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Before lilr. Justice Martineau.

P A N N A  L A L — Petitioner,

Fei. 11. versus
THE C R O W ^’—Bespondent,

Criminal Revision No. B52 of 1919.

Indian Peml Oode, 1860, section 182- ghinff false infcrmaiion- 
to the Deputy Superintendent of Police in the coiirse of a departmentaf 
inquiry in rephj to questions.

The Petitioner sent a letter to the Deputy Inspoctor'General 
of Police alleging- that the Snb-Inspector of Sadhaura and other 
persons were looting the people and that he was ready to prove it. 
This was sent on to the Superintendent of Police for recording' the 
petitioner’s statement and for nncesBary action, and the Super
intendent passed it on to the Deputy Superintendent for taking 
statements. The latter recorded the statement of the petitioner, 
who made allegations as to bribes having been taken by the Sub- 
Inspector, and mentioned among- others a bribe of R,s. 500 taken 
from one M. S. In. respect of this statement the petitioner was 
conviotcd by the Lower Courts of an ^offence under section 182 
of the Penal Code,

Held  ̂ that the statement of the petitioner io the Deputy 
Superintendent of Police in the departmental enquiry was infor
mation within the meaning of section 182 of the Penal Codê . 
notwithstanding that it was made in ansr.-er to questions.

Queen Empress v. Ramji Sajabarao (1), followed.
Mangu v. Crown (2), distinguished and partly disapproved.
CMnna v, (3)} distinguished.
Raya'ii lUiUb v. Bm'pe.ror {^), referred to.
Held also, that as the Deputy Superintendent of Police was- 

competent to make an inquiry into the Petitioner's allegations‘ 
against the Sub-Inspector, and the Petitioner knew that hie alle®- 
gations were likely to lead the Deputy Snperintendept to rrake such 
an inquiry, which would be calculated to cause annoyance to the 
Sub-Inspector, hie conviction under section 182. was jiistified.

Qaes/i v. 7 eriannan (5), distinguished.

(2) 1886) r . L . K. 10 B ow . 124. (3) (1908) I . L . E , S I  M atl, 506.

1 ) 2S7 P. L . Ei 1914 . (4 ) (1903) I. L . E , 2 6  M ad, 640 .'

(5) (1881) J. L ; B* 4  Mad. 241,



Bevision from the order of Lieuimani«Goloml 19 0̂
A, A. Irvine, Sessions Judge, Amhala, dated the 26th — -
March 1919, confirming that: of B. U, Abbott, JEJsquire, Pahtna 
DisirirA Magistrate, Ambala, dated the Qtk January ^ -p  
1919, convicting the Petitioner, ,

Tek Gha nd , for petitioner.
Nemo, for Respondent.

‘ Maetineau, J.—The petitioner Panna Lai, a Mu
nicipal Commissioner of fiadhaura, in the Ambala Dis
trict, has been convicted of an offence under section 
182, Indian Penal Code.

On the £Oth November 1917 he wrote a letter to 
the Deputy Ib ector -General of Police, in which he 
said that the Stih-InspectoT of Sadhanra and other per
sons were looting the people and that he was ready to 
prove this to the Deputy Inspector-General and the 
{Superintendent. The Deputy Inspector-General for
warded the letter to the Superintendent of Police for 
recording Panna Lai's statement and for necessary ac
tion, and the Superintendent passed it on to the Deputy 
Superintendent, Khan Sahib Khan Ahmad Khan, for 
taking statements. The Deputy Superintendent on the 
13th December recorded the statement of Panna Lai 
who made allegations as to hiibes having been taken 
by the Sub-Inspector, and mentioned among others a 
bribe of Es. 500 taken from one Mitar Sain. It is in res
pect of this last statement that the petitioner has been 
convicted, the Courts below finding that the informa
tion as to the Sub-Inspector having iake^ a bribe from 
Mi tar Sain, was false, that the petitioner believed- it to 
be false, and that by giving that information he intend
ed to induce, the Deputy Superintendent of Police to use 
his lawful power to the injury of the Sub-Inspector.

The ease has been carefully considered by the 
learned Sessions Jud^e, and I  see no reason to differ from 
his findings on the facts, namely, that the petitioner’s- 
statement â  to the Sub-Inspector having received a 
bribe from Mitar Sain was false, and that the petition
er believed it to be false. It is contended that the 
Sessions Judge was wrong in ignoring evidence as to- 
other bribes alleged to have been taken by the Sub- 
Inspector, but 1 entirely agree with the learned Jndge 
that such evidence is Irr^evant in this case, whi-ek^
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1920 confined to the matter of the bribes said to have
—— been giyen by Mitar Sain.

'Panka Lal Tiie question arising for consideration is whether
y  xlie petitioner is entitled to be acquitted either i l) be-

The tBOw, cause the statement which he made to ' the Deputy
Superintendent in regard to the bribe was not volun
teered, but was made in answer to questions, or (2) be
cause the Deputy Superintendent had no power to take
action against the Sub-Inspector on the statement made 
to him, but had authoiity only to record statements.

