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ACT:
Mai nt enance of I'nternal Security Act, 1971, Section

3(1)(a)(ii)-Petitioner furnished with order of detention and
the grounds of detention in Hindi as well as in English-
Engl i sh version of grounds containing the expression "or the
security of the State in addition to "the maintennance of
the public order” in t he Hi ndi versi on-Or der of
detention, if vitiated.

HEADNOTE

The petitioner was arrested at Dhanbad on 6th March, 1974
and after being produced before the Sub- Di'vi si ona

Magi strate, he was taken to Bhagal pur Central Jail from
Dhanbad. On an application made by the petitioner, the
Sessi ons Judge granted bail to the petitioner, and an order
dated 18th ,March, 1974, was passed for release of the
petitioner. On the sane day that is 18th March, 1974, the
District Magistrate, Dhanbad passed an order detaining the
petitioner under section 3 of the Maintenance of Interna

Security Act, 1971, on the ground that it, was necessary to
do so with a viewto preventing the petitioner from acting
in any manner prejudicial to the maintenance of public

or der. Pursuant to the order of detention, the petitioner
was arrested on 21st March, 1974 as soon as he was rel eased
on bail. At the tine of his arrest the Hndi as well as

English versions of the order of detention were served on
him together with the grounds of detention which were also

in Hndi and English versions. After enumerating the
gr ounds, the Hi ndi version proceeded to recite the
sati sfaction of the District Mgistrate that in t he
circunstances he was satisfied that if the petitioner "is
allowed to remain at large he will indulge in activities

prejudicial to the maintenance of public order" and for
preventi on of such activities he considered the detention of
the petitioner necessary. The words "or security of the
State" were added in the recital of the satisfaction in the
English version though they were absent in the H nd

ver si on. The petitioner’'s representation to the State
CGovernment was rejected by the Govt. on 24th April, 1974.
The Advisory Board before which the case of the petitioner
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had been placed by the State Govt. gave ,in opportunity to
the petitioner to be personally heard and after considering
all the facts and circunstances of the case, it gave its
opi nion on 2nd May, 1974 that there was sufficient cause for
the detention of the petitioner. After the rejection of the
petition wunder Art. 226 of the Constitution by the High
Court, the petitioner filed the present petition under Art.
32 of the Constitution challenging the wvalidity of his
detenti on.

It was contended that (i) the recital "or security of the
St at e” in the English version of the grounds of detention
showed that the District Magistrate did not apply his mnd
with any seriousness either to the acts alleged in the
grounds of detention against the petitioner or to the
guestion whether they fell within the purview of the
expression "the maintenance  of public order" or "t he
security of the State" or both and that was sufficient to
vitiate the order of detention; (ii) the first ground in so
far as it alleged that the petitioner was propagating
conmunal ' hatred between Adi vasis and others (Biharis) and
al so between Adivasis _and non-Advasis was vague and
unintelligible and (iii) the District Magistrate had taken
into account nmany nore instances than those set out in
grounds (2) and (6).

Di sm ssi ng the petition under Article 32 of the
Constitution,

HELD : If the order of detention purports to be based on the
satisfaction of the detaining authority that it is necessary
to detain the petitioner with a viewto preventing him from
acting in a manner prejudicial to the nmaintenance of public;
order or security of the State, it would clearly be an
invalid order. [220 E-F]

216

Ki shori Mohan Bera v. The State of Wst Bengal, A l.R 1972
S.C. 1749 and Akshoy Konai v. State of West Bengal, AI.R
1973 S.C. 300, relied on

If it appears in the present (case that the order of
detention nade by the District Magi strate was based on the
satisfaction that it was necessary to detain the  petitioner
with a view preventing himfrom carrying on activities
prejudicial to the rmaintenance of public order or the
security of the State, it would have to be struck down as
i nvalid. But there is no such infirmty in the order of
detention. It is only in the English version of the grounds
of detention that the words "or security of the State™ has
been added. This is obviously the result ‘of inadvertence
and no argurment can be founded upon it. In the first place,
Hi ndi being the official |anguage of the State, it is. the
Hi ndi version of the grounds of detention which nust be
regarded as authentic and the validity of the detention nust
be judged with reference to the H ndi version of the grounds
and not the English version. Secondly, even on the English
versi on of the grounds of detention, it is clear that at the
end of each of the grounds it is stated in so many words
that the acts of the petitioner were prejudicial to the
mai ntenance of public order and there is no reference to
prejudice to the security of the State. It is only in the
con, elusion based on these facts that there is a recital of
the satisfaction that if the petitioner is allowed to remain
at large, he would indulge in activities prejudicial to the
mai nt enance of public order or the security of the State.
The words "or the security of the State" are obviously
incongruous in the context. There can be no doubt that
these words have crept in the English, version of the
grounds of detention through sone nistake. The order of
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detention cannot be invalidated on the basis of such an
obvious error, ignoring the order of detention in both its
H ndi and English versions, the H ndi vision of the grounds
and the totality of the context so far as the English
version is concerned. [220 E-F; 221 E-H]

