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ACT:

Criminal trial-Crcunstantial evidence-Duty of courts to
saf eguard thensel ves agai nst basi ng deci sion suspi ci ons-
ConfesSion'-Mist be accepted or rejected as a whole-Sel f
excul patory statenent containing adm ssion of —incrimnating
facts-Adm ssion of incrimnating portion as true - rejecting
excul patory portion as false -Legality-Indian Penal Code,
1860, s. 201-Essential ingredients of offence.

HEADNOTE
In eases depending circunstantial evidence courts should
safeguard thenselves against the danger of basing ~their
concl usi ons suspi ci ons howsoever strong.

Rex V. Hodge (1838) 2 Lew. 227, and Nargundkar v.
State of Madhya Pradesh (1952) S.C. R 1091 referred to,

95

To establish a charge under s. 201, Indian Penal Code, it is
essential to prove that an offence has been commtted (nere
suspicion that it has been commtted is not sufficient);
that the accused knew or had reason to believe that such
of fence had been committed ; and that with the requisite
know edge and with the intent to screen the offender from
| egal puni shment the accused caused the evidence thereof to
di sappear or gave false information respecting such offence
knowi ng or having reason to believe the same to be, false.
Were the evidence showed that a person had died, that his
body was found in & trunk and was discovered in a well and
that the accused took part in the disposal of the body but
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there was no evidence to show the cause of his death or the
manner or circunstances in which it came about: Held, that
the accused could not be convicted for an of fence under s.
201.

A statenent that contains self excul patory matter cannot
amount to a confession, if the excul patory matter is of some
fact, which if true would negative the offence alleged to be
conf essed. A confession nmust either admit in terms the
offence or at any rate substantially all the facts that
constitute the offence.

Nar ayanaswam v. Enperor (1939) 66 |.A 66, referred to.

It is a well accepted rule regarding the use of confessions
and admi ssions that these nust either be accepted as a whole
or rejected as a whole and that the court is not conpetent
to accept only the incul patory part while rejecting the
excul patory part as inherently incredible.

Emperor v. Bal nukand (1930) I.L.R 52 Al. 1011, foll owed.
Wiere the statenent nmade by the accused contained an
adm ssion’ that she had placed the dead body of her husband
in atrunk and bad carried it in a jeep and throwm it into a
well, but_ wth regard to the cause of the death the
statenment nmade by her was that her husband bad accidently
taken a poisonous substance which was neant for washing
photos erroneously thinking it to be a medicine: Held, the
statenent read as /a whol e was excul patory.in character and
the whole statenent’ was inadm ssible i'n evidence and the
Hi gh Court acted erroneously in accepting the forner part of
it and rejecting the latter part as false.

Judgnent of the Hi gh Court of Punjab reversed.

JUDGVENT:
CRI M NAL APPELLATE, JURI SDICTION: Crimnal Appeal No. 41 of
1952. Appeal by Special Leave from the Judgnent and 'Order
dated the 3rd OCctober,, 1951, of the Hi gh Court of
Judicature for the State of Punjab at Sima (Bhandari and
Soni-JJ in Crimnal Appeal No. 86 of 1961, arising out of
the Judgnent and Order dated the, 31st January, 1951, of the
Court of the Sessions Judge, Anbala, in Case No. 23  of’' 1950
and Trial No. 2 of 1951
96
Jai Gopal Sethi (B. L. Kohli with him for the Appellant.
H'S. Qujral, for the respondent. Bhagat Singh Chawla, for
t he Caveator.
1952. Cctober 22. The judgnent Of the Court was delivered
by
MAHAJAN J.-Pal vinder Kaur,was tried for offences under
sections 302 and 201, Indian Penal Code, in connection /'with
the nmurder of her husband, Jaspal Singh. She was convicted
by -the Sessions Judge under section, 302 and sentenced to
transportation for life. No verdict was recorded regarding
the charge under section 201, I|ndian Penal Code. appea
to the High Court she was acquitted of the charge of mnurder
but was convicted under section 201, |ndian Penal Code, —and
sentenced to seven years’ rigorous |Inprisonnent. Her appea
by special |eave is now before us.

