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who ls'intoxicated.——ln cases where an act done is ?he gt In & state of into Ne Wi

& particular knowledge or intent, a person who does knowledge as he Wou}g tiop

shall be liable to be dealt with as if he had the same which Tntoxicateq L have_‘

had if he had not been intoxicated, unless the thllfll_g bt im Way
administered to him without his knowledge or against his will.

Scope : 5. Burden of proof.
2. Intoxication and insanity. Sentences.

6.
3. Involuntary intoxication. - 7. Right of private defence,
4. Voluntary intoxication, 8. Use of hemp.

: . % T [ t an offenc
1. Scope. Section 86 rovides that, in cases where an act done IS no |
done wi?h a particular kno?mledge or intent, a person who does the act in a st?(tje of int
shall be liable to be dealt with as if he had the same knowledge as he would have
ad not been intoxicated, unless the thing which intoxicated him was administere

© Unlggg |
OXication
had if p &
d to him

is involuntary, neither knowledge nor intention in committi
offence will be presumed. If, ho iti
of the offender will be presum

e e rooauences of his act. [(1912)t13 (ig
! intenti one which requi ' intention
gons‘t(nuéebthz %flfgnceihsum Intention can pe inferred y/s. qt:getshg %a;;tg:ucl)?r;nvommaw '
runkard by applying the presym tion that he -
have acted with, if he hag : acted with th

S Same knowledge as he would
 not been drunk. 417 1953 Mad 827 nkenness
will be a defence 10 a criming) charge where the offence is or{eE‘vI\re?c‘rI\o:ggﬁiigsd;u particular
knowledge or intent;on and the dccused as incapaplg, by reason of his drunkenness, of having
ge or forming sych mtent:cm.t ‘[AIRF1939 Mad. 407) Criminal charge for an offertl;g

ention. For voluntary intoxication to be a defence
ave rendered accused in '
intention. Mere fact that in e 2ole of h

icati : aving the requisite knowledge o
4! Intoxication hag made _
violence will not be sufficient t gny: the accuseq

i ed excit disposed
entitle him to the benefit. [A/R 1957 qﬁbsle ]and RREGISH
2. Intoxication and insanhy, 67

Intoxi  Although intoxication may resemb it is not the same
Vi e B8 2 6 T g e vl L LZETHe nsaniy 13 vt e s
w ! . - 84, PP (:as 479] Where the Incapacity to understa"®
the nature of the act or to ave the particulgr knowledge pacity r intent
necessary to constitute the oOffence ig the result of an ihhedrgnt g;fg::tform delicli ol

Tequiring a particular knowledge or jnt
intoxication must h

or Infirmity of the mind: *
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: the rule that man is presumed t im%-'q
intoxi ides his mind altogether, also. [1986 Cri [y yey,
<L ok be%'fd ﬁ?sh;sct could be applied rt10 acgutrswgttj the ac{:used after co?g{. |
(Bom)] WheraIhe statement in dylng Beoo e S her and set fire: and that act of go. Mg
I('Bocr::)éc\:lglr:ieerg t:!ir:sewsif: and then poured ker%Ss‘vfin% ([)')?Jt ;; leiames and tried o rur aWaya ich,-‘
"y i deceased- y,
was repeated once agf'? ‘%ﬁ?ﬁ?ﬁ of the accused were nothsct) ir(w:oémi)t[:tg[fyin?omma.tedﬁ
niscuor, 165 C1 L 88 (B0 4 o prosimpton il . e o vt
INtoXica . is ' . !

' onsequences 0 _
?hcgtut?w%diA?éi%%?%rﬁhﬁagar;ue:ggchim egcitable and predisposed to violence. [AIR 1957 4 aan‘“g

oof of involuntary intoxication which made the acey
%csp%ﬁg%? ﬁf&ﬁ%" ‘thaEt} ﬁgrﬂ,%’; %fo?r:g or that he was doing what was wrong or contra;yselg
law, is on accused. {1978 Cut LR (Cri) 202]

intoxication i to a criminal char e
. Although voluntary intoxication is no defence _ %, 5
%toﬁfzﬂfgﬁ crggy be takenginto consideration along with other facts ?ggBCIrTcumsgances of the
case in determining the appropriate sentence to be passed. [ILR ( - b) rav-Co 658] If
accused did the act while in a state of voluntary intoxication, he will be presumed tg haye |
known that it was so imminently dangerous that it must in all probability, cause death_, andi |
the presumption is not rebutted, the accused will be held guilty of murder. [AIR 1953 Raj 40)