(ii)The petitioner was, according to the al | egati on
contained in the first ground stirring hatred between
Adivasis and outsiders. The was also propagating hatred
bet ween two ot her groups of people’, nanely, Adivasis on the
one hand and non- Adi vasis on the other. This allegation can
hardly be regarded as vague or unintelligible. 1In fact the
District Mgistrate gave not less than five instances
containing detailed and el aborate particulars and they are
sufficiently informative so as to provide nore than adequate
opportunity to the petitioner to nmnake an ef fective
representation. [222 B-(

(iii) VWhat the District Mugistrate neant to say by using
the expression "I't would not be possible to give details of
such instances" was that instances of this nature were so
nmany that' one could not possibly have details of all of them
but there were a few before himby way of illustration and
since he had relied onthemfor arriving at the requisite
sati sfaction, he proceeded to reproduce themin grounds (2)
to (6). [222E-F]

The instance invol ving renoval of paddy crops fromtwo plots
of land asset out in ground (4) does not stand in isolation

It is part of a se ’es of instances set out in grounds (2),
(3), (5) and (6) and'if it is viewed in the context of these
other instances. it is clear that'it is not' 'a |l|ocalised
i nstance affecting merely mai ntenance of |aw and order but a
part of public order.[223 B]

The various statenents in regard to the activities " of the
petitioner in paragraphs 5 and 7 of the counter-affidavit of
t he respondent were obviously -intended to repel t he
all egations of the petitioner that he was a dedicated socia

and public worker devoted to the uplift of the backward and
down trodden classes. These facts were not taken into
account by the District Mgistrate for the purpose of
arriving at his subjective satisfaction. [223D]

JUDGVENT:

ORIG NAL JURISDICTION : Wit Petition No. 278 of 1974.
Petition under Article 32 of the Constitution of “1ndia:

K. K. Sinha and S. K Sinha, for the petitioner
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Lal Narayan Sinha, Solicitor CGeneral of India, (Gan Sudha
Msra and B. P. Singh, for the respondents.

The Judgrment of the Court was delivered by

BHAGWATI, J. The petitioner, who is an advocate practising
in the courts in Dhanbad in the State of Bihar, has filed
the present petition challenging the validity of an order of
detention dated 18th March, 1974 nmade by the District
Magi strate, Dhanbad under section 3 of the Mintenance  of
Internal Security Act, 1971. The case of the petitioner is
that he is a prominent public figure in the District of
Dhanbad and he has been Pranmukh of Baliapur Anchal since the
| ast about ten years and Vice-Chairman of Zila Parishad,
Dhanbad since about four years. He has been associated with
nunerous social, educational and political institutions in
the District of Dhanbad and he is engaged in diverse
ities calculated to bring about social and economic
uplift of down-trodden people of Dhanbad District. The 16th
Annual Convention of Bihar Rajya Panchayat Parishad was

activ
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schedul ed to be held at Gosaidih in Dhanbad District on 16th
March, 1974 and the petitioner was the Chairman of the
Reception Conmittee. The ruling party was very nmuch
concerned about the growing popularity of the petitioner
with the backward classes, and therefore, with a view to
undermning his position, the ruling party chose this
particular tine when the 16th Annual Convention of the Bi har
Raj ya Panchayat Pari shad was shortly due to be held and got
a false case instituted against the petitioner at P. S
Tundi. The petitioner was arrested at Dhanbad on 6th March
1974 and after being produced before the Sub-Divisiona
Magi strate, he was taken to Bhagal pur Central Jail from
Dhanbad. On March 1 1, 1974 the petitioner nade an
application to the Sub-Divisional Mgistrate for being
rel eased on bail but no i nmedi ate order was passed on that
application and the petitioner was, therefore, constrained
to nove the Sessions Judge for bail on 14th March, 1974.
The Sessions Judge granted bail to the petitioner and on the
bai | bonds being verified and accepted by the Sub-Divisiona
Magi strat'e,~ an order dated 18th March, 1974 was passed for
rel ease of the petitioner. On the same day, that is 18th
March, 1974, the District Mgistrate, Dbanbad passed an
order detaining the petitioner under section 3 of the Act on
the ground that it was necessary to do so with a view to
preventing the petitioner from acting in any manner
prejudicial to the naintenance of public order. The order
of detention was in Hindi, which is the official |anguage of
the State of Bi har but there was also an English version of
the order of detention. There was no material difference
between the H ndi and Englishversions of  the order of