Jaspal Singh, deceased, was the son of the Chief of

Bhareli (Punjab). He was married to Palvinder Kaur a few
years ago and they had two children. The. husband and wfe
were living together in Bhareli house, Anbala. It is said

that Jaspal’s relations with his father and grandfather

were not very cordial and the two elders thought that
Pal vi nder Kaur was responsible, for this. It is also said
that Jaspal lived the all owance he got fromhis father and
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suppl enented his inconme by selling milk and eggs and by
doing sone odd jobs. Mohinderpal Singh (a fugitive from
justice) who is related to the appellant and was enpl oyed as
a storekeeper in Bal devnagar Canp, Anbal a, used occasionally

to reside in Bhareli house. It is suggested that he had
started a liaison with Palvinder
The prosecution case is that Sardar Jaspal was

adm ni stered potassium cyani de poi son by the appellant and
Mohi nder pal the afternoon of the 6th February, 1950. The
dead body was then put into a large trunk and kept in one of
the rooms in the house in Arbala city. About ten days |ater
i.e., the
97
16t h February, 1950, Mhi nderpal during the absence
of the appellant, renmoved the trunk fromthe house in a jeep
when he canme there with Anrik Singh and Kartar Singh (P
W.), tw waternen of the Bal devnagar Canp. The trunk was
then taken to Bal devnagar Canp and was kept in a store room
there. Three days |ater, the 19th February, 1950,
Mohi nder pal “acconpani ed by Pal vi nder. and a donestic servant,
Trilok Chand (P. W 27), took the trunk a fewnmiles t he
road |eading to Rajpura, got to a katcha road and in the
vicinity of village Chhat took the jeep to a well a nound
and threw, the box intoit. The jeep was taken to a
gurdwara where it was washed
After the disappearance of the deceased, his father
made enquiries from Mohi nderpal regarding the whereabouts
of his nissing son. Mohi nder pal ~made  vari ous fal se
statements to him the 8th~ March, 1950, the father
advertised in the "Daily M| ap" begging his'son ‘to return
hone as soon as possible as the condition of his wfe and
children and parents had becone miserable owing to his
absence.
On the 10th March, 1950, i.e., a, nonth and ten days
after the alleged murder and 19 days after the trunk was

thrown into the well, obnoxious snell was com ng out of the
well, and the matter being reported to the |[|anbardars of’
village Chhat, the trunk was taken out. The nmatter was
reported to the police and Sardar Banta Singh, Sub-Inspector
of Police, the 11th March arrived at the scene and
prepared the inquest report and sent for the doctor. The

postnmortem exam nation was performnmed the spot the next
day. No photograph of the body was taken and it was all owed
to be cremated. After nore than two and a half~ nonths,
the 28th April, 1950 th -first information report was | odged
agai nst the appellant and Mhi nderpal and the26th June a
challan was presented in the court of the committing
magi strate Mbhi nderpal was not traceable and the case Was
started agai nst the appellant al one,

98

There is no direct evidence to establish that the appellant
or Mdhinderpal or both of them adninistered potassium
cyanide to Jaspal and the evidence regarding the nmurder is
purely circunmstantial. The |earned Sessions Judge took the
view that the circunmstantial evidence in the case was
i ncompatible wth the innocence of the accused, and held
that the case agai nst the appellant was proved beyond any
reasonabl e doubt. The Hi gh Court appeal arrived at a
different conclusion. It held that though the body found
fromthe well was not capable of identification, the clothes
recovered fromthe trunk and found the body proved that it
was the body of Jaspal. It further held that the cause of
death could not be ascertained fromthe nedical evidence
given in the case. The -evidence the question of the
identity of the dead body consisted of the statenent of
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constable Lachhman 'Singh, of the clothes and ot her’
articles recovered frominside the trunk and of an alleged
confession of the accused. As regards the first piece of
evi dence the Hi gh Court expressed the follow ng opinion
"There is in our opinion considerable force in the
contention that not only are foot constable Lachhman Singh
and Assistant Sub-lnspector Banta Singh testifying to the
facts which are false to their know edge but that the
-prosecution are responsible for deliberately introducing a
false witness and for asking the other witnesses to support
the story narrated by Lachhman Singh that he identified the
body to be that of Jaspal Singh the 11th March and
comuni cate the information to the father of the deceased
the follow ng day.)’
As regards the extra-judicial confessions alleged to. have
been made to Sardar Rup Singh and Sardar Balwant Singh
father and grandfather~ of the deceased, they were held

i nadm ssi bl e and wunreliable. The confession nade by
Pal vinder / to the mmgistrate, the 15th April, 1950, was
however  ‘used in evidence -against her t he fol l owi ng
reasoni ng:

"It is true that strictly speaki ng excul patory statements
in which the prisoner denies her guilt cannot

99
be regarded as confessions, but these statenents are often
used as circunstantial evidence of guilty consciousness by
showi ng themto be false and fabricated.”
It was also found that though Pal vinder m ght have desired

to continue her illicit intrigue with Mhinderpal she nmay
not have desired to sacrifice her wealth and- position at
the altar of love. She nmay have had’ a nmotive to kill her

husband but a stronger notive to preserve her own  position
as the wife of a prospective chief of Bhareli and ‘that in
this situation it was by no means inpossible that the rmurder
was comm tted by Mbhinderpal alone without the consent and
know edge of Palvinder, and that though a strong suspicion
attached to Palvinder, it was inpossible to state wth
confidence that poison was adm nistered by her. Therefore
it was not possible to convict her under section 302, |ndian
Penal Code.
Concerning the charge under section 201, Indian Penal Code,
the Hgh Court held that the npst inportant piece of
evidence in support of the charge was the confession which
Pal vi nder nade the 15th April, 1950, and this confession,
t hough retracted, was corroborated this poi nt by
i ndependent evi dence and established the charge.
The judgnent of the High Court was inpugned before us a
| arge nunmber of grounds. Inter alia, it was contended . that
in examning Pal vinder Kaur at great length the H gh  Court
contravened the provisions of the Code of Criminal Procedure
and that the Full Bench decision of the High Court “in Dhara
Si ngh’ s case(1l) was wong in law, that the al | eged
confession of the appellant being an. excul patory statenent,
the sanme was inadmi ssible in evidence and could not be  wused
as evidence against her, that it had been contradicted in
nost material particulars by the prosecution evidence itself
and was false and that in any case it could not be used
pi ecenmeal ; that the offences under sections 302/34 and 201,
I ndi an Penal Code, being distinct offences conmitted at two
different tines and being
(1) (1952) 54 P.L.R 58,
100

separate transactions, the appellant having been
convicted of the offence under section 302, |Indian Pena
Code, only by the Session Judge, the High Court had no
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jurisdiction when acquitting her of that offence to, convict
her under section 201 of the same Code; that the statenents
of Mohinderpal to ’'various w tnesses |and his conduct were
not rel evant agai nst the appellant; that Karanchand and Mst.
Lachhm were in the nature of acconplices and the H gh Court
erred in relying their testinony wi thout any corrobora-
tion; that the H gh Court having disbelieved eight of the
wi t nesses of the prosecution and having held that they were
falsely introduced into the case, the investigation being
extremely belated and the story having been devel oped at
different stages, the High Court should not have relied
the sanme; and lastly that the- pieces of circunstantia
evi dence proved agai nst the appellant were consistent wth
several innocent explanations and the Hi gh Court therefore
erred in relying them wi-t hout excluding those possi-
bilities.

The deci sion of the appeal; in our view, lies within a
very narrow conpass-and it is not necessary to pronounce
all the points that were-argued before us. |n our judgment,
there is no evidence' to establish affirmatively that the
death of  Jaspal was caused by potassium cyanide and that
being so, the charge under section 201, |ndian Penal Code,
must also fail.” The High Court in reaching a contrary
conclusion not only acted suspi ci ons and conj ectures but
i nadm ssi bl e evi dence.

The circunstances in which Jaspal died will for ever
remain shrouded in nystery and the material placed t he
record it is not possible to unravel them [t my well be
that he was mnurdered by Mbhinderpal without the know edge or
consent of Palvinder ~and the incident took place at
Bal devnagar Canp and not at the house and that ~ Mhinderpa
al one disposed of the dead body and that the confession of
Pal vinder is wholly false and the adverti senent issued in
Mlap correctly reflected the facts

101
so far as she was concerned. The evidence led by the
prosecution, however, is of such a character that no,
reliance can be-pl aced it and no affirmative conclusions

can be drawn fromit. The renmarks of the Sessions Judge;
that the consequences had definitely reveal ed that ~justice
could not always be procured by wealth and other worldly
resources and that the case woul d perhaps go down in history
as one of the npbst sensational cases because of the parties
involved and the gruesone way"in which the nurder was
conmitted, disclose a frame of mind not necessarily
judicial. It was unnecessary to introduce sentinmentalismin
a judicial decision. The H gh Court was not ableto reach a
positive conclusion that Palvinder was responsible for. the
mur der of her husband.

