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1. Answer: (B) Only 2 and 3
Explanation:

The Indian Penal Code (IPC) extends to the whole of India, including Jammu
and Kashmir, especially after the abrogation of Article 370 in 2019.

Section 3 of the IPC states that any person liable to be tried for an offense
committed beyond India shall be dealt with according to the provisions of this
Code.

Section 4 extends the Code to extra-territorial offenses committed by Indian
citizens.

The IPC also applies to offenses committed on ships and aircraft registered in

India (Section 4).
udlev: B) 2 ommid 3 o [HiGLo

NeT&HSLD:

@hdu  seam_emers sl (pUld) sbwy-sresli o lul Wy @BSwumaing
ﬁLl;LaaGaUUL@mmgj @gﬁ]uurraa 2019 @ev 370 eugy Nfley 1&g Qe L fereor.
@iHuresg guume BLEsS GDnsdnsns ellsmilssi. Casmmow 6hslaTm HLbLD
@nhs Gl eldlasflary mLalp&Sms dhSsOUL Coasmr@d ey sodlufear ifley 3
G

9fley 4 @S Glewssr GED TLMUSE JUUTHLLL GDOHRISEHSSES BIhs alldlmiu
aSliflojuGSsISS-

@rgwmelsy  udHe] GeiwiulL  sUumssT  LHMID  eflurarhsafld  QElwuiLbLD
GONEISEHSES nlld Curmigin (Nfley 4).

2. Answer: (B) (iii) only
Explanation:

Mistake of fact is indeed a valid defense under Section 79 of the IPC, provided
the mistake was made in good faith.

Consent is not a valid defense for causing death, as per Section 87 and 88 of
the IPC.

The right of private defense does not extend to causing death in all
circumstances. It's limited by Sections 100 and 103 of the IPC.

Involuntary intoxication can be a valid defense under Section 85 of the IPC.
eflemL : B) iii) Lo (hlD

ofeTSaLn:

] ,r_r,suG]snsﬁoTsmg,qu QEMMUULLy.@LF,g)WGU @,r_r,@u_l sewr_energ FLUL L Uifley 79-6r Sip
2 _GUITEMLOS sl e‘rafrugj giflurer Smami surrg,mrr@m

@Lr,g‘;]m g;sml_smsow FLL Sl difley 87 Lwnmid 88 @6 Lig, LTETSHMS FHLIHSSISNE
LISV 6T60TLIG SIflmenT LImgIasmLiL] ansusu

geoflumy urgsmiyssmer 2 flenn srear G hlmasaflgin wramsms sHUOSHMSDE
BligssiuLailoeme. @lg @hdH semLmars s L gHar 100 wpmid 103 difleysemmeo
QUEMTIIMISSLILL (H6TETS;).

seresflEemawmsr Curens o Uifley oG @6 S sflureT LTSISTULTS @)(HSES&6ITLD.
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3. Answer: (B) (i) and (ii) only
Explanation:

e Section 120A of the IPC defines criminal conspiracy as an agreement between
two or more persons to commit an illegal act or a legal act by illegal means.

e Mere intention without agreement is not sufficient for conspiracy. The essence
of conspiracy is the agreement itself.

e The illegal act doesn't need to be completed; the agreement itself is
punishable.

e The Supreme Court in State of Himachal Pradesh v. Kishanlal (2018)
emphasized that conspiracy is a continuing offense.
uglev: B) (i) wmmid (i) (LD

aflemT&H&LD:

. @r_r,g‘;]u_l & 60TL_63 60T & &I_I_g)é‘ﬂﬁb'r Wifley 120 o &lflblemmed &l ereirgs @rewr(h  Sjeveug)
3IBNES (Smmul_l_ BUSEHSE @lemLuile &l_l_s)_‘ﬂ(ﬂrrrrg; Cawed  geveg &lLallGrTs
auflseafle sl LLTaiorsr GlEwsmas CF e UULSLD 6T6TN aImTILNISSNE).

o 2| arum(® @y CrT&HSM (L s&H6E CuTsTE. sHufler STITOSFD QULLSLDSTET.

o slLafGrmey  GEwe  pessLUL  Geustorigw  geuduflieme;  9hg  eULKLSGEL
&600TL_6M60T & (& LG .

o [Quor&seul) HirGse mnrj,]eum ST 2 &5 HHwermd Hagsteomsd (2018) & ereTug 6w
Qam_i&flumer @DmLd eTerm) eueolLmISleor.

4. Answer: (A) Both (A) and (R) are true and (R) is the correct explanation of (A)
Explanation:

e Section 34 of the IPC deals with acts done by several persons in furtherance
of common intention.

o It ensures that all participants in a crime are held equally responsible, even if
they didn't personally perform every element of the offense.

e The Supreme Court in Mahbub Shah v. Emperor (1945) clarified that common
intention implies a pre-arranged plan.

e This provision helps in cases where it's difficult to determine the specific role
of each participant in a group crime.
uglsv: (A) oMo (R) @reior(hin &ifl mmid (R) eTeorugl (A)S&mer sflwmer allorsaLomEL

afleT&aLn:

o @du seamLemarg sl Nfle] & Gurgeurar Crr&ssms GLLLOSSMSNSTS
uew wUFSEMTeY Qe L. QEFwM&meTs enalLTsTEIng.

o QM GNNSS6T eeublam(E an_gjaasmsrrmm sefliu’ L (peopufled Ganumeil’Lmaid, 6w
GONSHN LRIGHEHUTTTST gemereild  gwmser  GurmICuDSILhmE @& 2 mid
Q&u_lé]mgj

o ANyl ear TSl 2 F& BHlosTmid. (BumTeflT (1945) Qurgieurer Crrés (peTGL FHUTEH
Qeiiu’ L S L Smes GMl&ESEns e G]g,srﬂmu@g,g‘,\sﬁrrm

e R GUW GMMSHN eabaurm unGasHuTarflsar NI L Lkhims Siunalss Sigeors
Pm&GL shaiiunsafle @Ihs gnurh 2 SaiHng.

5. Answer: (A) 1, 2, 3 are correct
Explanation:
e Section 299 defines culpable homicide.
e Section 300 defines murder, which is a more severe form of culpable homicide.
e Section 304A deals with causing death by negligence.
e Section 307 pertains to attempt to murder, not attempt to commit suicide
(which was under Section 309, now decriminalized).
ollem : A) 1, 2, 3 &ifl
aflem&&Ln:
o Uifley 299 Gonmwnm CsTameemiL aImTILNISEINS).
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6.

Uifley 300 G&memeemi aumTLNISENG, @& GSMHMLHM Qameneuuflsir e &@emioiLTe
AUl QULDT(SLD.

Uifley mo & 6] SHEUMTSHGEMMAITE LITETSHME TNLHSSILMES MSILITATEHMS).

Wifley 307 Qameme pwumd Gsm_jurers), snGsTame Wund e (@lg Nfley 309 @er
S @GEsgl, GUGUTE GHDLOS).

Answer: (D) S1 and S2 are correct and S2 explains S1

Explanation:

Section 301 of the IPC embodies the doctrine of transferred malice.

This doctrine ensures that criminal intent is not negated merely because the
actual victim was different from the intended victim.

It's based on the principle that the guilty mind of the offender is what matters,
not the identity of the victim.

The case of R v. Latimer (1886) is a classic example of transferred malice in

common law, which influenced the IPC provision.
udlev: (D) $1 wmmitd S2 &fl LHMID S2 S1 o eller&GHnS)

6T SLD;

g;l_ﬂeﬂuﬂm'rr Uifley mos LTHMILLL &hi@ eTearm GCamiuTsnL 2 eTaTL Salug).

2 _GUOTEMLOILITET LITEHSSLILIL L eI} Q_g)Gg;EﬂEBBSIJLII_I_ urrg‘;]asaauuu_ﬁ)_uﬂl_Lﬁ]@,r_r,gj GoumLi” Leury
sTeoTuSTeL L (HiG Gnmeilwe Crré&sn LNSSUILLTE arums @hs Camur®h 2 mid
(AT T

Gomeursfluflesr @Gmm LoeoTLOSmeoT LIJ[]&';éﬂLLIL[] UW@B&&UUI_LG)_IIﬂGD'I' S|EOLLLITETLD 96060 6T6ITM
Qs merenasuilsor Uﬂ){L;Luuam_uﬁlsu @& SeLhgIETeTE).

ou7.6f. eomgf (1886) Gumgieumsr &lLSS0 wrpOU' L  SowsE @,  Fnhg
OS850, @8 nlld alldpmnamu Lrdsss).

7. Answer: (C) Use of force or deception
Explanation:

Section 361 of the IPC defines kidnapping from lawful guardianship.

The essential elements are: taking or enticing a minor, without the consent of
the guardian.

The age limit is under 16 years for male and under 18 years for female.

Use of force or deception is not a necessary element; mere enticement is
sufficient.

The landmark case of S.S. Vasudevan v. State of Kerala (2015) clarified that
even if a minor goes willingly, it can still constitute kidnapping.

udlev: (C) uSmsL LLGTLOSSISN VS ETLITHIISED
afleTs&eLn:

solfudlear 1Ny = & & &L To1 LUTgisTausflLlBhES SL58mev susmnmgjéaa‘;lmgj
g{g;gﬂmrrsué]u_l smissT: uTgismaeflar  geminduflermni) emwaTanr pSgIE ClEnaig)
VNG| SHS QLIS

QG Ty gaTsEhs@ 16 AwSISGLULLg whgh  OusmmsEsE 18
QULGISEGSL UL L 5.

ueUSITCITSLD 9je06ug) 6TLOMDMISE Sjeudliomer 2 Ml 9jeve; Ceumid Seuf&d CumgiLd.
6T610.6T610.  UTSGHoUGT 6TEI auTTON (PSEWSGOID ouminhg apse. Gsrer wmblid
(2015) @ sowenr efBULSSIL 60T CF@TMTID, S GTEOID SLSSH0MSH &(hHSLILL6UMLD
steoT) QFaflejuBHSEHLS).

8. Answer: (A) 1-4-2-3
Explanation:

Simple hurt (Section 323) carries the least punishment - up to 1 year
imprisonment.
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Causing hurt by dangerous weapons (Sectlon 324) - up to 3 years
imprisonment.

Grievous hurt (Section 325) - up to 7 years imprisonment.

Voluntarily causing hurt to extort property (Section 327) carries the highest
punishment - up to 10 years imprisonment.

udlev: A) 1-4-2-3
ofeTSaLD;

grgmyssor smun (fley 323) &S GonhE Seor_mearmis Gsre(ersrg - 1 gy e
66T é]smmg;g;mn_smm

JLUSSTET  USHIGTTE  SMud  gHUGSSSH (fley 324) - 3 g en@S6T  aemT
&lemm & & 6uTL_6m60T .

sGemwmsr smw (Nfley 325) - 7 gyem®is6T oy &emmssetor_eneor.

SIS (Pareuhg CFTs5s15@ Shig almaraisgre (Wfley 327) glsu’s ge_mem -
10 oy eoT(NS6T 6D SlenmES 6a0TL_6m6DT.

9. Answer: (A) (a)-(2), (b)-(1), (c)-(3), (d)-(4)
Explanation:

Dowry death is covered under Section 304B of the IPC.

Rape is defined and punished under Section 375 and 376 of the IPC.
Adultery was under Section 497, but it was struck down by the Supreme
Court in Joseph Shine v. Union of India (2018).

Domestic violence is addressed in Section 498A, which deals with cruelty by
husband or his relatives.

ugle: (A) (a)-(2), (b)-(1), (¢)-(3), (d)-(4)

NeT&HSLD;

aurgLgemenor Loreoorid ol 1Nfley mo & LN @leor S SIS

@RS sem_emers glLid 375 wnmin 376 gpéhw Gifleysefler S uTedlue LTSS
UMTLNISSILL(H Setorle S&LILMSMS).

eflugamyn Wifley 497 Gler & BIBHESSI, T 5 Coral magsr rHlj oSSl o &&
ﬁ;ﬂmmmgg,rrsu 7858 CEuiu’L g @hd eerawun (2018).

GOwu sustpemm Ll 498 6 @l G@UILILLLHTETSI, @18 S6mTalf NG IjeUTS
2 meflerjaemmed QaThemiLbhSSLILGMSS mSITETSMS).

10. Answer: (D) Extortion - Section 420 of IPC
Explanation:

Culpable homicide not amounting to murder is correctly paired with Section
304.

Attempt to murder is correctly paired with Section 307.

Wrongful restraint is correctly paired with Section 339.

Extortion is defined under Section 383 of the IPC, not Section 420.

Section 420 actually deals with cheating and dishonestly inducing delivery of

property

udle: (D) lyile UemTd LNISGS6 - @IS Sevoremenrd FLL b 19ifley 420
afleT&eLn:

Qamme Gaiurg Gsmme fley 304 2 st sflurs @lmemrssULL (H6TaTS).

Qaremev (pimdl eteotugy ifley 307 o Ler sflurs @lememTssUILL (H6TaTS.

seuprer sLHUUT®H fley 339 o Ler siflurs @mméaaaﬂuL@s?rmgj

Wirly vewTd  LINISS 60 s‘rmugj @Lr,,é,]uj geor_eners gL Sler Nfley 383 @ler Sip
suemTUMISSIUL(HsTers, 1Nifle) 420 jsvev.

Uifle) & 20 2 eoremioufley Glomsig angjfn Cryemowmm (peopuiley Qersg aNHGCLTSSmss
STOT(HMmSS MSILTETENS).

11. Answer: (D) 1, 2 and 3
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Explanation:

Section 1 of the IPC states that it extends to the whole of India, except as
otherwise provided.

Section 4 extends the application of the IPC to offenses committed by Indian
citizens outside India.

Section 4 also applies the IPC to offenses committed on any ship or aircraft
registered in India, regardless of its location.

This comprehensive jurisdiction ensures that Indian law can be applied to
citizens and Indian-registered vehicles globally.

aflsoL : D) 1, 2 wmmid 3
afleT&aLn:

@ndu geam_mers slLsHar Wlfley 1, Caumalsurs aprisiulpmbsTn seir, @S|
@nSur (puemwsELn QUITHESID 6T6Tn S nISnS).

@ndurase CauaflGu GIhHLs Glusser QElD GNNHRISEHSE BIhSIL &6 mers
glLgdHleor Lwerum eoL Nfley 4 elflubhSaiSns.

Wifley 4 @idureiled ude| Glein L ﬂ;},g;@ﬁ)_lrr@ SLILI6 qurmﬁngj aflLomeTSSIeVID 2S60T
@I SemaL Qurr@Lu@g;g;ransu e @mmrmaa@aa@m sl @um(pHBSILD.

[EYi: sllflourer 9ySlamy 6)JIILIJL| 2 a6Telle) (&lglosa 6T Lng)gum @nsw-udle] Geinuice

UTSETRISEHSES @QIHHILE &L SmeL LILGTUGOSS (Plpild 6T6TLms 2 midl Cl&idng!.

12. Answer: (B) (iii) only
Explanation:

Section 4 of the IPC extends to offenses committed by Indian citizens outside
India.

It also applies to persons in the service of the Government for offenses
committed outside India, as per Section 4.

The Code does apply to offenses committed on foreign ships in Indian
territorial waters, as per the territorial principle of jurisdiction.

Section 4 allows prosecution of any person who commits an offense against
the State outside India.

eflemL : B) iii) Lo (hD
NeTSHSL0:

sllfullear  Wifley 4 @hdureseE Qeuaflow 2 erer @RS GposssT Gl
GSDRISEHSE Bl lg&Ssiul [HeTers).

Aifley 4 @EUT Lig, @,r_r,gﬂu_lrrsuaa@ QauafiG  GEUtLGD GSHVBISERSSTS IYTETHIS
Caemeuuflsd memnaa@aa@m @& GQurpEgID.

@Sl &L semas G GeausfiEm B sluagafle @mussiubGi GNNhISELSE BIhs
aflg Qum(pHGID.

@ndurase CausflGi grssE raHIms @GN @lmUYsELD 6ThS0T(, HLMTIWLD QIPSEHS
QL Wfley 4 g mLdsdng.

13. Answer: (B) (i) and (iii) only
Explanation:

Section 11 of the IPC defines "person" to include any company or association
or body of persons, whether incorporated or not.

The IPC does not explicitly define "gender" to include only male and female.
The interpretation has evolved with time and judicial decisions.

"Number" is indeed defined to include both singular and plural in Section 11.
These definitions are crucial for interpreting the provisions of the IPC
consistently.

udlev: B) (i) mmid (i) o (HLD

ofeTSaLn:
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o snUlflulleor |_‘ﬂrﬂe)_| 11 TS GleuT(h HmIeueTD Qjeveg) SIS coqsusugj mwLIT&6fl6r gjemLoliemLiLd
2 eraTL &l "mUf" ﬂsnTuang; msmrru_lguaaa‘:]mgj

o il "umelleTid" eTeOTLEMS Syetor MM GlustoTemezer WL (HIGL o 6TEATL &G 6TaTM
QeuafliusmLirs  susmmumiSsailome. sTolGUTESmIn, BHarms SilLseEnscsnLaiD
@ns aflstesin Liflesmrmio aueT)&SILmLHEI6ToTS).

o etenor" eTeorLg o euoremiouiley fley 11 (@l emEML MWD LIETEMLD  @\TETITEML LD
2 6T6MLSGHUSTS aUMTILMISSLILIMGHEING).

o oUlfullsr ellsemer CFTLIHS ANTEHGSMSDS BIHS CUMTLMMEST (NS&EILILITETEn6.

14. Answer: (A) Both (A) and (R) are true and (R) is the correct explanation of (A)

Explanation:
e Section 5 of the IPC preserves the application of special laws for military
personnel.

o This provision ensures that military law, which requires stricter discipline, is
not overridden by general criminal law.

e It recognizes the unique nature of military service and the need for specialized
legal provisions.

o This is in line with the principle that special laws prevail over general laws
(generaha specialibus non derogant).

udlev: (A) omid (R) @reor(hid &f womid (R) eTeorug) (A)ssmer sflwumsr allar&sLwm@L

afleT&aLD:

o @RS s emens sULsHkr fley 5 @rmamie efffsEnssTar ANlUE &L mismeTL
ums&ru@g_i;gjmsmg; urrgjaarré,é;]'r_r)gj

o s(HemLowimest @@a&a&m CaemauiL(d @rmemiens s L1, Gurgeumsr Gnnelliue &L GSTe)
BniuLrg) eTeUms @hs ald 2 mid Caiisng.

e @& @irmamien GComawilsr seflsgeiomear seraweawwn Holiy L gouThserflsr
Capemausmwid YmiSsiflESng.

e Q@& OurgEs elLmsmer el Fniys slLmsst GuGeommd Hindlsrmer sreorm
Q& 66)656.5@ 6'J'[_i']lJ o _6IT6I al (generalia specialibus non derogant).

15. Answer: (D) 1, 2, 3, 4 are correct
Explanation:
e Section 2 deals with punishment of offenses committed within India.
e Section 3 covers punishment of offenses committed beyond India but which
by law may be tried within India.
e Section 4 extends the Code to extra-territorial offenses.
e Section 5 provides for certain laws not to be affected by the IPC.
These sections collectively define the scope and application of the IPC.
s)ﬁ]sml_ D) 1, 2, 3, 4 &
afleTaaLn:
o fley 2 @HumainEGeT @MPSSILLL GDNHISEHSSTET S60TL_METEmILS MSITETEINS.
o @RHUMSEG IUUTH EoPSSIUTL,  ILemm  @IESHUTeSEGHTCarGL &L Ly
allemfSeIULSen lgll GDUHISEHSSTT Sl 1fle) 3 apkiEEns.
o fley 4 Cam umienL TEMASE JLLTHLLL GDNHSERSESE aNlfleubhssSng!.
o @S SeTLmearE FLLESTH UTHSSILLTS S st mgemer Uiflay 5 auphiGSns.
o @5 Uflyser sl Lrs midufler Crré&sid LMmMILD LILGTUTL L 6.6mITLN)ISElsTmeT .

16. Answer: (B) S1 is wrong; S2 is correct
Explanation:
e The term "Indian territory" in Section 2 of the IPC does not explicitly include
the Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ).
e The Supreme Court, in the case of Republic of Italy v. Union of India (2013),
held that India has sovereignty only over its territorial waters, not the EEZ.
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e However, India has sovereign rights for specific Iiurp(;ses in the EEZ under
the UN Convention on the Law of the Sea.
e The Court clarified that special legislation is needed to extend IPC jurisdiction

to the EEZ.
udlev: (B) 81 seumi; S2 sflwmers
afleTseLn:

o oildufer Wifley 2 Glev oo "@bHL Gsen" e Glame HT§SGLs Cum@aTTSTT
Lnsmm_sug;smg; (EEZ) GeusflliLemLumas 2 6TemL&&allsusmev.

o 248 FHenid, @531 Gl Sl ausEln. @ e (2013), @ESluTsE
g{g;m SL6 eTeusmeuseT LG WL (HiG @emmwreeno 2 eTergl, miy  GQum@eTTSTY
LOGBITL_6ULD |6V6V 6T63TM) &Lgﬁ]mgj

o Q@uflgyd, B.6T. SL6 FLL WIHTLiger S Sniy Curmersmy e oSk GBiiiiL
CrBT&&MmIS EHSSTS @gg‘lmrrsue',@ @emmwiTenaTenio 2 [flemLogsT 2 eTareo.

o mfdl gflamy auremu iy GummertsTy weILsHNEG eflubhiss Fnliy &L
Capemeu eTeorm) FHlosarmin C&eflojLbhSSHILG.

17. Answer: (C) Retrospective operation of penal laws
Explanation:
e Chapter 1 of the IPC does not embody the principle of retrospective operation
of penal laws.
o In fact, Article 20(1) of the Indian Constitution prohibits ex-post facto criminal
laws.
e The chapter does cover territorial jurisdiction (Section 1, 2), extra-territorial
application (Section 4), and saving of special laws (Section J5).
e The principle of non-retrospectivity in criminal law is a fundamental rule of

Justlce.
udlev: (C) sevrLemerg sl Lmisaflsr parCsHui (h Gewnu®gs
afleT&sLn:

o @S seoTemerE sLLSEHT YSSMUD 1 SeuTLemers FLULmigmer (psrGsHEU(H
QawaLOSGID Cariur e 2 6TaTL&&ailemen.

o o suoremouled, @hd grSlueveninisr Wifley 20 (1) psoreorms Wikensw  Gmnmeailie
FLLmgmeT SenL OslEng).

o Qs gSumud Ay gblsmr aumby (Sfley 1, 2), OrmpHussnG OumHUCL
uwerum(® (Nfley 4) womid Hpiys &L RSmaTS esrruungngjg,su (9ey 5) Sy&weumenm
2 6T SIS

o Gomeilue FULGHo UVerGarmedll umissmenn seorm Gamiur@® Béuller  gjpliLemL
af&lLm@Lo.

18. Answer: (A) 2-4-3-1
Explanation:
e The correct order in Chapter 1 of the IPC is:
1. Extent of the Code (Section 1)
2. Extra-territorial offenses (Section 4)
3. Savings (Section )
4. Definitions (Section 11)
e This order reflects the logical structure of the chapter, moving from scope to
specific provisions.
udlev: A) 2-4-3-1
NeTSH&L0:
o QI s emed gL SHler ySHWMUD 1 @l 2 eTer Fiflumer aufleng:
@MU g6r sTeemev (Lifley 1)
2. TmesE SUUTHULL Gnohiser (9fley 4)
3. Gauy (9fley 5)
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4. susmnu.mmaam (9fley 11)

e OBy QUG g{g,ﬁu_lrru_lg,@m gissfédurear  sLLewlmul  Urdusisdnsg,
Crr&&58l0lmhs GHINIL al&&Enmse heTsms.

