http://JUDIS.NIC. I N SUPREVME COURT OF | NDI A Page 1 of 10
PETI TI ONER:
Bl DYA DEB BARNVA ETC.
Vs.
RESPONDENT:

DI STRI CT MAG STRATE, TRI PURA, AGARTALA

DATE OF JUDGVENT:
06/ 08/ 1968

BENCH:

HI DAYATULLAH, M (QJ)
BENCH

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

BHARGAVA, VI SHI SHTHA
M TTER, G K.

VAI DYl ALI NGAM~ C. A.

Cl TATI ON
1969 AIR 323 1969 SCR (1) 562
Cl TATOR | NFO :

RF 1975 SC 602 (9)
C 1982 SC1315 (33)

ACT:

Preventive Det ention Act 4 of 1950, ss. 3(3) and
3(4)--Section 3(3) requiring District Magistrate to report
order of detention to State Governnent 'forthw th'---Maning
of 'forthwith'--State Governnent’s order whet her must be
conmuni cat ed to detenu--Comruni cation under s. '3(4) by

State Gover nrent to Central Government - - Ef f ect of
del ay--' As soon as may be’ in s. 3 (4), meani ng
of --Detenti on whet her mal a fide--G ounds whet her

vague-- Grounds of detention supplied in | anguage not known
to detenu--Effect of delay in raising objection.

HEADNOTE:

The petitioners were arrested and detai ned on February
11, 1968 under the Preventive Detention Act, 1950 by the
orders of t he District Magistrate, Tri pur a. They

chall enged their detention on the following anong other
grounds: (i) that the District Magistrate passed the orders
of detention on February 9, 1968 but made his "report to the
State Government only on February 13 and therefore the
report was not made 'forthwith' as required by s.” 3(3),;
(ii) that the State Government did not communicate the
approval to the detenus and w t hout such conmunication the
or der could not be effective; (iii) that the State
CGovernment recorded its approval under s. 3(3) on February
19 but communicated it to the Central Governnment only  on
February 22 and this was not done 'as soon as may be’ within
the nmeaning of s. 3(4); (iv) that the grounds supplied were
vague; (v) that the detention order was nala fide. One of
the petitioners also relied on "the fact that the grounds
were supplied to himin English which he did not understand.

HELD: (i) The word "forthwith' has been interpreted by
this Court in Joglekar’'s case to mean the period during
which the detaining authority could not "without any fault
of his own" send the report. |In the present case the order
of detention passed on February 9 was conmunicated to the
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State Governnent on February 13 but the District Magistrate
in his affidavit had explained that he was occupied wth
urgent official work and that 10th and 11th were holi days.
Thus the're was delay only because the report was not nade
on the 12th. Even if the meaning from the ’'ruling in
Jogl ekar’s case is applied strictly, the delay was expl ai ned
sufficiently. [565 C, 566A, D

Keshav Ni | kanth Jogl ekar v. The Conmi ssioner of Police
Greater Bonbay, [1956] S.C. R 653 at p. 658--60, applied.

(ii) There is no provision in the Act that the approva
under s. 3(3) nust be comunicated to the detenu. Section
3(3) does not specify that the order of approval is anything
nore than an adm nistrative aproval by the State Government.
If this be so the necessity of communication of the approva
does not arise with that strictness as does the decision
under r. 30A (8) of the Defence of India Rules. Although it
may be fair even under the Preventive Detention Act to
inform the detenu of all the stages through which his
detention passes, ~and it nay be desirable to have a
provision to that effect included in it, the existing state
of the lawdid not justify the inportation of the strict
"rule to cases under this Act. [566 F, 567 D,

563

The schenme of the Preventive Detention Act is merely to
approve the original detention by the District Magistrate
and the continued detention after 12 days i's not under any
fresh order but | the sane old order with the added
approval, and what the detenu can question is the origina
detention and not the approval thereof. [567 H]

Raja Harish Chandra Raj Singh v. Deputy Land Acquisition
Oficer [1962] 1 S.C. R 676, Bachhittar Singh V. State
of Punjab,[1962] Supp. 3 SSC. R 713 and Biren Dutta & Os.
v. Chief Conm ssioner of Tripura & Anr., [19641 8 ' S.C. R
295, distingui shed.

