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' door leading from ammall back room in P.W. I's house (o the backyard of
the house. Areport -Exhibit A -was drawn up and, taken by the Karnam-
P.W, 4- to the Police at Sompeta. = The Sub-Inspector of Polioa* PW.10
went to Vikramapur on the 2)th and investigated the case. In the cours? of
his investigation the Accused producsd and handed to bim M O.1- & heavy

. eurved knife about 2 feat long apparently us2d as a woodchoppzr. An inquest

~ was held- Exhibit B- and the body was sent for post-mortem examination.s

. The post-mortem certificato is Exhibit D, and the Sub Assistant Surgeon,
- Sompeta, dueted the examination says that hs found four injuries ‘

on the body (1) a big wound on the right cheek bone (2) a wound on ghe right

side 4t the lower jaw (3)a big wond on the back of th> nack mostly on the
right side- this wound had cut through the muscles of the spinal column and
severed the spine itsalf. It was not inflicted by a single blow but consisted
of throo separate gashes, (4) an injury on the left shoulder. M. O. 1-the
«  chopper—was sent to the Chemj %xa?iner and human blood stains-were

' ound on it. M. Os. 2 and 8— mqnibf tR> tathi door—were also sant and

et 1 & ! ) A
"~ human blood stains were also found ot ‘them. Ex.F is the report of the
‘ ‘Chemical Examiner, Madras, and Ex,;.;kf is the Imperial Sarologist's report.
R o ! g 3. The Accusad has examined no witnessas in her dfencs Bafore
©\he Committing Magistrat> she made no statem>nt and said (i shy would
% L4y what she had o say b:fore tha suparior Cours. Tn this Cart shy .ﬂam;#
e tv,hefo,llovffing statement I had gone away to the fields to rmove weeds,
" leaving my children at home,  After [ returned from ths fi 1ls my husband
told me that my mothgr-in-law was dead” He said ‘Wo don's know who has
e this deal. Listen to my advios... Bho Polics will mako us agousl and
take us away. I am on bad terms with my husband’s broth . P V. 9, he
* . might have donzit. I had th:n b22n praznant s>ven months 11l was with
 difficulty able to stand up or sit down. 1 know nothing aboat th> murder.

4

‘ I did not do it." j ,
| ?’ . a4 Bofore examining ths prosscation evidencs in dabail i will ba Bs,
‘the admiss.b.lity of evidancs adducad

- well to deal with'Som> points relating t3 d
- which were raised. Ex. C is a stat>m2nt made by the Accused and rmﬁ
. by P.W:® Ex. C<1is a statamnt mado by P.W. Tand r corded by RN
" the Village Munsif. Thes> statem:nts were lot in bscaus: in oross @ ami-
- nation P.W. 8 was asked whother he'had taken statomeunss. E roplisd Yo'

__ and the line taken in cross-examination was that+he had not in fact done ira.
: statymont was: t.a};en but

% Tho statemsiit, Ex. C, Fhold, is evidenc> that a e il

cannot bz us>d for any other purposs. A Villag» Magistrate is not wm{f‘?d

confessional statements uader §sction 164 Cr. P.C, and min

officars are i doing so. Ex.C-lis no

ble, as P.W.1. is not an’ pus it 1dds nothing
s b j¢ Tho rem:

SR S B tbFother's wife had mud e
1 i (R ad murdered his ma:her., ,
- B i :ﬁezwgie t1t 4, bus there does not seem reason to I:(:ul:):s 30 Aoubs nat given i
& ¢ evidence that he saw Accused throw down the dead bf)(;;’ozna};p part &f 4 ft
] '8 mother, i

| .:’::;:d.the action of handing the ki over did not lead 6o the finding of
el admi: l'tl:. It amounts simply to a confession to ths Polico, and so is noi ol
i ssible. . I hold, as regards this transaction, that the only fact ad nlasitils e

" evidence is that the Accus:d handed the Sub-Inspastor the article M. Q, L. - L

3. In addition to the evidence for the i re; .
’.‘the'evidgfwa of twa other P.Ws. has to 'be?oozm:tdt?n ;:::dy;:: n;;nanssd
“an inhabitans of Vikramapur, and P.W. 9 the brother of P.W, 1 a;ld b-W. i
| m-l'aw of she Aoogsed;‘ P.R’.{ij says that he saw the Amussé - bf)other.
i m. on the 23th of S:ptember going towards the river (from bB : la 1:},; il]_ [ .