7. Right of private defence. The right of private defence against attacks by pe

state of intoxication is not in any way different from the right against attacks by othe
[AIR 1927 Rang 121]

8. Use of hemp. Hemp acts on the brain, causirég' usually excitement followed by narcotics,
If the drug is taken in small doses the effect produ

ced is slight, consisting merely of somg
pleasurable stimulation of the higher centers. This in no way affects the individuals
appreciation the consequences of his acts. In Iar e doses, hemp, like datura, causes 2
Lempbrary insanity associated with hallucinations unger

) : the influence of which a person may
e violent even to the extent of committing homicide. fAIR 1939 Cal 244 (DB)]

UL

rsons in g
I persons.

. 87. Act not intended and not known to be likely to cause death or
grievous hurt, done by consent.—Nothing which s
grievous hurt, and which is

t known' by the doer t i ath, of
grievous hurt, i y 0 be likely to cause de

Illusiration
A and Z agree 1o fence with each o

: ther for amuse - o ) ! nsent of
‘each to suffer any harm Which in the coy, °ment. This agreement implies the conser
while playing fairly, hurtg Z, A commits nor z?feofz CS:Ch fencing, may be caused without foul play; andi

88. Act not intended to ca
e benefit.—-—Nothing, -ause death, gone b
reason of any harm which it

. - May cause, or pe intended se, or b
Sggyr}al%'t haengov?factaoht;es ig(isgnt% CcE:)unse' £.2ny person fO?)\:v:\hoesg %Zrngitc ié: I?S goft ;n :
harm, or to the risk of that hisirm Sént Whether €Xpress or implied, to suffer t

IIIustration

at a particylar o ST fars
not intendin peration s likely to Cause the death or Z who SV 75

e o 19 10 cause 7 deat, . e fait
Z, with Z's Consent. A has commi?t’e 3’:& i",ff‘f’_"g' in good

A, a surgeon, knqwing th
under the painful co_mplafnr: but
benefit, performs that operation op,
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Pakistan Penal Code, 1860 249

i5.89]me boy is under 12 years ot age, the consent of the legal guardian of the boy may be
208 1t T cases where corporal punishment is_inflicted by teacher in good faith and s. 89
assum;’ nold to apply. [1963 MPLJ (Notes) 172] The chastisement must be inflicted with due
may Dﬁd attention, having regard to the satety and health of the child or pupil and where the
gare a,, has not observed these precautions and has acted recklessly, he would not be entitled
e - rection of these sections. [1963 MPLJ (Notes) 172; AIR 1962 Mad 216/ Corporal
o the pem flicted on a schoolboy under 12 years of age by his teacher in good faith in the
E 1 of school discipline will directly come u/s. 89 so as to protect the teacher from criminal
interes for his act. The principle of the section can be extended to older children by virtue ot s.

hammyg 63 MPLJ (Notes) 172] Where by virtue of ss. 88 and 89, a school-master inflicting

88. gral punishment on a school boy in good faith in the interest of school discipline, is
c%It:)ected irom criminal liability for his act, he will not be regarded as having incurred such

hability merely because he exceeded the limit laid down by the administrative or executive

nstructions issued by the Education Department of the Government. [AIR 965 Cal 32]

. 7 Burden of proof. Under Article 121, of the Qanun-e-Shahadat Order, 1984 the burden of
- ool 15 on the accused to prove his defence under this section. In discharging his burden
. accused should prove that the patient on whom he operated knew the risk he was running In
consenting to the operation by a Kabiraj uneducated in the practice of surgery. [(1887) ILR 14

]  Cal 566]

| 89. Act done in good faith for benefit of child or insane person, by or by
~ consent of guardian.—Nothing which is done in good faith for the benefit of a
person under twelve years of age, or of unsound mind by or by consent either
express or implied, of the guardian or other person having lawful charge of that
. person, is an offence by reason of any harm which it may cause, or be intended by
. the doer to cause or be known by the doer to be likely to cause to that person:

Provided: First. That this exception shall not extend to the intentional
. tausing of death, or to the attempting to cause death;

) Secondly. That this exception shall not extend to the doing of anything which
. person doing it knows to be likely to cause death, for any purpose other than the
' ?rfeventing of death or grievous hurt; or the curing ot any grievous disease or
. Infirmity;

3 Thirdly. That this- exception shall not extend to the voluntary causing of
. 0nevous hurt or to the attempting to cause grievous hurt, unless it be for the purpose
3 9‘ Preventing death or grievous hurt or the curing of any grievous disease or infirmity;

Fourthly. That this exception shall not extend to the abetment of any offence,
ommitting of which offence it would not extend.