(iii) The State CGovernnent having reached its decision
on February 19, its conmunication under s. 3(4) to the
Central Governnent on February 22 was not so del ayed that
it is not covered by the expression 'as early as nmay be
which was explained in Joglekar’s case to nean ’'what is
reasonably convenient’. Various things have to be done
before the report to the Central Governnent can be made and
a gap of 3 days is understandable. [568 D

(iv) The grounds in the present case had been supplied
to the detenu with sufficient particularity to enable them
to nake an effective representation. The cases of Ranmeshwar
Lal Patwari and Motilal Jain were distinguishable. [569 F-
570 Al

Raneshwar Lal Patwari v. State of Bihar, [ 1968] 2
S.CR 505 and Mdtilal Jain v. State of Bihar, [1968] 3
S..C. R 587 distinguished.

(v) On the facts and circunstances of the ‘case the
allegation of nmala fides against the detaining authority
could not be accepted. [570 B]

(vi) The objection that the grounds of detention wer e
gi ven in a language which the detenu did not wunderstand
was raised in this Court for the first tine. The Court
could not entertain this belated conplaint especially when
the detenu did not seemto have suffered at all for this
reason. If there was the slightest feeling that he had
been handi capped the court woul d have seriously considered
the matter. [572 A-B]

Hari ki san v. State of Maharashtra & Ors., [1962] 2 Supp.
S.C.R 0918, referred to
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JUDGVENT:

ORIGNAL JURISDICTION: Wit Petitions Nos. 89 to 92 and 94

of 1968.

Petitions under Art. 32 of the Constitution of India for
enforcenent of the fundanmental rights.
M K. Ramarmurthi, for the petitioners (in all the petitions).

Niren De, Solicitor-General and R N. Sachthey, for the
respondent (in all the petitions ).
The Judgnent of the Court was delivered by

H dayatullah, C. J. These are five wit petitions under
Article 32 of the Constitution of India by persons detained
under the Preventive Detention Act (4 of 1950) by virtue of
orders passed by the District Magistrate Tripura on February
2, 1968. These detenus (and another since released) were
arrested on February 11, 1968. State Government was
i nforned of the fact of deten
sup. Cl/68--5

564
tion on ' February 13, and the grounds of detention were
conmuni cat ed to the detenus on —February 15. State

CGover nirent gave the approval on February 19 and
tel egraphically conmunicated to the Central Government the
fact of the detention on February 22 under section 3(4). On
March 11, the Advisory Board considered the cases. The
present petitions were filed on March 12, 1968. The
Advi sory Board made its report to the State Governnent under
section 10 of the Act on April 17, 1968. On April 26, 1968,
t he State Governnent nade the order detai ni ng t he
petitioners for a period of one year. This detention is
chal | enged before us.

The petitions were argued by M. Ramanurthy together
The |l aw points raised by himin these cases were comon and
will be dealt with together. Part of the facts were also
common al t hough some special features were pointed out in
some cases. W propose to deal with-the comon, points of |aw
and facts together and then to consider the special facts
separatel y.

The points of Ilawwere (1 ) that the detention was
illegal as the report of the District Mgistrate was not
submtted forthwith as required by section 3(3) of the Act,
(2) that the detention was again illegal as the order of
approval of State Governnment wunder s. 3 (3) was not
conmuni cated to the petitioners, (3) that the detention was
illegal as the State Governnent had not reported the fact to
the Central Governnment as soon as possible and  w thout
avoi dabl e del ay. The common points of fact are that the
grounds were vague and the detention was for ‘a collatera
pur pose and mal a fide.

The order of detention in each case was made on the 9th
of February. The arrest and detention commenced “from the
11th. The comuni cation .was on February 13. Section 3 (3)
of the Act |ays down:

"3. The Central CGovernnent or the State
Gover nnment nmay

(1)

(3) Wen any order is nmade under this
section (by an officer nentioned in sub-
section (2) he shall forthwith report’ the act
to the State Government to which he is
subordi nate together with the grounds on which
the order has been made and such ot her
particulars as in his opinion (have a bearing
on the matter, and no such order made after
the comencenent of the Preventive Detention
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(Second Anendnent) Act, 1952, shall remain in

force for nore than twelve days after t he

maki ng thereof unless in the neantine it has

been approved by the State CGovernnent)."