19. Answer: (A) (a)-(1), (b)-(3), (c)-(4), (d)-(2)
Explanation:
e Section 10 defines "Man" as denoting a male human being of any age.
e "Woman" is defined as denoting a female human being of any age.
e Section 49 states that "Year" means a year according to the British calendar.
o While not explicitly defining gender, Section 8 states that the pronoun "he"
and 1ts derivatives are used for any person, regardless of gender.

ugle: (A) (a)-(1), (b)-(3), (¢)-(4), (d)-(2)

afleTS& LD
o Ufley 10 "weflger" sreTUg 618 aISIWID 6 I Leflgmers GM&HNg rerm)
QUDTILINISEHIMS).

o "Quentr" eTeiTLIG) 6THS eULGVID 6 GustoT LWeflEmes GNIILSTS amTUNISSLILGSINS.

o Ufley 49 "gyemor(h)" steorug) NFl 9es BT &M ipufl6TLle 6 QIHLSMmSS GMl&HMG] sT6oTm)|
S DIEDS)-

o umellergemg  GeusfliuemLwirs  ausmrunsseailesms  stermmein, Nfle] 8 "geur"  sreorm
HirHeuwmn  Yys6r aflEGaTarmasEhn uTslarsmsl  GummELHISST  6ThS0le(m
BUHSGW LLaTL(OSSUILIbS e sTeoTn S miflng.

20. Answer: (D) "Document" - Section 29 of IPC
Explanation:
e "Good faith" is correctly defined in Section 52 of the IPC.
"Illegal" is correctly defined in Section 43 of the IPC.
"Offence" is correctly defined in Section 40 of the IPC.
However, "Document" is defined in Section 29A, not Section 29.

Sectlon 29 actually deals with the term "Year".
ugled: (D) "gyeueterin” - eniflé ifley 29

afleTseLn:
o 'meerdfGema”  eTeiTLg @S GewLemens sl SHer  Nfly 52 @ sfluns
QUEMTILNISSLILIL (H6T6TS;).

. &l_l_s)_‘ﬂ(BlTrrg;LnrrsnTgJ steorLg) soulF) 1fley 43 @l &flurs auemTUNISSILL (H6TaTs).

o "GOm" eTeTUg  Q@QBHL  SeoLemers FULLSGHer Ulfley 40 @ sflwurs
ELIEU)I]'UJQJBSBSUUI_@WGTI'QJ

o E@mullgd, "gpaemrin” 19flay 29A @l susmmumISSIUQeTsrgl, Wfley 29 @i 9.

o Uifley 29 2 eremiouiley " gy eHoT(H)" 6TETN AITTSEMNSEMILS SILTETEIMS).

21. Answer: (A) Only 1 and 2
Explanation:

e Section 32 of the IPC states that words and gestures are considered as acts.

e Section 32 also includes that in every part of the IPC, except where a contrary
intention appears from the context, words which refer to acts done extend also
to illegal omissions.

e The concept of 'act' in IPC is broad and includes more than just physical
actions.

e This interpretation ensures comprehensive coverage of various forms of

criminal conduct.
aflem : A) 1 mmid 2 (b

afleTseLn:
. gl_‘ﬂeﬂuﬁlafr Wifley 32 eumjSemsssT LMMID memsssT CFLOSMTSES &(mSLILbISlsTmenr
eTaTY) S MIES).
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o @Ihd et e &L Sl eeribleum(m LGSilaio, @5@615]61) @@g@] rmuC L CET&sLD
Camermid @I msmers saily, Gaiwiu’L Qewunsmers GNsE0n emmassr &L alCrTs

AN (HILIL 608 (ETHEG)LD ﬁLLga,aauu@éﬂmmm sTeoTLEmSILD L9ifley 32 Q_GTTGTTI_BE@')EQH]QJ

o mfFuflev ‘GlEwen’ eTeTm SHMHSG LTHS IjeTalled 2 erarg LHMId 2 160 GlFwssmar il
S|SSLTaTINEmN 2 6L SIS

o [@Ihg ellarssn LGN euemsLTeT GDnealiue HLSmassflsr allflaumsar saGramey o mid
Q&S

22. Answer: (D) (iii) and (iv) only
Explanation:
e Section 52 of the IPC defines "good faith" as something done with due care
and attention.
e Good faith requires diligence and care, which is incompatible with negligence.
o The burden of proving good faith lies on the person claiming it; it's not
presumed.
e In Parnami Lal v. State of U.P. (1977), the Supreme Court emphasized that
good falth involves honest intention and reasonable care.
udlev: (D) (iii) ommrd (iv) L LD
afleT&sLn:
o pildufler Ay 52 "mevew HDNGEMS" TeTLMS 2 flu SMTSSILMID SHEITSGIL I
QEiniLbId 66T 6TEITN| EUDTLMISHSIMG).
o meve BUSMSSE alLmpundliyn sestfliyn Caemel, @8 L Flusgi 6T CUTmHSTS).
o memerlEmasmw Hepllliugnsmear &emw omg 2 fleow Camaueuy g 2 smangl; 9|
I|smomesil& UL ailsoemey.
o ufermfl emey ef. o .8. wmfleod (1977) o &s KHuwermd mSereTlSMmS  TETLIG)
Crjemwmer  Crréssmawn  Hwmuomer  seuefllamud 2 6TeTL S&ILg  6TeTLems

UM SESILIG) .

23. Answer: (B) (i) and (iii) only
Explanation:
e Section 19 of the IPC defines "Judge" broadly to include not just court judges
but also arbitrators.
e It includes all persons legally authorized to give a definitive judgment in any
legal proceeding.
e Magistrates are not excluded; they fall under the definition of "Judge" in the
IPC.
e This broad definition ensures that all persons in judicial or quasi-judicial roles
are covered.
udled: B) (i) wmmud (iii) o (HLD
o6& &LD:
o @ seuLemers sLLsSHer 19ug Ufley, "BEHuH” seruems Bdloerm BHuSseT
Lol (hLos6V, Lr,@sunaasmmmm 2 6TOTL SHILSTS eUMTILNISENS).
o ahztamrm slL  pLelgSmswlgin o miSurer  Silmu  euphis  SLLULLTOITS
ISSHSSIULL JMaTsH8 HUTSERD @IS L miGe].
o Foudsst aflvssiuLaieme; geufser silFulle "FEHuSH” eteorm  ausmmemmuilsar  SLp
su@a‘a’]mrniaasir
* Qs Uhg ey FASgOn g STU-HESGmD uTddrhisaflso o srer
I|METSG HLTSEHL 2 6Tl S&LILGIMMmS 2 mid Cl&iidng).

24. Answer: (A) Both (A) and (R) are true and (R) is the correct explanation of (A)
Explanation:
e Section 34 deals with acts done by several persons in furtherance of common
intention.
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It's based on the principle of constructive liability, where each participant is
liable for the acts of all.

In Mahbub Shah v. Emperor (1945), the Privy Council clarified that common
intention implies pre-arranged plan.

The Supreme Court in Mohan Singh v. State of Punjab (1963) further
elu01dated the scope of Section 34.

udlev: (A) womid (R) @reor(hid &f wmmitd (R) eteorug) (A)ssmer sflumsr allor&aLom@L
afleT&sLn:

Wifley 34 Qurgieurer GCrr&EsSME PTOMT(HSSIF OsnmensTs L BUTSHT 6FIlg
G&wegsmerLl u@gﬁ]u.@

@8 gssuTaumer  Curminiear GCsTarmsmu  JelumLITg:S Ol&TaTLgl, IhIE
@su@m_lrr@ unIGasmursTh gjemeauflsr GEwassEme@L0 Gummiumemy.

eyl eer srélf. Guiyey (1945), Lﬂlﬂé)_‘ﬂ sealardley Gumgiaumer GCrrésn (psrGu srmum@
Qe L g‘;]l_l_g;smg;aa GIuEEANE srsnTg]J CaefloubhSSHIug).

Curser n &l 2 && FhHwsrmd LEreml wrblen (1963) Nfley 34 @lr CrTés5mS
Cugid QsefloubOsSug.

25. Answer: (D) 1, 2, 3, 4 are correct
Explanation:

Section 24 defines "Dishonestly" as doing anything with the intention of
causing wrongful gain or wrongful loss.

Section 25 defines "Fraudulently" as doing anything with intent to defraud.
Section 28 defines "Counterfeit" in relation to making a false document or coin
with the intention of causing it to be believed that it was made by the person
by whom it was actually not made.

Section 30 defines "Valuable security" comprehensively, including documents
that create, transfer, or extinguish valuable rights.

ellem : D) 1, 2, 3, 4 aifl
oflersasLn;

9ifley 24 "CryemLowmm” ETeTLIMS SHEUMTET QST VG SeummeT @il FHLbISSID
Crrés5gIL 6T msln QElaSTs amILNISSMS).

Uifley 25 "Gurswp" eearumg Gursy Oswn CrréssSgLear smswn  C&lnsTs
QUTILINIS SIS

lﬂlﬂsu 28 Q@ Feupme %susmm J|V6VG|  HTEITILISEMS z@surr.ss@sugj (A7) ()
"SETTGHTL(H" sTaTUNS unIUMISSNS, g1 2 smemiouflsd wrymed Swmflésiuaissme
6T6OTN)| [HLOLI 6MEUES)LD (ELr,nasasg,gjLaﬁr

HUILLES o fmnsmar 2 (HaT&HEL, LTHMID NG IFMEEITSHELI ILAIETTHISET 2 L LI
"wHiyss urgsmiy” earusng Wifle) 30 eliflurs aummunsSng.

26. Answer: (B) S1 is correct; S2 is incorrect
Explanation:

Section 21 of the IPC indeed includes officers in the service or pay of a local
authority as public servants.

The Supreme Court, in State of West Bengal v. Wasim Raja (2013), held that
employees of public sector undertakings can be public servants under certain
circumstances.

The definition of 'public servant' has been expanded over time through various
amendments and judicial interpretations.

The Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988, further broadened the definition of
public servant.

udle: B) 81 aflurensg); S2 seummers)
afleTs&eLn:
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o Qdl s mens sl gl ifle; 21 o srenioufled @([r, Q_W@U I FlsmraenLiuleor
Coemauuiles  gevevg souTsSS  o6mem  gFlerfleemer  Gumg  esmflufseTTs
2 6T6ML&&EHMS).

o 248 ffwermn, GuHE ks wmblon adf ardd grgr (2013), Gurgisgenm
Bmieermiseaflsr eemfliufgst Ho @Lblamesafle Gumg eemfligsmms @)(m&s6mD 6Tery)
S HILg.

o 'Qumg ommfluf' eTETUSDSTET AIMTILMN STRLCLTSSN LGN H(HSShIST LMD
FoHssmn ellarsasmiser epald afliflejLbhSSILL(HeTers).

o ommped HHUUE &L, 1988, Qumg ommfluf srTUSHSTET EuEmTLmMMEDIL  GLogyILd
aflifluOSSILE).

27. Answer: (D) Land
Explanation:

e Section 22 of the IPC defines "movable property" to include corporeal property
of every description, except land and things attached to the earth.

e Growing crops and grass are specifically mentioned as movable property in
this section.

e This definition is crucial for offenses related to theft, misappropriation, and
other property-related crimes.

o The distinction between movable and immovable property is significant in
determining the nature of certain offenses.

aflsmL : D) rfleuid

aflem&&Ln:

o pilduiler ey 22 "genawid Gerdg)” eramueng Hevb womih Lyl eor GlenemTéeiL
Qurr@l_aasmmg; &6ilT @aldleur, afeTéaSSHl 2 L CETSSSHMETLD 2 6T Sa&lLg)
6T60TM)| msmnmguaaé%]mgj

o auemgpd uLWlfseT LMD Uy Goliurs @ng  flelle  gemewn  QeTsg  eTeTm)
@M LuL (DT

o HmL®, seupmer LweTuTH WLoM Wn CQETsHg QamLfumer @GnohssT GiGmLFLiTeT
GDDRISEHSES @IhS TN (PSSILLTEITS).

o Hloo Enorsaflr  seTemwemwd — Sromeflludlh  gEmELD  LOHNIWL  YEOSWTE
QsT58158Ems&mLGwwrear Comur® ML S558658TELD.

28. Answer: (B) 1-2-3-4
Explanation:
o The correct order is:
"Wrongful gain" - Section 23
"Dishonestly" - Section 24
"Fraudulently" - Section 25
. "Reason to believe" - Section 26
o This order reflects the logical sequence of related concepts in the IPC.
o Understanding these definitions is crucial for interpreting various offenses in
the IPC.
udlev: B) 1-2-3-4
aflem&&Ln:
o giflwmesr suflena:
1. "seummer gpsmun” - ifle) 23
2. "Guiemwmnm” - Nifley 24
3. "Gursy" - 9fley 25
4. "Lr,Lhumg,g')aarrsoT smewrn” - Wifley 26
e @by o 5sT0] MUl GsmifumLw  smSSISsaflar  SissfHurear  auflmami
d]qg‘,]uaﬂaaaﬁ]gngj

SRCISES
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e @y aumrumnsmarl LfligGsmsTaig  silfuile o 6irem ueGoIm  GDmEIGmeT
eT&HGUSNS (PSSILLTETS).

29. Answer: (B) (a)-(3), (b)-(2), (c)-(4), (d)-(1)
Explanation:
e "Void contract" is defined in Section 44 of the IPC.
"Illegal" is defined in Section 43 of the IPC.
"Injury" is defined in Section 44 of the IPC.
"Life" is defined in Section 45 of the IPC.
These definitions are essential for understanding various offenses and their
elements under the IPC.
ugle: (B) (a)-(3), (b)-(2), (¢)-(4), (d)-(1)
afleT&aLD:
o "Qeoeuipwnm QUUBSD" eTeaTUg QS S emerd slLSHer Nfle 44 @l
QUDTILMISSLILIL (H6TeTa).
o slLalICrraonergl”  eTeTug  @ESHW  GewLemens  sLLSHer  0fley 43 @ed
QUDTILINISSLILIL (H6Tera).
o "smu" eTeTUG @S SevrLemerg gl SHler 1Nfle] 44 @60 eumMUNISSLILIL (HeTETE).
o oumpsems” eteorLig ol fley 45 @l auemTUNISSILL (H6TETS).
o ofiFuflear &ip LLCoum) GHnHMrIsSmeTILLD Yeunplsr s misemard LflEgGsTaTsSnE QHs
EUEDTILIEMMSET jeUSNLILD.

30. Answer: (C) "Harbor" - Section 52A of IPC
Explanation:
e "Document" is correctly defined in Section 29A of the IPC.
"Valuable security" is correctly defined in Section 30 of the IPC.
"Offence" is correctly defined in Section 40 of the IPC.
However, "Harbor" is defined in Section 52A, not 52 of the IPC.
Section 52A was inserted by the Criminal Law (Amendment) Act, 1983 to
define "harbor" in the context of certain offenses.
udle: (C) "suemmpsd” - eoilgl Wifley 52 6
o6& &LD:
o @R Fevorsmerrs gL Sdleor Lifle 29A @lev " gy aismnin” SFLTs aEDMUNISSUILL (HETETS).
. "Lng‘ﬂljuLﬁ]éaaa urrgjaarrﬂu" steorLg) soullFudlear 19fley 30 @lev sfliums ausmTUNISSILL (H6TaTS).
o "GOm" eeTUgs  Q@QBHL  SooLemers FULSHer  Uifley 40 @6 sflwurs
ELIEO)ITUJQJ&&LIIJI_@GTI'GTI'QJ
o @i, "siEmmusn” serug ofufler 52 g Uflafled  geve, Nfley 52 @b
QUTILINISSLILIL(H6Tera).
o oo Gnmriseflsr @il "gimmipsin” TeTUmS aImTLNISS Gnediun gL b (SHmSsLn)
gL 1d, 1983 eeud Nfley 52 o7 CaFaHaLILLLg).

31. Answer: (C) Only 1

Explanation:
e Death sentence is indeed the highest punishment prescribed in the IPC under
Section 53.

e Imprisonment for life means imprisonment for the entire remaining natural
life of the convict, not just 14 years, as clarified by the Supreme Court in Gopal
Vinayak Godse v. State of Maharashtra (1961).

e Section 73 of the IPC limits solitary confinement to 3 months for sentences
exceeding one year.

e The concept of life imprisonment was further reinforced in Union of India v.

V. Sriharan @ Murugan & Ors. (2015).
aflemL : C)1 L (HId
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6T GLD:

difley Gm @er & oilduiled ufibgenrdsiucL e o Wihs SeuTLmeTLTE  LoTewT
g,smrn_smsﬁr 2 eoTemLoUfley 2 6iTemE;).

et SevorLsmenr  6TeorLg  Gamumey  elpmus  Cem_Gs a8l o && BHETMSSTE
@Q’)GTﬂS).]IJ@Q’)Q’)UUI_I_IJLy., @mmsurraﬂuﬁ]m Lﬁ’g,@msrr 14 O"%EOUT@BBGTT 1oL (hlLo6v6v,
@\wsoLimenT ﬁurrlcpaasmaaaa@m HeomSsetorL_esmenr eTearm) GILIT(RET. LDB&HITHQ}L?.IT LomleuLd 1961)
@ndu se_enars slLsdHar 1Nfle] 73 @ aumLESSNG CLDULL S6mTLnarsEhsE 3
Lnrrg;réJaasiT 66T g;arﬂsmmé é]smmsurr&gj;smg; QUEDIILINIS SIS

QLT SeuoTL6menT 6T6ITM SHBSS @S eetilun erdly efl.ufanrar @ pmear & Anj
oSSl G aumlLSsUuCL gl (2015).

32. Answer: (D) (i) and (iii) only
Explanation:

There is no general limit of Rs. 1000 on fines in the IPC. The amount varies
based on the offense.

Section 65 states that imprisonment in default of fine payment can't exceed
1/4th of the maximum term of imprisonment for the offense.

Courts have discretion in imposing fines, as per Section 63 of the IPC.

Fines can indeed be the sole punishment for certain offenses, as seen in
various sections of the IPC.

The Supreme Court in Ahmed v. State of Gujarat (2020) emphasized judicial
dlscretlon in imposing fines.

udled: (D) (i) wMmd (i) L (HLD
afleT&sLn:

@ sarLmers LSSl e;.1000 gurmsn elflss Gurgeurer euroy @oamev.
Gnm&Sler g{L;Luuam_uﬁlsu @smems LTMLIHILD.

Uifley 65 gurmsn Oensss Seularmy Hammnss et s @mmg,g‘,‘lmaarrm FHsL &
FleomSseuoTL_smer STegdler 1/4 2 ol o HsLns @(H&s&HE LT 6Term ngjeﬂmgj
s8] ifley 63 @sﬁr g, guITsLD elldliugle FHlnsarmmisEnsE allmfleamn 9_61T61ng
@Sl sen_smeg &L Sl LGam iflaysefled sremriu@ag GuTe, JHUTTSLD 6TeTUS)
&lov @mmrmaa@aaaarrsﬁr ) g,mn_smmmrraa @\(m&seumd.

Izugl i 2 & FHusrmn Gorms wrhlen (2020) gurmsn eldiuds FEHssemn
NCas5ms aIeLMISSILS.

33. Answer: (B) (i) and (iii) only
Explanation:

Section 69 of the IPC allows for forfeiture of property in respect of which an
offense has been committed.

Forfeiture is not a mandatory punishment for all offenses; it's at the court's
discretion for specific offenses.

The court's discretion in ordering forfeiture was affirmed in State of
Maharashtra v. Vishnu Ramchandra (1961).

The Benami Transactions (Prohibition) Amendment Act, 2016 introduced
more stringent forfeiture provisions for certain offenses.

udlev: B) (i) mmid (iii) o HLD

ofeTSaLn:

@ samLsmerg gL sl ey s m GDoD &g Csrdms ufipgs Gl&i
SDLSSEDS!.

ugﬁ]@g,su ErsoTug,J DTS GDOBRISEHSGSD SLLML ST 6meT  Jiey; GMIL
GONESERSE B8 Bhlusmsdlsr el pluiy 2 eTarg).

ufipse Qi o Ssrell(in FHusarmsHsr allmlflamn wsmTasprT wrlon Sl
aflosemy TrEsnST (1961) aupsdls 2 MISILHSSILL L &I
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o Uermfl uflufssemenaer (HemL) HHSSHE &L, 2016 GOOBISEHSE Lisa|n
s@emowrer Lflpsa alldlsmer 9MipsiLbhSEIs).

34. Answer: (A) Both (A) and (R) are true and (R) is the correct explanation of (A)

Explanation:
e Section 65 of the IPC sets the limit for imprisonment in default of fine
payment.

o This provision ensures proportionality between the original punishment and
the default sentence.

e The Supreme Court in Shahejadkhan Mahebubkhan Pathan v. State of
Gujarat (2012) emphasized the importance of this proportionality.

e This rule prevents excessive punishment for mere non-payment of fines,
ahgnmg with principles of justice and fairness.

udlev: (A) omid (R) @reor(hid &fl womitd (R) eTeorug) (A)Ssmer sflumsr allar&sLom@L

afleT&sLn:

o ofiuflerr 9fley &@ SuITESL OEysSss Seaularmn SlenmsSeuorL neTSSTaT  aTLImL
Hifsmruil&Elmg).

e @y ol e  SamLmaTsGL  @uelflime STl sneareGL @lenLuflevmer
flaresmems 2 mig QFidng.

o aurGammssmsr LCamL ST USTET TS 2 && Hdlsrmn. Gurrs wrhlon (2012) @hs
ﬂﬁ]e‘:]g;rr&rrrrejyﬁsﬁr YP5EHLSgISMmS aedinISSILG.

o $& wpgud GCrjemwuiler CasmeTmeseEbLsr @emaubsg, JUITSD CFNSITSSDEHTE
I|FH\sLILgWiTeT S sneremll @k aid SHSHME.

35. Answer: (D) 1, 2, 3, 4 are correct
Explanation:
e Section 53 enumerates the types of punishments under the IPC.
e Section 55 deals with the commutation of sentence of imprisonment for life.
e Section 60 allows for sentences to be partly or wholly rigorous or simple
imprisonment in certain cases.
e Section 63 gives the court discretion in determining the amount of fine.
o These sections collectively form the backbone of the punishment framework

in the IPC.
ellew_ : D) 1, 2, 3, 4 &ifl
ofeTSaLn;

o 9fly Gm MOUlsr Sip SetoTL w6 EUEMSSHEMET LI lLpILIed(HEIMS).

o Uifley 55 gyuisT HevorL smeaT g,sn‘amsmmsmu_l Gemnlug unl &nga%]mgj

o Ufley 60 &l QULPS &S erlsy g;snnTl_smsuTaasmsrr UGSSHIWTSEGoT  9)0eg] (LpLpemLoTs:Geur
gl  SHLLTETSTSCT 9G] STSMTe  SlamnSseuTLsneariuTstam  @)msés
@GSN

o 9fley &n YuUIMEHS Csmmamiu Simsfliugls BéHuarmsSneG allpLUUSmS aIphIGSENS.

o @Ihs Uifleyser snillms mdulled getorsmer s Lsnoliflsr pgitlsaibLrs jmmLodlsrmen.