Ilustration

£ 9 A, in j : i’ it withe - ild' is child cut for the stone
b by, good faith. for his child's benefit without his child's consent, has his chi

1 Cguses l{l}:geon, knowing to be likely that the operation will cause the child's death, but not intenaing to
. = € child's death A is within the exception, inasmuch as his object was the cure of the child.

i —— e ————————————————————————
= — onr
b Scope, 3. Infliction of corporal punishment by
- Goodfanh " teacher. '
). S, ; 4. Burden of proot.
- belgy, 189' Section 89, Pakistan Penal Code, recognizes parental authonity under children

harmy g YOS of ' imilarly situated to inflict
ether h age and empowers the guardian or other person similarly situated o
ey shaﬁrahs‘?\sen. or consent to its infliction by another. but it requires that the infliction of

lothec

N other cases, be:-
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.0) _ Pakistan Penal Code, 1860 251
3 Burden of proof. Under Article 121, of the Qanun-e-Shahadat Order, 1984 the burden of
roof is on the accused to prove his defence under this section. In discharging his burden
gccused should prove that the patient on whom he operated knew the risk he was running in
consenting 10 the operation by a Kabiraj uneducated in the practice of surgery. [(1887) ILR 14
Gal. 566]

g0. Consent knowr} tp be given under fear or misconception.—A consent
is not such a consent as is mteng:lgd by any section of this Code, if the consent is
 given by a person under fear of injury or under a misconception of fact and if the

person doing the act knows, or has reason to believe, that the consent was given in
consequence of such fear or misconception: or

Consent of insane person.—If the consent is given by a person who, from

unsoundness of mind, or intoxication, is unable to understand the nature and
consequence of that to which he gives his consent: or

Consent of child.—Unless the contrary appears from the context, if the
consent is given by a person who is under twelve years of age. .
m

1. Scope. - . 3. Consent by idiot.
2. Consent under misconception. 4. Question of fact.

1. Scope. Section 90 of the Penal Code, deals with consent is given by a person under fear
pf Injury or under a misconception of fact. It provides that a consent is not such a consent as is
intended by any section of this Code, if the consent is given by a person under fear of injury or
under a misconception of fact and if the person doing the act knows, or has reason to believe,

that the consent was given in consequence of such fear or misconception; it further provide
that consent if given by a person who, from unsoundness of mind, or intoxication, is unable to
Understand the nature and consequence of that to which he gives his consent; is not consent
N the eye of law. So far as consent of child is consent the section provides that unless the
conirary appears from’the context, if the consent is given by a person who is under twelve
years of age. Section 90, stipulation three ingredients:-

) The consent must not be given under fear of injury or under a misconception of fact;
1) The consent must an act of consciousness; '
W) Mere submission is not consent.

intal “Consent” under this section is the act of a man in his character of a rational and
a ingen? being, 'not in that of an animal. It must proceed from the will, not when such \_mll is

: enligﬁ,;mhom the control of reason, as in idiocy or drunkenness, but the will sufficiently
e 579) Red by the intellect to make such consent the act of a rational being. [(1884) 15 Cox Cr
Merg n Must be result of exercise of judgment and the deliberate and free act of m;nd. A

- be expré"”‘edge of the risk involved in the matter will not amount to consent. However, it may
f(1572) ésed or employed. ((1891) ILR 18 Cal 484 (DB)] Mere submission is not consent.
Cannot Cox Cr ¢ 180] A person who is asleep or unconscious when an act is done ta him
aMoyny le held to consent to such act. [(1878) 14 Cox Cr C 1?5] Mere submission does not
Cr C 3gg;onsent. [(1841) 178 ER 1026] Mere non-resistance is not consent. [(1877) 13 Cox
9X0rcism]fThe consent of the husband of a woman to the infliction of injury on her for the
282 (2830 the Devil supposed to dwell in her will not legalize the harm inflicted. [AIR 1935 All
Yhich 1ha' 1978 Consent to a surgical operation without realizing the harm or risk of harm,

Som 101 (;’gg)flation involved, is no “consent” within the meaning of this section. [AIR 1915
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of. Exclusion 'uf _ acts which are offences independently of harm
caused.—The exception in sections 87, 88 and 89 do not extend to acts which are
offences independently of any harm which they may cause, or be intended to cause,
of be known 10 be likely to cause to the person given the consent, or on whose behalf
ihe consent is given.

lllustration

Causing misce_rrn‘age (unless caused in good faith for the purpose of saving the life of the
woman) Is an offence independently of any harm which it may cause or be intended to cause to the
woman. Therefore, it 1s not an offence "by reason of such harm®; and the consent of the woman or of
ner guardian to the causing of such miscarriage does not justify the act.

