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Before Coldstream ^ ■

ABDUL K ARIM  AxVd  o t h e r s  ( C o n t i c t s ) 193S

Petitioners 
versus

T h e  g r o w n — Respondent,
Criminal Revision No. 1281 of 1935,

Criminal Frocednre Code, Aci V of 1898, section 144 {3) : 
exi^lained.

Held, that, siil}-seetion (3) of section 144 of the Code of 
Criminal Procedure does not refer to tlie nature o£ tlie order 
’̂ vliicli may l3e passed under tlie provisions of sub-section (1) 
but to the manner in wbidi sucli an order maj" be proraulg'ated.

Ahdul Ghaf ttr v. Emperor (1), relied upon.

Petition for revision of the order of Mr. 0 . A'.
ZiitsM, Sessions Judge, Lahore, dated 2nd Ssftemher,
1935, modifying that of Mr. F. H. Teal, Magistrate^
1st Class, Lahore, dated 30th July, 1935, comicting 
the petitioners.

M. M. A s l a m  K h a n , for Petitioners.
M o h a m m a d  A m i n , for Governraent Advocate, for 

Respondent.
C o l d s t r e a m  J.— This judgment will dispose of C o ld s t e b a m  

the three revision petitions Nos. 1281, 1322 and 1367 
of 1935.

On the 14th July, 1935, the District Magistrate 
of Lahore promulgated an order under the provisions 
of section 144 of the Code of Criminal Procedure 
directing people to abstain from holding public meet­
ings within the Lahore district in order to discuss any 
matter in connection with the demolition of the 
Shahidganj mosque. For disobeying that order the
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1935 petitioners were coEvicted under sections 143 and 188, 
bd-oiTkarim Indian Penal Code, and sentenced separately under 

V. each section. On appeal the Sessions Judge, Lahore, 
upheld the convictions, but set aside the separate 

L̂DSTREAM J. puuishment imposed under section 143 and sentenced
■ the petitioners to three months’ rigorous imprison­

ment under section 188. The petitioners, who have 
by this time served their sentences, ask for revision of 
this judgment.

The only contention urged before me by the 
petitioners’ counsel is that the order of the District 
Magistrate passed under section 144 of the Code of 
Criminal Procedure was illegal, because the Lahore 
District is not a ‘ particular place ’ within the mean­
ing of section 144 (3) of the Code.

There is no ground for interfering on the merits 
of the case. The Lahore district is in fact a parti­
cular place. I f some one had inadvertently disobeyed 
the order owing to his ignorance of the boundaries of 
the district it would have been open to him to plead 
that the order was so vague as to excuse his error. No 
such excuse was pleaded here. The meetings, for hold­
ing which the petitioners were convicted, took place in 
the Lahore City. It is not denied before me that the 
petitioners had knowledge of the order and disobeyed 
it deliberately.

The argument now advanced is, in my opinion, 
based on a mistaken interpretation of sub-section (3) 
of section 144, the correct meaning of which has been 
pointed out in Abdul Ghafur v. Emperor (1). The 
District Magistrate has jurisdiction throughout his 
district and is empowered to direct any person to 
abstain from a certain act if he considers that such

(1) (1015) 27 I. C. 670.



•direction is likely to operate in any of the ways 1935 
nientioiied in sub-section (1) of the section. As re- Abb’uxTkahu 
marked by the Judges who decided AhdiiJ Ghafur r. r. 
E n ifero r  (1), sub-section (3) has nothing to do with the The^C m w h. 

Tiatiire of the order, but is one of fonr sub-sections C o lb s tr e a m  

which refer to the manner of proniulgation and to the 
duration of an order under sub-section (1). When, 
because of the niiinber of persons to be directed, it is 
impracticable for the Magistrate to issue notice to each 
individnal he can issue an order to the public 
•generally, including besides residents, persons who 
may frequent or visit a particular place and such 
order will be effective against each individual to whose 
knowledge it has come.

The rulings on which the learned counsel for 
petitioners relies appear to me to interpolate in the 
section restrictions and conditions not indicated by its 
words.

The fact that the order in this case forbade meet­
ings in so large a place as the Lahore district did not 
make the order ' illegal ’ although it might have made 
the order difficult to enforce for one reason or another.

I dismiss the petitions.
P. S.

PetitioTis dismissed.
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