36. Answer: (A) S1 and S2 are correct but S2 does not explain S1
Explanation:

e The Criminal Law (Amendment) Act, 2013 introduced imprisonment for the
remainder of natural life as a punishment for certain offenses.

e The Supreme Court in Swamy Shraddananda v. State of Karnataka (2008)
had already held that life imprisonment means imprisonment for the whole
natural life.

e The 2013 amendment codified this interpretation for specific heinous offenses.

e The concept was further elaborated in Union of India v. V. Sriharan @
Murugan & Ors. (2015).
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ugle: (A) S1 wimid S2 &1 gyemmed S2 gyerg S1 g ellerdsailseme
afleTseLn:

Gomediue s L (HmSsn) s b, 2013 o GDOERISEHSSTET SeuoTLmeTiUTs LisLpsiTer
@WMEma EUTLHITET (Lp(LPEISILD é]ammg;g;suvn_emmsmu_l INWPsUILHSSILS).

aoumfl Srggrebsr asi o &g Huamd &sipns gre (2008) ghaamGa oy
SEITL_6METT 6TEITMTEY (LI BIIMemss mnl&npr,rr@aa@m é]smmg;g;mn_amm 6T6OTN)| Sn MOILI6TEITS;).
2013 mssn GO L Qer@rumsT GhnhsSELSE BIhs alarsssms GMUirsaiug).

@ &ms5s wefusr gl @hdur adli ail.ufemrar @ WHSET & Lmmel]EsT
aupsdlen Guaid efifleu@ssiu L g. (2015).

37. Answer: (D) Probation
Explanation:

Section 53 of the IPC lists the punishments as death, imprisonment for life,
imprisonment (rigorous or simple), forfeiture of property, and fine.

Probation is not a punishment under the IPC but a rehabilitative measure
under the Probation of Offenders Act, 1958.

The Supreme Court in Dalbir Singh v. State of Haryana (2000) emphasized
the importance of reformative approaches like probation.

However, probation is not available for certain serious offenses as per judicial
interpretations.

aflemL : D) m6iTeurL S6ems
afleT&sLn:

s Slufletr 19fley 53 Logsmen, SLuleT SevoTLemenT, FlemMSS 60T 6m6T (SHIEDLOLTETE IV
staflemLowmsorg), Gemsg LN(LPSH LHMID YUTTSLD 6T6T SHEOTL METTSH6M6T LIl lolel (M.
H60TEOTL_S60S 6T60TLIG @hSIL SH60oT_m6e0TE UL ST S 6( SHEV0TL_ M6 |6060, I 6OTT6
GnmeuraflesT memerGems sl L, 1958 @ler S e@h LMEUTLR| FHL Al SENSUTELD.
soll] &l o7l 2 &5 BHloermin emflwmserm wrhleud (2000) s@dlsmenr Lmeaun GumTsT
FHE5 JmGYmpsaar YsAuSEnSMS MEILNISSILSI.

@i, BHwsrm eferssngsfleruy o SHEMLLTET GDDRISEHSES KL Sms
SeoL&aMg).

38. Answer: (A) 1-2-4-3
Explanation:

Simple imprisonment is considered the least severe form of imprisonment
under the IPC.

Rigorous imprisonment involves hard labor and is considered more severe
than simple imprisonment.

Solitary confinement, while severe, is limited in duration by Section 73 of the
IPC.

Imprisonment for life is the most severe form of imprisonment, meaning the
remainder of the natural life of the convict.

This hierarchy was discussed in detail in Naib Singh v. State of Punjab (1983).

u,ef,]au A) 1-2-4-3
ofeTSaLn:

sllfullesr S srsmenr  Hoparsn  Hes  GonGS  SOmowmer  SmmeursLons
SHHSLIOESI.

S(HenLoLTenT FeDMEUTEFD Slg6rT 2 mLIHL 2 6TaTL SEILS| LMD FTSTTET SmnEITESHMmS
oL sOemoLTaTETs SHSLLGEDS).

Seoflenng Fepmeurald, &(HenLLTETSTE @@,r_r,g,rr@m @RS sevr_emes gL Sler Lifley
73 @soT Lllp. &G0 Si6rTeyy QUDTILINISSLILIL(H6Tera).

IWIET  SevoTL_emenT  6TaOTLG  SlemmaursSSHr  Lles  SHEBLLTET  lgRIITGD, ISTaIS)
G@nmeureafluflesr @uimenaiLmsr aMpSensufleir sTEhefl smeuLd.
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@ u ,r_f,lsmsu gsmmuu Bl &kl eTHT sl afifleurss ﬁ)ﬂﬁurrg‘;]aaaaum_l_gj LEhaL
Lnrr,r_f,]suLn (1983

39. Answer: (A) (a)-(1), (b)-(2), (c)-(3), (d)-(4)
Explanation:
e Section 66 deals with fractions of terms of punishment.
e Section 68 allows imprisonment to terminate on payment of fine.
e Section 71 sets the limit of punishment for an offense made up of several
offenses.
e Section 73 deals with solitary confinement.
e These sections ensure a structured approach to various aspects of
pumshment under the IPC.
ugleo: (A) (a)-(1), (b)-(2), (c)-(3), (d)-(4)
aflemT&H&Ln:
o 19fley 66 sevr_sner elldlpemmsssfler WetrerhigemeTi LNMILG.
o Uifley 68 gurTsd CEMSSHILe| 6T Heonsser_mermil Fns5s IamiLdsSns.
o Uifley 71 ue GHMrISETT ST GDmSSneTsr Seor_snerullsr aumbsmu BijsoruiléSns.
o Uifley 73 seflemwg denm LDMILG.
o @ns fleyser mldufsr &p sevorememufler LOGAIN YDFRISEHSHES SLLEMSSLILLL
IS Psmmenil o midl GleiiidleTmen.

40. Answer: (E) Answer not known
Explanation:
e All the pairs mentioned are correctly matched:
o Section 74 deals with the limit of solitary confinement.
o Section 54 relates to the mitigation of punishment of death.
o Section 71 sets the limit of punishment for offenses made up of several
offenses.
o Section 75 provides for enhanced punishment for certain offenses after
previous conviction.
e These sections collectively ensure a comprehensive framework for
punishments under the IPC.
aflsoL : E) aeflenL Ggiflweailssmeo
aflem&H&LD:
o GIILILCL gemeTss Genmps EmLd Ffluns Qurr@r_r,g‘;]mmmm
o Uifley 74 g;sﬁﬂsmm& Femmuiler 6)_II'J'L|]6'6)IJIJ UMMILIG).
o Uifley 54 wysmr GeuoTL emeITenILSG GMMLILG GG TUT6TS).
o Wifley 71 U GOMRISETTL Q6T  (SNDEISEHSHSTET  Sevor_eneorufler auTLDmL
Bljsooruf&&me).
o Wl 75 yhmsw semmarssl Ung o GOnhRSELSE 56T el
gfefles alflams C&iisng.
o @Ihs flyser sl Lrs sllfullsar &1 et smersEmssmsr afliflaumsr s Lol 2 mid
Q&iIleaTmenT.

41. Answer: (A) Only 1 and 2
Explanation:
e Section 76 of the IPC provides for the defense of mistake of fact, not Section
79 as previously mentioned.
e The defense requires the mistake to be made in good faith, as stipulated in
the section.
o [t applies to mistakes of fact, not law. The maxim "ignorantia facti excusat"
(ignorance of fact excuses) applies here.
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e In Chimanbhai Ukabhai v. State of Gujarat (1983), the Supreme Court
emphasized the importance of good faith in mistake of fact.

aflemL : A) 1 womid 2 i (Hid

afleT&sLn:

o Qhdu sam_meng gL sl ifla 76 o ememLouilsr aenm UTEISTES aufloEsEng,
ety GO L g 19fley 79 g|6usu

o Nfleflev @nLNI L (ememLie, mevew MmDLSemaWL 6 SHeun) GEiwiuL. Gelssr(HId sTeTm)
urgsiy GCammelms.

o @8 o soreniletT SIS EHSE CUMHHSID, F LD /606, "ignorantia facti excusat” (2_600T6ML
& @sefler giumenin) eTeirm GuTsTGLM @MIGs @UTIHHSLD.

o  Huwerumi o smumil efl. Gy wmhlow (1983), o &5 Hlwearmid o eorenoufsr Seaunlsy
meTeTollSemasuller (PSSILSSINSMS eNLMISSILIS.

42. Answer: (B) (iii) only
Explanation:
e Section 77 of the IPC provides protection for judicial acts.
e It covers acts done by judges when acting judicially in the exercise of any
power which is, or which in good faith is believed to be, given by law.
e The protection does not extend to acts done without jurisdiction.
e In Anowar Hussain v. Ajoy Kumar Mukherjee (1965), the Supreme Court

clarified the scope of judicial immunity.
eflemL : B) iii) Lo (hD

afleT&sLn:
o @ geoLemers sLLSHar fley 77 BHSSIDMN BLANSMSSEHSHE LTSISTLIL
Iefl&Eng.

o FLLSHTH aPRISIULL g Hoblosmamsger  HOUILGL TS 0leu(m
IFsMEHmsWD LwuaTUOSG SN FHegmn FoHurs Caweu@Lturg BéHudssr
Q& QFWRSMmeT @& 2 6T6TL&EGSME).

o gFlEmr by @ GeuiuGid CFWSEHSE LUTSISTILY Bl SeUuLTg).

o 9Germeu; o Gaeir ey 9Gomis @y (Waiedl (1965) aupsdHe, 2 &5 Bl
Fésgemm urgismiy aurneu GgeaflejubhsSHiug.

43. Answer: (B) (i) and (ii) only

Explanation:

Section 80 of the IPC provides for the defense of accident.

It applies to acts done without criminal intention and to prevent other harm.
The act must be done with proper care and caution.

Reckless acts are not covered under this defense.

In Basdev v. State of Pepsu (1956), the Supreme Court emphasized the
importance of lack of criminal intention in accident cases.

udlev: B) (i) mmid (i) Lo (HILb

afleT&eLn:
o (@RS semLmears slLsHar Wifley 80 ellusms sneTsHS Csmeater  aflams
(AF:TEAE T

e ©hmeiiue Crrésd  @emmwsd  GeElwiuGln  COswasERsEL D  ShiGsmers
SOULUSHED Q)51 GLTEBESID.

o @y G&we sflumear saeTsg LI r&sflsmalain e Geolstor(Hi.

o Qummiumm CEwesT @Ihe LTgsTLSls £gg QUTTS).

o umenGgeu af. Quis wmhlen (1956), o &5 FHwsrmd alluss asGsafls Gnmeailius
Crrésn @larsser (PSEHILSSaISMmS aelnSSILg).

44. Answer: (A) Both (A) and (R) are true and (R) is the correct explanation of (A)
Explanation:
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Section 82 of the IPC provides absolute 1mmun1ty to children under seven
years of age.

e This is based on the principle of doli incapax (incapable of crime).

e The law presumes that a child under seven cannot form criminal intent.

e In Hiralal Mallick v. State of Bihar (1977), the Supreme Court discussed the
ratlonale behind this provision.

udlev: (A) omid (R) @reor(hid &f womitd (R) eTeorug) (A)ssmer flwumsr allor&asLom@L
afleT&sLn:

o oUilfulleor 19l o2 G AUSISGLULL SUHMSSEHSHESE (P(LPFOLOWTET LITSISTLIL
UYBIGHDS).

o (@& GLme) @eraTUTSV (GOmD ClFiw @wers) eTsrm GsmaTamamil elILmL LTSS
Qs metoTL_g).

o F AUSIHBGLUL GYEMS GONlLD ChHT&ESS5ME 2 (HaITSS (PRIUTS| 6T6Tn &L LD
SGIIEDGI.

o onflymeumed eedlES efl. ey wmfleon (1977), 2 &5 Fdoearmd QK& eHUTL pedT
Ulereosuafludled 2 6mem [HiLmuGemns afeurdl&ss.

45. Answer: (D) 1, 2, 3, 4 are correct
Explanation:
e Section 84 deals with acts of persons of unsound mind.
e Section 87 covers acts not intended to cause death, done by consent.
e Section 89 pertains to acts done in good faith for the benefit of children or
insane persons.
e Section 95 deals with acts causing slight harm.
o These sections collectively provide a comprehensive framework for various
general exceptions.
ellew : D) 1, 2, 3, 4 gifl
oS &LD:
o Uifley 84 mED'rLF,GULh Jlﬂuﬁlsilsurrg, muisefler Gl&wessemeril LmiLg).
o Uifley 87 eliusaiear Gaiin@Gid wrarsms gnUbhiSgIn CrTésn @lwers OlELngsmer
2 6TaTL SIS
o Ufley 9% GUHMSSHET 9G] MUSHLSSTTIS6T HmISSHTS He HLOLISmEILL 6T
@aiuGid CFwessT GGmfumeTs).
o Uifley 95 Sl S afemarailEE CFwasmaTS mELTETESNS).
o @hs Uiflyssr snllrs LG Curg elHallusEseEnsstear alliflaumsr &L smiolismu
RIS SleaTMenT .

46. Answer: (A) S1 and S2 are correct but S2 does not explain S1

Explanation:

e Section 85 of the IPC provides a defense for involuntary intoxication.

e Voluntary intoxication is not a complete defense as per Section 86.

e In Basdev v. State of Pepsu (1956), the Supreme Court held that voluntary
drunkenness is not a defense but can be considered in sentencing.

o The rationale is that one who voluntarily intoxicates themselves cannot escape
11ab111ty for actions committed in that state.
ugled: (A) S1 wmmid S2 &ifl guermsd S2 guerg S1 & efleTssadlsamen

aflem&&Ln:

o (@RS sevLmens slLsHer Lfley 85 setmeflFmewnear CUTMSSHE 6@ LTSISTLL
QUPHIGENS).

o 9fley 86 @etr Lip GeTeoTTIE GLITENS R (PUmLoLITET urrgjaarnju gsi)su

. urrﬁm(ﬁg,su afl. @Quis mfled (1956), 2 &5 BlsTmid SetTermie @Ly.l_IIJICQ&BSLD 6(I LITGISMLIL
JI6V6V, ILEUTITE) SHETITL 66T UPEIGSED &HSH0 GSTeTaTevmD 6T6TN SnMlLIS).
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o HTEMS (PeTeuhg CUTMS SMHL QmENT IHS Lf,]emenu.‘ﬁeh Qeiwiu@  Qewsaelsr
QUM BHG sSLNEs (g TaTuts LGSSMa.

47. Answer: (C) Provocation
Explanation:
e Necessity (Section 81), Private defense (Sections 96-106), and Consent
(Sections 87-89) are valid defenses under Chapter 4.
e Provocation is not a general exception under Chapter 4 of the IPC.
e However, provocation can be a mitigating factor in certain offenses, like
culpable homicide not amounting to murder (Section 300 Exception 1).
¢ In K.M. Nanavati v. State of Maharashtra (1962), the Supreme Court
discussed the role of provocation in criminal liability.
uglev: C) 9y s&ITepLL 6
aflemT&H&Ln:
o Goeomau (Nfley 81), seflum urgismiy (Afleyssr 96-106), womih el (Aifleyssr 87-
89) gy dlme Q{g)QCJ]UJWUJLD 4 @eir &1 QEFILIQIITEGLD LITGISTLILSET.
o g 5SlmeplLe ererugl mildl gsSumun 4 @ler & @@ GurgnmsT alldalnsE Ijn.

o Qouign, ysdreprie Ho Ghnhisaild o Safléen smamfiure @)wmasas,
CIEALTET (OF:7 (RVEAE) m_Lu_rrg, ©oounn Gsmems (Nifle] 300 afldHallousE 1).

o Gs.erid. mmeotmeud) efl. waTITaReTT MKl (1962), 2 && BHsrmd Gnmeisy GlLmmiife
QpSSmeyLLedler Uk Gissl alardlsss.

48. Answer: (A) 1-4-2-3
Explanation:
e The correct order in Chapter 4 is:
1. Mistake of fact (Section 76)
2. Accident (Section 80)
3. Act of a person of unsound mind (Section 84)
4. Act of a child above seven and under twelve years of age (Section 83)
o This order reflects the logical structure of the chapter, moving from general to
specific exceptions.
udlev: A) 1-4-2-3
oS Ln:
. g{g,;ﬂmrrmm 4 @ev aflwumer auflens:
o euoremLowllesr e (L9ifley 76)
aflusg (Aifley 80)
wenmeuld &iflufleveors muifleor Gewe (Wifley 84)
W aUgISHE GuoulL womid usTafirear® awugsELlu L Gyhmguilsar Glsws
(19fley 83)
e @y aiflms  gSHuMUSHET  sissFfHurer  sSLLemolmu  rSuslssins,
QurgeursrSledlmhg GHLCL alldlalansEsEmsE he L.

Pob=

49. Answer: (A) (a)-(2), (b)-(1), (c)-(3), (d)-(4)
Explanation:

o Mistake of fact (Section 76) requires good faith.
e Judicial acts (Section 77) involve acts done by a judge bound by law.
e Accident (Section 80) involves acts done without criminal intention.
o Consent (Sections 87-89) involves voluntary agreement.
o These concepts are crucial for understanding the application of general
exceptlons
ugle: (A) (a)-(2), (b)-(1), (¢)-(3), (d)-(4)
aflem&H&LD:

o o cursmLouilesr Geum (9fley 76) metenNGeme CoHemen.
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Fdssmm Qewesst (Nfley 77) slLSSHMEG S OLUILLL @([r, ﬁg‘;]ug‘;] Qeinyd CFwesmer
2 6T SIS

o aflusgs (Nfley 80) Gomefwe Crrésd  @leemoed  GEwiLGLd  CEwSmeT
2 6T SIS

o Fwsd (Wfley 87-89) serermiol QUULSSMS 2 6TeTL &HEILG).

o  Gurgleurerr elldallvs@seaflar LweTuT Ll Ufihg0smrausng Qhe &mSEISHssT
(PSEILLTETENE.

50. Answer: (E) Answer not known
Explanation:
e All the pairs mentioned are correctly matched:
o Right of private defense is covered in Sections 96 to 106.
o Section 81 deals with acts likely to cause harm but done without
criminal intent to prevent other harm.
o Section 90 addresses consent given under fear or misconception.
o Section 94 covers acts to which a person is compelled by threats.
o These sections collectively provide a comprehensive framework for various
general exceptions under the IPC.
afleoL : E) aeflenL GQgiflweailsemnen
eNleTSHaL0:
o E@OMNILLLCL gemanSgl CemesEnd sflurs Glummhbalusrare:
o geflury urgismiy o flemw 1Nfley 96 e 106 eusnr o sTaTs).
o Ul s SHE elmmallssss i CELLSMETS mSIWMTENSG, QL6 L
SnGamas 5hieELn Gnneiliusw Crresn @losmos Geliubh&Eng.
o fley 90 b gl Saummear SmSSer S eupmsILLL LS ol

QFISME).
o Ufly 94 e BUT IFSENSSHST SULTUILOSSUILGOL  GFwesemsT
9_6rr6rr|_aaa‘a]u_|gj

. @;_r,g; Wifleyser snilLme sulduiler & uaGuy Gurg efdlailas@eeEpsaemer aiiflamer
SLL6DLILIEOLI 6LLPMHIEGES6aTmenT.

51. Answer: (A) Only 1 and 2
Explanation:
e Section 107 of the IPC defines abetment, covering three modes: instigation,
conspiracy, and intentional aid.
o Abetment by conspiracy indeed requires an illegal act or omission to be done
in pursuance of the conspiracy.
e Mere presence at the scene of crime does not constitute abetment. This was
clarified in Rajesh v. State of Haryana (2019).
e The Supreme Court in Kishori Lal v. State of M.P. (2007) emphasized that
active complicity is necessary for abetment.
aflem : A) 1 mmid 2 (I
o6& &LD:
o ofiduller  Aifley 107  gramhigomn  amnUDISSEDS, @gj CLPSIT]  (LPETMSEMET
Q_ararLaaeﬂng grer (g6, &6 womin GCeus(hiGlsarCn 2 gl
o &5 eyould GremT(hign 2 emmuuilh sdHomus CQSTLIHE @ &l_l_s)ﬂ(ﬁmrg, QFwed 9jeLevg)
Qanumeny G, Ceussor(Hid.
e GOMD BLHS @SS QeuminGer @miug W HGL o L hmswurs srgl. @& rmGmeas
TSI sulcpaaa‘ﬂsu Qg;srﬂsqu@g;g;uuu_gj amiflwmesm Lomfleud (2019).
o &Geymfl evmed srg‘;hT 2 & hdlwermd wsSHwl 19rCses wmlon (2007) gramhsnss
QFWTSSLTET 2 L Hd IjeudluD 6TeTUsme auedlmiGaIlg).

52. Answer: (C) (ii) and (iv) only
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Explanation:

Section 109 of the IPC provides for punishment of abetment if the act abetted
is committed.

Even if the act abetted is not committed, the abettor can be punished under
Section 115 or 116 of the IPC.

Abetment of suicide is indeed punishable under a separate provision, Section
306 of the IPC.

The punishment for abetment can be as severe as the main offence, sometimes
even more severe (e.g., Section 115).

In State of Maharashtra v. Salman Salim Khan (2003), the court discussed
the scope of punishment for abetment.

udlev: C) (i) mmid (iv) LLHLD
oNleT&H SLD:

@rdw ser_smerg L Gsler Ulfle] sos grevor UL Glgwe GEIULILLL 60 &6oTL 6m6oT
eSS

2 LHEmSILITE @susurrs)ﬁlu_rrgym Q_LLF,GO)Q')UJWBB @miua @nd sevrsmersg s 115
IJeveug 116-6r &L SetTip SELILIL VLD

sN0sTmasEs grambeog @QhéHu seLemears &L sHer Nfle] 306 ererm  eofl
aflgluflear &ip g;sﬁun_ﬁmsuraa@rﬂu_lgj

ST (HSNISSTET ST sme (PSS GNnSmsLll CLTaGanl sOHEmILTETSTS @)(H&&6D,
oo Crrmseafley @eimaid shemowrearsns @mesenn (6r.6m., Wifley 115).

wammmesleqT Lmhled e&Hf &eowrsr &ein smer (2003) eSS, gramHSNISsTaT
gevorLsmerileor CrTésn @GMsg FéHusarmd ellardsss.

53. Answer: (B) (i) and (ii) only
Explanation:

Abetment by conspiracy under Section 107 requires an agreement between
two or more persons.

The agreement must be to do an illegal act or a legal act by illegal means.
Mere intention is not sufficient; some act or illegal omission must take place
in pursuance of the conspiracy.

The Supreme Court in Suresh Chandra Bahri v. State of Bihar (1994)
elaborated on the essentials of abetment by conspiracy.

uglsv: B) (i) wmmid (i) L (LD
aflem&H&Ln:

difley  soe @6t &ip &g stum grer(heusn@ @rem®h g Sn@ GmulL
y_r,urraa@aa@ @emLulled eUILIHSLD (Eg;smsuuu@aﬁlmgj

QUGS @ FLLalCrms Gswan g s Lailltrms auflulled em gL Ogweme Glaiu
Geustor(HLb.

@eumd eTetoTemOTLD LU (B CUTETE; FHemug CBMLiEg o C&Fwsn geeog L aCrms
af(huLed mewLGlum Geussar(HIo.

&0rey HSIT Laif] a8l o && BHermid Gl gl ismy (1994) &8 epeuid
e (Hge0letT jieliLeoLSemer ellfleurs afeTaaliLg).