565
The question is whether the detention becane illegal because
4 days were allowed to pass fromthe order of detention and
2 days from the date of arrest. The third sub-section
guoted above wuses the word "forthwith’., Explaining this
word Maxwell in Interpretation of Statutes (El eventh Edn.)
at p. 341 observes as foll ows:

"When a statute requires that’ sonething

shall be done "forthwith", or "inmmediately"
or even "instantly", it should probably be
understood as allowi ng a reasonable tine for
doing it."

The word ’forthwith’ in section 3 (3) and the phrase as
soon as may be’ used in the fourth sub-section were
considered in Keshav N |kanth Joglekar v. The Conmi ssioner

of Police, Greater Bonbay(1l). In that case the delay was of
8 days.. Gving proper neaning to the expression it was
observed

"W agree that "forthwith" in section 3
(3) cannot nean the sane thing as "as soon as
may /be" in section 7, and that the forner is

nor e preenptory t han the latter. The
di fference between the two expressions |ies,
in our opinion, inthis that while under

section 7 the time that is allowed to the
authority to send the communication to the
detenu is what is reasonably conveni ent,
under section 3 (3) what is allowed is only
the period during which he could not, ' wthout
any fault of his own, sendthe report."
The del ay of 8 days was held expl ai ned thus:
"What happened on the 16th and the
following days are now matters of  history.
The great <city of Bonbay was convulsed in
di sorders, which are anong the worst that this
country has wi tnessed. The Bonbay police had a
nmost difficult task to perform in securing
life and property, and the —authorities -must

have been working at high pressure in
mai ntai ning law and order. It is obvious that
the Conmissioner was not sleeping over the
orders which he had passed or I oungi ng

supi nely over them The delay suchas it s,
is due to causes not of his making, but to
causes to which the activities of t he
petitioners very largely contributed. ~ W have
no hesitation in accepting the affidavit, and
we hold that the delay in sending the  report
coul d not have been avoi ded by t he
Conmi ssi oner and that when they were sent by
him they were sent "forthwith" wthin the
neani ng of section 3(3) of the Act."

In the present case the delay is nuch shorter. The 10th
and 1 ith of February were cl ose hol i days. The
conmuni cati on was
(1) [1956] S.C.R 653 at pages 658-660.

566
on the 13th. Thus there was only delay because the report
was not nmade on the 12th. Explaining the delay the District
Magi strate in his affidavit says:

"I say that 10th February, 1968 was a
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hol i day, being the second Saturday of the
nonth and 11th February, 1968 was Sunday. I
say that serious reports about the activities
of the M zo National Front and Sangkr ak
Party, which are tribal groups of hostiles who
had set up an independent Government and were
i ndul gi ng in subversive acts against the |oca

CGovern. nent and were committing dacoities,
nmurder, arson etc. particularly ainmed at non-
tribals, were received at that time which kept
me extrenely busy during those days. Besides
this, | also say that | was in the mdst of
paddy procurenents and there was very heavy
rush of work in nmy office in those days. I
say that 10th and 11th February, 1968, being
hol i days and-order being conmuni cated on the

13th-to the State Government, was conmuni cated
"forthwith" as required by |aw "

In our judgnent even if the neaning fromthe ruling is
appl i ed wi'th strictness, the del ay was expl ai ned
sufficiently. The District Magistrate was hard put to for
time and the surrounding circunstances explain the very
short delay. A nuch larger delay was held in this Court not
to mlitate against section 3 (3) and we think there is |ess
room for interference in this case than existed in the
fornmer case. W accordingly reject the first of .the |aw

The second point has no force. There is-no provision in
the Act that such an approval nust be comunicated to the
detenu. The argunent \is that this nust be inmplied from the
object of the Act. The detaining authority i's answerable to
the State Governnent, Sub-section (3 ) gives validity to
the order for a period of 12 days even wi thout approval.
The approval was done within the time and began to operate
as soon as nade. It was contended that the approval ' ought
to have been communicated to the detenu and wthout  this
conmuni cati on the detention could not be |egal

Reliance was placed upon certain cases to show that
persons affected by an order must be conmuni cated that order
if it is to be effective. |In Raja Harish Chandra Raj  Singh
v. The Deputy Land Acquisition O ficer and -another(1l) (a
case under the Land Acquisition Act 1894) it was held that
the award of the Collector nmust be communicated, and that
this was an essential requirenment of fair play and natura
justice. The Court was considering a question of linitation
Which ran "fromthe date of the Collector’s
(1) [1962] 1 S.C R 676.

