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ACT:

| ndi an Penal Code, = Ss. 409, read W th s. 109- - Whet her
convi ction could be sustained on oral evidence in the face
of negative witten evidence-Illliteracy How far benefit
coul d be given.

HEADNOTE:

The conpl ai nant who was Sar panch of gram panchayat asked the
second appel |l ant, his predecessor, to nmake over the  records
of the gram panchayat, transfer its accounts and hand over
the noney belonging to the grampanchayat to him The
second appellant put himoff. Wen be nmade a conplaint to
hi gher authorities the second appellant transferred sone
ampbunt to the conplainant, but not the whole of it. The
conplainant filed a suit in Cvil Court for recovery of the
bal ance and rendition of accounts.in respect of the ‘unpaid
amount which was also large. The suit of the conplainant
for rendition of accounts,was dismssed by the Gvil Court,
accepting the evidence of the second appellant and his plea
that the accounts between the parties had been settled., The
conplainant filed a conplaint alleging that the first
appel l ant, an advocate and the second appellant had nmade hi m
sign an official receipt of the gram panchayat wth its
official seal affixed on the receipt and took it without
maki ng the paynent of noney to him The second appellant
was tried for offences under sections 409, 461 read with 109
and 474 Indian Penal Code and the first appellant /under
s.409 read with s.109, section 467 read with s.109 |Indian
Penal Code and were convicted and sentenced to various terns
of inprisonnent and fine. The High Court confirmed ‘their

conviction and sentences. Before the trial court the
conplainant |ed oral evidence to prove that the appellants
had taken advantage of his illiteracy and a trick was played

upon him by them

Al'lowi ng the appeals to this Court,

HELD: There are clear infirmties in the prosecution case.
It is not possible to sustain the conviction of the accused.
Oral evidence which runs counter to an adm ssion contained
inwiting signed by a party in the very nature of things is
a very weak piece of evidence and cannot be accepted w thout
a grain of salt. 1In the face of the finding of the Givi
Court it would be incongruous to convict the second
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appel | ant on the basis that the anbunt of the Gram Panchayat
was still due fromhim The conplainant may be illiterate
but there nmust be alint upto which the benefit of
illiteracy can be extended to him The fact that the
conplainant was illiterate could not induce the court to
ignore the infirmties in his evidence or to fill in |lacunae
in the prosecution case.[524B-C, 525B- D, 526A- B]

This fact would also not justify the benefit of the doubt
being given to the prosecution instead of to the accused.
[ 5268B]

JUDGVENT:

CRI M NAL APPELLATE JURL.SDI CTION : Criminal Appeals Nos. 221
of 1970 A-S 47 of 1971

Appeal s by special | eave fromthe judgnent and order dated
the 8th October, 1970 of the Punjab and Haryana H gh Court
at Chandigarh-in Crimnal Appeals Nos. 374 and ' 76 of 1970.
Nur uddi n ‘Ahmad and U. P. Singh, for the appellants:

N. N. CGoswamy and R N. Sachthey, for the respondent.

The Judgnent of the Court was - delivered by

KHANNA, J.-Surat “Si ngh and Mhinder Singh Advocate were
tried in the court of Additional Sessions Judge Karnal for
vari ous

520

of f ences. The | earned Additional Sessions Judge convicted
Surat , Singh under section 409 |Indian Penal Code, section
467 read with section 109 |Indi anPenal Code and section 474
I ndian Penal Code and sentenced him to wundergo rigorous
i mprisonnent for a period of Iwo years and to pay a fine of
Rs. 25,000 or in default to undergo rigorous inprisonnment
for a further period of eight months on the first count, to
undergo rigorous inprisonnent for a period of one year on
the second count and rigorous inprisonnent for a period of
one year on the third count.. Mdhinder Singh accused was
convicted under section 409 read with section 109 |Indian
Penal Code and section 467 read with section 109 |ndian
Penal Code and was sentenced to under go ri'gorous
i mprisonnent for a period of two years-and to pay a fine of
Rs. 25,000 or in default to undergo rigorous inprisonnent
for a further period of eight months on the first count ~ and
to undergo rigorous inprisonment or a period of one year on
the second count. The substantive sentences of inprisonnent
in the case of each of the two accused were ordered to run
concurrently. It was also directed that out of the fine, if
realised, Rs. 46,875 should be paid to the G am Panchayat
Neemnal a. On appeal the Punjab and Haryana ' H gh Court
affirmed the decision of the trial court. By special |eave
Mohi nder Singh has filed crimnal appeal No. 221 ~of 1970
while Surat Singh has filed crinminal appeal No. 47 of @ 1971
Thi s judgnent woul d di spose of both the appeals.

