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M -1/PART -1

1. TmafRea st e &1 g SRR e § 7= a9 S Aty 7 srgare
Hifom: (Srs Hi4T : AAfIhaq 500 <) 30

Translate the following English passage into the ordinary language spoken in courts,
using Hindi Language & Devanagari Script :  (Words limit : Maximum 500 words)

It is a well settled law that confession must be addressed to somebody. It has been
observed that for the making of a confessional statement, communication to another
person is not always necessary. Utterances made in soliloquy are also statements.
‘Conféssion before the assembly of villagers called for confronting the accused, does
‘not amount to extra-judicial confession. Extra-judicial confession can form the basis
of conviction. However, it should have been made before a known person. Extra
’judicial confession made before persons with whom the accused had no relationship,
could not be relied on. The accused who supposed to have confessed to his childhood
classmate who was also his neighbour, but who was neither a friend, nor on visiting
terms, the confession was admitted as valid in evidence. The recipient of the
confession being a known person, there could be a probability of this kind. Extra-
Judicial confession made before stock witness who was casually knowing the
accused, was held not to be acceptable.

Similarly, where it was alleged that the accused made extra-judicial confession to a
doctor and another person, both strangers and the same was tape-recorded as if it was
anticipated and for this purpose the tape-recorder was kept ready. It was held that
evidently, it denoted influence and involuntariness. Where extra-judicial confession
was made to a stranger and exact words were not recorded and substance or
EEE foundation of an offence was also not available, it was held that the confession could
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not be relied upon. It was wholly unlikely that the accused would have made an extra-
judicial confession to a person whom he never know. Where a confession was
supposed to have been made to the relatives of the deceased and they did not disclose
it either to the police or to the father of the deceased and it was further clear that
confessing before them would have served no purpose because they were neither men
of status nor in a position to help the accused, the court said that the confession was
not reliable. Where the extra-judicial confession of the accused, alleged to have been
made before one village Administrative officer and it was not attested by another
person present in the office at the relevant time and further there was unexplained
delay of about eleven hours in sending the FIR to the court alongwith confessional
statement and report of the informant. Hence, it did not appear that the confessional
statement was voluntary, genuine or truthful. Similarly, where the accused, who was
facing a charge of murder, supposed to have confessed to the village Administrative
officer, while the officer was far away and further, the police station was nearer to the
place of occurrence, it was held that such a confession ought to be ignored.

9T -2/PART -2

2. Taefafea &= waiy = am s w27 S |
(vreg <. STfrBaT 50092 ) 30 )

Translate the following Hindi passage into ordinary English language :
(Words limit: Maximum 500 Words)

Rt gus dgar 1 g 87 § fifzd g fagia 7 2 o wenfd i i gog aur i /(
ITEfd @I ARG T2 SeUdl | 39 9 % T=ria geg aun TR 3ugfa & stfafaa =/
i3 &fd, Hﬁﬁm@%ﬁmﬁmﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁmﬂﬂﬂﬁﬁﬁ@@,
Frferfiaa aitfeufat & sy =& gm - [

(1) e e geg =1 TR IUEfd S HH & m@ﬁmwaﬁwww@%
w1 g g A1 T 3uEf ifa B < e R |

2) fa ferl safeq =t St weafa @ sifa |
(3) EEHld ed arer sAfed 18 98 B 31w Mg 18 |
(4) wgHtd T 71 fyaftra & gl 2 |

e g S97d & STEHRUNSA! 9 AT B —

(1) 7% & 7% safea s T =1 @ 3am Foles 2, (2) 78 6 =18 o =afda e wrl
1 3777 Foru Fifere gusar & 39 fow 1o geafd 7€ om | 98 39 % 91 & foru
ad 2 5 98 319 st a1 g o) it &fd o) gga S | 31a: Afe 98 6 91 @ &fa
% foru 7ot wgafa gE 1 2 <ot @ < el foet ot st 1 3l A B | SeTe %
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fore we =afa SToeft Tt gER 1 < 21 @, Tear 39 319 wEnld | WEv Ul B, |l 39
T8 & e § I8 IS U HTid Tal HiaT | fohrg 78 o U AT w1 4 3 6 ot
o5 oz Toreft ararfera o sma oreq Fored 3wt yeg a1 i Susfa seifia 29 <t wvwrem 8,
<l HgHld < |