Whet her Jaspal conmmitted suicide or died of poison
taken under a m stake or whether poison was adnministared to
him by the appellant or by Mhinderpal or by both of them
are questions the answers to which have been left very vague
and indefinite by the circunstantial evidence in the case.
In view of the situation of the parties and the belated
i nvestigation of the case and the sensation it created, it
was absolutely necessary for the courts below to safeguard
them selves against the danger of basing their concl usions
suspi ci ons howsoever strong. |It. Seens to us that the
trial court, &Ad to a certain extent the H gh Court, fel
into the same error against which warning was given by Baron
Al derson in Beg. v. Hodge(l), where he said as follows:-

The mnd was apt to take a pleasure in
adapting circunmstances to one another, and even in straining
them a little, if need be, to force themto form parts of
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one connected whol e; and the nore ingenious the mnd of the

individual, the nore likely was it, considering such
matters, to overreach and mslead itself, to supply sone
little Ilink that is wanting, to take for granted sone fact

consistent with its previous theories and necessary to
render them conplete.™
(1) (1838) 2 Lew. 227.
102
W had recently occasion to enphasize this point in
Nar gundkar v. The State of Midhya Pradesh(1).

In order to establish the charge under section 201,
I ndi an Penal Code, it is essential to prove that an offence
has been conmmitted-nere suspicion that it has been commtted
is not sufficient,that the accused knew or had reason to
believe that such offence had been committed- and with the
requi site-knowl edge and with the intent to screen the
of fender fromlegal punishment- causes the evidence thereof
to disappear or gives false information respecting such
of fences knowi'ng or having reason to believe the sane to be
fal se. It~ was essential in these circunstances for the
prosecution to establish affirmatively that the death of
Jaspal was caused by the adm nistration of potassium cyani de
by some person (the appellant having been acquitted of this
charge) and that she had reason to believe that it was so
caused and wth /that knowl edge she took part in the
conceal nent and ' disposal of the dead body. There is no
evi dence what soever this point. The follow ng facts, that
Jaspal died, that his body was found in a trunk and was
di scovered froma well and that the appellant took part in
the disposal of the body do not establish the cause of his
death or the manner and circunstances in which it cane

about . As already stated, there is nodirect evidence to
prove that potassium cyani de was admini stered to himby any
per son. The best evidence thi s question woul d have been

that of the doctor who perforned the postnortem exam nation
That evi dence does not prove that Jaspal died as a result of
adm ni stration of potassium cyani de. the other hand, the
doctor was of the opinion that there were no  positive
postrmortem signs which coul d suggest poisoning. ~ He /stated
that potassium cyani de bei ng corrosive poi son, woul d produce
hyperm a, softening and ul ceration of the gastro-intestinal
track and that in this case he did not notice any -such
signs. He further said that potassium cyanide corrodes the
lips and the nouth, and none of these signs was the body.
Thi s evi dence
(1) [1952] sS.C R 1091

103
therefore instead of proving that death was caused by
adm ni stration of potassiumcyanide, to the extent it. goes,
negatives that fact.
The Hi gh Court placed reliance the confession of “Pal vinder
made the 15th April, 1950, to bold this fact proved. The
confession is in these termns: -
"My husband Jaspal Singh was fond of hunting as well as  of
phot ogr aphy. From hunting whatever skins (khalls) he
brought home he becane fond of colouring them He also
began to do the work of washing of photos out of eagerness.
One day in Decenber, 1949, Jaspal Singh said to my cousin
(Tay’s son) Mbohinderpal Singh to, get him material for
washi ng photos. He(Mbhinderpal Singh) said to Harnam Si ngh
who is head clerk in Baldevhagar Canp, to bring the sane

fromthe Cantt. Harnam Singh went to the Cantt. and
return said that the material for washing photos could be
had only by a responsible Government official. He told so

to Mohi nderpat Singh, who said that Harnam Si ngh shoul d t ake
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his nanme and get the nedicine. Thereupon Harnam Singh went

to the Cantt. and brought the nedicine. | kept this

medi ci ne. As the medi ci ne wassticking to the paper

put it in water in a small  bottle and kept it in the

almrah. 1In those days ny husband was in Anbala and | lived

with himin the kothi in the city. He went for hunting for
2-3 days and there he devel oped abdom nal trouble and began

to purge. He sent for nedicine 3-4 days from Dr. Sohan
Singh. One day | placed his nedicine bottle in the alnirah
where nedicine, for washi ng photos had been placed. | was
sitting outside and Jaspal Singh enquired fromme where his
medicine, was. | told himthat it was in the almrah. By
m stake he took that nedicine which was neant for washing
phot os. At that tinme, he fell down and ny little son was

standing by his side. “He said 'Mana, Papa had fallen'. I
went inside and saw, that he was in agony and in short tine
be expired. Thereafter I went to Mhinderpal Singh

104

and told himall that had happened. He said that father of
Jaspal " Singh had arrived and that he should be ’'intinated.