The prosecution case is that prior to the year 1961,  four
vill ages, nanely, Seonsar, Hailwa, Neemwal a and Rangarh Ror
had a common Gram Panchyat known as Gram Panchyat Seonsar
Surat Singh accused was the Sarpanch of the Gam Panchyat.
Ram Kishan was then a nmenber of the Gram Panchyat and he
represented village Rangarh Ror. Each of the other three
villages was also represented by a Panch. In 1957-58 the
CGovernment acquired | arge areas of shamliat |and of villages
Rangar h Ror, Seonsar and Hailwa for the purpose of
establishing a big forest plantation. The shamlat |and of
these villages had already vested in the Panchyat under the
Punjab Village Common Lands (Regulation) Act. On the
acqui sition of those |lands, the Governnent paid conmpensation
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amounting to Rs. 3,51,844. CQut of that anpbunt, Rs. 1,68, 844
represented the conpensation for the acquisition of shani at
land in village Rangarh Ror. Surat Singh in his capacity as
Sar panch of the Gram Panchyat received those anpbunts and the
conpensation for each of the villages Was kept distinct and
separate, so that the benefit of the noney should accrue
only to the respective villages. The conpensati on anount of
Rs. 1,68,800 relating to Rangarh Ror was invested as follows
(i) Rs. 1,00,000 deposited in the Kaithal Mndi Post O fice

(ii) Rs. 50,000 deposited in the Reserve Bank of India New
Del h

(iii1)Rs. 18,800 deposited in the Central Co-operative Bank
Kai t ha

The Gram Panchyat of Seonsar continued to function up to the
beginning of 1961. Some anpunts out of the conpensation
deposited were wi thdrawn for being spent for those vill ages.
521

In the beginning of 1961 the Governnent split the area of
Gram | Panchyat Seonsar into two separate ar eas and
constituted two Gram Panchyats. In.this new arrangenent the
"Grami  Panchyat Seonsar functioned only for two villages,
nanmely, Seonsar and Hailwa. For villages Neemwala and
Rangarh Ror a new Gram Panchyat known as- Gram Panchyat
Neemwal a. was constituted. After the formation of the new
Panchyat Ram Ki shan PWwas el ect ed Sarpanch of G am Panchyat
Neemnal a, while Surat Singh continued, as Sarpanch of G am
Panchyat Seonsar., After the.elections Ram Kishan as
Sar panch of Gram Panchyat Neemwal a made a denmand and for the
custody of the Panchyat,record relating to the two; villages
Neemnal a Land Rangarh Ror and al so ' asked for the payment of
the anmpunt standing in the account of village Ranmgarh Ror.
Surat Singh accused, however, put off Ram Kishan PW Ram
Ki shan thereupon nade an application to t he hi gher
authorities. Surat Singh accused thereafter transferred the
deposit of Rs. 1,00,000 in the name of Ram Kishan as
Sarpaanch of the new Panchyat. No steps were, however,
taken by Surat Singh accused to transfer the renaining
anount . As Sur at Si ngh did not
not render accounts, Ram Ki shan PW.consulted Mhinder  Singh
Advocat e accused and on the latter’'s advice filed a suit for
rendition of the accounts against Surat Singh in-the Court
of Sub Judge at Kaithal. Mbhinder Singh accused was -also
engaged by Ram Ki shan PWa,,; his counsel in that case. Ram
Kishan then |learnt that Mbhinder- Singh accused had good
relations wth Surat Singh and he, therefore, requested
Mohi nder Singh for his help, for the return of the  bal ance
of the amount- lying with Surat Singh. On the advice given
by Mohi nder Singh, Ram Ki shan got passed resolution DB/ 1 by
Gram Panchyat Neemwal a on May 14, 1963 wher eby Rao Kishan
was authorised on behalf of the Panchyat to receive the
amount due from Gram Panchyat. Seonsar. Ram Kishan also
handed over nenorandum PW/A whi ch had been issued by the
Reserve Bank of India for the deposit of Rs. 50,000 to
Mohi nder Singh accused. Ram Ki shan thereafter made enquiries
from Mohinder Singh about the anpbunt of Rs. 50,000 but  on
each occasion Ram Ki shan was put off by Mdhi nder Singh by,
saying that the anount had not been transferred and th as as
it was done, he would get in touch with Ram Ki shan. As the
paynment of the amount was being del ayed and sone funds were
needed’” for the school building, Ram Kishan talked to
Mohi nder Singh in the first week of Decenber 1963 about the
payment of Rs. 6,000 which 'was due as interest. Mohi nder
Si ngh then told Ram Ki shan to come to his office on Decenber
13, 1963 with the receipt book of the Panchayat and its
of ficial seal. Mbdhinder Singh, also nmentioned that he woul d
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send for Surat Singh accused on that: day and would secure