54. Answer: (A) Both (A) and (R) are true and (R) is the correct explanation of (A)
Explanation:

Section 108A of the IPC, introduced by the Criminal Law (Amendment) Act of
2009, deals with abetment in India of offences outside India.

This provision fills a jurisdictional gap, allowing prosecution of those who abet
crimes from within India to be committed abroad.

It aligns with international efforts to combat transnational crime.

The provision was applied in the 26/11 Mumbai terror attack case against
David Headley.
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Lgsb: (A) wHmid (R) @rssorGid & wmmid (R) sTeoTug (A)Ssmer sflumer oferdswomEL

afleTseLn:

o 2009 gb gyemmger @Dmellue &L (BHssn) FLLGSMD YBPSILOSSILL
soilfudleor  9fley 108 67, @ESHmasE GeausflG o drar  GDorsmeT  @HSILTaT6
gimenoT(hleug CSmLLTeTs).

o @is olld em gbsmr amy G Ceefloow Hriysng, E@ESureiln@t Gmhs
SDMRISEm6T qusrﬂj},rn_qsu Qawg greohuaiser g aupsEs sy gmiLdssnsg.

e @& BIHSLHES GOohRSmar dEfS 0 CumTusnsTear &jabss  (UMESEHL 6T
R&55CLUTEINS).

o GLaM. Qamled&e srélymer 26/11 (peu LILKBISTMTS STEGSMH aSSH @lhs il
LweTU(HSSLILL L &)

55. Answer: (D) 1, 2, 3, 4 are correct

Explanation:
e Section 109 deals with punishment of abetment if the act abetted is
committed.

e Section 111 covers liability of abettor when one act is abetted and a different
act is done.

e Section 114 addresses the situation where an abettor is present when the
offence is committed.

e Section 116 pertains to abetment of offence punishable with imprisonment.

e These sections collectively provide a comprehensive framework for various
scenarios of abetment.

ellemL : D) 1, 2, 3, 4 aifl

aflem&&Ln:

o Uifley sos gmesruC L Qawed Q@i LT SevorLsmerr LUDM & mISmE).

e Uflyy ss555 m Osww 2L hoswurs EH&SEGLOUTE LONWL GCom @ Cswumas
Q&nnGurg) grseruaufler QUTMLismL 2 6TaTL&E&$Hng)!.

o Ufley 55 & @non Gautu@Gid CUTE) @ 2 Lhmswrs @muua] @(méEL G LblamevemiL
2_emTMHNISMS).

o Uflyy ssa SHonssaLeamear HEsssm el GONSSNEG 2 LHOSLTS @(HILS
@arLjumeTg).

e @hy Uflysst &nlLms unGam oL hgwrer (@G phlmas@pssmar  adliflaumer
SLL6DLILIEDLI 6L 6aTm6nT .

56. Answer: (B) S1 is incorrect; S2 is correct
Explanation:

o Statement 1 is incorrect. The Criminal Law (Amendment) Act, 2013 did not
introduce Section 107A for abetment of suicide of child or insane person.

e Abetment of suicide is covered under Section 306 of the IPC, which was not
significantly amended in 2013.

e The Supreme Court in M. Arjunan v. State (2019) held that for abetment of
suicide, there must be a clear intention to encourage the commission of
suicide.

e The court emphasized that mere harassment or harsh words do not amount
to abetment of suicide.

udled: (B) S1 seummenrgy; S2 aiflmera)

aflem&&Ln:

o smim 1 sounrers. Gnmalue &L (HHss) L, 2013 GUHDS g mUSSILLD
EUeT SN0lsTmNEGS gramhasnsrear fle; 107 gmea gilpsiubssalsmen.

o sN0EmmEES gramhgn miduisar Nfle; 306 @ar S aumdngl, @& 2013 @ev
senflFnrs HmsSsuLailsemey.
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6TLD. QyisDearedT 6T 2 F&  FHlostTmid. g;m@aarremenaa@g; gnsuvr@s)_lg;m@, SM0STEmeV
Qaiiuemg 2o5@GalsEWw Ogeaflumsar Crrésn @mes Gosm@hio ey oyres (2019)
BHSIG.

o Goumid gMmISSH Jeg SEHLTET UTSmSs SHsTmNSEGS ST biSen
21! sTem) BHloeTnn eldlumISEILS).

57. Answer: (D) Negligence
Explanation:

e Section 107 of the IPC specifies three modes of abetment: instigation,
conspiracy, and intentional aid.
Negligence is not a mode of abetment under this section.
Instigation involves urging or encouraging the commission of an offence.
Conspiracy requires an agreement to commit an illegal act.
Intentional aid involves facilitating the commission of an offence.
In Ranganayaki v. State by Inspector of Police (2004), the Supreme Court
elaborated on these modes of abetment.

aflewL : D) gjevl b
aflemT&&Ln:

o olilfullear 19fley 107 grer(hisedler epsrml (peomsemens GOILNOSMG: sTammhgn, s
Lnnid Gelstar(hGleTGn 2 Gei.
Il Fwd etearug @ Wiflaller S SreamHSMISSTET (5 (LPOD Ij6060.
SNET(hHS6 TaTLS @ GSDNSMSE s grem®ag g 2m&s@Gailliug I @L.
gHSH L e s LalCrms Oewmead Gal @ QUULbSHD CHme.
Geustor(HGLeTCn 2 el eTaTUg @ GDNESMEEF CFLMSNE 2 S66me 2 6T SaILg).
TaiskTS ol sresgiemm opieurer; (2004) ey 2 F& BT @K Setor(Hise
eomasemst aflflours aflaréSliug).

58. Answer: (A) 1-2-3-4
Explanation:
o The correct order is:
1. Abettor (Section 108)
2. Abetment in India of offences outside India (Section 108A)
3. Punishment of abetment if the act abetted is committed in consequence
(Section 109)
4. Abetment of offence punishable with imprisonment (Section 116)
e This order reflects the logical sequence of provisions in Chapter S of the IPC.
uglev: A) 1-2-3-4
eNleTSHaL0:
e giflumest suflens:
1. o Lhemgwrery (Wifley 108)
2. @nhduresE Gauafleu GhnmsEpseE @hHurals o | hmswrs @\mssa (LNfley
1084)
3. 2 LBmsWUTsE  @BES  OFws  gger  elemeraurs  Genuliul i mhsme
gre(hsassnsr e (1fley 109)
4. Semmsseamer alHs655568 GHNSSNG 2 Lhmsirs @mssn (Mifley 116)
o [@h5 2 556 Mifuflar gySSMUD G @l 2 erer ellflseflsr sissFHiuTar auflnasmi
HiruedlsEma).

59. Answer: (A) (a)-(3), (b)-(1), (c)-(4), (d)-(2)
Explanation:
» Instigation involves urging, inciting, or encouraging the doing of an act.
o Conspiracy is engaging with one or more persons in any conspiracy for the
doing of an illegal act.
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Intentional aid involves facilitating the commission of an offence.

e An abettor is defined in Section 108, which includes willful misrepresentation
or concealment of material facts.

e These definitions are crucial for understanding the scope of abetment under

the IPC
ugleo: (A) (a)~(3), (b)-(1), (c)-(4), (d)-(2)
ofeTSaLD;

o grer(hgey eteoTLG @ OFwemens GFiws greor(eugl, GreT(helg  IeVeus)
Lé;@ﬁ)ﬁ]ﬁlusmg; Q_drml_éa@eﬁ]mgj

o & TETLG QTN g ISNEG OCupulL FufsERLeT SLLaNGITs Gl&wumaung
QewieugmeTeT 6Th 0T, F&Hulain rr@u@mg;rr@m

o Goustar(HGlerCm 2 el 6T R GNNSMSEF CFLMSNEG 2 S6l6UmE 2 6T6TL SHILIG).

o Uifley 108 @6 @ 2 LHmawrs amrunssULL(hsTsrgl, @8 CasmmhGlarCn saimms
FSSfEHS0 g GLITIHET 2 FIMMUGMET MNSSHN ISININDN 2 6TETL SSHIIS).

o ofiuflear Sp g (Hgedlear CrrEsSmeL UfihgOsmimusnE QIhe amrLmmssT
(PSENLLTETENE.

60. Answer: (E) Answer not known
Explanation:
e All the pairs mentioned are correctly matched:
o Section 306 deals with abetment of suicide.
o Section 115 covers abetment of offence punishable with death or
imprisonment for life.
o Section 114 addresses the situation where an abettor is present when
the offence is committed.
o Section 119 deals with abetment by public servant of offences defined
in this section.
e These sections collectively provide a comprehensive framework for various
aspects of abetment under the IPC.
aflsoL : E) aflenL GQgiflweailssmeo
aflem&&Ln:
o GIUILLILCL gemerss GCames@pd sflure GUm b sTaTeo:
o Uifley mos g,m(aaarrsmsnaa@g; grrsowr@susmg;aa smaamrrmacﬂmgj
o Uifley & & @ LFeT S6voTL_6mEtT IjEVEVG IWIET SHEUoTL 06 AilGlSE &8 19l GDMSMS
2_6ITeTL SIS .
o Ufly sss GOon GeEWOLGL CUTE Q@ 2 LEmSWTS @maua @)(h&ELD
GLphlemsvsnil 2 emmTHnISIng).
o Ufly 119 @iz Uifleled aEUNGSILLL GOPESERSE urg omfluf
gnsn'm@g,surraa @mius) ugbg’)]mgj
o [@Ihg lﬁ]rﬂsuaam G LLTS @hsu g,mmsmsn‘r& &l_l_g,gc,]sﬁr &l 2 LhHmsTs @mLILSNSTeT

ueGaIm) LemsEHSSTeT alliflaumsr SULenLlimL aILpHIE S aTmenT.

61. Answer: (A) Only 1 and 2

Explanation:
e Chapter VI of the Indian Penal Code, 1860 deals with "Of Offences against the
State"

o [t covers various offenses including waging war against the Government of
India (Section 121) and sedition (Section 124A)
e Counterfeiting currency notes is not part of Chapter VI; it's covered under
Chapter XII (Of Offences relating to Coin and Government Stamps)
aflemL : A) 1 woHmid 2 ' (HId
eNleTSH&L0:
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@&l sevr_emers L1, 1860 @ler gy SHumud VI g{l‘[&iéﬁ@ eTITmear GMMigsT" Lm]
afleufl&Sma)

* Qg @i gremssSNG s Gury GsThilug (Wfley 121) womih CH558iGrTaLD
(Lﬂlﬂﬁ)_l 124 61) 2 6mefl L LUGoUM GDORIGDmET 2 6ToTL SILG)

o Gemer CrT Qe SSumud 6 @lT oG UGHUTE @omn; @6 YSSMD XII
(BTsTOTLLD LDWID YTEMEIS (PSSEnTET GSTLTLTET GDDRISET) @l6T S aIhHSmg)

62. Answer: (B) (iii) only
Explanation:
e Section 124A (Sedition) was indeed introduced by the British in 1870
e The maximum punishment for sedition is life imprisonment, as stated in the
section
e Criticism of government policies does not always amount to sedition; the
Supreme Court in Kedar Nath Singh v. State of Bihar (1962) held that only
speech that incites violence or public disorder falls under sedition
o The constitutionality of Section 124A has been challenged multiple times,

most recently in 2021
eflemL : B) iii) Lo (hD

afleT&aLD:
o Ufley 124 6 (Cos5806mmsn) o ammemuoully 1870 @l oy milGaisarTe
INWPsLILOSSIULL &)
o GoesgCmasdnarar ofleuls Seomemer  opueT  SeorLemer  ererm  Liflafe
MU (heTemg)

o  gFTMSES OsmsTamssamer aflufdliug slGCurgn CaHas5gIGTTeELTsS SHSLILMbMISMme;
Casm mrs dn adli o &5 HdHusrmn. ismy wrbon (1962) ausrpaon Ijag Gurs)
RUBISETEMSS Ga(hid CL&s (K6 CH5E&SI0TTSESSHET & aImLD 66T & Mg

o fley 124A @t grdlumemuliSsaTmn Lo (pamm seums)  GlEiuiu (hersrg, s
gliugdled 2021 @lev

63. Answer: (B) (i) and (ii) only
Explanation:
e Section 121 prescribes punishment for waging war against the Government of
India as death, life imprisonment, and fine
e Section 122 punishes preparation to wage war, making statement (ii) true
o The term "Government of India" includes both the Central and State
Governments as per explanation to Section 121, making statement (iii) false
uglev: B) (i) wmmid (i) L (LD
aflem&Ln:
. @Lr,g‘,]m gmaaaa@ 6'I'§:J]I]TI'65LI (SLIITI]' QBTHUILSMESTEIT S600TL HEITEHILI LOT6TOT &60TL 6D, JWI6T
SevoTLemenT LMMID U eteor Nfley 121 ufikgieorssng)
e Uifley 122 Gumy QarElusnsTer SWrfllmus SeumesEngl, swnnl (i) 2 eTenLo
o "G grs" sreorm Geme Wifley 121 &@© aflarssn gaflssuy wSSHW wHmId Wb
IT&SEMET 2 6TeML_S&EIUG), (iii) Saummers)

64. Answer: (A) Both (A) and (R) are true and (R) is the correct explanation of (A)
Explanation:
e Section 122 of IPC punishes collection of arms with the intention of waging
war against the Government of India
o This provision aims to prevent attempts to overthrow the government by force
at an early stage
The reason (R) correctly explains the rationale behind the law
ug_ﬂﬁu (A) womid (R) @reior(hid &f womid (R) ereorugl (A)Ssmer sflwmer aflars&L0mELD
o6& &LD:
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@hHu gememeard L g Gifle 122 @ibdu Q{IT&BB@ Ergc;]mraa Gumy Gsr(H&ELD
(Eg,nasaag;gjl_m JYNTIY: T G&aalﬂuusmg; g;smgaaa‘;lmgj

o QL SLLSH LOTSSHTIING YTEMbissms reStubin undsmes shums
[EY1: 6)5]@ CrTésLnss @aarrsm@mmgj

o &myeord (R) sLL Sleor Lletreormed 2 eirar Hlumugeng sfluns aflers@EHng)

65. Answer: (D) All are correct
Explanation:
o All the pairings are correct as per the Indian Penal Code:
o Section 121: Waging war against the Government of India
o Section 124: Assaulting President or Governor with intent to compel or
restrain the exercise of any lawful power
o Section 125: Waging war against any Asiatic Power in alliance with the
Government of India
o Section 126: Committing depredation on territories of Power at peace
with the Government of India
aflewL : D) gemersgIn &ifl
aflemT&&Ln:
. @Lr,g‘,]m 600TL_6D)60T & EI_I_Q')EﬂGDTIJLy_ I|emeTSg G @EhLD SfliLmsuTene.
lﬁ]lﬂsu 121: @ISl resE TSNS Gumy QsTHS860
o Uflyy 124: ﬂg,g;@ﬁ)_lrr@ glLLfalmer  SSMTSMmSILLD ummu@g;gjsusmg;
aaLerUJuu®g,gJLn coqsusugj SLOULOSGD CrTESSSHILT  (GWUT&sS Semeel])

DIVNG| Y EHBOTE STEES IS
o Uifley 125: @ &L 6T sl Ll mausg ahs &l aIMTESHSL TEITTS
Gumy GaT(H&se.
o Uifly 126: @RS gr&LeT FwrgTaEIoTs @QHeGL IHsml UlFtssmnsefls
Q& meTEmaITLLILY 5860

66. Answer: (A) S1 and S2 are correct but S2 does not explain S1
Explanation:
e Sl is correct: The Supreme Court in Kedar Nath Singh v. State of Bihar (1962)
held that sedition requires incitement to violence or public disorder
e S2 is also correct: The same judgment upheld the constitutional validity of
Section 124A
e However, S2 doesn't directly explain S1; they are two separate outcomes of
the same judgment
ugled: (A) S1 wmmid S2 &ifl geormsd S2 guerg S1 & efleTssadldamen
aflem&Ln:
o et 1 &flumerg: (8&3g,rny mre S i 2 &5 BHloermin ey  mfleold (1962)
Coe5810TMes5SINEGE aueTpmn 9wag (LT RURISHTSMSS grmmhisa Caemeal fTarm

&l

o S2 ererugid sflwmerg: 965 Sy Wfley 124A @t grflweenioliy GQEFaILI6mIL
2 PFILGSSILS)

o @misnd, S2 Crmewrs ST & elsTésaldme; gemet Gy Silwtlsr @ire®h &euflsseof
Cr Sy

67. Answer: (B) There must be an assembly of five or more persons
Explanation:
e Section 121 does not require an assembly of five or more persons for the
offense of waging war
o The essential elements include:
o Intention to wage war
o The war must be against the Government of India
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o There must be an attempt to wage such war by use of force or violence
. The number of persons involved is not specified in the section
udlev: (B) ahgl Sjevevg s5NE GCumul L pufsaflsr s L @\(m&s Geaustr(hin
afleT&SLn:
o Ufley 121 Gumy QaThSs GINSSNHSTS NHG IJag JYSNDESG CLOHULL HUTSmETS
FLLSG (Sg,smsuuﬁ]sbsmsu
o 9SSHMUSIL & mis6T L‘ﬂarrtm@mrrgu
o Gunmy GaT(H&EGLD 6TevoT6wTLD
o Gumi @hH I&EsHE THITETETS @H&Es Goustr(hin
o LTSS g asTpeopeml  LWETUGHSS  gSsmew  Gumsny
L &SIUSDSTET 615 (PN @(h&e Geaustor(Hl
o FOUGSIULL mUiseflsr eTeoremfiiGema Wiflafled @GN allsvemen

68. Answer: (A) 4-1-2-3
Explanation:
¢ 4: The Indian Penal Code was introduced in 1860
e 1: Section 124A (Sedition) was added to the IPC in 1870
e 2: Kedar Nath Singh v. State of Bihar judgment was delivered in 1962
e 3: Balwant Singh v. State of Punjab judgment came in 1995

udlev: A) 4-1-2-3
afleT&aLD:
o 4. @Sl seamLemers L 1860 @ gpsiL@SSLUILLL g
o 1 19fley 124A (Coes816TTan) 1870 @ @ESHL SeLsmers gL SHlo CafsslulL g
o 2: Gasmy mrs fm afl. Usmi wrble ity 1962 @l auprisiulLg)
o 3: uveuns & eTdli. LEreml mhlen Sty 1995 @6 aubsg)
69. Answer: (A) (a)-(3), (b)-(1), (c)-(2), (d)-(4)
Explanation:
e Section 121A deals with conspiracy to commit offenses punishable by Section
121

o Section 122 punishes collecting arms with intention of waging war

e Section 123 covers concealing design to wage war
Section 124 deals with assaulting President or Governor

Uéﬂﬁu (4) (@)-(3), (b)-(1), (c)-(2), (d)-(4)

afleT&aLn:

e Ufley s24  Uflel s25 Yo SHEMEGSILLGS W GDOhGmTE O &8
CFlImSS mSILTeTSNS)

o Uifley 122 Gumj GeTH&GD CEr&EeSSIL 6T YU ghsmar CesflliLms setme&Hng

o 9fley 123 Gumy QsrEUUsHSTET S L Sms LmDLLMmE 2 6TarLSSlIug)

o Uifle) 124 GuUTr&sEs Smaal] IS L EHHOTS STEHGMG UDBILG

70. Answer: (E) Answer not known
Explanation:
e All the pairs mentioned are correctly matched:
o Section 121: Waging war against the Government of India
o Section 124A: Sedition
o Section 125: Waging war against any Asiatic Power in alliance with the
Government of India
o Section 127: Harbouring enemies
e There is no mismatch in the given options
afleoL : E) aeflenL Qaiflweilsenen
aflem&H&LD:
o GMUYLILCL gmersg Comesenmd sflurs GummbSisiTamsor:
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ey 121: @HHu orasE sarms Cur QsrO&sn

Wifley 124A: CoesgiGrmaid

9fley 125: @B rai 6T sl L ewll maSS 6HS S RILMIGSHEGM THITTES
Gurm QaT(HSse0.

Wifley 127: erdliflsEnsE ImLsssnn Csrhisn

o Gam@ssiu’L efmiunssfls shg GuTmESSLIsTamLLLD @leamen

o O O

o

71. Answer: (C) Only 1 and 3
Explanation:

e Chapter 7 of the IPC applies to persons subject to the Army Act, Navy Act, or
Air Force Act (statement 1 is correct).

e It does not generally cover offenses committed by civilians against members
of the armed forces, which are dealt with under other sections of the IPC
(statement 2 is incorrect).

e Section 135 specifically deals with abetment of desertion from the armed
forces (statement 3 is correct).

e The chapter primarily focuses on offenses committed by or in relation to
members of the armed forces, not civilians.

udlev: C) 1 womid 3 W HiGL

aflemT&H&LD:

o olilfufletr giSSHWMLD 7 @TTemieus LI, SLMHUmL FL 1D g aflmeriusmL. gL LD
(enmm 1 &flwmeorg)) %Qmm@@m@ 2 'L BUTSERSE CLMGHSILD.

* Qg Gurgeire %mguumL o Ml EnsE dHTTes QuTgsssTme  GlEiiLbLD
@mmma&mm 2 aTaTL&&Mg, omeu sofldufsr m Wifleyseaflar S emswmaTLL(h&soTmenT

(Q&me 2 HeummerTs)).

o Uifley 135 @liurs gusl umLsaflelmhg U9 L& graorbag updliug (Mé&ma
3 siflwumeg).

e @hg YSSHMLLD S6TEmILTS CUTSINSESET 966, S L seflsr o mitiferiseare
Ilevevg CamubhssUL L Ghnrisefle seerd CFasgHng.

72. Answer: (C) (i) and (iv) only
Explanation:
e Statement (i) is incorrect: Section 135 applies to any person who abets
desertion, not just those subject to military law.
e Statement (ii) is correct: The punishment under Section 135 is indeed
imprisonment up to two years, or fine, or both.
e Statement (iii) is correct: The section covers inducing any person subject to
military law to desert.
e Statement (iv) is incorrect: The offense is non-cognizable and bailable
accordmg to the First Schedule of the Criminal Procedure Code, 1973.
udlev: (C) (i) wmmid (iv) (I
o6& &LD:
o smm (i) soupmerg: fle; 135 @umeamens s LsHDE 2 U L afsERSE WL (HLss,
g,llu_ﬂ QLS S 6ThS6laum(, HLIHSELD Qurr@ﬁ,gjm
o &My (i) eflurerg: Nfley 135 @ler S Hevor_eweor o ereniouiled @yesr®) oy eHiG6T
U] FlMMESHETITL 6METT 9606VG YLTTSLD V6V @mm@m ILS1D.
o smmm (iii) sflurerg: @rmamias sLLSHDEG 2 LUl ahs6urm pusmmyn ST QLS
gnsm@susmg, @nsl 1l 2 6TemL&@&Sng.
o s (iv) eummeng): Gnmeiliue KL (pemmé &L i, 1973 @lsr (g YL asmevoruilearLiy
GO Y Wipwrsg wnmin smisfle Caaflarss. gs).