567
award’” in the proviso to s. 18 and was not  prepared to
construe those words in a literal or,nechanical = way. The

reason which prevailed for naking a distinction between an
order passed and an order conmuni cated do not obtain here.
In Bachhittar Singh v. The State of Punjab(l) an order
of dismissal of a public servant passed by the Mnister on
the file was not comunicated and it was held ’that it —was
only provisional fill communicated. This case is not in
poi nt . The next <case Biren' Dutta and others v. Chief
Conmi ssi oner of Tripura and another(2) deals with detention
under the Defence of India Rules 1962 rules 30(1)(b) and
30A(8). The reason of rule 30A(8) was stated by this Court
to be that it is in the nature of an independent decision
and further detention can be justified only if the decision
is recorded as required by the rule, and it nust be in
witing clearly and unanbi guously to indicate the decision
It was further observed that the decision must be
conmuni cated. This case is really no authority in the
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context of the present ease. Section 3 (3 ) of the
Preventive Detention Act does not specify that the order of
approval is anything nore than an admi ni strative approval by
the State Government. If this be so the necessity of
conmuni cation of the approval does not arise wth that
strictness as does the decision under Rule 30A(8) of the
Defence of India Rules. The Solicitor GCeneral on that
occasi on conceded this position. The dispute then narrowed
to the question whether Art. 166 applied. This point was not
decided by this Court but basing itself on the adm ssion
that the deeision to continue the detention mnust be in
witing, this Court considered whether there was substantia
conpliance with this requirenent. A brief menorandum was
produced whi ch nerely recorded that a decision was reached.
This Court held that the nenorandum could not reasonably be
said to. include a decision that the detention of the
detenus was thought necessary beyond six nonths. Sueh
orders ~were hel'd not to contain a witten record of the
deci sion with appropriate reasons.

In our opinion the provisions of the Preventive
Det enti on-_Act-cannot be equated to those of the Defence of
India Act and the Rules.” While we are of opinion that even
in detention under the Preventive Detention Act it would be
fair to informthe detenu of all the stages through which
his detention passes and a provision to that effect should
be included in it, we are not satisfiedthat in viewof the
state of the existing law we can inport the strict rule
here. The schene of the Preventive Detention Act is nerely
to approve the original detention by the District Mgistrate
and the continued detention after 12 days is not under any
fresh order but the same old order with the added  approva
and what the detenu can question if he be so minded, is
the original detention and not the approval thereof. (See
in this connection also
(1) [1962] Supp. 3 S.C.R 713.

(2) [1964] 8 S.C. R 295.

568

Mohamed Afzal Khan v. State of Jammu & Kashmir(1). We
accordingly consider the ruling inapplicable.

It is next contended that the State Covernment was al so
guilty of undue and unreasonable delay in reporting to the
Central CGovernnent. The State CGovernnent comunicated the
decision on February 22. State Governnent received the
conmuni cation fromthe District Magistrate on February 13,
and approved the action on February 19. The comrmunication
to the Central CGovernment on February 22 was not ~so much
delayed that it is not covered by the expression’as early
as may be explained by this Court in Keshav N lkanth
Jogl ekar v. The Conmi ssioner of Police Greater " Bonbay’ s(2)
case. M. Ramanurthy desired us to calculate the tine from
February 9 but we do not think that is possible. “Tinme can
only be calculated fromthe nonent the matter reached the
State Government. The State Governnent took a week to
consider these <cases and it is reasonable to think that
there mght be a few nore cases which are not before us.
Havi ng reached the decision on the February 19, the action
of the State Governnent in comunicating the matter to the
Central Governnent on February 22 cannot be said to be so

del ayed as to render the detention illegal. Various things
have to be done bef ore the report to the Centra
Gover nirent can be mde and a gap of 3 days is

under standable. W see no forces in this point.

This brings us to the nerits of the detention. Here the
charge is that the grounds furnished to the detenus were
vague and the detention itself mala fide. The grounds are
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practically the sane except for very mnor changes to which
attention will be drawn when we deal with individual cases.
W nmay set down the grounds of detention from Petition
No. 89 of 1968 as sanpl e.