detenti on. Pursuant to the order of  detention, t he
petitioner was arrested on 21st Mrch, 1974 as soon. as he
was released on bail in conpliance with the order of rel ease

passed by the Sub-Divisional Magi strateand at the tinme of
his arrest the Hindi as well as English versions of the
order of detention were served on-him together wth the
grounds of detention which were also in Hndi and English
versions. The Hindi version, as translated in English, set
out the follow ng grounds of detention :

"1. He has been propagating comunal” hatred

bet ween

Adi basis and outsiders (Biharis) and -also

bet ween

218

Adi basi s and non- Adi basis for-quite sometine.

He has been instigating the Adibasis to take

up arns and laws in their own handsin severa

speeches and otherwise. As a result of these

instigations and incitenents, public order has

been di sturbed several tines at severa

pl aces. It would not be possible -to give
details of such i nst ances, but as
illustration, a few of them are given below

2. On 25-2-1973, at Katras Ceram c Factory,
Ti |l atanr, P S. Katr as, Di strict

Dhanbad, he instigated the enployees of the
said ceranmic factory to renpve the outsiders
(Biharis) by force fromthe enploynment of the
said factory and in consequence of the said
abetnent, 200 persons, arned wth deadl y
weapons |like lathi, grass etc., took out a
procession and attacked the shop of one Ram
Kri pal Dubey and assaulted himand his father
by means of lathi and grasa, and also danaged
the factory and inmrediately thereafter the
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ni sed by

viol ent processions attacked the residentia
quarters situated in the factory prem ses and
assaulted the inmates and thereby committed
acts prejudicial to the mai ntenance of public
or der;

3. On 29-8-73, in the Railway Footbal
Mai dan, Gonob, P. S. Topchanchi, District
Dhanbad, in course of public speech, he asked
the people to take lawin their own hands by
speaki ng ' Apna Faisla Ap Karo’, 'Pahle Gherao
Karo, Fir Mikka Lath Se Maro, Fir Lathi
Chhal ao, Uspar Vi Nahin Sunta Hai To Sar Kat
Lo’ . Simlarly, on 3-11-73, at the said

place, he, in a public neeting

" Chot anagpur -Sant bal Pargana Alag Raj N rnan
Sam ty", instigated to |ocal advasis and
harijans to capture the | ands purchased by the
non- Adi basi s by neans of force and to harvest
the standi ng paddy crops therefrom Again on
4-2-74, in &lf Gound, Dhanbad, P.S. and
district ~Dhunbad, in a neeting of Adibasis
organi sed by Jharkhand Party, be instigated
the people to take the lawin their hands and
to di'sturb the public peace by uttering "Agar
Aaaz Hane Koi Hat Di khaega To Uska Hat Kat
Lange, Aur Angali Dhikaega “To Angali Kat
Lange’ ‘and thereby conmitted acts prejudicia
to the mai ntenance of public order;

4. On 1-1 1-73, at village Maachkocha and

Mahat ot und, P. S. Topabanchi District
Dhanbad, in consequence of instigation given
by himand his co-associates, nanely, Gopa
Chandra Minsbi, Sriram _Mnj hi. Rashi ki a

Maj hi, Shibu Soren and others in village
Mai chokocha in the preceding night, Jhari
Manj hi, Buddhu Manjbi, and others, bel onging
to 'Shivaji Sanmgj’ forcibly took ‘away the
st andi ng paddy crops fromplot No. 383 in
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village Maichakocha and plot No.~ 340 i'n
village Mahatotanr, belonging to one Ram
Anandi Singh, and grown by him and thus
conmitted acts prejudicial to the nmmintenance
of public order;