But | did not tell him because his connections were not
good with his son and nyself. Qut of fear | placed his
corpse in a box and Mhi nderpal Singh hel ped me in doing so.
For 4-5 days the box remained in my kothi. Thereafter

sai d to Mohinderpal Singh that if he did not help me | would
die., He got renoved that box fromny kothi with the help of
ny servants and placing the same inhis jeep went to his
store in Bal devnagar Canp and kept the same there. That box
remai ned there for 8-10 days. Thereafter one day | went to
the camp and fromthere got placed the trunk-in the jeep and
goi ng with Mohi nderpal Singh I-threw the sane in a well near
Chhat Banur. | do not renmenber the date when Jaspal Singh
took the nedicine by mistake. It was perhaps in ‘January,
1950."

The statement read as a whole is of an excul patory
character. It does not suggest or prove the conm ssion of
any offence under the Indian Penal Code by any one. It not
only excul pates her fromthe comission of an offence but
al so excul pates Mhinderpal. It states that the death of
Jaspal was accidental. The statenment does not anmount to a
confession and is thus inadm ssible in evidence. It was
observed by their Lordships of the Privy Council in
Nar ayanaswam v. Enperor(1l) that the word "confession" as
used in the Evidence Act cannot be construed as neaning a
statement by an accused suggesting the inference that he
commtted the crine. A confession nust either adnmit in
terns the offence, or at any rate substantially all the
"facts which constitute the offence. An admission of a
gravely i ncrimnating fact, even a concl usi vel y,
incrimnating fact, is not of itself a confession. A
statement that contains self-exculpatory nmatter- 'cannot
amount to a confession, if the excul patory statenent is of
some fact, which if true, would negative the offence alleged

to be confessed. In this view of the law the Hi gh Court
(1) (1939) 66 I.A 66; A l.R 1939 P.C. 47:
105

was in error in treating the statement of Palvinder as the
nost inportant piece of evidence in support of the charge
under section 201, Indian Penal’ Code. The |earned Judges
in one part of their judgment observed that strictly
speaki ng excul patory statements in which the prisoner denies
her guilt cannot be regarded as confessions, but went to
say that such statenments are often used as circunstantia
evi dence of guilty consciousness by showing themto be fal se
and fabricated. Wth great respect we have not been able,to
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follow the neaning of these observations and the |[earned
counsel appearing at the Bar for the prosecution was unable
to explain what these words exactly indicated. The
statenment not being a confession and bei ng of an excul patory
nature in which the guilt had been denied by the prisoner
it could not be used as evidence in the case to prove her
guilt.

Not only was the High Court in error in treating the
al | eged confession of Palvinder as evidence in the case but
it was further in error in accepting a part of it after
finding that the rest of it was false. It said that the
statenment that the deceased took poison by m stake should be
rul ed out of consideration for the sinple reason that if the
deceased had taken poison by nmistake the conduct of the
parties would have been conpletely different, and that she
woul d have then run to his side and raised a hue and cry and
woul d have sent inmediately for nedical aid, that it was
incredible that if the deceased had taken poison by m st ake,
his w fe Wuld have,stood idly by and allowed him to die.
The court ~thus accepted the inculpatory part of that
statenment -and rej ected the exculpatory part. |In doing so it
contravened the well accepted rule regarding the use of
confession and adm ssion that these nmust either be accepted
as a whole or rejected as a whole and that the court is not
conpet ent to accept only the inculpatory part whi | e
rejecting the exculpatory part as inherently incredible.
Ref erence in this connection nmay be nade to the observations
of the Full Bench of ‘the Al ahabad
106