the paynent of the interest ampunt of Rs. 6 000 as well as
of the principal anpunt if the same too was received.
On Decenber 13,1963 at about 10 a.m , it is stated , Ram

Ki shan PW acconpanied by Missadi went to the Ofice of
Mohi nder Singh accused with the official receipt book and
seal of Neemnal a Panchayat. Both the accused were, present
in the office. Mohinder Singh accused then called a- boy
aged about 14 or 15 years and got sonething witten

5-M 45 Sup ClI/75

522

on the official receipt book which had been brought by Ram
Ki shan. Rant Kishan knows only Landa character and is
otherwise illiterate. Missadi too is illiterate. Both Ram

Kishan and Mussadi kept sitting at sone distance snoking
Hookah. Ram Ki shan® was then <called by Mhinder Singh
accused and his signatures were obtained on receipt DA as

well as counterfoil Pi of that receipt. The official seat
of the Gram Panchayat was al so taken from Ram Ki shan and was
affixed. '‘both on'the receipt and the counterfoil thereof

under the signatures of Ram Ki shan. ~Recei pt DA was torn off
from the receipt book by Mhinder Singh accused and was
handed over to Surat Singh accused. VWen Ram Kishan
protested that the receipt had been taken fromhim w thout
hi s bei ng handed over any noney, he was assured by Mohi nder
Singh accused that he woul d be taken to the bank and paid
the noney there. | Ram Ki shan, Missadi and the two accused
then went to Cooperative Bank Kaithal: The clerk on duty in
the bank told Mhinder Singh that the sumof Rs. 6,000 on
account of interest . could not be paid in cash wthout
sanction but he would transfer the anpunt in the nane of
Gram Panchyat Neemwal a fromthe account of ~Gram. Panchyat
Seonsar by a book entry. The amount - of Rs. 6,000 in this
way transferred to the account of Gram Panchyat Neemwal a.
Surat Singh accused then went away, while Ram Kishan
Mussadi and Mohi nder Singh went tothe office of Mdhinder
Si ngh. At the office Ram Ki shan demanded back the receipt
from Mohi nder Singh as the amount. had not been paid in cash.
Ram Ki shan was, however, told by Mbhinder Singh that the
receipt was with Surat Singh. Missadi PWwas then sent to
call Surat Singh but the latter declined to cone. Mohi nder
Singh told Ram Kishan that he need not —worry. Mohi-nder
Singh also wote the word "Cancel |l ed" on the counterfoil PI
Mohi nder Singh further pronised to get the original receinpt
back from Surat Singh. Ram Kishan and Mussadi -~ then  cane
back to the village. Sonme days later a fresh election was
held and Mehar Chand becane the Sarpanch of Neemnal a
Panchyat .

According further to the prosecution case, about a  nonth
after the fresh el ections Ram Ki shan | earnt from an overseer
of Block Samiti Chika that Surat Singh had wi thdrawn the
amount of Rs. 50,000 fromthe bank and was giving out that
he had paid that noney to Ram Ki shan and got a receipt  from
Ram Kishan for that anobunt. Ram Kishan at first did not
attach nuch inportance to that talk but when the runour
persi sted, Ram Ki shan | earnt on enquiry that the ambunt had
al ready been withdrawn by Surat Singh accused sonme nonths
earlier. Ram Ki shan then nmade a conplaint to the District
Magi strate Karnal on June 12, 1964 praying that a case night
be regi stered agai nst the accused under sections 120B, 409,
467, 468 and 471 Indian Penal Code. A case was thereafter
regi stered agai nst the accused.