5. On 3-3-74, at village Singhdih, P.S
Topchanchi, district Dhanbad, he ~instigated
the local Adivasis and Harijans in a Public

neeting convened by "Jharkhand Al ag Raj ‘N rman

Sanmti" to capture the lands of non-Adibasis
by means of force and violence and so in
consequence of t he sai d i nstigation

i medi ately thereafter the Adi basi s and
Harijans, nunbering about 4,000, took out a
procession being arned with deadly weapons,
under his | eadership and on way, in between
Singdih and Anul khori damaged a motor car
bearing No. BRW9981 and thus comitted acts
prejudicial to the rmaintenance of public
or der;

6. On 4-3-74, at village Dumanda, P.S.
Tundi , District Dhanbad, he organised a
nmeet i ng of the Manjhis (Adi basi s) and
instigated them to loot the properties of
"Di kus’ (non-Adivasis) nanely, Joy Narayan

orga
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Choudhury of village Durgadih, K. C. Chopra,
Ismail Ma and others and in consequence of

the said abetnment on 5-3-74, at about 1.30
p.m 500 persons, armed with deadly weapons
like bows and arrows, bhalla, farsha, lath
etc., formed an unlawful assenbly wth the
conmon object of looting the properties of
"Di kus’ and forcibly renoving themfromthere,
and in prosecution of the said common obj ect
they surrounded the house of the said Joy
Nar ayan Choudhury in village Durgadih, P.S
Tundi, District Dhanbad, and started petting
brickbats ‘and shooting arrows as a result of
which Ganga Bishnu Prasad and Grdhari Ra
sustai nedinjuries and thereafter set fire to
the house of said Joy Narayan Choudhury and
t hus conmtted acts prejudicial to t he
mai nt enance of public order."
Then the Hi ndi- version proceeded to recite the satisfaction
of the Di'strict Magistrate that in the circunstances he was
satisfied that if the petitioner "is allowed to remain at
large, he wll indulgein activities prejudicial to the
mai nt enance of public order” and for prevention of such
activities he considered the detention of the petitioner
necessary. The English version al so gave the sane grounds
of detention but the satisfaction of the District Magistrate
recited in the English version was alittle different. It
stated that the District Magistrate was satisfied that if
the petitioner "is ‘allowed toremain at I|large he wll
indulge in activities prejudicial to the ~maintenance of
public order or security of the State" and for prevention of
such activities he considered the ~detention of t he
petitioner necessary. The words "or security of the  State"
were added in the recital of the satisfaction in the English
versi on though they were absent in the Hi ndi version. The
petitioner, nmade an el aborate and exhaustive representation
to the State Governnent agai nst the order of detention in an
attenpt to answer the grounds on
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which the order of detention was based, but this
representation was rejected by the State Governnent on 24th
April, 1974. In the mean tine the case of —the petitioner

was placed by the State Governnent before the Advisory Board
and the representation of the petitioner was also forwarded
to the Advisory Board for its consideration. The Advisory
Board gave an opportunity to the petitioner to be  person-
ally heard and after considering all +the facts and
ci rcunst ances of the case :gave its opinion on 2nd My, 1974
that there was sufficient cause for the detention of the

petitioner. The State Governnent thereafter confirned the
order of detention on 11th May, 1974. This detention @ order
was chal | enged by the petitioner by filling a petition under

Art. 226 of the Constitution in the High Court of Judicature
at Patna. But a Division Bench of the High Court did not
find any infirmty in the detention and by an order dated
1l4th May, 1974 rejected the petition. "The petitioner
thereupon filed the present petition in this Court under
32 of the Constitution challenging the validity of his
detention on various grounds.

The first ground on which the validity of his detention was
chal | enged on behal f of the petitioner was that the English
version of the grounds of detention recited that the
District Mgistrate was satisfied "that if the petitioner
was allowed to remain at large he would indulge ’'in
activities prejudicial to the maintenance of public order or