Scope. Section 91 of the Penal Code provides that exceptions enlisted in Ss. 87, 88
and 89 do not extend to acts which are offences independently of any harm which they may
cause. The provisions of Ss. 87, 88 and 89 of the Code are based on the principle that free
consent exonerates the wrong doer if the harm is short of death or grievous hurt, if not
wrapped in malice. As illustrated in s. 87 where A and Z agree to fence with each other for
amusement. This agreement implies the consent of each to suffer any harm which in the
course of such fencing, may be caused without foul play; and if A, while playing fairly, hurts Z,
. Acommits no oftence, similarly according to illustration as created to s. 88. A. a surgeon,
. knowing that a particular operation is likely to cause the death or Z who suffers under the

painful complaint, but not intending to cause Z's death, and intending, in good faith Z's benefit,
performs that operation on Z, with Z's consent. A has committed no offence. Likewise per
llustration to s. 89, where A, in good faith, for his child's benefit without his child's consent, has
- his child cut for the stone by a surgeon, knowing to be likely that the operation will cause the
- child's death, but not intending to cause the child's death. A is within the exception, inasmuch

as his object'was the cure of the child. From the above the ‘following principle can be
deducted:-

() That the harm to be caused should‘be short of death or grievous hurt;

(i) If the harm is likely to cause the death, it should in good faith and for the benetit of the
person harmed;

(i) The power of parental discipline over children below 12 of age permitting guardian to
chastise his ward for his benefit recognized.

The present section 91 explains that the exceptions above said would not extend to
the acts which are offences independently ot any harm which they may cause. Miscarriage
lunless caused in good faith) is an independent offence u/s. 338-B, Pakistan Penal Code.

herefore, if miscarriage is caused except in good faith, even with the consent of the woman

"S"Ogld be an offence. However, word ‘harm’ in this section means physical injury. [AIR 1966
.C.1773]

.92, Act done in good faith for benefit of a person without consent.—
Nothing is an offence by reason of any harm which it may cause to a person for.
Whose benefit it 15 done in good faith, even without that person's consent, it the
Srcumstances are such that it is impossible for that person to signify consent, or if
| at person ig incapable of giving consent, and has no guardian or other person In
2Wiul charge of him from whom it is possible to obtain consent in time for the thing to

€ done with benefit:

cau. FTOVISOs. Firstly. That this exception shall not extend to the intentional
USing of death, or the attempting to cause death; '

.
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. i g'r
\ : | not extend to the doing of any lhmg. i
t this exception shal Urpose 0
on con i knows 0 e el 0 Cause g of any oz ihe
Pl pert?r?g o?lr:igeath or grievous hurt, or the curing o Jisegyy !
preventi
mflrmity%’hirdly. That this exception shall not extend to the volunta

1

or the attempting to cause hurt for any purpose other than the Preventing of UEam‘;';
hurt;

' i Il not extend to th
Fourthly. That this exception sha
to the co'mmitti}r:g of which offence it would not extend.

lllustrations

) . : i ble. A, a surgeon, finds that 7 requi

thrown from his horse, and is insensib ’ : ot
!repang‘vagd. Azr;sot in?ending Z's death but in good fa{th for Z's benefit, performs the trepan py b
recovers his power of judging for himself. A has committed no offence.

oy
. ] ] i ] ng i likely that the shot ma
b) ~ Zis carried by a tiger. A fires at the tiger knowmg it to be : y
not int(efzding to kill Z anc}; in good faith intending Z's benefit A's ball gives Z a mortal wo

e abetment of any Offenee

kill2

und. A hag
committed no offence,

(c) A, surgeon, sees a child suffer an accident which is likely to prove fatal less 2
be immediately performed. There j
t

N Operz
IS no time to apply to the child's guegrdian. A performs the operat: 5?,
Spite of the entreaties of the child, intending, in good faith, the child's benefit. A pas co
offence,