_fghg river is about 70 yards from the Accused's house). It does mtan - -
me l..mt any inferencs uqfai’quramg t0 the Accusad can ba drawxlx f g to 4
o W3t 1t ‘oring. s b o
Killed he was in his house, which is two houses away from the house i il
ko “the Accused lives. He heard;df_elﬂld crying in the backyard of m' i gt
g house, and went round to see what was the matter. When h Tty
yard ho saw the Aceused dragging the body of his mother, S draseat 1
 Tar as the guava troe and threw it down there. The witness sag tha. bo sy
aiated, and whon ho cama to himself returncd > his homse . gy
- apenk o tho Accusad, did okt to ind P-W. 1and mado o repoet oihes.
| toths Village Munsif or the Poliea. For tho defenco it is rged tha 1§y |
[ i amite Inconcstrabie that £ W8 would hiave ucted as hie did if 'he htw s
. :::n s.l;; g;‘:ﬂﬂﬁd .dr w‘%;fhﬂ'ﬂe@:‘my of his mother. [ agrpea(:hreaﬂ.y
y rs; mmquvi mnm& apd_ lf‘SO;pmsvihcredible- that he wc;lxld n N hfs ‘
| if mot proper, in a man f'l?t? rest f s action, howovr, s 1o . sumngy
(R i »r, 1 of this class who would bs dumfonnded ot thedi;;:;;“ ik

itk

Apa.rls, however, from his evidenee 1 think that the
Vilia,gxa Muns{gm;‘ésalz witnessys are th: Accus d's hushin 12 '..vm]‘bh”i .
Lstanding who stases th i Rasoam PV, and P.WLG e il g o b
R ases:.haghagenenllyhves..mkaramapur Smad g
{ in their evidencs have been elicited in cross-examination bn:;nc;h(z acor il
) SR O R e T

' “ ‘ ‘ me unimportant. They gave their. evidenc: wel thes ,
_" 3 i :t;e::;mod.%nd tlme 18 no reason at all why thel; s’;")“iud(:; ;a;:oluf. wag
b iy _jr,v“pexbmwuforf;&hm morder on tho Accused.  Except for ¢, alsoly g0
Bi e il 1t s3ems unnecessary to show further that the facts B“o.ral R~
B speak may bs accipted as true. As regards the oral conf. to which they
La statements that oral confessiops have been made should be gecer oy
" with the greatest caution. In this case, however, there is noai‘;lil.;.;ﬁe"f il
| icion ¢

#ﬁ"’m , and the testimony of the two, vi e T T

L SERGS R itmony of P.W. 6. : Fﬂr?:e:ﬂli;:t;o:sshs‘upme'

. evidencaof I"W. Lcan baignored. In this Cours he gave tink  thag ghe

. obviousreuciane> agaiust HiswifeHo aata]thaho did not kaow whogs

| g officers questionad the Acoused. This is cerfainly noy iy
‘ A ut b thﬂs wife ﬁmm to ‘h"""‘é. 'M
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P.W. 1istrying o shield himsalf. Thsre is no reason §o balieve that he has
any need to do so. It is true that there is only his own evidenc shat he was
away from the village at the time the murd . was committed, but he has not
given his evidence like a guilty man or a man who is afraid, and_ £ have no
doubt from all tha ¢ reumstances of the case that his alibi was not ‘fﬁrabar
enquired into because it was perf ectly well known in the village that he was
not in his honss wh °n the erime was commitéed. It has then been established
by the prosceution that the deceased Sabitri Beharani was. ‘murdered in
PW. 1's house, that at the time the Accussd and Sabitri Beharani were the
only persons in the housz, that the murder was committed with the chopper,.

¥ M. O 1 (P W. 1 says that M.O. 1 may b> his but clearly knows that it is his),
r . and that r.he dead body was dragged into the backyard and !&f. there. Fur-
3 _ ther the prosecution has established that the Accused said it was she who

, killed Sabitri Beharani. The evidencs for the prosecution if nm'ebubbed

;oves therefore f.hab the Aocnsod kxlled her mother-in-law Sabitri Beha.ram..