73. Answer: (D) (i), (ii), and (iii)
Explanation:
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Statement (i) is correct: Section 136 applies to any person who harbors a
deserter.

e Statement (ii) is correct: Knowledge is an essential element of the offense. The
section states "knowing or having reason to believe that he is a deserter."

e Statement (iii) is correct: The punishment prescribed in Section 136 is
imprisonment of either description for a term which may extend to two years,
or fine, or both.

e All three statements are accurate representations of the provisions under
Sectlon 136 of the IPC.

uglev: (D) (i), (i) Lommid (iii)

aflemT&&Ln:

. a'n_mgu (i) sfwrearg: Wifle) 136 REUICUTETIHEE LSS0 (aTHSEL0 6he 6o
y_r,quaa@m QuT(pHBGID.

o &My (i) sflwrerg: oyfley eTaTUs GONSST @TOlUmLILTG S.ml. "SeuT
sleliGuTerTeu steoT GBfIECaHT GsflumnCor mOUMSNEG Memid @meSng" srerm)
QB0 UGS s miEng).

o gmm (i) sfwrerg: Wifle) 136 @ ufihgErSSIUL L SetLsmeor @6 o, 660T(H&6iT
U] Hle&58&En ol FlenMESSHETITL M6 (VG JILTTSLD qusbsug,j @rsmor(hin 9y @GL.

o eyt gMSmsSsEHD NGNS Nifle sma @r S o erer elldlseaflsr  geedliomeT
TSRS Ginbige.

74. Answer: (A) Both (A) and (R) are true and (R) is the correct explanation of (A)
Explanation:

o Assertion (A) correctly states the provision of Section 140 of the IPC.

e The section aims to prevent impersonation of armed forces personnel by
criminalizing the wearing of their dress or carrying their tokens with intent to
deceive.

¢ Reason (R) correctly explains the rationale behind this provision: to maintain
the integrity of and public trust in the armed forces.

e Impersonation of armed forces personnel can lead to various security risks
and undermme public confidence in the military.

udled: (A) womid (R) @reor(hid &fl wmmitd (R) eTeorug) (A)ssmer sflwmsr allor&asLm@L

afleT&aLn:

o smpm (67) @B sewLemens sLLSHer Nfley 140 @r elHpemmenit  SFUTSS
S IS

o gusliumL  efjssT cog)s?rmrrmrn'_l_m CFiInIms g;@ilusmg, [EYLT: lﬁ]nﬂm Crr&&LTss
Oamemr(hemengl,  oyeurseifler 2oL gjemileig) qusumgj sTomomId  CHT&esSGIL 60T
Uﬂqsunaasrﬂsm CLT& & 60T &H6meTT ﬂ@g,gj& OFsv6ug) @mmmrr@m

o &myeord (R) @B ermum igert sremmsnoflufled 2 eTer HumuGeng Sfuns al6ms@Sma:
%mg;uusml_aaﬂﬂm @@mmuurr@ angjm QUGS &6 Lﬁ’g;rrarr Lr,mlﬁlaasmaasmm upmofliug.

. Oﬂ}bmg;uusml_ ey aseifleor %mmrr'r_nrn_l_m ueGeIm| LTSISTLIL QUTLMISEHSE sugﬁlsugjaa@m
Lnmid @rmemieusdler Wgrer Gurgsssflsar pollsmamiu GamnuEiing 2 L LbhSEID.

75. Answer: (D) 1, 2, 3, 4 are correct
Explanation:
o All four pairings are correct:
o Section 131 deals with abetting mutiny or attempting to seduce a
soldier, sailor, or airman from duty.
o Section 132 covers abetment of mutiny if mutiny is committed as a
consequence.
o Section 134 addresses abetment of assault by a soldier, sailor, or
airman on a superior officer during duty.
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o Section 138 pertains to a deserter concealed on a merchant vessel
through the master's negligence.
e These sections collectively address various offenses related to military
discipline and desertion.
ellem_ : D) 1, 2, 3, 4 aifl
afleT&aLn:
o WS GemesEmid sifliLmereme:
o Uifly 131 sssSmes grambeg g 6@ Soumi, il 9ag)
aflreflemu sLenoulladlmhg) Safhé(Wwss WUnSIug unmbiug).
o Ufly 132 sessHar alemereurs SHemiES  OQELWILLLTH  HSSHNE
2 | hemslums @\mUug unnl s.midlng.
o Nfley 134 sLemwuflesr Curg) e Foumi, wreill eveg) eflumariuenL. oy e
o wi gl g STESSH HLSgiensSs GBléSNG.
o lﬁ]lﬂsu 138 erouomenrifletT  SeuaTSHGMMEUT) 6  euemilssS  SLLedley  LemmSE)
meUSSILLL 6 SULIGILIMgLIaIT Qg;m_lyurrsmgj
. @r_r,g; Hifleyser sl me @mamiel @U&sSn wonin ieliCursn Cgmfurer LGN
SDDBISEMET 2 mIILITH)Sl6aTm6nT.

76. Answer: (D) S1 and S2 are correct and S2 explains S1
Explanation:
e Statement 1 is correct: Chapter 7 of the IPC operates in addition to military
laws, not replacing them.
e This means that offenses can be prosecuted under both the IPC and relevant
military acts, depending on the circumstances.
e Statement 2 correctly explains that this arrangement allows for the
prosecution of civilians under the IPC for offenses related to the armed forces.
o Without these provisions, there might be a legal gap in addressing offenses
comm1tted by civilians against or in relation to the armed forces.
udlev: (D) S1 wmmid S2 &ifl oMb S2 S1 & afeTéGHng
o6& &LD:
o spm 1 sflumerg: siifuller gSHwmud 7 @rTEmeE FULBISEHSE S(hSons
QaweauOEHMEl, Jeunenm LTHMeiloeme.
o @6 GummeT e‘rsuTstrr(asusuTmrrsu @Eurj,]smsuassmsrru CuTmBgl efld LHmID BT FLmLIL
@\rremmi6 E,Lng&smaaaam @I‘J’GO'OTLy.EﬂT (Lo @mg)rmaam eflemfl&aLILLeumd.
o @y gHUTH PSL LML ST QSTLUTET GDMhisEh&STs oilduflsr Sp GuTginsser
B8l ap&sEs QsTLr gmudsdng farumg gfisms 2 sfiurs allarsgSns.
* Qs eidlseT @leeroe, S UMLGEHGEG THIMG oG G CSTiuTs
QuTgLSsaT  @loYssiLpL  Gonhsmer Hafsd Galandh L @em Ceefl
@\(m&s6umLD.

77. Answer: (B) Actually succeeding in causing mutiny
Explanation:
e Section 131 of the IPC criminalizes the attempt to seduce or the abetment of
mutiny.
e The offense is complete upon the attempt or abetment, regardless of whether
mutiny actually occurs.
e The section covers "attempting to seduce any person subject to military law
from his allegiance or duty."
o [t also includes using "any means whatever to accomplish such seduction, or
to cause such person to desert."
e Actual success in causing mutiny is not required for the offense to be complete
under this section.
udled: (B) s085m8 OLIMSGS S0 2 senLouiled Gleumn)
aflem&&LD:
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oilfuflsr Nfley sm s SamiEmw  SITHH(NEHS coqsusugu g,nsmmﬁ]@m (pn&emiL
GOPLTSGSS.

o &5 2 auemuuie HLESST Glomewr aarumsl GuTGLUBSSTD, YILDE g
grevr(hgedlet LG GmmLd @J@._gﬁmmmsml_aﬂmgj

o Qs Afley "@rmemien FL55MNEG o UL ﬂg,g;@ﬁurr@ BUEOTID  9eurg af&eureid
Q{GDGDQJ Ll @\mHs SITHS (LSS @mmé]uusmg; 2 _6TOTL &G HMS).

o "955maW SelfEFSlemiL ,rf,lﬁmm(ﬁﬁumm g YSSemaL Buey el s G 6hs
suLflsmiLILLD uu_lsﬁn_l@g;gjﬁ)_lgjm @&l gL mIGLD.

o @hsl Wiflafer S GDHOLD (PLMLILMLIL S085m8 JHUbSSInSN o smmsmowmser Glaumml
G emeuilsvemev.

78. Answer: (B) 3-1-4-2
Explanation:
e The correct ascending order of maximum punishment is: 3. Harbouring
deserter (Section 136): Up to 2 years imprisonment
1. Wearing garb or carrying token used by soldier, sailor or airman
(Section 140): Up to 3 months imprisonment or fine up to X500 or both
2. Abetting mutiny, or attempting to seduce a soldier, sailor or airman
from his duty (Section 131): Up to life imprisonment, or up to 10 years
and fine
3. Abetment of mutiny, if mutiny is committed in consequence thereof
(Section 132): Death, or life imprisonment, or up to 10 years and fine
e This order reflects the increasing severity of the offenses from harboring
deserters to causing actual mutiny.

udlev: B) 3-1-4-2
afleT&sLn:
o gdlsuls gemLemerller sflurer smieuflmg: 3. SUNCLMWRIHSEESE ML EE60LD

Carhissen (Wifley 136): 2 gyambissT asmy Slanmssesn_ener
1. 2.6mL yemflougl 9jevevg Fmil, el gjeg aflomsriusnL oy LweTUhSESID
CLT&semenr T(HSHSIF Q&susugj (Wfley 140): 3 wTERISGET auemT &FlemNSS6ToTL 6M6TT
Ievevg X 500 66D TSI Zj6Veug) @Mm@m

2. ZNEHHNG 2 LEHOSUTES @IHESSH0 Ievevg 6@ Slumi, wreill gsg
efloraTiuenL efeny ST sLoUlllmhg SafhélWwss @mmeﬂg;g,m (9fley

131): gyujer g;EO'OTI_Eﬁ)EﬂT Ijevevg 10 g‘bstm@aam EUEMIT quumrg;m
3. 555HNE 2 LhmSINe @@g,g,su qug,arr aflemereurs S&n HLBST (LHifley
132): LI oo SETOTL_6METT |6V6VGI ILII6T Sevor_smenr jeveugl 10 oy emor(hs6T emI
quumrg,m
o Qp 25576, QRUICLTATAISEEGE MLSESHMD CSTOLUS (S0 o ememLowTeT
S50 JOLMOSSING aemT Gnnhisaflar gfsflss aumn Sallrsms Nrduedlssnsg.

79. Answer: (A) (a)-(3), (b)-(2), (c)-(1), (d)-(4)
Explanation:
e Section 137 (a) deals with the application of Chapter 7 to officers, soldiers,
and airmen.
e Section 134 (b) covers abetment of assault by a soldier, sailor, or airman on a
superior officer.
e Section 133 (c) addresses abetment of such assault if the assault is
committed.
e Section 138 (d) pertains to a deserter concealed on a merchant vessel through
the master's negligence.
e These sections collectively address various aspects of military discipline and
related offenses.

ugle: (A) (a)-(3), (b)-(2), (c)-(1), (d)-(4)
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6T GLD:

Wifley 137 (9)) Flemflser, SoumiseT womid ellrsrium. afi&EnseeE SSumun 7
soll LILGTLI(HSSIUEMNSS nSIITETES).

difley 134 () eap Aoumi, wrgill geveg eflwramiusmL ofy e 2wi el g
BITEES60 Lr,l_g,gjsusmg, g_mml_aaéﬂu_lgj

Uifley 133 (#) sMT6GSNH BLHSTL IJS5SMEIL STEGSNSHES 2 LhHmSIWTS @ (HLILMSS
GOSAS).

Uifley 138 () eTenLomentifletT S6u60TSGemMAEUTED 6(T, cuemllsHs Sl LmMBS(HEHEGLD (M
sl IGLITEITAEMITLI umgﬁ]u_lgj

@5 Wfleyssr sl LiTs @Imamio &S0 LHNId Q&TLTUmLW @Gnoiissfler LsCeain)
I|DEFEBISGEMET 2 eMIILITHI)EH6oTM6DT.

80. Answer: (C) The offense under Section 140 is complete as soon as a person wears
the garb or carries a token used by armed forces with intent to deceive
Explanation:

In State of Maharashtra v. Mohd. Yakub (1980), the Supreme Court clarified
the interpretation of Section 140 of the IPC.

The Court held that the offense is complete as soon as a person wears the
garb or carries a token used by armed forces personnel with intent to deceive.
Actual deception or harm is not necessary for the offense to be committed.
This interpretation emphasizes the preventive nature of the provision, aiming
to deter impersonation before any actual harm occurs.

The decision underscores the importance of protecting the integrity and public
trust in the armed forces.

ugled: (C) @@ BUT JpemL yewfibGalL6ir el FTHNID CHTSSSGI 6T JLSILDL ST
LweTUSGID CLrssmer ThsgF Gesarmeysr Wifley 140 @lsr S GOOL (WYiehgaHSng
afleT&eLn:

wamrTasler Mg ail. wre.li (1980), 2 &g BHlsrmd @ESIL SeooTLsmers &L L SSleor
Uifley 140 @letr eller&ssms CgaflajuOSSILE.

QR HUT 6oL IelibSal 6T g umnin Crrsssgier s aiyjser
LweTUOSSIL CLrssmer sTHSSE GlEsarmaler Gnm (pehgeillL gl serm Bl
g

SMOMLD (a&u'_lmﬂu@sug;ﬁ]@ 2 _GUOTEMLOILITENT 6JLOTMM| jeVeug) S CoHemauilevemey.

@hs afletésin UM igeT SHI0Y SeTememi NISSISNSI, 6Theblourh 2 smenLowimer
ﬁm@m qmu@mg,m@ (LpedTL %mmrrg)rn_l_g,smg,g, Shlums CrT&sLTss Gﬂearrem@mmgj
WBL DL &6 LigTeT ememiium(b wmmin Guginsseflsr HllemaemiLll LTgIsTLLIgeor
Y&ALSgIUSDS QLS Piea Jp&CaMe B ST HEMS.

81. Answer: (A) Only 1 and 2
Explanation:

Section 141 of the IPC defines an unlawful assembly as a gathering of five or
more persons (statement 1 is correct).

The common object of the assembly must fall within one of the five categories
specified in the section, such as overawing the government by criminal force
or resisting the execution of any law (statement 2 is correct).

Mere presence in an unlawful assembly is not punishable. Section 142
requires that a person must be aware that the assembly is unlawful and
intentionally join it or continue in it (statement 3 is incorrect).

The law aims to prevent collective action that threatens public peace while
protecting individual rights of association.

aflem : A) 1 mmid 2 (b
afler&sin:
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o oilduier difley 141 @@ FLaCms &L Sms ggg,gj gsusugj IBNE Guou’
wUfS6fler & L1d sTeoTml euemTUMSENG (glseme 1 sfliumers)).

o slLuwammsHer Gurgeumser Crrssn  Uflafled @M Ou’ GsTsm  ohg  aemsSefls
serdln@st  eur  Geustor(hd, BTG @mmoﬁ]msu FSHSILT6Y cﬂ)m&rrrmaaggsmg;
BlemslLbhSsIng g hsbleur, &L Smsin flamnGammianems séiiug (mlsms
2 sflumsrg)).

o Qagutear e LelCrms &L S5 QhIug s marseflugon. Hifle) 142 e buj
&l_l_eﬁl(ﬂrrrrg;wrrmgj steoTuems  QPIES(mES  Couetor(pd, GCeuetor(HGlerCn  giHled Gy
Geustor(hld 9jveug 9w QETLT Coustor(hid (QSemae 3 SHeummeTs)).

o SRSH YmulUsSHETE Safibu o flausmen UTGISTEGD 965 Gousmeruiln, Gurg)
IImLHEE FFNSSOMS @HGGL SO FLalgsmsmils Shlums @hs &LLLb
Crrésnes Gamso(hsTars).

82. Answer: (B) (iii) only
Explanation:

e Statement (i) is correct: Use of force or violence is essential for rioting as per
Section 146.

e Statement (ii) is correct: Section 146 states that every member of an unlawful
assembly is guilty of rioting if force or violence is used by any member to
achieve the common object.

e Statement (iii) is incorrect: The maximum punishment for rioting under
Section 147 is imprisonment up to three years, or fine, or both (not two years).

e Statement (iv) is correct: Section 148 specifically deals with rioting while
armed with a deadly weapon, with a higher punishment of up to three years

and fine.
eflemL : B) iii) Lo (hD
ofleTSaLn:

. an_g]gu (i) efwrergi: Wifley 146 @l6tr Lilp SeVeUTSSMEG LGmsL LTLHSSINS Ije060s)
mm@smg_nsmmu LeTUOS SIS JjeuduLD.

o &y (i) sflurerg: Wfley 146 somdlngl, e FLGITE anl L SdHler el
2 mnflearpn  Qurg CrTSsSMmE oLl ah 6T 2 minisryman  ulFGWwTsLD
cﬂqsbsugj suEIT(pEmMEMILL LILGTLI(HISS6TTe0 S60euTLd Gl&1iis @g’)gnsurmﬂmrrsurni

o &My (i) soummerg: Nfle) 147 @eor £5@ asmsulrg,gﬂg)@ coq;f,]asm_& S6T0TL_6M6TT  CLPGITN)]
coy)sm@aam aU6DT  FlOMSSEUTL6MET VNG YUITSLD  Ijevevgl @IFesor(id  (@\rssor(p
U%sm@aam J|606v).

o &mml (iv) eflumerg): Aifle) 148 @'r_f)]uurraa R LIBIST SSHmS Uﬂ}bmgwrraaaa Qaarram@
SaTD CFILRIMmSS MmSILTTTENSI, TN IYETHISET DT S SetTLemenT LOMHMILD
Iurmsld elfssLnbOSnsg.

83. Answer: (D) (i), (ii), and (iii)
Explanation:

e Statement (i) is correct: Section 153A covers acts prejudicial to the
maintenance of harmony between different religious, racial, language, or
regional groups or castes or communities.

e Statement (ii) is correct: The section includes acts that disturb public
tranquility, such as organizing exercises or drills that cause fear that
participants are being trained to use criminal force.

o Statement (iii) is correct: As per the First Schedule of the Criminal Procedure
Code, offenses under Section 153A are cognizable and non-bailable.

e This section was introduced by the Criminal Law (Amendment) Act, 1972, to
combat communal and divisive forces in society.

udlev: (D) (i), (i) mmid (iii)

ofeTSaLn:
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gl (i) efurerg: Wifley 153A CoueiGoim) 0, @lar, ern.j] gsuengj D&l & (L& 86T
Q{GDGDQJ &rr&]aaﬁrr IIVG| FPSHISEHSES @mLullh moalamrsssms LImfliusns
LIITI]'LII_&L[]H]HJ QEwesmeaT 2 6Tar.SEILg).

gy (i) eflurerg:  uhGspureTiEssT  @Dmele  sS&deown  LWETLHSS
uiinyelésiubSnmser gearn FssSms THUOSSID LllhdseT gjeng Lullhdasmer
m_nurr@ Qaieug Gumerm Ourg gemwdlomus GmasEn G&wusnssT @Esl Liflaie
Q.|I_I'§.I@L[]

gy (iii) sfrerg): GHmeillsd Bl pmné LSSk Do I esmemnifleriig, Wifley
153A @6t &l 2 6M6T GDORISGET MG OCFLILSS lgwsne HmID somiefle Gleuaflour
(Pl ILITS6EmE.

FYsdHln uGLUTS wimn Wareubsgi ssdamar aHisgl CuTThaSHETE
Gomeiiue &L (Hmssn) s b, 1972 epsad @ns WNfle] YMPsiILOSSILLLS).

84. Answer: (A) Both (A) and (R) are true and (R) is the correct explanation of (A)
Explanation:

Assertion (A) correctly states the provision of Section 149 of the IPC.

This section implements the doctrine of "common intention" or "constructive
liability" in the context of unlawful assemblies.

Reason (R) correctly explains the rationale: to effectively deal with group
offenses and maintain public order.

The principle helps in prosecuting members of large groups where individual
acts may be difficult to prove but the common intention is clear.

The Supreme Court, in cases like Mizaji v. State of UP (1959), has upheld the
constitutionality of this provision while emphasizing the need for a clear nexus
between the common object and the offense committed.

uglsv: (A) womio (R) @resor(in &ifl mmid (R) eTeorugl (A)S&mer sflwmer allarsaLom@L
aflem&&Ln:

ain () @EHU seoLemers slLsHler Nfley 149 @er elHpemmenit  sHluTss
& G-

@ns Wfley s LelCms sl mseflar  (@psile "Oumgieurer CrTSSNL" 9
"%éaaag,ﬁsumrrm @ummiy" sreorm Casmum’smL @&msbu@é,gjélmgj

aarrrrsmrrm (R) U@g,g,g’)]smsu gflurs aar&E@SEnNg: GU GSNNEISAT SMLL SIITETEIS
LMD GUTS) 6phims UFTfILiLS).

gefliu L G&wsisemer Hlemiug Sigearors @mESTHID, GuTgaurear Crrésn Ggeaflams
@osEn uflu Gussafldar o millemsmer aWsEGS sty @ng Gasmum
2 S|S0

2 && ﬁgﬁlmsﬁrmm Lilgmedl sr'@‘;]rr Gumetrm  eupS@Gsafl. 2 .19. wmfleon (1959), @5
eTOUML IgetT gréflucuemioliLis Setmsnlosnl HemebimisSliysTergl, 9Cs Crrsdhn QuTgamet
Crréss5dnE Cawuiu’ L Gnnssnen @l Gw egaflurear Gamiisar gousliusms

L MIS SIS

85. Answer: (D) 1, 2, 3, 4 are correct
Explanation:

All four pairings are correct:

o Section 143 prescribes punishment for being a member of an unlawful
assembly (up to 6 months imprisonment or fine or both).

o Section 147 deals with punishment for rioting (up to 3 years
imprisonment or fine or both).

o Section 153B covers imputations and assertions prejudicial to national
integration (up to 3 years imprisonment and fine).

o Section 160 provides punishment for committing affray (up to 1 month
imprisonment or fine up to 100 rupees or both).
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e These sections collectively address various offenses against public tranquility,
from minor disturbances to serious threats to social harmony.
ellem_ : D) 1, 2, 3, 4 &
afleT&sLn:
o mTeNE GmesEmd SfliLmeoTeme.:

o Uifley 143 slLefGrms sl Sl 2 millemre @lBUISHESTET SeHLmeTemiL
ufisgleorssing (6 LTSRS oy FanSSHEUTLmeT G IJLTTSHD Ije06Vs)
@\rsvor(hid).

o Uifley 147 assusung;;fﬂmaarrm g,mTl_smarrsmmaa OSWTTENG (3 eT(HG6T a6mT
FlenmSS6UTL 66T 960608 g{umrg;m I|eveug| @TeuoT(HLd).

o Wifley 153 1§l Caélu e@EmmuLLN_NHE Sk almarails@n GDnEsT (s HyI
UEOILMISS0SmET 2 6T SEIGI (3 QET(H&HET 6UmT SFlemmES6uoTLemeT LoMMILD
QIUTTSLD).

o ifley 160 seumi Caiigme 1 wrsh oy SampsSsammer g 100 emumi
66T Uﬂqurrrrg;m Ievevg @rsior(hin) ellSHsEHms).

o @y Wflyser aliLms Ourg IowdHsE sErmer LG @mmma&m Sl

EOLLMSHT (PS5  Feps5  HUNITSSSHNE SHIEDILTET  JESFMISSOST 6D
2_emITLITM)|l6aTmenT.