(d Aisinag house which is on fire, with Z, a child. People below hold out a blanket A drops
the child from the housetop, knowing it to be likely that the faj may kill the child, but not intending to k
the child, and intending, in goog faith, the child's benefit. Here even if the child is kifleq by t
committed no offence, i

he fall, A has
Explanation, Mere

_ Pecuniary benefit is not benefit within meaning of sections 88, gg and
1. Person Submitting to physical-harm.

mi 2. “Pecuniary benefit”,
1. Person Submitting to Physical harm,
_benefit of 3

Section 92, deals wi
Fhreon even without his congen i > With act
ar_1¥I harm whi
witho

Mmitted py

ch it Mmay cause to g
ut that person's Consent, if th

ar it is impossible for that persot
giving Consent, ang h

i f |
i i as no guardian or othé
epe oM Whom it jg Ossible to obtain consent in time for the thing0 |
he justification as provid%d by the Drajt Committee is given as under.

Class of caseg Which are by ng means of a ra®
h -+ 8 person fa|s down in an apoplectic fit. Bleedin alone can save him
and he is unable tg pe bled. The Surgeon who plgeq
the definition of an offence The
authority from a

: : inq under
. S him commits an act falling un 0
rdian: r9€0N is not the atient’s guardian, and has
punished. Agaey”,SUch guardian; Yelit is evident thapt) the surggeon ought not “’?3
Understang | 2 ndaﬁ g?ugr?d[?li nons filre. A person Shatches yp 3 child too yttllil{’?nay
be caught by a blarﬁ@' e g ith me knox?vl 5 P, with a faint hope tha

Will be dashedq g Pieces. Herg th oge th

Person who thrgy, i

L8 EE ha
: that it is highly probable t 2

t down kore, thmtjgh the chilg me?y be killed b?/gth‘g F;a“ thouugg'htge

Was not the chilg'g Parent or guardi::mIt I;N ob o padly be kil P ninaso on

there is what may e called 3 :

case and by the

h mples
€ punished. In these exa the
Jdate rary guardianshijp - odnis exigency 0

considerable analohumamty of tﬁe mot?ve_ This gHggg'r?,d ggaipd?ansﬁip beﬁvew
Person who is pregen; oy, Magistracy it Which the law invests &Y%
concerned. To act donew'hen agggtiscen?fetrﬁsctommmed B hgn e pUb”cegt%?ld "
ClL 72 (now 92y 5 rotecti o SMmporary uardianship, we o
regular(guardian.“ i Protection Very similar to that Wthhrng have giveFr,l to the ac

1 [Note B, Reprint, p. 109).
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Both under this section and u/s. 88 and 89, the accused, in order to get the benofit of
wma sECHONS, MUS! show that he acted in good faith and with due care and attention. Where a
~arson submits to physical harm being inflicted on him in consideration of a monatary benefit, it
cannot be said that the harm inflicted for his benefit and the persons who intlicted the harm will
not be protected under this section. [(1866) 5 Suth WR (Cr) 7 (DB)] Where the devi! dancers
iought that a woman was'mcapable of giving consent for exorcising the devil and branded her
wth hot irons without obtaining her consent. It was heid that s. 92 did not apply as the woman
gid not give her consent though .the devil dancers believed that it was impossible for her to
signify consent because she was possessed by devil. [AIR 1935 All 282] Where a wealthy
zamindar kept his brother in chains because he suffered from violent fits of insanity it was held
that although M was subject to fits of violent insanity nevertheless he had lucid intervals. As
the accused could easily procure medical attendance he cannot be said to have acted with dus
care and attention in chaining up his brother. fAIR 1923 All. 546]

2. “Pecuniary benefit”. The explanation to s. 92 of the Code coupied with s. 88, does not
justify the performance of a dangerous surgical operation by an unskilled persen although it is
not intended to cause death, for the mere pecuniary benefit of the person voluntarily submitted
toit. [(1866) 5 WRC (Cr) 7]

(S5

| g3. Communication made in good faith.—No communication made in good
\ faith is an offence by reason of any harm to the person to whom it is made, if it is
- made for the benetfit of that person. : A

Hlustration

E.. A, a surgeon, in good faith, communicates to a patient his opinion that he cannot live. The
' patient dies in consequence of the shock. A has committed no offence, though he knew it to be likely
that the communication might cause the patient's death.