During the investigation of the case it transpired that an
amount of Rs. 46,875 which was lying in deposit wth the
Reserve Bank of India in the account of Gam Panchyat
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Seonsar was sent on July 12, 1963 by bank draft to Surat
Singh. The aforesaid amobunt was credited in the account of
Surat Singh with the Co-operative Bank Kaitha

523

on July 18, 1963. The same day, i. e. July 189 1963 Surat
Singh wthdrew the anpbunt of Rs. 46,875 fromthe bank by
neans of a cheque. It further transpired during the

i nvestigation that recei pt DA which was got signed from Ram
Ki shan was for an amount of Rs. 46,875 and that the said
receipt before the date July 18, 1963. Witing marked A
was al so made on copy DR of resolution DB/ 1. The witing
was as under:

"Rs. 46,875 received.

Recei pt accordi ngly issued.

Thunb | npressi on, Ram Ki'shan

Sar panch, Neemnal a

18-7-63."

The charge which was franmed against Surat Singh was that he
had comm'tted crimnal breach of trust in respect of Rs.
46, 875 while that framed against Mbhinder Singh was that he
had abetted the conmmi ssion of the above offence. There were
al so charges against the two accused about their having
forged the witing& purporting to be receipts issued by Ram
Ki shan in respect of the anmpbunts of Rs. 46,875. Surat Singh
was further charged for keeping in his possession the forged
recei pts for fraudul ent and di shonest use of the sane.

At the trial Surat Singh accused, admitted that a sum of Rs.
of village 844 had been received as conpensation for
acqui stion of the | and age Ramgarh Ror. Surat Singh further
admtted that out of that anount, Rs. 50,000 had been
deposited n the Reserve Bank of India. it was not  disputed
by Surat Singh that the Gram Panchyat Seonsar had been split
into two Panchyats. According to Surat singh, he withdrew
on July 18, 1963 Rs. 46,875 found due on the basis of
deposit certificate of the value of Rs. 50,000 and he paid
the sanme anpunt to-Ram Ki shan PWas per receipt Ex. A on
DU as well as the official receipt DA. Surat Singh denied
having gone to the office of Mhinder Sin on Decenber 13,
1963. The al | egati on t hat the recei pts wer e
fabricated or that any amount had been i sappropriated by
Surat Singh were denied by him

Mohi nder Singh accused admtted having filed a suit as
counsel of Gram Panchyat Neemwal a against Surat ~Singh

Mohi nder Singh denied the other allegations against him
Mohi nder Si ngh expressed i gnorance about the wi thdrawal of
noney from the being by Surat Singh on July 18, 1963:
Li kewise the allegation that Rath Kishan and Missadi had
visited his office on 1 Decenber 13, 1963 was denied by
Mohi nder  Singh. Mhinder Singh also denied that. the  word
"Cancel | ed" on counterfoil Pl of receipt DA was in his hand.
The trial Court, as nentioned earlier, accepted t he
prosecution allegations and convicted and sentenced :he two-
accused as above. On appeal the High Court affirned the
judgrment of the trial court.

524

In a peal before us M. Nuruddin, |earned council for the
appel l ants has taken us through the evidence on record and
has contended that the anmount of Rs. 46,875 after being
withdrawmn fromthe bank On July 18, 1963 was paid by Surat
Singh to Ram Kishan. It is further contended that Ram
Ki shan instead of accounting for 'that anbunt has falsely
i nvolved the two accused in this case. As against that,-
M. Goswami on behalf of the state has supported the
judgrments of the Hi gh Court and the trial court and has
urged that no case has been made for interference with the
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vi ew taken by those courts.