H gh Court in Enperor v. -Balmkund(1l), wdth which

observati ons we fully  concur. The conf essi on there
conprised of two el enents, (a) an account of how the accused
killed the wonen, and (b) an account of ~his reasons for
doing so, the former elenent being inculpatory and the
latter exculpatory and the question referred to the Ful
Bench was: Can the court if it is of opinion that the
i ncul patory part commends belief and the excul patory part is
i nherently incredible, act upon the forner and refuse to act
upon the latter ? The answer -to the reference was that
where there is no other evidence to show affirmatively that
any portion of the excul patory element in the confession .is
false, the court nust accept or reject the confession as a
-whol e and cannot accept only the incul patory el enent - while
rejecting the excul patory elenment as inherently incredible.
The alleged confession of Palvinder is. wholly of an
excul patory nature and does not admit the comm ssion, of any
crime whatsoever. The suspicious circunmstances from which
an inference of guilt would be drawn were contained in that
part of the statenent which concerned the disposal of the
dead body. This part of the statenment could not be used as
evidence by holding that the first part which was of an
excul patory character was fal se when there was no evidence
to prove that it was so, and the only nateri al which it
could be so hold was the conduct nmentioned in the latter
part of the same statenment and stated to be inconsistent
with the earlier part of the confession.
The result therefore is that no use can be nade of t he
statement made by Pal vinder and contained in the alleged
confession and which the Hi gh Court thought was the nost
i mportant piece of evidence in -the case to prove that the
death of Jaspal was caused by poisoning or as a result of an
of fence having been commtted. Once this confession is
excluded altogether, there renains no evidence for holding
that Jaspal died as a result of the administration of potas-
si um cyani de.




http://JUDIS.NIC IN SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A

Page 9 of 10

(1) (21930) |I.L.R 52 AI'l. 101.
107

The circunstantial evidence referred to by the
H gh Court which according to it tends to establish that
Jaspal did not die a natural death is of the follow ng
nature: That Pal vinder and Mhinderpal had a notive to get
rid of the deceased as -she was carrying- wth Mhinderpal
The notive, even if proved in the case, cannot prove the
ci rcunst ances under which Jaspal died or the cause which
resulted in his death. - That Mhinderpal was proved to be
i n possession of a quantity of potassium cyanide and was in
a position to administer it to the deceased is a cir-
cunstance of a neutral  character. Mere possession of
pot assi um cyani de by Mohi nderpal without its being traced in
the body of Jaspal cannot establish that his death was
caused by this deadly poison. . In any case, the circunstance
is not of a character which is wholly incompatible with the
i nnocence of the appellant. The other evidence referred to
by the H gh  Court as corroborating the latter part of
Pal vi nder’ s al | eged confession in the view of the case that
we have taken does not require any di'scussion because if the
confession--is inadm ssible, no question of corroborating it
ari ses.

M. Sethi argued that the statenents contained
in the alleged confession are contradicted rather than
corroborated by the evidence | ed by the prosecution and that
the confession is proved to be untrue. It is unnecessary to
discuss this matter \in the view that we have taken of the
case.

The result, therefore, is that we are constrained to
hold that there is no material, direct or indirect, for the
finding reached by the H gh Court that the death of Jaspa
wascaused by the administration of potassiumcyanide. |If we
believe the defence version his death was the result of an
acci dent . If that version is disbelieved,then there is no
proof as to the cause of his death.. The method and nanner
in which the dead body of Jaspal was dealt with and di sposed
of rai se sone suspicion but fromthese, facts a  positive
concl usi on cannot be reached that he died an unnatural death
necessarily, Cases are not unknown
108
where death- is accidental and the accused has acted in a
pecul i ar manner regardi ng the disposal of the dead body for
reasons best known to hinself. One of themmi ght well ~ be
that he was afraid of a false case being ~started against
him Life and liberty of persons cannot be put in -jeopardy
nmere suspicions, howsoever strong, and they can only be
deprived of these the basis of definite proof. In this
case, as found by the High Court, not only were the / Sub-
| nspect or of police and police constables and ot her
Wi t nesses guilty of telling deliberate lies “but t he
prosecution was bl ameworthy in introducing witnesses in the
case to support their lies and that being so, we feel " that
it would be unsafe to convict the appellant the nmaterial
that is left after elimnating the perjured,, false and
i nadm ssi bl e evi dence.

For the reasons given above we allow this appeal
set aside the conviction of the appellant under section 201,
I ndi an Penal Code, and acquit her of that charge al so.
Appeal al | owed.
Agent for the appellant: Sardar Bahadur. Agent for the
respondent: P.A  Mehta. ,Agent for the caveator: Harbans
Si ngh.
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