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Solicitors for appellants: H. S. L. Polak.

Solicitors for respondent no. 1: Douglas, Grant
and Dold.

REVISIONAL CRIMINAL,

Before Terrell, C. J. and Adami, J.
RAMESHWAR PRASHAD VERMA
.
KING-EMPEROR.*

Press and Registration of DBooks Act, 1867 (det XXV
of 1867T), sections 1, 3, 4 and 13—Cyclostyle machine, whether
is a printing press within the meaning of the Act—** for
the printing of books or papers’, meaning of—object of
possessur—"" papers 7, neaning of—whether synonymous
with ' newspaper ’—seetions 8 and  4—possession  of
cyclostyle machine intended for printing newspapers without
subscribing prescribed  declaration, whether 1is punishable
under section 13,

The  operation of multiplving copies by means of a
cyclostyle machine is a printing operation within the meaning
of the Press and Registration of Books Act, 1867.

Section 8 of the Press and Registration of Books Act,
1867, lays down :

** Every bock or paper printed within British India shall have
printed legibly on it the name of the printer and the place of printing,
and (if the book or paper. be published) the ngme of the publisher
and the place of publication.......oveevivrerreuienas

and section 4 of the Act provides :
“ No porson shall, within British India, keep in his possession
any press for the printing of books or peapers, whc shall not have
made and subscribed the following declaration. before the Mag1strate
within whose local jurisdiction such press may be...... previvsriaees seressenese

o % Criminal Revision ' no. - #30 of 1980, against a decision of
¥, G. Rowland, Xsq:, 1.c.8.; Scssions Judge of Patna, dated the 22nd
September, 1930, conﬁrﬂmnfr s decision of Babu R. Singh, Deputv
Magistrata, - Ist cIass, of. Iatna, dated the 15th July, 1830,
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Held, (i) that the words *‘ for the printing of books 1951.
or papers ' in sectivn 4 are an adverbial phrase modifying gyparwsr
the verb ‘ keep '’ and are not an adjectival phrase quali- Prassp
fying the noun ‘‘ press ’’, and that, therefore, they refer to  Varua

the object of the possessor of the machine; —

(fi) that the word * papers” in sections 3 and 4 of Edrzeos.
the Act clearly means papers containing news which are
intended to be circulated and is practically, if not exactly,
synonymous with the word * newspaper ” as defined in
section 1 of the Act.

IHeld, therefore, that keeping in possession a cyclostyle
machine which is intended for the printing of newspapers
without subscribing the prescribed declaration is an offence
punishable under section 13 of the Act.

The facts of the case material to this report ave
stated in the judgment of Terrell, C.J.

B. Sahay and C. P. Sinha, for the petitioner.
A ssistant Government Advocate, for the Crown.

Courrney TerreLnn, C. J.—This is a petition
by one Rameshwar Prasad Varma who'is the Secretary
of the Patna District Congress Committee for the
revision of the judegment of the Sessions Judge of
Patna dismissing his appeal from the decision of a
magistrate of the first class convicting the petitioner
under sections 12, 18 and 15 of the Press and Regis-
tration of Books Act of 1867. The established facts
are that the petitioner had in his possession a
cyclostyle machine which he used for the purpose of
multiplying copies of a perviodical newspaper entitled
" Satyagrah Samachar ”’. He was charged under
section 12 of the Act with printing or publishing a
paper otherwise than in conformity with the rule in
section 3 which makes it necessary to give in the
publication, legibly printed, the name of the printer
and the place of the printing; under section 138 with
keeping in his possession a press as defined in section
4, that is to say, keeping in his possession a press
for the printing of hooks or papers without having
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subscribed the prescribed declaration; and under sec-
tion 15 with publishing a newspaper knowing that
the rules had not been observed; and he was *snﬂuen«,ed
to three months’ simple imprisonment.

Tt is argued on his behalf, first, that the operation
of multiplving copies by means of a cyclostyle m‘u;nme
is not a printing operation and so is not coversd by
the Act. No definition of the word ‘° printing *’ 1s
contained in the Act but using, as we are invited to
do, the common acceptation of the word it may be
said certainly to include the multiplication of colJl
by pressure from an inked surface. A cyclosiyle
consists of a paper stencil under which the copy to
receive the impression is placed and over which is
passed with pressure an ink roller. The ink passes
throngh the stencil at its open parts and the ink
comes in contact with the paper under the stencil.
This is certainly an operation of multiplying copies
by means of pressure from an inked surface and, in
my opinion, it is certainly printing.

But the following ingenious argument is raised
on behalf of the petitioner. It is said that the mere
possession of a cyclostyle machine cannot be held to
be possession of a press for the printing of books or
papers within section 4 of the Act. Now in inter-
preting section 4 of the Act the proper construction is,
In my opinion, as fOHOWH The words * for the
printing of books or papers " are an adverbial phrase
modifying the verb *“ keep *’ in the sentence ** keep
in his possession ’. They are not an adjectival
phrase modlfymg the noun ‘“press’’. They refer
to the object of the possessor of the machine. It may
well be that the object of the possessor of a cyclostyle
machine is not for the purpose of multiplying copies
for periodical publication. Now the preamble of the
Act is in its material parts as follows :

. Whareas it, is expedient to provide for the regulatwn of prmtmg
presses and of Penodmalg contammg news.........,,.,...,.,.. 1
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Tt is clear that this part of the Act to which this 1%L
preamble relates is concerned only with the regula-p, vy
tion of papers containing news which are intended Prisip
to be circulated and in my opinion the word ‘‘papers’” ~ Vama
in sections 3 and 4 of the Act are clearly papers of g
this description and are practically, if not sxactly, urspos.
synonymous with the word ‘‘ newspaper ”’ as defined |
in section 1 of the Act itself. Thevefore, the mere pypperr,
possession of a cyclostyle machine which is not intend-  ¢. 7.
ed for the printing of hooks or for the printing of

‘papers in the sense in which I think that word is

used in the Act is not an offence which is punishable

under section 13.

It was argued that if the cyclostyle machine is
‘not a printing press within section 4 then the papers
produced by 1ts agency cannot be said to be printed.
As I have said, the question as to whether the print-
‘ing press is or is not within section 4 is a question
of the use to which the printing press is in fact put
or intended to be put by the possessor.

The petitioner in this case has, in my opinion,
‘rightly been convicted of printing a paper otherwise
‘than in conformity with the rule contained in section 3;
he has rightly been convicted under section 13 for
keeping in his possession a press for the printing of
books and papers as I have defined it; and he has
rightly been convicted of printing a newspaper with-
out conforming to the rules as provided by section 15
of the Act. We have heen asked to consider the
revision of the sentence but, in the absence of an
entirely satisfactory undertaking by the petitioner as
to his future conduct, this matter cannot be taken
into consideration. The sentence is not excessive in
‘the circumstances and must stand. I would dismiss

this petition. _ ‘
Apamr, J.—T agree.

Application dismissed,