Art.
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security of the State. This recital showed that the
District Mugistrate did not apply his mnd wth any
seriousness either to the acts alleged in the ,grounds of
detention agai nst the petitioner or to the question whether
they fell wthin the purview of the expression "t he
mai nt enance of public order” or "the security of the State”
or both and that was sufficient to vitiate the order of
detenti on. Now, there can be no doubt, in view of the
decisions of this Court in Kishori Mhan Bera v. The State
of West Bengal (1) and Akshoy Konai v. State of West
Bengal (2) that if the order of detention purports to be
based on the satisfaction of the detaining authority that it
is necessary to detain the petitioner with a view to
preventing himfromacting in a manner prejudicial to the
mai nt enance of public order or security of the State, it
woul d clearly be an invalid order. The satisfaction of the
detaining authority in such a case wuld be on t he
di sjunctive and not conjunctive grounds and that woul d ne-an
that the detaining authority was not certain whether it had
reached 'its subjective satisfaction as to the necessity of
exerci sing the power of detention on'the ground of danger to
public order or danger to the security of the State. |If the
detaining authority felt that it was necessary to detain the
petitioner on the ground that his activities affected or
were likely to affect both public order and the security of
the State, it would use the conjunctive "and not the dis-
junctive "or’ in reciting its satisfaction. -Were, however,
the distinctive ,or’ is used instead of the conjunctive
"and’, it would mean that the detaining authority was either
not certain whether the alleged activities of the petitioner
endangered public order or the security of the State, or it
did not seriously apply its mind to the question  whether
such activities fell under one, head or the other and
nerely reproduced mechanically the | anguage of section 3
(1) (a) (ii). Wen such equi-

(1) A T. R 1972 S. C. 1749.

(2) A 1. R 1973 S. C. 300.
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vocal |language is used and the detenu is not told whether
his alleged activities set out in the grounds of detention
fell under one head or the other or - both, it ~would be
difficult for himto make an adequate representati on agai nst
the order of detention. |If, therefore, it appears in the

present case that the order of detention nade by the
District Magistrate was based on the satisfaction that it
was necessary to detain the petitioner with a view to
preventing himfromcarrying on activities prejudicial to
the maintenance of public order or the security of the St-
ate, it would have to be struck down as invalid. B But we do
not find that there is any such infirmty in the order of
detenti on. Whet her we |l ook at the Hindi version- or the
English version, the satisfaction which is recited in the
order of detention and on which the order of detention is
mani festly and avowedly based, is that it is necessary to
detain the petitioner with a viewto preventing him from
acting in any nmanner prejudicial to the rmaintenance of
public order. There is no reference to the security of the
State in the recital of the satisfaction contained in the
order of detention. The District Mgistrate was satisfied
that it was necessary to detain the petitioner only on the

ground that his activities were prejudicial to t he
mai nt enance of public order and it was on the basis of this
satisfaction that he nmade the order of detention. The,

H ndi version of the grounds of detention also reiterated
the satisfaction of the District Magistrate based on the
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same ground, nanely, that the petitioner, if allowed to
remain at large, would indulge in activities prejudicial to
the mai ntenance of public order. The recital of the satis-
faction in the Hindi version of the grounds of detention did
not nake any reference to danger to the security of the

State by reason of the activities of the petitioner. It is
only in the English version of the grounds of detention that
we find the words "security of the State"' added in the

recital of the satisfaction of the District Magistrate.
That is obviously the result of inadvertence and no argunent
can be founded upon it. In the first place, H ndi being the
official |anguage of the State, it is the H ndi version of
the grounds of detention which nmust be regarded as authentic
and the wvalidity of the detention nust be judged wth
reference to the Hi ndi version of the grounds of detention
and not the English version. . Secondly, even if we confine
oursel ves to the English version of the grounds of
detention, it is clear that at the end of each of the
grounds it is stated in so many words that the acts of the
petitioner ~were prejudicial to the maintenance of public
order and there is no reference there to prejudice to the
security of the State and it is only in the concl usion based
on these acts that we find a recital of the satisfaction
that if the petitioner is allowed to remain at |arge, he
would indulge in activities prejudicial to the maintenance
of public order or the security of the State. The words "or
the security of the, State" are obviously incongruous in the
cont ext . They do not fit in with the conclusion drawn at
the end of each of the grounds which is confined only to the
mai nt enance of public order and nothing nore.” There can be
no doubt that these words have crept in the English version
of the grounds of detention through sone nistake. W cannot
invalidate the order of detention on'the basis of 'such an
obvious error, ignoring the order of detention in both its
H ndi and English versions, the H ndi version of the grounds
of detention and the totality of the context so far as the
English version is concerned.

222

The petitioner then contended that the first ground insofar
as it alleged that the petitioner was propagati ng conmunal
hatred, between Adivasis and other  (Biharis) and also

bet ween Adi vasi s and non- Adi vasi s was vague and
unintelligible and the order of detention was on that
account i nvalid. W do not see any force in this
contention. Adi vasis are the original inhabitants of the

area while outsiders are those Biharis who have come from
out side and who are, therefore, regarded as outsiders by the
original inhabitants. The petitioner was, according to this
allegation contained in the first ground, stirring ‘hatred
- bet ween these two groups of people. He was al so
propagating hatred between two other groups of - people,
nanmely, Adivasis on the one hand and non-Adivasis 'on the
other. This allegation can hardly be regarded as vague and
unintel ligible. In fact the District Magistrate gave not
less than five instances containing detailed and el aborate
particulars and they were sufficiently infornative so as to
provi de nore than adequate opportunity to the petitioner to
made an effective representation. This ground nmust ,
therefore, be regarded as wholly unjustified and nust be
rej ected.