86. Answer: (A) S1 and S2 are correct but S2 does not explain S1
Explanation:

o Statement 1 is correct: Sedition (Section 124A) was indeed moved from
Chapter 8 to Chapter 6 in 1870 by Act 27 of 1870.

e This move reflected the British colonial government's view of sedition as a
more serious offense against the state rather than merely a public order issue.

e Statement 2 is correct: On May 11, 2022, the Supreme Court in S.G.
Vombatkere v. Union of India ordered a stay on all proceedings under Section
124A while the government re-examines the provision.

o However, S2 does not explain S1. They are two separate facts about the history
and current status of the sedition law in India.

e The recent Supreme Court order has reignited debates about the place of
sedition law in a modern democracy.

uglev: (A) S1 wmmid S2 &ifl gueormed S2 gperg S1 & elleTssaloamen

aflemT&H&Ln:

. &;.g_ngu 1 sflumerg: (Eg,&g;gj(ﬁlyrraam (Gifley 1244) 2 eioTemLoudled 1870 &bm %GMTLgEoT 27
%LD glLid epeord 1870 b gyeomesd gHSumun 8 @eSlmhg JSSHUMUD 6 &G
LOTHMUILL L&)

* Qs BLaugsms CeesgiGrman unfiu UIfl iges sruallsgin STeThissSlem UTjemeismil
HirElusdlsss), B8 ek g Uk Wirédmermu ol I&sE rdlymer &@hsmLume
@!D!DL””@L”

o snmm 2 sflumsrg: G 11, 2022 gjetry), 2 && BHI06TMLD S.G. Vombatkere v. 124 6 Lilflaflsor
Sl IMTSHG BLAlSEMSSHEHSGSL SoL alfss s gre 2 Ssrail L g).

. @@uﬁ]@nm $2 s1 o aflerssaileme. gsmeu @IhSumailsy (Eg;&g,gj(‘ﬁmras FLL Sl6tT aureumm]
LoMmILD g;m(Burrsmg,m 1Hlsmen @;ﬁ]g;g, @irewor(h SHevflGSenf 2 eoTemLOG6T.

o afusdlu o & FHle o SsTe E:ﬂfﬁﬂf OEEMUSSS0 CoFsHgICnme gL SHler @ L
G@Mss allamsnisamer W@ erplisTears).

87. Answer: (D) Causing grievous hurt to any person
Explanation:
e Section 159 of the IPC defines affray as fighting in a public place that disturbs
the public peace.
e The essential elements are:
1. Fighting in a public place
2. Disturbing the public peace
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3. Involvement of at least two persons
e Causing grievous hurt is not a necessary element of affray. The offense is
complete upon the disturbance of public peace through fighting.
e If grievous hurt is caused, it would be charged as a separate offense under the
relevant sections of the IPC.
udlev: (D) eTh&GeUT(, BLIFSGSL SHEDLILITET SMUSMS TNLIHSSI5H60
afleT&aLn:
o ollfuller 19fle] sGs Gurgy oudow FHFGmusGh m Curg @ISl
gevorenLW(HleUens alemTLINISSME).
o 9SHWTLSIL S MIS6IT:
1. Qurgl @)L 5 setoTenL
2. Qurgl 9mLHSE SHSSLD
3. @smm,r_hg;gj @ireior(h muUTseflsr mHLUTH
o Gamgw smusms goUbOSSIS Sjpudluomer e &l Ijevev. gFetorenLWl(HeGHeaT eLEILD
Gumg Q{@)LDQC;]EU)U_I&) @menuug‘;]w SOOI (PSS .
o sDemowmer SmuD gHULL T, 98 midufsr Gsmfyemiw Wifleyssflsr &p e seof
@nmwrs ude| Geuiubio.

88. Answer: (B) 1-4-3-2
Explanation:
¢ The correct ascending order of maximum punishment is:
1. Being member of unlawful assembly (Section 143): Up to 6 months
imprisonment
2. Committing affray (Section 160): Up to 1 month imprisonment or fine
up to 100 rupees or both
3. Promoting enmity between different groups (Section 153A): Up to 3
years imprisonment and fine
4. Rioting, armed with deadly weapon (Section 148): Up to 3 years
imprisonment and fine, but considered more severe due to the use of
deadly weapons
o This order reflects the increasing severity of the offenses from mere
membership in an unlawful assembly to armed rioting.
ugls: B) 1-4-3-2
o6& &LD:
o 9 dlsuls gemLsnerwler siflurer smeuflens:
FLLeiGITE anl L& o miflermme @miug (Wfle) 143): 6 LISRIGET eemIT
é]smmg;g;a'rnTLsmsm
2. @on Q&g (Wifley 160): 1 LTsWL ey FemmsgeuorLsner jsveug 100 emumi
QDT QILTTSHD 2j6V6vgI @ITetor(hiLd
3. GoueiGoum GuUssafamL G umsmwe  ems@eailsgsn (Hfley 153 6): 3
%sm@aam 66T é]smmg,g,soWLsmm angum I|UTTSLD
4. s, Qamgw USSSI6T S abdug (e 148): 3 gummGiesT asmy
SoonSSetoTLemerr  LOHMID  YUFTSLD, Uﬂ}bstrrrrsu Q&mel 9 USHISEDETL
LWSTU(HSSOUSTE LHSa|D &(HmLLTETSTSE as@g;uu@a‘ﬂmgj
o sLLaNGITE & LULSH0 2 millemms  @miLg @Jg,su Uv}bmgy(ﬁm,r_r,@u_l SHEVAUTLD  6LEDIT
@nnissils s@on gfsfss aimans Qhs 2 ssre) Hrgusssng.

89. Answer: (A) (a)-(2), (b)-(1), (c)-(3), (d)-(4)
Explanation:
e Section 145 (b) deals with joining or continuing in an unlawful assembly,
knowing it has been commanded to disperse.
e Section 150 (a) covers hiring, or conniving at hiring, of persons to join an
unlawful assembly.
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Section 151 (c) addresses knowingly joining or contmumg in an assembly of
five or more persons after it has been commanded to disperse.

e Section 153 (d) pertains to wantonly giving provocation with intent to cause
riot.

o These sections collectively address various aspects of unlawful assemblies and
potentlal incitement to public disorder.

uglev: (A) (2)-(2), (b)-(1), (c)-(3), (d)-(4)

afleT&Ln:

o Wfley 145 (1) @ slLeilCrms sl SHb Camog Jwng Gem jaug unbiug, i
smanhg ClFmen 2 Ssrell Ll (heTsmg) eTemm) Qg,lﬂg,gjm

o Ufley 150 (o) eLLaflCrms &L gdled Ger Bujsemer LIRS IS
usnﬁﬂmmrrg;gjﬁug;m@ LI_[_F,GU);_TJU_IFFB': @@uugj %ﬂmmmmm Q_arml_aaaﬂu_lgj

o 9fly 151 (&) obg evewg Y5NE CumulL FujSmeTs Gl @ &l L S5
smehgl Ogaaiomy s Laerdl i’ 19n@ s5fE6s Camausg g Gmaig Lma
CLIROLAVETE

o Uifley 153 (i) sTSMmME THLOSIID ChTsHsSgI 6T CalsmmHiGsaTCn 9 s5STen  Hiaug
@amLjumeTg).

e @y Uflysst sliLms sLLCIMES slLmiser woml Curg UBSETSHNEG
grsSluomer greur(hgeolsr LsuGaln) oEmISmeT 2 amTmmm|dlermeor.

90. Answer: (B) Struck down Section 66A of the Information Technology Act but left
Section 153A untouched
Explanation:
¢ In Shreya Singhal v. Union of India (2015), the Supreme Court struck down
Section 66A of the IT Act as unconstitutional.
e The court found Section 66A to be vague, overboard, and violative of the
freedom of speech guaranteed under Article 19(1)(a) of the Constitution.
e However, the court did not deal with or strike down Section 153A of the IPC
in this judgment.
e Section 153A was considered to have more specific and narrow applicability
compared to the broad and vague terms of Section 66A.
e The judgment highlighted the need for balance between free speech and
reasonable restrictions, especially in the digital age.
ugled: (B) s&au Ggmfleopi us slLsSler fle) 66A & Bsdug, g 19fle 153A o
@amLmoed e’ L g
aflem&H&Ln:
o Gmur Arusted af. @nSH et (2015), 2 && ﬁg‘;\maﬁmm g;aas)_lsu QzmfleomiL L&
FLL ST 66 67 LNiflemer gmé]u_lsnsmmud]m@ mﬁ](ﬂnrrg;mrrstﬂgj sTeoT)| 15 CFiISG).
o Uiflay 66 65 Qg,srﬂsummgj, sumdy Uilug) womid grlwevsninisr Nfle; 19 (1) (1) @eor
Sl 2 eraursld geflssliulL Cuss sshITSms Lﬁ’gjsug;rraa FelostTmid e MbSa).

o @mUnlsyLD, @Lr,g, ﬁnuﬁ]w Féermd @Sl seLemeard slLsHear 153 6 Llflemeu
sm&LITETGEUT g{tsusugj Ug,gj GCe&inuGeur @lsvemev.

o Ufley 66A @6ir LhE WO Cseafluny elldammseEnLsr eUNGLCUTS Nfley 153A
Wsa)h @O L whmin @Gnéu et L& Q&TebTie(FUUSTSS SHSLILLL &)

o GMUTS 1wl 6 WSS, sghdiromer Guss womid Hwmunmser s EUUTHSEDSE
@eoLuflevmerr gflemsvuilesr geuFluGems Qg Sty ThSaISST.(HEng!.

91. Answer: (A) Only 1 and 2
Explanation:
e Section 21 of the IPC provides an extensive definition of "public servant".
o Statement 1 is correct: The definition includes every commissioned officer in
the Military, Naval or Air Forces of India.
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Statement 2 is correct: Judges and arbitrators are exphc1t1y included in the
definition.

Statement 3 is incorrect: Government contractors are not automatically
considered public servants under this section.

The definition has been expanded over time through amendments and judicial
interpretations to cover various roles in public service.

In Mohd. Hadi Raja v. State of Bihar (1998), the Supreme Court held that the
term should be construed liberally to achieve the objective of preventing
corruption.
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92. Answer: (D) (i) and (iv) only
Explanation:

Section 163 deals with taking gratification to influence a public servant by
corrupt or illegal means.

Statement (i) is incorrect: The section applies to any person, not just public
servants.

Statement (ii) is correct: The term "gratification" is not restricted to pecuniary
gratifications and includes all forms of rewards.

Statement (iii) is correct: The offense is complete upon accepting the
gratification, regardless of whether influence is actually exercised.

Statement (iv) is incorrect: The maximum punishment is three years
imprisonment, or fine, or both.

This section aims to prevent corruption by criminalizing the act of
1ntermed1ar1es who offer to influence public servants.
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93. Answer: (C) (i) and (iii) only
Explanation:

Section 188 deals with disobedience to an order duly promulgated by a public
servant.

Statement (i) is correct: Knowledge of the order is an essential element of the
offense.

Statement (ii) is incorrect: The order can be either written or verbal, as long
as it is duly promulgated.

Statement (iii) is correct: The punishment is higher (up to six months
imprisonment or fine up to 1000 rupees or both) if the disobedience causes or
tends to cause danger to human life, health or safety.

This section has been frequently invoked during the COVID-19 pandemic to
enforce lockdown orders and health guidelines.

In Bhagirath v. Delhi Administration (1985), the Supreme Court emphasized
the importance of proving knowledge of the order for conviction under this
sectlon
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94. Answer: (A) Both (A) and (R) are true and (R) is the correct explanation of (A)
Explanation:

Assertion (A) correctly states the provision of Section 166 of the IPC.

This section aims to prevent public servants from misusing their position to
cause injury to any person.

Reason (R) correctly explains the rationale behind this provision: to prevent
abuse of power and ensure accountability.

The section requires proof of three elements: (1) disobedience of law, (2)
knowledge of such disobedience, and (3) intent to cause injury.

In State of Maharashtra v. Sayyed Hassan (1975), the Supreme Court held
that mere negligence is not sufficient for conviction under this section;
1ntent1ona1 disregard of the law must be proved.
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95. Answer: (D) 1, 2, 3, 4 are correct
Explanation:
e All four pairings are correct:
o Sections 161 and 165A were indeed repealed by the Prevention of
Corruption Act, 1988.
o Section 167 deals with public servants framing incorrect documents
with intent to cause injury.
o Section 171 covers wearing garb or carrying tokens used by public
servants with fraudulent intent.
e The repeal of Sections 161 to 165A shifted the primary legal framework for
corruption offenses from the IPC to the specialized Prevention of Corruption
Act.
e Sections 167 and 171 remain in the IPC, addressing specific forms of
misconduct by public servants.
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96. Answer: (A) S1 and S2 are correct but S2 does not explain S1
Explanation:

e Statement 1 is correct: Sections 161 to 165A of the IPC were repealed by the
Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988, which became the primary legislation for
corruption offenses.

e Statement 2 is also correct: The Prevention of Corruption (Amendment) Act,
2018 introduced several new provisions, including:

o Corporate liability for corruption offenses

o Time-bound trial (2 years) for corruption cases

o Redefining criminal misconduct to only cover misappropriation of
property and disproportionate assets

e However, S2 does not explain S1. They are two separate facts about the
evolution of anti-corruption laws in India.

o These changes reflect the ongoing efforts to strengthen anti-corruption

measures in India.
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97. Answer: (D) Public servant must actually use his lawful power
Explanation:

Section 182 of the IPC deals with giving false information to a public servant
with intent to cause injury to another person.

The essential elements of this offense are: (A) Giving information to a public
servant (B) The information must be false (C) There must be an intention to
cause injury to another person

The actual use of lawful power by the public servant is not a necessary element
for this offense.

The offense is complete when false information is given with the required
intent, regardless of the public servant's subsequent actions.

In Bhajan Lal v. State of Haryana (1992), the Supreme Court emphasized that
the false information must be given with the specific intent to cause injury.
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98. Answer: (B) 1-4-2-3
Explanation:

The correct ascending order of maximum punishment is:

1. Disobedience to order (Section 188): Up to 6 months or fine up to 1000
rupees or both

2. Refusing oath (Section 178): Up to 6 months or fine up to 1000 rupees
or both

3. Public servant unlawfully engaging in trade (Section 168): Up to 1 year
or fine or both

4. Framing incorrect record (Section 218): Up to 3 years or fine or both
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e This order reflects the increasing severity of the offenses from simple
disobedience to more serious misconduct by public servants.
e The punishments are designed to deter misconduct while considering the
nature and potential impact of each offense.
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99. Answer: (A) (a)-(1), (b)-(2), (c)-(3), (d)-(4)

Explanation:
e Section 166 (a) deals with public servants disobeying law with intent to cause
injury.

e Section 218 (b) covers public servants framing incorrect records with intent to
save a person from punishment or property from forfeiture.

e Section 179 (c) addresses refusing to answer a public servant authorized to
question.

e Section 181 (d) pertains to false statements on oath or affirmation to public
servants.

e These sections collectively address various forms of misconduct by or in
relatlon to public servants, from disobedience to false statements.
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100. Answer: (B) Registration of FIR is mandatory under Section 154 of the CrPC if
the information discloses commission of a cognizable offense
Explanation:
e In Lalita Kumari v. Govt. of U.P. & Ors. (2013), the Supreme Court held that
registration of FIR is mandatory under Section 154 of the CrPC if the
information discloses commission of a cognizable offense.
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The court laid down guidelines for police officers to follow when information
about a cognizable offense is received.

This judgment aimed to ensure prompt action in criminal cases and prevent
arbitrary refusal to register FIRs.

While not directly related to Chapter 9 of the IPC, this ruling has significant
implications for offenses by public servants, as it affects the process of
initiating criminal proceedings.

The court emphasized that preliminary inquiry is permissible only in certain
categorles of cases and should be time-bound (7 days).
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101. Answer: (B) Only 2 and 3
Explanation:

Section 180 of the IPC deals with refusing to sign statement.

Statement 1 is incorrect: This section applies to any person, not just public
servants.

Statement 2 is correct: The person must be legally bound to give a statement
which is reducible to writing.

Statement 3 is correct: The maximum punishment is simple imprisonment for
a term which may extend to 3 months, or with fine up to 500 rupees, or with
both.

This section aims to ensure cooperation with lawful authorities in official
proceedings.

The Supreme Court in State of Gujarat v. Anirudhsing (1997) emphasized that
the refusal must be willful for this offense to be made out.
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102. Answer: (D) (iii) and (iv) only
Explanation:

Section 182 deals with giving false information to a public servant.
Statement (i) is correct: The section requires intent to cause the public servant
to use lawful power to the injury of another person.

Statement (ii) is correct: The information given must indeed be false.
Statement (iii) is incorrect: The section applies to both oral and written false
information.

Statement (iv) is incorrect: As per the First Schedule of the CrPC, this offense
is cognizable and bailable.

In Bhajan Lal v. State of Haryana (1992), the Supreme Court held that mere
negligence in giving information is not sufficient; there must be intentional
g1v1ng of false information.
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103. Answer: (B) (i) and (ii) only
Explanation:

Section 183 of the IPC deals with resistance to the taking of property by the
lawful authority of a public servant.

Statement (i) is correct: The section covers both movable and immovable
property.

Statement (ii) is correct: The resistance must be intentional for the offense to
be made out.

Statement (iii) is incorrect: The maximum punishment is imprisonment of
either description for a term which may extend to 6 months, or fine up to 1000
rupees, or both.

This section aims to ensure that public servants can effectively carry out their
duties related to property seizure or attachment.

In Ram Swarup v. State of Rajasthan (2005), the court emphasized that the
resistance must be against a lawful action of the public servant.
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104. Answer: (A) Both (A) and (R) are true and (R) is the correct explanation of (A)
Explanation:

e Assertion (A) correctly states the provision of Section 186 of the IPC.

e The section criminalizes voluntary obstruction of any public servant in the
discharge of his public functions.

e Reason (R) correctly explains the rationale behind this provision: to ensure
unhindered performance of duties by public servants.

¢ The Supreme Court in Rakesh Ranjan Yadav v. State of Bihar (2006) held that
the obstruction must be voluntary and should actually obstruct the public
servant in discharging their duty.

e This section is crucial for maintaining the efficiency of public administration
and ensurmg respect for lawful authority.

udled: (A) womid (R) @reor(hid &ifl wmmitd (R) eteorug) (A)ssmer sflumser allor&asLm@L

aflemT&&Ln:
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o &myeuorid (R) @Ihg eymumiger Slsiremennfluiley o smem flumugeng sflurs aferéGEng): 9re
o6 fliLIf 61T g,smLuﬁlsirr@ SL_6DLISEDET Q&uﬁmmg, 2 mi& G&iianIg.

o Gsey nEpEem wWrgel 61Fl o &g Fuwsamd Udsmi  wrlow  (2006)  Genuym
SEOTETTTEULITS @558 Geaustor(hiLd ErsuTgJLn 2 euoremLowlled GUTE) oMLl SHHISET SL ML
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o Qurg MHiaurssdear Gswmdnmern GCuamnsnEL &L ioorar  IYHemsHneG
wflureng gefliums o Mg QeisnEn @ng Wifle WéHuworears.

105. Answer: (D) 1, 2, 3, 4 are correct
Explanation:

o All four pairings are correct:

o Section 184 deals with obstructing sale of property offered for sale by
authority of public servant.

o Section 187 covers omission to assist public servant when bound by
law to give assistance.

o Section 189 pertains to threat of injury to public servant.

o Section 190 addresses threat of injury to induce person to refrain from
applying for protection to public servant.

o These sections collectively address various forms of contempt or obstruction
of public servants' lawful authority.

e In Swatantra Singh v. State of Haryana (1997), the Supreme Court
emphasized the importance of these provisions in maintaining public order
and the rule of law.

ellemL : D) 1, 2, 3, 4 &ifl

eNleTSH&L0:

o meE GomesEmid sifliLmeoTeme:

o Ufle] s9¢ Qurg 2amflifler gflemMssre alnumearsE aphislLGn CeTsms
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o Wfle sogea 250 ayns SLSHNG sLOUUILGCUTE Gurg omllmss
2 FH6|ODS 2 6T SHlILG).
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o fle) 5o GG 2emflibsE UTSISTILSS alemsmr LSS SeNj&Ee HUDTS
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106. Answer: (A) S1 and S2 are correct but S2 does not explain S1
Explanation:

e Statement 1 is correct: The Contempt of Courts Act, 1971 specifically deals
with contempt of court, while Chapter 10 of the IPC covers contempts of lawful
authority of public servants in general.

e Statement 2 is also correct: In Pallav Sheth v. Custodian and Others (2001),
the Supreme Court indeed held that the Contempt of Courts Act, 1971 is a
complete code in itself.

e However, S2 does not explain S1. They are two separate facts about contempt
laws in India.

e The Contempt of Courts Act deals with both civil and criminal contempt of
courts, while Chapter 10 of the IPC has a broader scope covering various
public servants.

¢ In Vishram Singh Raghubanshi v. State of U.P. (2011), the Supreme Court
clarlﬁed the distinction between contempt of court and offenses under the IPC.

ugled: (A) S1 wmmid S2 &ifl gueormed S2 gueorg ST & efleTssaloamen

afleT&&Ln:
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GgeflauBSSug.

107. Answer: (D) The threat must be carried out
Explanation:

e Section 189 of the IPC deals with threat of injury to public servant.

o The essential elements of this offense are: (A) Threat of injury to a public
servant (B) Intention to induce the public servant to do or forbear to do any
act (C) The act must be in the exercise of the public servant's lawful power

o The actual carrying out of the threat is not necessary for the offense to be
complete.

e The offense is committed as soon as the threat is made with the required
intention.

¢ In Romesh Thappar v. State of Madras (1950), the Supreme Court emphasized
that laws protecting public servants must be balanced with fundamental

rlghts
udled: (D) FEMISSHH GCunGsTeTeriuL GeoleT(hid
afleT&eLn:
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sollFudlear L9fley & 9ya GLTSE) L@M@B’;@ SmuLd eFHLHLD Q{&&gjg;g;amsuaa OSIITETSMS).
Qs GmpsHar YsAU spser (o) @G bungl smflunse SiE afmaraiéen
SFEMSHL (9p) BT, GlFwemeun GeimGar g Clawumos @)mées 6o
Qurgl emfluemrs gy Crrésn (@) Gewe Gurg oamfluiflar &L L FaiomsT
g{@aarmg,smg)u UUJSU'TU@'Q)QJE)JQCJ]GU EIm&s Goustor(hid

SO (PP JEFEMISSme 2 sorenioufley HenmGaummieig ojaudhubme.
GCapemeviLimenr (Brrr,rrésaag:;'r;gjl_sﬁT IIFEMISSHH lhSsLILLLajLeT @GN GaiiubhEng.
@rrrr(ﬁmm;a g;uurr o, GlL[]I_ITlTﬁTU suGLL  (1950) eretrm mg&é]m IS LI;@U_IITEBEU)ETTIJ
UTSISTSGW FULBIS6T gjeliuemL 2 flenngenler SuiubhissuuL. Cassr@Gld ey 2 &&

EHlosrmid euedlmISSug).

108. Answer: (B) 2-1-3-4
Explanation:

The correct ascending order of maximum punishment is: 2. Refusing to
answer public servant (Section 179): Up to 6 months imprisonment or fine up
to 1000 rupees or both
1. Refusing to take oath (Section 178): Up to 6 months imprisonment or
fine up to 1000 rupees or both
2. Giving false information (Section 182): Up to 6 months imprisonment
or fine up to 1000 rupees or both
3. Obstructing public servant (Section 186): Up to 3 months
imprisonment or fine up to 500 rupees or both
While Sections 178, 179, and 182 have the same maximum punishment, they
are considered increasingly serious offenses in that order.
The punishment for obstruction under Section 186 is actually less severe,
reflecting the legislative intent to differentiate between active deception and
passive obstruction.