"You are being detained in pursuance of
the Detention order made under sub-clauses
(ii) and (iii) of clause (a) of sub section
(1) of section 3 Preventive Detention Act,
1950 as you have been acting in manner
prejudicial to the maintenance of public order
and supplies essential to the community as
evi denced by the particulars given below :--

1. ‘That you have been instigating the
| oyal villagers particularly the tribals
living in"and around the Forest Reserve areas
to damage the forest plantation and to do
Jhuming in Reserve Forest areas in violation
of ~ forest laws. 'Towards the end, you have
been attendi ng a nunber of secret neetings in
which it was decided to urge the public to
start canpaign against the Forest Depart nment

and to destroy the forest plantation. That
you have by your activities created resentnent
agai nst

(1)[1957] S.C. R 63.

(2) 1950 S.C. R

569
the ‘forest ,departnents and the Forest Laws
under - Teliamura P:-S.  thereby endangering the
mai nt enance of public order.

2. - That -you have been instigating the
loyal cultivators fromdelivering the paddy
to the CGovernnent which has been requisitioned
under the Tripura Foodgrains Requisition Order
for the nmaintenance of sup-
plies of foodgrainsto the people in lean
nont hs. You have been instigating and inciting
the people to offer organised and violent
resi stance agai nst . the paddy procurenent
staff. Towards this. end, you have been
attendi ng a nunber of secret mneetings in which
it was decided to urge the public to start
canpai gn agai nst the procurenent of paddy. You
have been directly in'citing the people in a
nunber of nass neetings al so. - That 'you have by
your speeches and activities induced t he
people of <certain areas to offer violent
resi stance to paddy pr ocur enent t her eby
preventing the Governnent from maintaining
supplies essential to the comunity during
ti mes of need.

The above reports are evident from the
facts that on 12-11-67 you artended a  nass
neeting at Kal yanpur, a secret neeting on 13-

11-67 at Asha ranbari, again nass
neeti ngs at Teliamura on 28-11- 67 at
Mohar chhara Bazar on 16-12-67, on 6-1-68 at
Tel i a- mura and on 21-1-68 at Stable

ground, Agartal a.

Because of your activities and
incitenment, on 2-2-68 the procurenent
staff were offered a strong and vi ol ent
resi stance by an unruly nmob at Chalitabari P-
S. Telia- mura. "

It is subnmicted that the grounds do not give anydetails
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si nce no particulars of tine, place and circunstances have
been nmentioned, and relevant and irrelevant nmatters have
been i ncl uded. Reference is made to two cases decided
recently by this Court in whi ch the grounds were found
insufficient. They are: Rameshwar Lal Patwari v. State of
Bi har(x) and Mdtilal Jain v. State of Bihar & O hers(2).
W find no such vagueness in the grounds as was f ound
established in the two cases. The grounds begin by
stating generally what the activities were. They consisted

of instigation of tribal people to practise jhum ng and
preventing the authorities from delivering paddy to
CGovernment under the procurenent schemes. This instigation
it is said was through nass and secret neetings and
resulted in violent resistance to Governnent. Having said
this the grounds then specify the places where and the

dates on which the nmeetings were held and the date on which
and pl ace at which-the resistance took place. In our judg-
(1) [1968] 2 S.C'R 505.

(2) [1968] 3 S.C R 587.

570
nment nore detailed information was not necessary to
gi ve .the det enus an opportunity to make their

representations. The  grounds here are specific and very
unlike those in the cases relied upon. W reject the
contention.

As regards nala fides and coll ateral purpose alleged to
be the real reason, the averment is that the detention was
ordered to prevent the detenus from actively canpaigning
for the Panchayat el ections that were to take place on the
19th and 20th February, 1968. ~This has been denied and
looking to the circunstances of this area  which are
notorious there is no doubt in our minds that the affidavit
of the District Mugistrate is reliable. This ends t he
subm ssi ons which are comon to these five cases. W now pro-
ceed to discuss individual objections.

Wit Petition 89 of 1968. There is no special objection in
Wit Petition 89 of 1968 beyond what has been discussed
above and it is accordingly dismssed.

Wit Petition 90 of 1968: Here too there is no specia
ground urged before wus and the petition is accordingly
di smi ssed.