W have given the matter our consideration and find that
there are glaring infirmties in the prosecution case and as
such, it is not possible to sustain the conviction of the
accused. It is in the evidence of Kitab Singh (PW 4) who
was posted as an official in the Kaithal Co-operative Bank
that on July 18, 1963 Surat Singh withdrew the anmount of Rs.
46,875 fromthat bank after that anpunt had been transferred
fromthe Reserve Bank of India New Delhi. The accused have
brought on the record receipt DA., It is a printed receipt
in Hndi in the prescribed form The necessary particulars
have been filled in this receipt. The receipt is dated July
18, 1963 and according to it, Rs. 46,875 were received by
Ram Kishan PW from Surat Singh Sarpanch Seonsar. Thi s
receipt admittedly bears the signatures of Ram Kishan in
Landa character and al so bears the seal of G am Panchayat
Neemral a. In addition to receipt DA, the accused have
produced anot her receipt about the paynment of Rs. 46,875 by
Surat | Singh to RamKishan. This receipt is on copy DB of
resol ution DB/ 1 which had been passed by G am Panchayat
Neemval a —on May 14, 1963. ~Ram Ki shan PWwas authorised by
this resolution to re the ampunt of Rs. 50,000 which. had
been deposited in the Reserve Bank of India and to issue a
receipt after receiving that anmount,  Copy Ex. DB is
admttedly in the 'hand of Mikand Lal (PW13), who was the
Secretary of Panchayat Neemwal a and is signed by him The
receipt is in the formof witing A whereinit is recited
that Rs. 46,875 had been recei ved by Ram Ki shan and he had
also issued a receipt in token of his having received that
anmount . The witing is dated July 18, 1963. The accused
exam ned G an Parkash Sharma (DW3) Finger Print Expert,
whose evidence shows that the thunb inpression on witing
marked A tallied with the admtted thunb inpression of Ram
Kishan PW Ram Ki shan PWal so did not deny that the ' thunb
i mpression underneath witing marked A was his own.
According to him the thunb inpression mght be his @ own.
There is an addition evidence on the record that the witing
marked A was in the hand of Chaudhry Daryao Singh, who was
the Manager of Co-operative Bank in July, 1963. Chaudhry
Daryao Singh is now dead, but the fact that the "witing
marked A on Ex. DB is in the hand of. Chaudhry Daryao
Singh is proved by the testinmony of Kitab Singh’ (PW4), who,
was i ncharge of the Co-operative Bank, as well as by that of
Ni hal Singh (DW1), who is a first cousin of Daryao Singh
deceased and is famliar with his handwiting. The receipt
DA as well as the witing marked A on which were signed and
thunmb rmarked by Ram Kishan PW show that Surat Singh
i medi ately after withdraw ng the anmount of

525

Rs. 46, 875 fromthe Co-operative Bank on July 18, 1963
paid that anpbunt to Ram Kishan PW The case  of the
prosecution is that though Ram Ki shan i ssued those receipts,
he did not receive the amount of Rs. 46,875. It is alleged

that advantage was taken of the illiteracy of Ram Ki shan and
a. trick was played upon himby giving him the assurance
that those witings related to the amount of Rs. 6, 000. It

is further alleged that though the two receipts bore the
date July 18, 1963, they were in fact prepared on Decenber
13, 1963. The prosecution in support of the above
al l egation has exam ned Ram Ki shan (PW1) and Mussadi (PW
2). We find ourselves unable to accept the statenents of
Ram Ki shan and Miussadi in this respect. Oral evidence which
runs counter to an adnission contained in witing signed by
a party in the very nature of things is a very weak piece of
evi dence and cannot be accepted without a grain of salt. It
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seens difficult to believe that Ram Kishan signed the
official receipt as well as the other receipt on copy DB of
the resolution wthout receiving the anbunt in question

Even if Ram ki shan knew only Landa character, he could not
be unaware of the fact that receipt Ex. DA was not for an
amount of Rs. 6,000, in which sum there are only four
nunerals, but for a much bigger amount consisting of five
nurer al s.

There is another circunstance which mlitates against the
case of the prosecution that it was sonmetine in 1964 that
Ram Ki shan came to Know that a trick had been played upon

hi m and that he had been made to i ssue on Decenber 13,
1963 a receipt dated July 18, 1963 for an anpbunt of Rs.
46, 875 wi t hout receiving that anmount. The of fici al

recei pt book from which receipt DA had been issued renained
with Ram Kishan when he returned to his village after
recei pt DA had been” handed over to Surat Singh. The
said receipt book contained counterfoil Pl of receipt DA
whi ch ' had been handed over to Surat Singh. The trial court
has found that the said counterfoil bore the date July 18,
1963 and was for an anmount of Rs. 46,875. Ram Kishan nust
have shown that counterfoil to the Secretary of the G am