With regard to the first point the learned Counsel 
for petitioner relies on Mangu v. Grown (1), in which it 
was held that the term ” information ” in section 182 of 
the Indian Penal Code means information that is volun
teered, and is not intended to apply to a statement made 
in answer to-questions put by a public servant.

Now in the first place it is to be observed that 
the statements which had been made in that case 
were made to a police officer in an investigation under 
the Criminal Procedure Code, and the learned Sessions 
Judge has rightly held th at. the ruling is on that 
account inapplicable, as a witness examined by a police 
officer under section 161 of the Criminal Procedure 
Code is bound to answer the questions put to him, 
whereas in the present case Panna Lai was not bound 
to make a statement when questioned by the Deputy 
Superintendent, who was making only a departmental 
inquiry and not an inquiry under the provisions of the 
Code.

In the second place with all respect for the 
opinion of the learned Judge who decided the case 
cited above from the Punjab Law Eeporter, I am un
able to agree with his construction of the term infor
mation ” in section 182 of the Indian Penal Code. He 
points out that a person is not liable to be prosecuted 
for perjury for having made a false statement to the 
police, and he argues that as section 162 of the Criminal 
Procedure Code provides that the statement, if taken 
down in writing, cannot be used as evidence it would 
be an evasion of the law if the statement could be 
made the basis of a charge under section .182 of the 

'Jndian Penal Code.... ..................^ ----------- ---- —

(1)227 P. h.li.
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The fact that a person cannot be held guilty of 
perjury for making false statement when questioned 
by a police officer under section 161 of the Criminal 
Procedure Code appears to me to be no reason for hold
ing that he cannot be convicted of an offence under 
section 182 of the Indian Penal Code in respect of 
that statement, if it is shown that he made the state- 
m'ent with the intention or knowledge mentioned in the 
section. As regards section 162 of the Criminal Proce
dure Code, the proviso tu the section makes it clear 
that the prohibition against using the statement re
corded by the investigating officer as evidence applies 
only to the use of the statement as evidence in the 
case in the investigation of which the statement was 
made. There is nothing to prevent the statement froto 
being used as the basis of a charge under section 182 of 
the Indian Penal Cede against the person who made it.

Ckinna Bamana v. Emperor (1) has been cited, 
in which it was held that a statement made under 
section 162 of the Criminal Procedure Code in answer 
to questions put by a police officer cannot be made 
the basis of a prosecution under section 211, Indian 
Penal Code. But from this it would not follow that the 
person making the statement could not be convicted 
ol an offence under section 182, for, as is pointed 
out in B ay an KuUi v. Emperor (2), there is a clear 
distinction between making a false charge which is the 
offence dealt with in section 211 and giving false in
formation.

In QueenSmpress v. B a m ji Sajabarao (3), 
it was held that any false information given to a public 
servant with the intention mentioned in section 182, 
Indian Penal Code, is punishable under that section 
whether the information is volunteered by. the in
formant or given in answer to questions put to him. 
This is in my opinion a correct view of the law, 
there being nothing in the section itself to show that 
the word ** information ” was meant to he restricted 
to information that is volunteered.

I come now to the second point which relates 
to the questic n of intention and knowledge. Mr. Tek

(1) [1908) I. L. B. 81 Mad. 606. {2) (1908) I L.B . 28 M sd, 340..
(8) (1885) L Ii. ft. 10Bom , m

vw ■

Pamha Ijh,

T h e  CaowN,
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Fahka L ai 

T m  Cmown,

Ohand relies on Queen y . Periaman  (1),, in wliich 
it was held that section 182 of the Indian Penal Code 
does not apply where the public servant misinformed 
is only competent to pass on the informations and the 
powers to be exercised by Mm caonot tend to any direct 
or immediate prejudice of the person against whom the 
information is levelled. That case iŝ  however, disting
uishable from the present one. The authority of the 
Deputy Snpefiniendent of'Police was not limited to pass- 
Ing on to the Superintendent the information which the 
petitioner gave him. He had power to record statements 
and on being, told by. the petitioner that M itar Sain had 
g iT e n  a bribe to the- Sub-Inspector he was competent to 
take th© statements of K itar Sain and the Sub-Inspector 
and of the persons mentioned by the petitioner as having 
knowledge about t ie  matter. I t would in fact haye 
been natural for him to make such an inquiry^ and 
whatever the petitioner may have intended it cannot 
be doubted that he knew it to be likely that his alle
gations about the bribes would lead the Deputy 
Superintendent to make an inquiry into the matter.

Even if it can be said that in * making such an 
inquiry the Deputy Superintendent would not have 
been using his power to the injury of the Sub-Inspector 
(since “ injury, as defined in section of the Indian 
Penal Code, results only when harm is caused illegally) 
the inquiry was certainly calculated to cause annoy
ance to the Sub‘Inspector, and this is sufficient to 
Justify the conviction. The petitioner by giving to the 
Deputy Superintendent information which was false 
and which he believed to be such, knowing it to be likely 

“that he would thereby cause the Deputy Superinten
dent to use his lawful power to the annoyance of the 
Sub-Inspector of Sadhaura, committed an offence under 
section 182 of the Indian Penal Code.

I accordingly dismiss the application..

Bevidon dismissed.

(1) (1881) I. L. B. i Mad. 2 41