Wit Petition 91 of 1968: The first objection is -that
there is a mstake of identity. The petitioner clains to be
Dasrath s/o Kfishna Deb whereas in the order of detention
and other papers is described as Dasrath s/o the Late
Krishna Chandra Deb Barrna. It is also subnmtted that
Kri shna Chandra Deb is alive and, there-fore, the order of
detention concerned some other person. It is denied by the
District Magistrate that the order was not passed against
the present detenu hinself. The addition of Barnma is
expl ained by the District Magistrate as a popular suffix to
the nane. The District Magistrate has further said that in
Tripura it is usual to have Barma in addition to Deb in the
surnanme and that this ground of identity has been raised for
the first time in this Court. The address of the petitioner
is accurate and the | father’'s nane is also correct.
Not hi ng much turns on the fact that the father was described
as dead. The petitioner ha.s not objected till he reached
this Court and the authorities would hardlybe expected to
hold a wong nman and let the real man go free.W reject this
contention.

The next contention concerns the discrepancy in the dates
of neetings and what happened as a result of hi s
activitiesand incitenent. The two sets of dates may be put
side . by side:
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Meet i ngs Resul t
25-11- 67 18- 6- 67
16-12- 67 21- 6- 67
26-12- 67 24- 6- 67
27-12- 67 25- 6- 67
30-12- 67 23-12-67
3-1-68 21-1-68
571

It is argued that the results in all but two dates could
not follow activities which were later. The explanation is
simple. The results were said to be because of t he
activities of the peritioner. The nention of dates of
neetings is nerely sone evidence to show the knd of
activity. W are concerned wth preventive detention
Odinarily what we have to satisfy ourselves about is the
satisfaction of the authority and the absence of mala
fides and whether all the  opportunities of maki ng
representation were -given. There were enough instances
cited of the conduct on which detention was ordered for the
petitioner to nmake an effective representation. The
situation in this area was already bad and the later
activities would not make it any better. W do not think
that the detention suffers from any defect. The petition
wi Il be dism ssed.

Wit Petition 92 of 1968.

The objection here is of the sane character as in Wit
Petition 89/91. An additional conplaint here is that he is
supposed to’ have'instigated people to go on strike and
prevented the notor drivers and rickshaw pullers from plying
their wvehicles on the' roads-and. governnent  enployees
fromgoing to office and threatened individual ~shop-keepers
to keep their shops closed, but no details are supplied. It
is subnmitted that this brings the case within the rulings
of this Court. W think this case is distinguishable from
the case of a black marketer who'is charged with having sold
contraband articles or at higher prices or hoarded goods.
General allegations there without concrete instances would
be difficult to represent against. Here the matter is
different. It is an integrated conduct of ~-instigation
against law and order which is being charged. Sever a
aspects of it are nentioned. They range from jhuming .in
forests and resistance to procurement to —arranging - for

strikes. Instances O mass and secret neetings are
furni shed and the ramfications of conduct in ot her
directions are nentioned. In these circumstances t he

petitioner is expected to represent against. the instances
and if he convinces that he took no part in the ~agitation,
the other aspects of his activity wll be" sufficiently
answered. A case of this type stands on slightly different
footing fromthe cases of black narketing earlier decided by
this Court. In our judgnent no successful ground has been
made out and the petition nust fail. It will be disnissed
Wit Petition 94 of 1968.

The petitioner in this case has conplained that the
order of detention and the grounds supplied to himwere in
English and he knows only Bengali and Tripuri. He refers to
Hari ki san v. The State of Maharashtra & Qhers(1l). In that
case the detenu had" asked for a Hindi translation and had
been denied that facility.

(1) [1962] 2 Supp. S.C.R 918.

572

W find that this objection was taken here but no request
was. made at any earlier tine. The original petition did
not contain any such objection. It was raised for the first

time in the rejoinder. The petitioner does not seemto have
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suffered at all. He has filed the petition in English and
guestioned the inplications of the | anguage of the order and
the grounds. O course, he had the assistance of the other
det enus who know English. |If there had been the slightest
feeling that he was handi capped, we would have seriously
considered the matter but in his case it appears that this
point was presented not to start with but after everything

was over. We cannot entertain such a belated conplaint.
The petition will be disnissed.

In conclusion all the petitions fail and will be dism ssed.
G C

Petitions di sm ssed.
57 3