YA eve |igar § ggafa = gfenfya & fomm mn 8, J=fy aw 90 I afonfya wd @
% ggafa =e waa 72 gt | geafd =1 a2, R o ©® = Wi o |
“RI0” & FER Tl 1 37 B — IS TYT S & &9 Fqoid HEN Wd §d Aashid
faa= & @ 7 51 Th B | “Wiba” & AR TEd 1 3 7, T vE Rafq |
feremm foret fomamam e 3g tea =afe gra @ 8 waa wewfa oy o 39 fowa w =
W HeAld < TaT 8, foeehgem fola o & wmel g | Teufd i 39 99y Wad 9eAfd w9
T 2 5e 34, fordft ofi T S e, St A1 GHehl o g 9T T8 AT T |

Ig &1d Uid: T g1 =nfee T wenfa Afeass 1 garers yaaq 2 | Bela: I8 A
g, foe o1 379Te I1 TEaTEs Wl e & T fhd 9H & I 7 | F8 I8
SUYE U A TgHf ST TelEd YU B | WEAfd au1 wHdur % €9 =R B | Yo
Heufa § wdu f1fea g @ foeeg 7 oo # wewfa ffgd =& gidl | a8 Fa sremere
B foh Ueh St =afaa S TR & T g 9Idl & guErd 79 Heafd T@ <l |
fopeg Tk RIS g T, STEfH 98 U Serien SAfed & AR d ] 3 aniEd: wa &
U] 36 U foRaT B, ) Tad TEAfd TE A1 S Hehdl B AT 38 SR W ARG
! Torfera: =ImEreTa T&1 91 31 9ehdl |

. M e (AR, We 3R, 130) & 91¢ & Ig Ffvia fopam ma fo6 afe o s
foreht w5 wry fom Sueht weafa & e JTT=Rn #4aT 7, dt 98 9 YER & o
efted B wel € o | giady T W TR R |

9T -3/ PART -3

Frfafea mems %t TEaTigEs 93¢ | (31eg Hia: STfehad 500 1% )
Read the following passage carefully : (Words limit: Maximum 500 Words)

~ When the question arises as to meaning of a certain provision in a statute, it is not

only legitimate but proper to read that provision in its context. The context here

means, the statute as a whole, the previous state of the law, other statutes in pari

materia, the general scope of the statute and the mischief that it was intended to
remedy. This statement of the rule was fully adopted by the Supreme Court.
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It is a rule now firmly established, that the intention of the legislature must be found
by reading the statute as a whole. The rule is referred to as an “elementary rule” by
Viscount Simonds; a “compelling rule” by Lord Somervell of Harrow; and a “settled
rule” by B.K. Mukherjee, J.

“It is the most natural and genuine exposition of a statute”, laid down Lord Coke “to
construe one part of a statute by another part of the same statute, for that best
expresseth the meaning of the makers”. “To ascertain the meaning of a clause in a
statute, the court must look at the whole statute, at what precedes and at what
succeeds and not merely at the clause itself, and the method of construing statutes that
I prefer,” said Lord Greene, M.R. “is to read the statute as a whole and ask oneself the
question : ‘In this state in this context, relating to this subject-matter, what is the true
meaning of the word’ ?” As stated by Sinha, C.J.I. : “The court must ascertain the
intention of the Legislature by directing its attention not merely to the clauses to be
construed but to the entire statute; it must compare the clause with the other parts of
the law, and the setting in which the clause to be interpreted occurs.”

The rule is of general application as even plainest terms may be controlled by the
context, and “it is conceivable”, as Lord Watson said, “that the legislature whilst
enacting one clause in plain terms, might introduce into the same statute other
enactments which to some extent qualify or neutralise its effects.”

The same word may mean one thing in one context and another in different context.
For this reason, the same word used in different sections of a statute or even when
used at different places in the same clause or section of a statute, may bear different
meanings. The conclusion that the language used by the legislature is plain or
ambiguous can only be truly arrived at by studying the statue as a whole. How far and
to what extent each component part of the statute influences the meaning of the other
part would be different in each given case. But the effect of the application of the rule
to a particular case, should not be confounded with the legitimacy of applying it.

(%) 39 TN 1 3fad e ST | (Teg €H1: ATHaH 10 91sq )
(@) ITd T BT FieTeiiehor TS H hifw | (reg T Trehad 300 vt )
(a) Give a suitable Title of the above passage.

(Words limit: Maximum 10 Words)

(b) Write a precis in English of the above passage.
(Words limit: Maximum 300 Words)
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