{ 6. The Aooused says that PW 1 told her to keep quiet and t.hat
. BW.9 might have committed. the crime.  As regards P.W. 9, if the Acon.wed
" did make an oral confession then P.W. 9 could not have oommm&ed the crime
it is incredible that she would. make a confessmn to- abieid bim. And ‘
: ?:n if she did not make a confession, it i is incredible that sho and P.W.1 hes
‘ wauld not have known that suspicion awkaid to P.W. 9 and have Mﬂhﬂe&* “"1 i
‘;; As regards P.W. 1, he could only hg\zpwld the .Ammed to say nothing i
‘ her to save her or to save himcsw 'i‘lwre is uolev}dence and no probabi}xb:yw

he hxmsalf either comml:‘ ,i% ppe mommwsswn of th

7 All the Assessors are of ommon ahat! shé Aoé-uM is uot' guilty
The reasons given by the 1st Assassor, and conourred in by the mhems,‘ are.
.that a woman could not have committed this terrible crime when the mere
sight of the dead boly caused P.W. 0 t. faint, and that there was no eye:.

witness of the crime. Thes2 seem t0 me inadequat>grounds on w hich to rest
ss2ssors, and for the reasons already given I

4 ; | the conejusion reached py the Ass2ssors |

' am unable to agree with them. W i
| it & " find the accused guilty of murder. On the question of pxﬂush-.
ment I think I may properly take the circumstances of th» cass and the

. consideration. The murder was a brutal
Accused's physxcal condition into sdoiibladly comu

4 on buttherqﬂalﬁ)evidencaolpmmadn 1enanduwas u o
..nﬂ;’lﬁ“m a fit of #eme ‘axasperation. The Accused is now in an advanced

0 “iw X f pragnancy and had been pregnant for nearly six months at the
| state

wawommiued Lnthecmumuncﬂlmnklmnuhﬁed. 1

* t% encing her to death. I sentence her to be &ﬂnﬂpﬂﬂiﬂ? for ‘lifaf;

Themsm- committed to the pndm ;ait"'mwi_.‘*_w_ on

Qb
A
| The following witnesses were etammed A0
@ for the prosecution:— \
Raghunatho Bshara (Hwand of the Aocnsed)
1 Gokarla Saradhi (Vxlla.ge ,Karn)
P. Rama Rao (Sub Assistant Surgeon). i
Syamo Sanira (Village Karnam). iy
Durlobho Naiko (Village Talayari).
Nityanando Panigrahi, ar. il
Ch. Subramanyam (Clerk, Sub Magistrate's Office, Sompeta).
Shaik Farid (Constable No. 376).
Ho,\ylbg.ndb 'Behara (Bl:ot;hpr of P.W. 1).
AR M: Mahaboob Ali (Sub-Inspector of Police).
| 11. Bronda Behara. . g

-

‘*"°’9'?~§°Me—*

© ®

W L

for the defence —None. L o i 4
' The followmg documsnts were ﬁ!ed
_for the proSecuttan e Lk G
| gf?hag lI::gort sent by PW‘ 80 the 'Pohcé il
|| Bj29-930 | Mediators reportprepared when the accused) |
L P @ 1 Statement of the Accused recorde: b;c l;)ﬁ;irp;oduced s, rf‘ i
0-1728-9-30 Do of PW. 1by do. | M "
D@MJ-BO ! Post-mortem certificate given b P, '
,,.,BI/"Q-Q- - Inquest report. 1 i b ' :
.;/?/:)g-ﬁ% ‘ gopm of the Chemtical Examiner! Midrag, = '~
-1/20- overing letter from the Chemical Bl "
A Exhibt i el ig Exammer enclosing
?1?16:110-30 Imperial Ssrelogist's report. _‘
" /i Plan of the scene of offence prepared by P. i ®
i;/3?é91-213030 Memorandum sent by P.W. 10 to the C°‘Zm$;*2$agi;g;‘ﬁ i
MOk Statement of the i i o
! | &29_11'30} tratem 0 'Aocusad beforey the Commxmng:} » '_# i
for the defence:— * i i HOrr e
I/1-11-50 Pomon marked in the deposition '
ofi B
il ; i Committing Magistrate. iy bsfore the et
| 11/1-11-30 Do of P.W. 9 dow. | A il a;;v_:;x]'«.—'“ g
N - ‘ Lty ¥

The following mat;ﬂ‘al objects were exhibited:— "
| M. O. 1. Knife (Chopper), e ol

L O

ol - M. 0.2. a. Portion of thathi dom'
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