The next ground urged on behalf of the petitioner was that
the District Magistrate had taken into account nany nore
i nstances than those set out in grounds (2) to (6) and that
was apparent fromthe use of the expression "It would not be
possible to give details of such instances" in ground (1).
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This ground is also, in our opinion, unsustainable. It is
true that the District Magistrate stated in ground (1) that
it would not be possible to give details of instances where
by reason of instigation and abetrment of the petitioner
di sturbances of public order had taken place, but that does
not mean that the District Magistrate bad various instances
in mnd which he took into account in arriving at his
subj ective satisfaction wthout disclosing them to the
petitioner. What the- District Magistrate nmeant to say by
using tills expression was that instances of this nature
were so nmany that one could not possibly have details of al
of them but there were a few before him by way of
illustration and since he bad relied on themfor arriving at
the requisite satisfaction; he proceeded to reproduce them
in grounds (2) to (6). The only instances on which the
District Mgistrate relied for arriving at the requisite
sati sfaction were those set out-in rounds (2) to (6) and no
ot hers. This ground also, therefore, cannot avail the
petitioner.

It was then contended on behal f of the petitioner that the
i nstance set out in ground (2) could not be regarded as one
where communal hatred was propagated by the petitioner
either between Adivasis and outsiders or between Adivasis
and non-Adivasis and it did not, therefore, justify the
inference set out in'ground (1). But this contention is
also futile, because it is clear from the instance as
narrated in ground (2) that the petitioner -instigated the
enpl oyees of Katras Ceramic Factory to renove the outsiders
(Bi haris) by force fromthe enploynent of that factory, and
in consequence of thisinstigation, violence was. commtted
by 200 persons armed w th deadly weapons like |athis, bhal as
etc. and if this could not be regarded as Propagation of
conmunal hatred between Advasis and outsiders (Biharis), we
fail to see
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what other instance can be so branded. This incident also
had direct nexus with mai ntenance of public order

The petitioner also contended that the instance set out in
ground (4) was an instance involving renoval of paddy  crops
from two plots of land in villages Marchacocha and
Mahat ot und and that could have no rel ati on to mai ntenance of
public order. But is nust be renenbered that this instance

does riot stand in isolation. It is a part of a series of
i nstances set out in grounds (2), (3), (5) and (6) and if it
is viewed in the context of these other instances, it is

clear that it is not a |localised instance affecting nerely
mai nt enance of |aw and order but a part of a series of acts
af fecti ng mai ntenance of public order

The last ground urged on behalf of the petitioner was /that
paragraphs 5 and 7 of the affidavit filed by Mss Sunila
Dayal, Deputy Secretary to GCovernment of Bihar, Horre
Department, in reply to the petition showed that there were
various other materials in regard to the petitioner which
were taken into account by the District Magistrate in
arriving at his subjective satisfaction and since no
opportunity was given to the petitioner to make an affective
representation in regard |lo such materials, the order of
detention was bad. This ground is also untenable. It is
true that various statements in regard to the activities of
the petitioner were made in paragraphs 5 and 7 of the
counter affidavit of Mss Sunila Dayal but these were
obvi ously intended to repel the allegations of t he
petitioner that he was a dedicated social and public worker
devoted to the wuplift of the backward and down-trodden
cl asses. They were not set out a facts taken into account
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by the District Magistrate for the purpose of arriving at
his subjective satisfaction in regard to the necessity of
the detention of the petitioner. Mss Sunila Dayal did not
state anywhere in her counter affidavit that these facts
weighed with the District Magistrate in reaching t he
requisite satisfaction. 1In fact, the District Magistrate
hi nsel f had made an affidavit in reply to the petition filed
by the petitioner in the Hi gh Court of Patna and in that
affidavit, he did not refer to any of these facts as having
been taken into account by himin passing the order of
detention. This ground nust also, therefore, fail

These were the only grounds urged in support of the petition
and since there is no substance in them the petition fails
and the rule is discharged.

V.M K

Petition dism ssed.
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