Panchayat or sone other literate person after his return
to the village and, ‘as such, could not have remai ned
unaware of the fact that the recei pt which he had i ssued

was dated July 18, 1963 and was for an amount of Rs. 46, 875.
There was all the nobre reason for RamKishan to show the

counterfoil to someone because, according to him he had
i nsi sted upon obt ai ni ng a witing regardi ng t he
cancel l ation of the receipt, counterfoil of which was PI. It
is difficult to believe that Ram Ki shan after com ng

to know on Decenber 13, 1963 that a receipt of Rs.
46, 875. dated July 18, 1963 had been obtained fromhim would
have kept quiet for a nunber of ~ nonths thereafter. The
counterfoil Pl when produced in court by Ram Kishan shows
that the date July 18, 1963 had been scored of f and
contained the. date Decenmber 19, 1963. Likew se, the anount
of Rs. 46,875 had been scored off and in its place, the
amount of Rs. 6,000 had been nentioned in the counterfoil
The scoring off of the date and the ampunt nentioned on the
counterfoil Ex. Pl and their substitution by the new date
and armount rmust plainly have been done by soneone at the
i nstance of Ram Kishan. If the conscience of Ram Ki shan was
clear, it is not explained as to why he

526

got the date and ampunt scored off and got inserted  anot her
date and anount. Ram Kishan may be illiterate ~but there
must be alimt up to which the benefit of illiteracy can be
extended to him The fact that RamKishan is illiterate
cannot induce the court to ignore the infirmties in his
evidence or to fill in lacunae in the prosecution case

In any case, this fact would not justify the benefit of the
doubt being given to the prosecution, instead of to the
accused.

An attenpt was nmde by the prosecution to show that the
recei pt book from which receipt DA was issued had been
purchased on Cctober 24,1963 from Hari sh Chander (PW 10), as
per cash nemo PW/D. This cash neno, however, relates to
the sale of receipt book No. 9. There can be hundreds of
such recei pt books and it is admtted by Harish Chander that
he cannot say whether the cash nmeno relates to the receipt
book from which recei pt DA had been issued or to sone other
recei pt book. It, therefore, cannot be said to have been
proved that receipt book fromwhich receipt DA was issued
had been purchased on Cct ober, 1963.
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There are al so sone other circunstances which create a doubt
about the correctness of the prosecution allegations. It is
admtted by Ram Kishan PWthat long before he made a
conplaint to the District Mgistrate, he came to know that
Surat Singh was representing that he had paid the anbunt of
conpensation which was lying in deposit with the, Reserve
Bank of India to RamKishan and that Surat Singh was in
possessi on of receipt for the paynent of that anount. Surat
Singh also nmentioned in a suit brought by himin August 1964
against Ram Kishan that he had paid the anount of Rs.
46, 875 to Ram Ki shan as per receipt dated July 18, 1963. It
woul d, therefore, follow that Surat Singh has always been
taking the stand that he had paid the anmount of Rs. 46, 875
to Ram Ki shan on July 18, 1963 as per receipt issued by the
latter and that the plea taken by himat the trial was not
the result of an afterthought.

Another fact which may also be nentioned in the above
context” that a suit was brought in Septenber 1962 by Ram
Ki shan PWon behal f of G am Panchayat Neemwal a agai nst G am
Panchayat' Seoni sar though Surat Singh accused for rendition
of account. -in,respect of the assets of Gam Panchayat
Neemwal a. In that suit the plea of Surat Singh was that the
account between the parties had been settled. Evidence was
also led by Surat Si'ngh to that effect. " The court accepted
this evidence and hel'd as per judgment dated October 19,
1963 that the account's between the parties had been, settl ed.
The, plaintiff’'s suit was accordingly dismssed, In the face
of that finding of the civil Court, it would appear to be
i ncongruous to convict Surat Singh on the basis that the
amount of G am Panchayat Neemmal a was still due from him
5727

We thus find that the prosecution case suffers from glaring
infirmties. In fact, there are sone circunstances which
lend credence to the plea of the accused. It is, 'in our
opi nion, not possible to sustain the conviction of the
accused on the material brought on-record. W accordingly
accept the appeals, set aside the conviction of the accused
and acquit them

Before parting with this case, we would like to refer to one
aspect. A huge amount belonging to the G am Panchayat
Neemnal a is alleged to have been m sappropriated by soneone.
The case of the prosecution is that m sappropriation of ~the

amount was facilitated by the illiteracy of the Sarpanch of
the Gam Panchayat. It may, therefore be necessary that
some salutary directions are issued or rules, made so  that
because of the illiteracy of a Sarpanch the funds  of the

Panchayat are not enbezzled or used for any ' purpose other
than that of the Panchayat.

P.B. R

Appeal s al | owed

528