L&: B) 2-1-3-4
ofleT&asLn:

IFHsL.F g,eo‘omemmuﬁlm giflwresr srmeuflemns: 2. LT 28 fliLi(5 &S u,efﬂsusrﬂaaaa L[]g]jl_Ingj
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Uvqsnsugj @\retoT(HLd
. g_gjgﬂ(amrrgﬂ 6T®6565 LON)I&S60 (Lﬂlﬂsu 178): 6 wnghiser easmy HammsseorL_sne
Ievevg 1000 emumil e6miy anuurrg;m J|e06VG) @UGEOT@LD
2. s Ssaume aphiGse (Nfle] 182): 6 wrshiser aumy ammss et s
Ijevevgl 1000 emumll euem HUITSHLD 600G @)T6aoT(HILD
3. Qurg emfluenyd sbHiSs0 (Wfley 186): 3 wrghiseT cueny FemmBSeetonsmest
Ievevg 500 emumil 6u6mT JYLITTSLD Ij6Vevg @ITetor(hid
Uifleyser 178, 179 angjm 182 g dwmar @6r HSULE  SHEOTL TS
G]aarrsmq@r_r,g;rrgm g aflmsuis  gemes  GumE  pemulley  sOlemLowTeT
GDDEBISETTESS as@g;uu@a‘;]mmsur
Wifley 186 @ler S HemLdsman e emer o meiouile @emmeuter &g, §)5)
Gawedler  eMHMISH  wHYL  CFwRDn  HoL  YEAULONISES G uile
Comu@ssiugnanar s L e Crréssms Ulrualssng.

109. Answer: (A) (a)-(1), (b)-(2), (¢)-(3), (d)-(4)
Explanation:

Section 178 (a) deals with refusing to take oath or affirmation when duly
required by a public servant.

Section 181 (b) covers false statement on oath or affirmation to a public
servant.

Section 180 (c) addresses refusing to sign statement.
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Section 188 (d) pertains to disobedience to order duly promulgated by public
servant.

e These sections collectively address various forms of non-cooperation or
dishonesty in dealings with public servants.

e In Kedar Nath Singh v. State of Bihar (1962), the Supreme Court emphasized
the need to interpret these sections in a manner consistent with fundamental
r1ghts

uglev: (4) ()-(1), (b)-(2), (c)-(3), (d)-(4)

afleT&&Ln:
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2 MiSlGomflemw Thi&s LNLILMSS mSILTTEINSG).

o 19fley 181 () e Qumg emfliumsE eSSWLLToTsmd geog 2 mS6omfl Lmmi
SeUNTET YNSEnSEmIL 2 6TTeTL SIS .

o 9fley 180 (&) gilsmauien msbuWsSHL LNILLg &MlSE CusSns.

o 19fley 188 (g) Qumg esmflurme eomiwmrs HyMelSsSILIL 2 S5T0I6E SLILIGLITENL
@amLFumeTg).

o @ty Uiflyser GCurg emflujsEhLTTRT  GLolgSHmesaTle LGN  oemSLTET
@g,gjsmggujrrsmm Ijevevg CrFemLoullsoTemio @gﬁlg,gj alLs Hasd Gawislsrmenr.

o Gosm mrg &m efl. Ysmy wrflon (1962), 2 &5 Fduarmn @hs Wflaysamer gjpliLsmL
2 flem&EHLET  RSSILCLTEL PP F Y GouetoTigligenr UGS mS

aUIILMISSILIG).

110. Answer: (B) A person has the right to silence during police interrogation under

Article 20(3) of the Constitution

Explanation:

¢ In Nandini Satpathy v. P.L. Dani (1978), the Supreme Court held that a person
has the right to silence during police interrogation under Article 20(3) of the
Constitution.

e The court interpreted the protection against self-incrimination in Article 20(3)
to include the right to remain silent during questioning by police.

o This judgment significantly impacted the interpretation of Sections 161 and
179 of the CrPC, which deal with police interrogation.

e The court emphasized that the right to silence is not absolute and does not
extend to non-incriminatory information.

o This ruling balances the needs of criminal investigation with the fundamental
rights of accused persons.

e Subsequent judgments, like Selvi v. State of Karnataka (2010), have further
elaborated on the scope of this right in the context of modern investigation
techniques.

uglev: (B) grdwsvsnoinfer 20(3) oy o miiysmrufler & Glumedlsv ailsmenemrufer Gumg)
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o @hg Sy Gumeisv elsTrmettremis maewmeEnn &oynidullsr Giflaesst 161 whmin 179
@er afleTss5mE Samflswrs UTHSSs).
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o Qs Siuy Gdoeilwe eflsmremsmmuilsr  Cameussmear @mmm gmiLiucL mufsefler
IlgliLienL 2 flemLos;mL6ar &mﬁf,lsmﬁnuu@g;gja‘;]mgj
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111. Answer: (C) Only 1 and 3
Explanation:

e Section 191 of the IPC defines giving false evidence.

o Statement 1 is correct: The definition includes fabricating false evidence, as
per the explanation to Section 191.

e Statement 2 is incorrect: The statement need not be made on oath. Section
191 covers statements made on oath or affirmation, as well as statements
made under other legally binding obligations to state the truth.

o Statement 3 is correct: It covers statements made in any stage of a judicial
proceeding or in relation to any matter which may be legally given in evidence.

e In Baban Singh v. Jagdish Singh (1967), the Supreme Court held that even
extrajudicial confessions can be considered as evidence under this section.

aflsmL: C) 1 mmid 3 i HGLw

aflemT&eLn:
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g

112. Answer: (D) (iv) only
Explanation:
e Section 192 of the IPC deals with fabricating false evidence.
e Statement (i) is correct: Making a false entry in any book or record is explicitly
mentioned in the section.
o Statement (ii) is correct: The intention to cause any person to be convicted of
an offence is one of the possible intents mentioned.
e Statement (iii) is correct: The section includes "making any false document"
which can include destroying or concealing evidence.
e Statement (iv) is incorrect: The punishment for fabricating false evidence is
not the same as giving false evidence. It's dealt with separately under Section
193.
e In State of U.P. v. M.K. Anthony (1985), the Supreme Court emphasized the
importance of proving intention in cases of fabricating false evidence.
ellemL_: D) iv) Lo (HID

afleT&eLn:
o @RI samLmars slLgHer fle 192 Gumiwmer g smmGmar @I (H&Es Heg
QamLLmeTg).

o smmm (i) sflwumerg: ansbamm USsHD g uSalln saunrer uHe| Gelanig
Hiflefsd QeusfiliLenwrs @MUl iul (heers).

IYACHAMY ACADEMY - CHENNAI- SANKARANKOVIL-TENKASI-9952521550




| ASSISTANT PUBLIC PROSECUTOR |

o &My (i) eflwrerg: ehaOeuTIR HUEMTLD 6 @mmg;g‘;]maarrea SeuTle &G0 CHT&HSLD
@'rﬁ]LILﬂI_IJIJI_I_ grgdluorer Crresnssfls) peTmmEL.

o & (i) sflurarg: @k Nflalle "THSCTEH SeumTET HYEIMTSMSID 2 (HEITEES60"
g{l_rBJ@Ln @&l o eMmisSmT JfSSHH IS LMMSSHH I Slsmel Q{LIEJ@LD

o &M (v) sSaummerg: Gumi sTiHusms @I OSS.(Heugnaemear Geuoremer  GlLMI
gridwn gyefliug GUWGUF!_TJQ’)GUGD @ Nfley 193 @t S seflurs mswrsTILGSDS.

e o219 wmfled el 6md.Cs.9EComemll  (1985) eaupsdHle, QUMD  sT Sunisamer
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113. Answer: (D) (i), (ii), and (iii)
Explanation:
e Section 194 deals with giving or fabricating false evidence with intent to
procure conviction of capital offence.
e Statement (i) is correct: The section prescribes punishment of life
imprisonment, or rigorous imprisonment up to 10 years and fine.
e Statement (ii) is correct: If an innocent person is convicted and executed due
to such false evidence, the punishment can be death or as mentioned in (i).
e Statement (iii) is correct: The offense requires mens rea (guilty mind), which
includes knowledge that the evidence is false.
¢ In Gurbachan Singh v. State of Bombay (1952), the Supreme Court held that
the grav1ty of this offense justifies the severe punishment prescribed.
LIg;]ﬁU ' , (11) LDH]Q]L[] (111)
aflem&&LD:
o Ufle) sme wrem SeuLemeremwl Oumid CHTGSSSILET SHOUDTET ) STTHISEm6T
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114. Answer: (A) Both (A) and (R) are true and (R) is the correct explanation of (A)
Explanation:
o Assertion (A) correctly states the provision of Section 201 of the IPC.
o This section criminalizes two acts: causing disappearance of evidence and
giving false information to screen an offender.
e Reason (R) correctly explains the rationale behind this provision: to prevent
obstruction of justice.
e The punishment under this section varies based on the punishment for the
original offence, highlighting its seriousness.
¢ In Palwindar Kaur v. State of Punjab (1952), the Supreme Court emphasized
that this section aims to prevent the screening of offenders and tampering
w1th evidence.
udlev: (A) mmid (R) @resor@i &1fl wHmid (R) steorug (A)Ssmer sflurer ailarésLom@Ln
aflem&&Ln:
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115. Answer: (D) 1, 2, 3, 4 are correct
Explanation:
o All four pairings are correct:

o Section 193 prescribes punishment for false evidence (up to 7 years
imprisonment for false evidence in a capital case).

o Section 196 deals with using evidence known to be false (same
punishment as for giving or fabricating false evidence).

o Section 199 covers false statements made in declarations receivable as
evidence (same punishment as for giving false evidence).

o Section 204 addresses destruction of documents to prevent their
production as evidence (up to 2 years imprisonment, or fine, or both).

o These sections collectively address various forms of tampering with or misuse
of evidence in legal proceedings.

¢ In K. Anbazhagan v. Superintendent of Police (2004), the Supreme Court
highlighted the importance of these provisions in maintaining the integrity of
the judicial process.
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116. Answer: (B) S1 is wrong; S2 is correct
Explanation:

e Statement 1 is incorrect: The Prevention of Corruption (Amendment) Act, 2018
did not insert Section 225C in the IPC. There is no Section 225C in the IPC
related to false evidence in corruption cases.

e Statement 2 is correct: In Swaran Singh v. State of Punjab (2000), the
Supreme Court did indeed hold that courts must deal strictly with witnesses
who give false evidence or attempt to mislead the court.

IYACHAMY ACADEMY - CHENNAI- SANKARANKOVIL-TENKASI-9952521550




| ASSISTANT PUBLIC PROSECUTOR |

e The court emphasized the importance of truthful testimony in the justice
system and the need to deter perjury.

e This judgment has been cited in numerous subsequent cases dealing with
false evidence and witness testimony.

o While the Prevention of Corruption (Amendment) Act, 2018 did make changes
to anti-corruption laws, it did not add the specific provision mentioned in
Statement 1 to the IPC.
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117. Answer: (D) The offender must have been convicted of the original offence
Explanation:
e Section 212 of the IPC deals with harbouring offender.
o The essential elements of this offense are: (A) Taking steps to conceal a person
(B) Knowledge or reason to believe that the person has committed an offence
(C) Intention to screen the person from legal punishment
e The offender need not have been convicted of the original offence for Section
212 to apply.
e The section aims to prevent the obstruction of justice by those who assist
offenders in evading arrest or punishment.
e In Parichhat v. State of M.P. (1972), the Supreme Court clarified that mere
knowledge of the offence is not sufficient; there must be an active step taken
to conceal the offender.
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118. Answer: (B) 1-2-3-4
Explanation:
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e The correct ascending order of maximum punishment is:
1. Giving false evidence (Section 193): Up to 7 years imprisonment for
false evidence in judicial proceeding
2. Fabricating false evidence (Section 192): Punishable same as giving
false evidence
3. Causing disappearance of evidence of offence (Section 201): Up to 7
years if the original offence is punishable with death
4. False personation for purpose of act or proceeding in suit or
prosecution (Section 205): Up to 3 years imprisonment or fine or both
e While Sections 193 and 192 have the same maximum punishment, giving
false evidence is listed first in the IPC.
¢ The severity of punishment under Section 201 depends on the punishment
for the original offence, potentially making it more severe than Sections 193
and 192 in some cases.
ugls: B) 1-2-3-4
aflemT&H&Ln:
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o Uifleyser 193 wmmid 192 gy Hlusmer 6T YSleu’s S memmig Gl&meome (HhSTMILD,
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BréE0.

119. Answer: (A) (a)-(1), (b)-(2), (¢)-(3), (d)-(4)
Explanation:

e Section 195 (a) deals with giving or fabricating false evidence with intent to
procure conviction of offence punishable with imprisonment for life or
imprisonment.

e Section 209 (b) covers false claims in Court.

e Section 210 (c) addresses fraudulently obtaining decree for sum not due.

e Section 213 (d) pertains to taking gift, etc., to screen an offender from
punishment.

o These sections collectively address various forms of perverting the course of
justice through false claims, evidence, or improper influence.

e In M. Nageshwara Rao v. State of A.P. (2011), the Supreme Court emphasized
the importance of these provisions in maintaining the integrity of judicial
proceedmgs.

ugleo: (A) (a)-(1), (b)-(2), (c)-(3), (d)-(4)
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o Ufley 195 (o) IUWET  SHETTL MG 606Gl  SlemmES S etoTL 6menT mﬁ]ﬁ]aaaaUULaa&,_Ly.u_l
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120. Answer: (B) Contradictory statements by a witness in two different proceedings
can be a ground for prosecution under Section 193 IPC
Explanation:

In Vishnu Agarwal v. State of U.P. (2011), the Supreme Court held that
contradictory statements by a witness in two different proceedings can be a
ground for prosecution under Section 193 IPC.

The court clarified that if a witness makes contradictory statements in two
separate proceedings, both statements cannot be true, implying that at least
one must be false.

This ruling emphasizes the importance of consistent testimony and the legal
consequences of perjury.

The judgment has significant implications for witness testimony in multiple
related proceedings.

However, the court also cautioned that not all inconsistencies should lead to
prosecution, only those that are deliberate and material to the case.

This decision has been cited in numerous subsequent cases dealing with false
evidence and witness credibility.
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@ns Sy Hemewrer sT fugSer eSS SMSIID Cumil sT fugler &L
aflemaTe|SemeTin aIeLMISSHIENS.
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oMk emel L (HiGL sreoTmid BTN TEFFSSE).

@QEs (Yge| SOUDTET QY STIHBISET HMID ST_SSaflar HOLSSSETMMILG SILITEDHLD L6
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121. Answer: (B) Only 2 and 3
Explanation:

Section 231 of the IPC deals with counterfeiting coin.

Statement 1 is incorrect: The section applies to both Indian and foreign coin.
Section 232 specifically deals with counterfeiting Indian coin.

Statement 2 is correct: Altering genuine coin to make it appear of a higher
denomination is covered under the explanation to Section 230, which defines
"counterfeiting".
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o Statement 3 is correct: The offense is complete upon counterfeiting, even if the
coin is not put into circulation.

e In Baij Nath Prasad v. State of Bihar (1970), the Supreme Court held that the
mere act of counterfeiting, regardless of circulation, constitutes an offense.
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122. Answer: (D) (i) and (iv) only
Explanation:

e Section 235 of the IPC deals with possession of instrument or material for
counterfeiting coin.

e Statement (i) is incorrect: The section does not require proof of intent to use
the instrument for counterfeiting. Mere possession is sufficient.

e Statement (ii) is incorrect: The section covers instruments for counterfeiting
any coin, not just Indian coin.

e Statement (iii) is correct: Mere possession of such instruments is punishable
under this section.

e Statement (iv) is incorrect: The maximum punishment is 3 years
imprisonment, not life imprisonment.

e In State of Maharashtra v. Wasudeo Ramchandra Kaidalwar (1981), the
Supreme Court emphasized that possession alone is sufficient for conviction
under this section.
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123. Answer: (D) (i), (i), and (iii)
Explanation:
e Section 241 of the IPC deals with using as genuine, forged or counterfeit coin.
o Statement (i) is correct: The section applies to both Indian and foreign coin,
as defined in Section 230.
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Statement (ii) is correct: Knowledge that the coin was counterfeit at the time
of receiving it is necessary for this offense.

e Statement (iii) is correct: The punishment prescribed is the same as for
counterfeiting that coin.

e In Usman Sheikh v. State of Maharashtra (1981), the Supreme Court held that
knowledge of the coin being counterfeit is a crucial element of this offense.

udlev: (D) (i), (i) mmd (ii)

afleT&sLn:
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124. Answer: (A) Both (A) and (R) are true and (R) is the correct explanation of (A)
Explanation:

o Assertion (A) correctly states the provision of Section 255 of the IPC.

e The section prescribes severe punishment for counterfeiting Government
stamp: life imprisonment, or imprisonment up to 10 years, and fine.

e Reason (R) correctly explains the rationale behind this provision: to deter the
counterfeiting of Government stamps due to its serious economic and
administrative implications.

e Government stamps are crucial for revenue collection and official
documentation, making their protection a matter of significant public interest.

e In Fakruddin v. State of Madhya Pradesh (1967), the Supreme Court
emphasized the gravity of offenses related to counterfeiting Government
stamps.
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Wsdlemrast Gem_ijurer Gnorisaflsr Selrsms aeluniSHius.

125. Answer: (D) 1, 2, 3, 4 are correct
Explanation:
o All four pairings are correct:
o Section 232 deals specifically with counterfeiting Indian coin,
prescribing punishment of life imprisonment or up to 10 years
imprisonment and fine.
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Section 243 covers possession of counterfeit coin by a person who knew
it to be counterfeit when they became possessed of it.
o Section 257 addresses making or selling instruments for counterfeiting
Government stamps.
o Section 263A prohibits fictitious stamps, added by the Indian Post
Office (Amendment) Act, 1920.
e These sections collectively address various aspects of counterfeiting currency
and stamps, from production to possession and use.
ellem_ : D) 1, 2, 3, 4 &
afleT&aLn:
o meE GemesEmid sifliLmereme:
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Cafls 6@ HUTTE mmg@@uumg 2 6TOTL &GS
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o ifle 263A @iHu FuTed gwiesd (Hmssn) i, 1920 g0 GaFésiu L
aamuﬁmmmrrm @g;g‘;]smrraaammg; g;sml_(-]&u_la‘;]mgj
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2_EMUTHMISETMET, 2 MUSSH (PSH6L 2 DL 6MLD LoMMID LILGTUT(H 6U6HIT.

126. Answer: (A) S1 and S2 are correct but S2 does not explain S1
Explanation:

e Statement 1 is correct: The Coinage Act, 2011 indeed replaced the Indian
Coinage Act, 1906. Section 2(d) of the 2011 Act provides a new definition of
'coin' which is now applicable to offenses under Chapter 12 of the IPC.

o Statement 2 is also correct: In Pramod Kumar v. State of Uttar Pradesh (2017),
the Supreme Court did hold that for conviction under Section 242 of the IPC,
the prosecution must prove that the accused had knowledge of the coin being
counterfeit at the time of passing it.

e However, S2 does not explain S1. They are two separate facts about currency
laws and their interpretation.

o The Coinage Act, 2011 modernized the legal framework for coinage in India,
1mpact1ng the interpretation of related IPC provisions.
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127. Answer: (D) The coin must be of high denomination
Explanation:
e Section 242 of the IPC deals with delivery of coin as genuine, which, when first
possessed, the deliverer did not know to be counterfeit.
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The essential elements of this offense are: (A) Dehvery of counterfeit coin as
genuine (B) The deliverer did not know the coin to be counterfeit when it first
came into their possession (C) The deliverer discovered that the coin was
counterfeit before delivery

e The denomination of the coin is not a factor in determining the offense under
this section.

¢ In State of Rajasthan v. Shera Ram (2012), the Supreme Court clarified that
the crucial factor is the knowledge of the coin being counterfeit at the time of
dehvery, not its value.
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128. Answer: (B) 1-3-2-4
Explanation:
e The correct ascending order of maximum punishment is:
1. Making or selling instrument for counterfeiting coin (Section 233): Up
to 3 years imprisonment and fine
2. Having possession of counterfeit coin (Section 243): Up to S years
imprisonment and fine
3. Abetting counterfeiting out of India (Section 236): Punishable as if
counterfeited in India (up to life imprisonment)
4. Using forged Government stamp (Section 258): Up to life imprisonment,
or up to 7 years and fine
e This order reflects the increasing severity of offenses from mere possession of
instruments to actually using counterfeit stamps.
udlev: B) 1-3-2-4
eNleT&H&L0:
o g¥lsuls ser_enerullsr sflwmsr sraiflens:
1. s6rer mremnuSSnSTer smelmu swrflssn eveog allbusmer Glgiign (1iflay
233): 3 (e MUEDT FeNMES6UTL N6 LIHYILD HLITTESLD
2. 6T LF,FFEU‘O‘FUJL[] oSS mes0 (1Nfley 243): 5 gyearhiseT aemy SFlenmssetor_eneor
LHMID HUTTSLD
3. @dureiladlmphg serer CHT_H pdhs oL homgurs @msso (Wfle 236):
@ndureaile aammg,g,sﬁrmrraa STl SSLILMHISG (IYILET S600TL_ 66T 6LEMIT)

4. Gumedl gyremmIs @g,g‘;]smrrsmu_lu LWeTL(HSSIS60 (@ifley  258): SYWET Q6T
Slemm S5 600TL_6m6aT 900G 7 %sm@aam UEDI UTTSLD
o OQamuGsar smalsmer mauSHHULG (WP 2 corenoufled  Cumedl  (pSSHlenTsemarL
uweTLOSgug susnmuileomser Goprisaflar YSHsflSs aumn SallTsms @QEs 2 S5T6/
HiTuedlsEma).

129. Answer: (A) (a)-(1), (b)-(2), (¢)-(3), (d)-(4)
Explanation:
e Section 255 (a) deals with counterfeiting Government stamp.
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Section 256 (b) covers having possession of instrument or material for
counterfeiting Government stamp.

Section 257 (c) addresses making or selling instrument for counterfeiting
Government stamp.

Section 258 (d) pertains to sale of counterfeit Government stamp.

These sections form a comprehensive framework for addressing various
aspects of stamp-related offenses.

In Devendra v. State of U.P. (2009), the Supreme Court emphasized the need
for strict enforcement of these provisions to protect the integrity of government
documents

ugle: (A) (a)-(1), (b)-(2), (c)-(3), (d)-(4)

ofeTSaLD;

ifley 255 (o) serer gyrar SSlevr LHBIIS.

Wifley 256 (9) opemhms ysHoremu GCuredlure FHAQsHSETET &M G
QummemsT smEUSSHLILENS 2 6ToTL SIS

Wifley 257 (8) oemmhs WSSoTmL 2 (HEUTSHEGMSNSTET SHelmil 2 (HaTsE s
Sevagl aflbug Lpdl GHILEGES.

Yifley 258 (g) ssmemr gra WSSeor aflhusmer GSmT_FUTsTS).

@ns Uflyser WwsHeomr Cariijurer Goprseaflsr LG glsmismer Hafs5E
Qaweugnerer s allflamer s L enLlmL 2 ([HeTs @ dlermeor.

CoGorbdly of. 2.9 wrhon (2009), o & GHosmn reThs gy eemhiGsflsT
QHEOLLILTL L L UTEISTSES @Ihs afldsmer shemwwrs Iuaubhss Colsoripiser
IS ms eLMISSHILS).

130. Answer: (B) The offense under Section 242 of the IPC is a continuing offense
Explanation:

In Ashok Kumar v. State of Punjab (2013), the Supreme Court held that the
offense under Section 242 of the IPC (delivery of coin as genuine, which, when
first possessed, the deliverer did not know to be counterfeit) is a continuing
offense.