. Scope. Section 93, protects any communication made in good faith, even if it proved,
fatal to the person informed. To illustrate, if a surgeon, in good faith, communicates to a patient
his opinion that he cannot live or survive. The patient dies in consequence of the shock. The
surgeon has committed no offence, though he knew it to be likely that the communication
might cause the patient's death. Two ingredients comes out as essentials to protect a person

~ under this section.
' Firstly, the information must be made in good faith;

~ Secondly, it must be made for the benefit of that person. Which includes both personal

Or pecuniary benefit. = iR
The word “benefit” has been here used undoubtedly in its wide sense as including both
Personal or pecuniary benefit where death. is inevitable, it will be to the patient's pecuniary
ber)efit that he should be warned of it betimes, so that he may have time to settle up disputes
which may avert the ruin of his fortune. Such a communication may even be for the personal

%iﬂgfg'n1§)1 the patient if it induces him to submit to a treatment of the last resort. [(1746) 18 St.

94. Act to which a person is compelled by threats.—Except murder, and
Offences against the State punishable with death, nothing is an offence which is done
Y @ person who is compelled to do it by threats, which at the time of doing it,
r°asonably cause the apprehension that instant death to the person will otherwise be
he Consequence: Provided the person doing the act did not of his own accord, or
h?m 8 reasonable apprehension of harm to himselt short of instant death, place
ﬂ_iself In the situation by which he became subject to such constraint.
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258 ‘ ;h uestion of fact dependt'rg% %lttg:t death by a gang qf ﬁg“%r!
5. Explanationt%)r- a";;grso(;‘ was forced byI tg;?ign 2. Where there is no proof thay ‘?&h
gggwhm(i:ta:g'o\f\ffggce within the meaning of Exgaacoits but was involved in a crime Commme[,“’h

was so forced to join a gang of robbers or[( 1904) 1 Cri LJ 282]

- i apply.
such gang, the Explanation 2 will not app )(’)f ihe Qanun-e-Shahadat Order, 1984, the ;

: 1€ Durg
6. Burden of proof. Under Article 121d under threat of instant death to commit thq Ny

elle . . e
e o m: n%ﬁclil;stﬁg tvga;uﬁi%rl?r?went by force of this section, is on the accused, [AIR ,ggg
and hence wa

i : i his on the suspicion of bainn «.

severely with /athis on the susp of bein i
7. Right of se‘lfhc:e(f)?nsﬁf.-dz?;ggg.bﬁpazgn 1966 S.C. 432] Personfmjureq have right %, szii
Bttt S n?}' her. [NLR 1994 Cri. 75] Plea can be supported from cnrc_urnstancgs_ [1
defen}gef gas%egh;gtity of a woman at stack, right of self defence not only avr?_llable t0 victimj,
IsagMbut also to her husband. {1993 P.Cr.L.J. 557] Person can defend I/S ffropeny' ;
P grL J. 2231] Right of self defence cannot justifiably claimed by aggressor/offender wh has
committed non-bailable offence. [1993 P.Cr.L.J. 255]

95. Act causing slight harm.—Nothing is an offence by reason that it causes,
or that it is intended to cause, or that it is known to be likely to cause, any harm, i

that harm is so slight that no person of ordinary sense and temper would complain of
such harm.

*

1. Act causing slight harm. . tidrar: 45 aSentences:
2. “Harm". & 5. | Offence under other laws
3. Vulgar abuse. ' ‘ : :

1. Act causing slight harm. Man is a social animal. He is to live in the society. Where he
must suffer some Inconvenience and transgressions without which indeed no living is possible.
He will have to share the noise and smoke of the vehicles playing around. It will be an ide
travesty of law to deal with such delinquencies as of they i '

i i Penal
Codc_a deals with an act causing slight harm. Which is nare onas. Section 95 of the

: , "M IS So slight that no person of ordinary sense i

temtper would complain of sych .harm._Eyen e intentional caus‘i)ng of ‘harrrr:Ej spgzified in this

gﬁff;?”sg;g"fn“gggvgggause O s triviality. (1992 P,y 1766] Men living in society must
nces, without whj b To ; .

with the responsibility of removing p\LIJVSIIiCh T 18 Do e Public servants charge

react 1o a g?eva?ces are all the b
“ISplay of anger ang ion on

Such ncdents from bt o1 1he puble. T poende! and even % scction 65 xemp?
that men living in soc?e?g oaed as an offence. 1PLD 1975 Lah 144)} It is common experienc®
o y must Suffer some INconveniences and transgressions without which
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