confidence of the whole
conmunity in the adm nistration of justice'is
bound to be underm ned and no greater

m schi ef than that can possibly be

i magi ned. . ... W woul d i ke to observe that it is
not the practice of this Court to issue such
rul es except in very grave and serious cases

and it is never over-sensitive to public
criticism but when there is danger of grave

nm schi ef being done in the matter of

admi ni stration of justice, the animadversion
cannot be ignored and viewed with placid
equanimty..... "

30. There can be no quarrel with the proposition that anyo
who intends to tarnish the image of judiciary should not be

al l owed to go unpuni shed. By attacking the reputation of
Judges, the ultimate victimis the institution. The day the
consuners of justice loose faith in the institution that would
be the darkest day for mankind. The inportance of judiciary
needs no reiteration

31. When the background facts highlighted above are

consi dered in the background of the principles set out above,
the inevitable conclusion is that the contemor deserves no
synmpathy. In fact, the | enient approach of the Guwahati Hi gh
Court seens to have encouraged himto nake statenents on

oath tarnishing the i mage of the Judges of the highest
judiciary. Hi s apology seens to be not genuine. This is nore
so because he wanted to justify the statements nade in

para 4.

32. Therefore, we find the contemmor guilty of contenpt.
is sentenced to undergo inprisonment for a period of two

nont hs. He shall be taken into custody and sent to Tihar Jail
New Del hi, forthwith to serve the sentence awarded

re

a
ne

ne

He
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33.

The contenpt proceedi ngs stand di sposed of.