The court clarified that the offense continues from the moment the accused
gains knowledge of the counterfeit nature of the coin until its delivery.

This ruling has significant implications for the prosecution of currency-related
offenses, particularly in determining the jurisdiction of courts and the
application of limitation periods.

The court emphasized that the crucial element is the accused's knowledge of
the coin's counterfeit nature at the time of delivery, not at the time of initial
possession.

This judgment has been cited in numerous subsequent cases dealing with
counterfeit currency offenses.

udlev: (B) @Ih&HL setorsners gL Uifley 242-6r S 2 66T GDMD 6@ CSTLT GHULMEGLD
afleT&sLn:

I|Cams @Lom el LEheL Lnrrﬁlsum (2013), 2. &= ﬁg‘;\mmmm OV g,sﬁoTl_EmsoT& gl LSl
Wifley 242 @ S GSOOD  (BTEMUSMS 2 EETDLILTETSTS MPBIGNS, PS6e
MUSHHHSOLTGI, aIPRIGLAT SeaTarsseromearg sTearm Caflurs) em OgTLédumes
GDLD eTeMY & fHlLI)-

GOOL STLOUCLe] Bremmusle seter sereol @fiSs NS SGOTSSGES i)
QUPRISLILI(HILD 6.6mIT Qg,rn_na‘)]mgj 6'I'6'DTQJ ﬁg‘;\msﬂrmm Cxaflou@SSILg).

@ns &y LI',I'I'GD'OTU.ILD @amLLimer @mmr_maasmm aflemfliiugled, @Mliurs Elosrmmigerfler
SBemy 6')_II]'L[]6'U)LI Siiomefliudeid, sumidy smamisemeT LlsTUOSS SN GSHUNL 55868
g;rraaaarmaasmmaa G‘Iaarrsm@mmgj

QoL 2 eoLemn GrrSH e, ailflCurs Crrsdle mhrammusdlsr serer @umy @GNS
GO sm L iuc L aiflar gfle] pédwnmsr 2 mitiy eTerml FSloermid aediyniSSiig).
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o [@hg Sl S6TerT LTI (GSNNHRISMETS sn)aau_lrr@u] LI6v mbnaa@aaﬁrﬂﬁn GCLomGasmeir
&ML AU (HleTerg).

131. Answer: (B) Only (ii) and (iii)
Explanation:
e Statement (i) is incorrect: Waging war includes attempts and abetment, not
just actual use of force.
e Statement (ii) is correct: Conspiracy to wage war is punishable under both
Sections 121 and 121A.
e Statement (iii) is correct: Maximum punishment is death or life imprisonment,
plus fine.
e Relevant case: Nazir Khan v. State of Delhi (2003) - "War" refers to acts
threatening India's sovereignty, not just violence.
uglev: B) (i) mmud (iii) o (HiLb
eNleTSH&L0:
o &mm (1) seummerg: Gumy QeTHIlLg serug CleuminGer o sorenowimer LeLILFGLITSLD
Lol (blLobev, (LILIMEISHEMETILLD ST60oT(DISHEMEVILILD 2 6TT6ITL SHeERNLIS).
o &y (i) eflwurerg: Cury CerHss &8 Gaieug Nfleysst 121 womid 121A @revorigeor
£|:p S6U0TL_ 66T & FILLIG) .
o G (i) sFlumeTg: SGULE SEUTLEMET LOTEOOTD |6V0G IYWIET SHETOTL_6METT, LOMHMILD
I|UTTSLD.
o Qg;rn_rrusml_u_l suggaa@ L& smerr T, svGLL %oou @ILsv60) (2003) "Gum" eTedTLIGH
austT(pemm LU (hioeuey, @IhSwreiler  @emmimsTenmL  JEFSFMISSHID  CFLOSEMETILLD
&P&SnS.

132. Answer: (A) (i) and (ii) only
Explanation:
o Statement (i) is incorrect: Kedar Nath Singh v. State of Bihar (1962) - Sedition
doesn't require actual violence, just intention to create public disorder.
e Statement (ii) is incorrect: Criticism can amount to sedition if intended to
incite violence or public disorder.
e Statement (iii) is correct: Section 124A was introduced by the British in 1870.
e Statement (iv) is correct: Maximum punishment is life imprisonment.
e Recent development: S.G. Vombatkere v. Union of India (2022) - Supreme
Court ordered Section 124A to be kept in abeyance.
uglev: A) (i) mmio (i) w G
aflemT&&Ln:
o &y (i) saunrerg: Casmi e dn erdli. Wsmy wrhlon (1962) - Casss6CImassHnE
o euoTemLoWTen  eustT(pemm  CoHmauismen, GUTE UBISMTSMS 2 (HUTSESL ChHT&sL
L (HGLo.
o &hml (i) SupTarg aeTMD g CUTE QUBEMSMSS STahn ChT&E®D
Qamssor_mev eflojeerd CoHs&5S5CITELNS &(HSLUILL6VMLD.
. &Lgngj (i) sfwrsorg): 19fley 124A 1870 @b Ij]IﬂI_Ly_S)_}ITI]'ITGU INWPSILHSSILLL 5.
. ern_mgj (iv) erflwmeors: Uﬂqg‘;]aam_& SETOTL_6M6TT QUG S600TL_6T60T.

o gereniow leflpSE): erev.ghl. @b eemidlud (2022) - Wifley 1244 o AnisE made
2 & Bl 2 SSTaM L g

133. Answer: (C) (ii) and (iii) only
Explanation:
e Statement (i) is incorrect: Section 124 applies to President, Governors,
Ministers, MPs, and MLAs.
e Statement (ii) is correct: Assault must intend to influence official functions.
e Statement (iii) is correct: Punishment is up to 7 years imprisonment and fine.
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e Purpose: Protects constitutional functionaries from physical assault
interfering with official duties.

udled: C) (i) mmd (iii) Lo (HILd

afleT&SLn:

o s (i) Hoummerg: Uifle) 124 smmdlud), oL EREISET, JMESTSHET, 6T10.1.68&6T HmID
6TLD.6T6V.67.&&(EHSE GUTHHSID.

o snm (i) sflurerg; sTEGSN INees GFwumLThsafl GCFvamsg ©lsmsgILD
CrréssgIL 6T @(Hmss Gauemr(HlL.

o Hmm (i) ofwrerg: 7 oueor(O&EST  auemT  FdmSSHEoTemeT  WHMID  UTTSHLD
afl&sILbID.

o Cmras: o 56wrsyfa sLmusafl smauuibin 2 Lo FHurar sré&Esle @lmhs)
Sr&liwsvemioli] CFLELITL L TeTF&H6meT LITSISTSSHMSE.

134. Answer: (A) Both (A) and (R) are true and (R) is the correct explanation of (A)
Explanation:
e Assertion is correct: Section 121A prescribes punishment as stated.
e Reason is correct: Severe punishment deters planning stages of waging war.
e Reflects principle of inchoate offenses in criminal law.
o Nazir Khan v. State of Delhi (2003) emphasized seriousness of offenses under
Sections 121 and 121A.
uglsv: (A) womio (R) @reior(hio &ifl mmid (R) eTeorugl (A)Ssmer sflwmer allorssLom@L
aflem&H&Ln:
o &y sflwrerg: Wifle) 121A sopiulL Uy SetrLensreni LIflhSIenT&Snsg).
o amyeord  sflumerg:  Sbenwwmer  Georemer  GUTT  QBTHLILSHSTET  SLLBISEDETS
S LlPenss sHSSMS.
o Gnmailwe sLLGS0 gmiu Gnmhsaflsr GemTamsamw TSues&ngi.
o 18T smer erHli. Hevedl gra (2003) Wifleysst 121 wmmin 1214 @ler S GHorseflsr
SallrssemenLoemil euelMISSILSG].

135. Answer: (D) 1, 2, 3, 4 are correct
Explanation:
e All pairings are correct as stated in the question.
e Sections collectively protect India's sovereignty, integrity, and international
relations.
e Section 125 shows India's commitment to international alliances.
e Section 128 emphasizes public servants' responsibility in national security

matters.
edlem_ : D) 1, 2, 3, 4 &ifl
NleT&SLD:

o Gasmafluiley & i (lerarLiy omeTs8) @lensuursEm SiflumeTene.

o flysst sl Lrs @hdiumalsr @emmumemsni, smemwiurh wnmid sFatss 2 mesemer
LTSS TS &6oTment .

o fley 125 sieuCges oL enflsEnsamar @nsuralsr o mdlum mL s sm_(Hdémg.

o flyy 128 Gsdlu urgsmiy eflegwnseafly  GQurg empluFsefler  GUTmimL
SILDISSIEDS)-

136. Answer: (A) S1 and S2 are correct but S2 does not explain S1
Explanation:
e Statement 1: First Amendment Act, 1951 added "public order" to Article 19(2)
restrictions.
o Statement 2: Kedar Nath Singh v. State of Bihar (1962) upheld Section 124A
but narrowed its scope.
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e Both statements are correct but separate events: Amendment preceded and
1nﬂuenced the judgment.

ugled: (A) S1 wmmid S2 &ifl gueormsd S2 gperg S1 & elleTssaloamen

afleT&SLn:

o gMisms 1: s SHHs5ss L, 1951 Wifley 19 (2) sLGuurhisEnLsr "Curg) 6LmIg"
(Sar}éaaaﬂul'_l_gj

o &hm 2: Cagmy m1s & ell. Jemy wihon (1962) difle) 124A & 955581, gyemme
3|5 60T (SLr,rraaaag,smg, aa@aaa%]tugj

. @mm@ SMMISEH  FFluTeETmel g Seaflsseall HepaseT: SHmpessn Sillss
Werenid Nlerenid Glaars g CemSsiusg.

137. Answer: (C) Actual success in overthrowing the Government

Explanation:
e Elements of Section 121: Use of force/violence, intention to overthrow, acts in
furtherance.

e Actual success not required; offense complete at attempt or preparation stage.

e Nazir Khan v. State of Delhi (2003): Offense complete when intention
accompanied by overt act.

e Conspiracy (Section 121A) can be part of the broader offense under Section
121.

udled: (C) YremMusEsmSs ST&SELNaS 2 smsmLowimsr Glaumm

afleT&sLn:

o fley 121 @l6oT SnmS6T: LOTSSTID / eustT(pmmEmIL LIETLHSSISN, ST&HSIGILMILLD
Crrésin, Guaid GlEwaLbhise.

o o suoremioimenr  Gleumn)l  GCoemauilevemey; (P geveug SWIflly SLLSS  (GnMLD
PQ@LOLITETS).

o w&T smear adlj. Geedl wmblen (2003): GeuafliusnLwmer GEweyi 6T CEHTESSSIL 6T
@m&ELOUTE DML (PUmLILEDL SME).

o &4 (Nfley 121 1) 9fley 121 @eor Sip LIS GHDMSS6T QR LGSITS @)(HES60MLD.

138. Answer: (A) 3-2-1-4
Explanation:
e Ascending order of maximum punishment:
1. Section 124: Up to 7 years
2. Section 123: Up to 10 years
3. Section 122: Up to life imprisonment
4. Section 124A: Up to life imprisonment (considered more severe due to
broader application)
e Gradation reflects perceived severity and potential impact on national
security.
udlev: A) 3-2-1-4
aflem&&Ln:
o gFlsuls seureneruller sneflans:
1. 9y 124: 7 oy emor(hs6 euemIy
2. 9fley 123: 10 oyemor(hs6T ausmIF
3. Uifley 122: oyuiem SetoTL6menT GUEHIT
4. fley 124A: guueT SevorLemenr euemy  (UNhS LWTUT(H  STTemTons  LAlsa LD
SHMLILTETESTSS &HSLILMLSENS)
o HTIIUOSSH Gy urgsTiie o2 oyl Seillfd LHMILD STSSHIOTET STHSSHMS
HIr&lusis&mg).

139. Answer: (A) (a)-(1), (b)-(2), (¢)-(3), (d)-(4)
Explanation:

IYACHAMY ACADEMY - CHENNAI- SANKARANKOVIL-TENKASI-9952521550




| ASSISTANT PUBLIC PROSECUTOR |

Correct matching as stated in the answer.

Sections protect India's international relations and alliances.

Section 125: Criminalizes acts against allied powers.

Section 126: Protects powers at peace with India.

Section 127: Deters profiting from acts of war or depredation.

Section 128: Emphasizes public servants' responsibility in national security.
ugled: (A) (a)-(1), (b)-(2), (c)-(3), (d)-(4)

eNleT&H&L0:

udledlev s plsamLig arflwumer GUTHSSLD.

Lifleyser @Elumeler FfaiGCss 2 me|ssT LHMID gL L euflEamerl UTEIsTsSleTmen.

Wifley 125: Cre BrOSEHSE TéTTar CFILOSMmET GDMLTSESSMS).

Wifley 126: @i&ura) T oymLSHILTS @QHSEL JHSMhISMmET LTSSTSEHDS.

9fley 127: Gury 9jueug GsmmumLe GlFwsaflelmng JLEmub CuNRmES ShHsSEng.

o 19fley 128: Gl urgismiile Curg eamflufseflsr GQUIMILmL ELNISSISNGI.

140. Answer: (E) Answer not known
Explanation:
¢ Navtej Singh Johar v. Union of India (2018) not related to Chapter 6 of IPC.
e Case dealt with decriminalization of consensual same-sex relations (Section
377 IPC).
e Options A-D are incorrect or unrelated to this case.
e Question incorrectly associates this case with Chapter 6 concepts.
afleoL : E) eflenL Ggifluailsvemney
eNleTSH&L0:
o meUGHH S Comami af. @RS eermwn (2018) allfullear oSHwumun 6 o1 er
QML LemLILG| 9|6060.
o OUGs serurelar 2 mesHmeT GHDLINSTEGME Gsmfursr apse (Wfley 377
sLfl&).
e A-D afi(pULBISET Seummeremel g @Ihs aSEGLeT ST filsvnrsmel.
o Gasmall @hg aIPSMS YSSLMULD 6 &HSSISSEHLT SanTs CSTLILUGOSSISHNGI.

141. Answer: (B) Only (ii)
Explanation:
e Section 79 deals with mistake of fact, not mistake of law.
¢ The mistake must be both honest and reasonable.
o It cannot be claimed if the act is done negligently.
e Case law: Chimman Lal v. State of Rajasthan (1970) - Supreme Court
emphasized that the mistake must be reasonable and in good faith.
eflemL : B) wlGw (ii)
o6& &LD:
o 19fley 79 2 soremioufletr SeusmmL LHHILGI, L SSH6T Seum Ij606v.
o soum CriemoLmTErESTESaLD, HumULTErESTEan @l[H&Ss Goalsmor(HlLb.
o gl lwors GewsoulLme o flemn Gy (iglims).
o APSEGE sLLLD: Slber ey 6T, Tregsugment omblson (1970) - seum) HlumMULTETSTSMLD
E6Uey HLSemaLsmid @\(m&s Geusr(hin sTery) 2 && Hlosmin auedlnSSiug.

142. Answer: (C) (ii) and (iii) only

Explanation:
e Statement (i) is correct: Section 100 allows causing death in specific
circumstances.

e Statement (ii) is incorrect: Section 99 prohibits the right against public
servants acting in good faith.
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Statement (iii) is incorrect: The right can be exercised against a person of
unsound mind (Section 98).

Statement (iv) is correct: Section 97 extends the right to defending property of
any person.

Relevant case: Darshan Singh v. State of Punjab (2010) - Supreme Court
clarified the extent of right of private defense.

udled: C) (i) mmId (iii) Lo (HILd
oS aLn:

gy (i) sfwrerg: 9fley 100 @OLYLL  @pflmassfl  wrmmsms  THUOSS
SDHSHS).

gnpm (i) seummerg: Wifle] 99 mevew mNSmSWL 6T GlFwbuGd CuTg 2amAlFsEhsE
stélTmenr 2 fleowemus senL eldng).

gy (i) oSeupmergl: ek Ffluflers FUBSE THIMS  @Es 2 fle
uweruhiGsLuLeomd (Nfley 98).

g (iv) sflwrerg: Wifley 97 ehsbeaur wuflsr CEr&Smain UTHSTSEGLD 2 flanLoemiLl
ailifleouGSsISS-

@aTjysmLIL 0@ Siagem &l efl. Lghaml o (2010) - 2 &8 Fdlwsmid Seflumg
urgsmiy 2 fleowuflsr geremel CgefloLbhiSSILg.

143. Answer: (C) (ii) only
Explanation:

Statement (i) is incorrect: Section 81 applies to any harm, not just death or
grievous hurt.

Statement (ii) is correct: The harm caused must be proportionate to the harm
avoided.

Statement (iii) is incorrect: The defense is not available if there was a safe
alternative.

Key principle: Lesser evil doctrine - choosing the lesser of two evils.

Case law: Mahesh v. State of Madhya Pradesh (1987) - Court emphasized
proportionality in necessity defense.

aflemL : C) ii) Lo (hid
eNleT&H&L0:

g (i) seummenrg): 1fley 81 wysmord 9)ag SHEmWTeT SMUD WL (Hioeew, 6ThHS6le(
ﬁrﬁjéﬂﬁ)@m QuIT(mHSGID.

gy (i) sflurerg: gou’lL S sSaflisslu’ L ShGseE olfHsremors @lmss
Geustor(hiLd.

S (i) SEUMTETS|: LTGISTLILITET TN @I(HHESTE LTSISTLIL SenLSaTE).

WsHw Qsmstems: S S Casmur®h - @ Sowsafly Gomnhs Smumils
CaibelsGILE).

a5 UL wbsas e wsdHul NfCses wrblen (1987) - GComen umgSMILI6D
afSarEsmrEma BlosTmid aedliLmISSILS).

144. Answer: (A) Both (A) and (R) are true and (R) is the correct explanation of (A)
Explanation:

Assertion (A) correctly states Section 82 of IPC.

Reason (R) correctly explains the principle of doli incapax.

This principle assumes children below 7 lack capacity for criminal intent.
Age of criminal responsibility is a evolving concept in juvenile justice.
Relevant legislation: Juvenile Justice (Care and Protection of Children) Act,
20 1 5

udled: (A) womid (R) @resor(hid &f wmmitd (R) eTeorug) (A)Samer sflwmsar allordasLm@LD
afleTs&eLn:

sl (67) @B seLemerd sl L SHleor ifley 82 & sflurss s miSms.
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o &myeuord (R) GLmedl @eramurseadlsr H5g05m8 &flurs allars@GSms.

e @By Gamiurh 7 awudNGLulL GSYHmSSEHsE Gnnailue CrréEssSinsTsr Smer
©@lsueme 6T6ITN)| S(HSISMS).

o  ©nmailwe Gumminisr auug sterug Spmy BHufled aueTimHG IIRL SHSSTGL.

o G@amjysmLw slLid: Hpry BH (GWhemsssT upmofliy wnmid urgsmiy) s i, 2015.

145. Answer: (D) 1, 2, 3, 4 are correct
Explanation:
o All pairings are correct as stated in the question.
e Section 76: Protects acts done under legal duty or mistake of fact about legal
duty.
¢ Section 80: Covers accidents during lawful acts with proper care and caution.
e Section 84: Provides defense for acts of persons with unsound mind.
e Section 92: Protects acts done in good faith for another's benefit without
consent in specific circumstances.
These sections form core general exceptions in IPC.
mﬁ]sml_ D) 1, 2, 3, 4 &l
aflemT&&Ln:
o Gasmafluiley & i (lerarLy meTS8) @lemeuursEmn SifluTeTemne.
o Uifley 76: sl fou SLenn Yeveng SLLLLTe SLenn upmit Seudler &p Gainui’e
QFWeLSBEmETL LTGISTSHSMS) .
o Ufley 80: elLyfeuomer GEweseflar Gurg goubd elussiSsemer  Siflimer
SeuetflLILL gD 6TESFISMSILLEID 2 66T &HESSHMGI.
o Uifley 84: werhlemev siflulleveurs Lr,uﬁaaaﬂs&r Q&msbaa@éa@ UTGISLIL| mggréj@a‘ﬂmgj
o 19fley 92: @I L Gphlmeausefld slgn @lssmos LHGMTHaflsT HmISSHTs K
mfsmawLer GEiuiu@n CEFwasmsT LTgISTSSng).
o @5 Uflayser silFulley e Gurg efldals@amer 2 (hauTs @ dlsrmenr.

146. Answer: (B) S1 is wrong; S2 is correct
Explanation:
e Statement 1 is incorrect: JJ Act 2015 didn't change age of criminal
responsibility for IPC.
e Itintroduced a new category for 16-18 year olds in conflict with law in heinous
offenses.
e Statement 2 is correct: Accurately states the Supreme Court's interpretation
of Section 84.
e Case law: Kumari Chandra v. State of Rajasthan (2018) clarified the test for
insanity defense.

M' Naghten Rules influence the interpretation of Section 84 in Indian law.
ugc,lau ) $1 seum; S2 sflumes)

afleT&eLn:
e smpm 1 seummerg: 60.Gon s’ 2015 silflssrar @nmaiwd CuTmlsar aums
LorHmeilesmey.

o Qar@rumar Goohsafl s LSHDE wrsemer 16-18 auugMLLLITSERSEE @8I R
S suemsemit JlpsLILGHISSHILS).

e smmm 2 sflumsrg: Uifley 84 @l o &5 FHarnSler aflaTES5mS  SlE060ILLTSS
QIS

e asEGE sl Gumfl shHoT .  gresvgmer mbleow  (2018)  smusSiu
urgsriyssner GCergemeremiu GgeaflouOSSILg).

e M'Naghten el @S LS50 Nfle) 84 @ler alsTes5ms LmdHslsrmen.

147. Answer: (C) The person giving consent must be above 18 years of age
Explanation:
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Section 87 doesnt specify 18 as the age of consent it mentions "above 12
years of age."

Consent must be free and voluntary.

Act must not be intended to cause death or grievous hurt.

Person doing the act must have no reason to believe it may cause death or
grievous hurt.

Case law: Gian Kaur v. State of Punjab (1996) - discussed consent in context
of euthanasia.
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148. Answer: (A) 1-2-3-4
Explanation:

Section 82 (absolute immunity): Below 7 years

Section 83 (qualified immunity): 7 to below 12 years

Section 87 (consent to suffer harm): Above 12 years

Section 88 (consent to risk of harm): No specific age mentioned, but generally
applies to adults

This progression reflects increasing capacity for understanding and consent
with age.

Juvenile Justice Act 2015 is relevant for treatment of offenders between 16-
18 years for heinous crimes.
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149. Answer: (A) (a)-(1), (b)-(2), (c)-(3), (d)-(4)
Explanation:

Section 81: Act done to prevent other harm (necessity defense)

Section 84: Act of a person of unsound mind (insanity defense)

Section 85: Intoxication against one's will (involuntary intoxication)

Section 86: Offence while intoxicated, requiring intent (voluntary intoxication)
These sections deal with different aspects of mental state and responsibility.
Case law: Basdev v. State of Pepsu (1956) - discussed Sections 85 and 86 in
detaﬂ
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150. Answer: (C) Grave and sudden provocation can reduce murder to culpable
homicide not amounting to murder
Explanation:

L

K.M. Nanavati v. State of Maharashtra (1961) is a landmark case on
provocation.

Court held that grave and sudden provocation can reduce murder to culpable
homicide.

It doesn't fall under Chapter 4 (General Exceptions) but relates to Section 300
Exception 1.

The case set standards for what constitutes "grave and sudden" provocation.
It's relevant to understanding partial defenses in homicide cases.

Other options are incorrect or unrelated to the Nanavati case.
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