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INDIAN PENAL CODE (IPC), 1860
Level -Hard

1.

Ans: d

Explanation: L/w Section 90 IPC. In Section
90, para I, it is essential in case of
misconception of fact that the accused
knew or had the reason to believe that
the victim is giving the consent under a
misconception of fact and the victim
should have given consent under
misconception of fact.

1.

IR &

TeteRvor: L/w 9RT 90 |
YRT 90, 7 I &, a2 <l 7Tefd URON & AR A
g 3Tk g foh SRt S=ar ur ar 38 g

SIERICAT &l FRFRA ST UNE TS 3qh
3TN, 39 RE hl giehe TlAYT & 3rgeds 21
T 9R Ieoiu+ g SR AEr sirar @ foaeeft oft
3T AT TTauT <t g1 J 3= ug R

3.

Ans: d

Explanation: L/w Section 271 which penalises
disobedience to quarantine rule.

3.

IR 3

TR L/w URT 271 &= <& gy &y sasn
ot Ef3d @t g1

g AT T hRT AT & fifSar aug fY 1ea 4.

YRUT & dgd G9fd & @ g ik difea ot a Ans: b

&Y 7T 9RO & dgd gwafa &t anfau ot Explanation: L/w Section 319 IPC If the

offender intended or knew himself to

2. be likely to cause only simple hurt, he
Ans: b cannot be convicted for grievous hurt
Explanation: This is based more upon even if the resultant hurt was grievous.

common sense. Allowing, defence in The accused in the present case could

such a case will have an effect of not have intended or knew that he was

shaking the societal conscience. likely to cause grievous hurt (which

Moreover, such act would be a blatant resulted due to a weather-board). Thus,

violation of Article 21 of constitution he is guilty of simple hurt only.

which is considered to be on a higher 4.

pedestal than any other statutory I &t

provision. TEIRT: L/w 9RT 319 | fE sravreft ot s=raT a1 At
2. Ig ST AT fF dhad IUR T T fY
IR T AT g, af 3@ 1R =T & g St T

WEIRIUT: g8 T 79 WR 31T SrmeniRa g1 o
amd 7 gHfa &, e ww | amfes
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5.

Ans: a

Explanation: L/w the provision of right to
private defence (96-106). When C
retreated leaving the stolen property
behind, the right of private defence of
property of D ended. When D and his
brother continued to chase him (C), the
right of private defence of body could
be said to accrued to C. However, as
there was not a present and imminent
danger, C cannot take this defence. D
and his brother were chasing C, but
they have not yet attempted to attack
him (even raising of lathi by them could
have given the right of defence to C).
They might not have attacked C after
getting hold of him.

5.

IR q

wETRon: L/w urgde ufaren & ifdar &1 uraus=
(96-106) St C =t ht 71 Tufw @l AiS s
R fid ge Sran g, ot D <hY dufvy &1 urgde
yfaRer o1 PR IuTa @ SATaT 8 | S D
3R IFG WTg A C &1 dsT Tzt STt 7@, C
T 2RR hY urgae ufaren &1 #f¥eR Iurfefa
gl SIT "ehell g1 gTeifeh, Tfoh g ada= iR
ST~ @eRT gl T, C ag UfaRe I8l o GehaTl
D 31R ITehT U1, C T HisT e @ o, dAfehd
Igiv 1t dh IT UR gHAT HA T AT Tl
forar & (agi @ fh 31k gRT @1l I8+ & C
aht ufaRel o1 1fYehR e Terar Am) | g Gehar
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6.

Ans: a

Explanation: L/w Section 304A it is provided
in question itself that A had no
knowledge if the gun was loaded, thus,
it can’t be imputed onto him.

6.

IR Q

e L/w 9RT 304A, g8 Ul § & uerH fahar
T @ fh A ol 39 919 &1 IS 914 A8 9T R
dgeh @i Y € of, 39 USR, 98 I9 W T
T ST YehdT g1

7.
Ans: a
Explanation: L/w Section 74 IPC

7.
IR T
wWfieReor: L/w 9T 74

8.

Ans: d

Explanation: L/w Section 319 IPC. Only that
intention can be imputed to the person
which the person initially had. A is
guilty of causing simple hurt, as the
blow, if it had fell upon the complainant
would have caused simple hurt [Chatur
Nath Vs. Emperor (1919) 21 Bom L.R.
1101]. The concept of transmigration of
malice is a general rule and does not
applies only at S 301 IPC.
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1.

IR St

TWHHRT: L/w URT 3191 had agl 30T 39 aafwh R
ITAT ST Hehell @ St 39 aAfwh & urg F d
oUT1 A Sugfa S1Rd & 1 2t 8, FFifes ueR,
gfe ag fARTaderdl R u=dT at 1T Sugla
ggardr [IqR AT 9 TRIRT (1919) 21 €@fd
UA.3MR. 1101]. 29 o TAHIERUT Sl SITURUT
Uk 9= fAam @ ok ag dha«t S 301 IPC R

T el gl 81

0.
Ans: a
Explanation: L/w Section 228 IPC.

10.

Ans: b

Explanation: Unless it is proved that the
accused intended to lead her to suicide
by not marrying or knew that suicide
was a likely consequence, he cannot be
held guilty for abetment of suicide.
Suicide was an independent act of the
victim girl [Satish v State, 1997 CrL) 935
(Bom)].

10.

Ioe: &t

WHH0T: S deh gg grfad gl gl sran g foh smRidt
F ol T ek I/ STeHEAT Y R & S FT
el fohar Ut ar ag =gl Strer A fb srengen
Ueh Hurfad uRum g, 39 siredgar & fag
S & fag gt a8 sgrar s dohar @
SMTergear fifsa dsdhl o1 g w@ds &Rt Ul
[acher s=m ssg, 1997 HemRuast 935
(sfisiiga)]

Ans: d

Explanation: L/w Section 340. Both Malice
and Period of confinement is
immaterial for the offence of wrongful
confinement.

1.

IR St

WEIROT: L/w 9RT 340, 9 3R HR1EE & safd
24T gy afRRie & fAw Agedia 81

12.

Ans: a

Explanation: L/w Section 351 IPC A person
commits an 'assault’, if he makes any
gesture or any preparation intending or
knowing it to be likely that such gesture
or preparation will cause any person
present to apprehend that he is about
to use criminal force to that person.

12.

3 g

TERoT: L/w YRT 351, Ueh <afvh 'gHeT’ dl &,
f ag g sinfAsiy a1 FiE dard 39 smm @
AT @, TT g HUTH ST gQ &l & for ¢/
sinfagha ar At At = | et Sufeda
=af<h @l ag 3SMeieT g e ok ag 39 aaf
TR TR T FITTART RA S At g |

13.

Ans: c

Explanation: A is guilty of kidnapping from
lawful guardianship under Sec. 361. B is
not guilty as he merely gave shelter to
a girl who was loitering on the street. In
other words, there was no taking form
the keeping of lawful guardianship.
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WERoT: A URT 361 & dgd fRAfdgot dempar |
Ul <k St g1 B el i g, srifes sua
hadl Teh dIShl vt o fRar o1 St 9ga R
ogH gl oAt gER eregl |, fafdguf wrerenar @@=
T his &Y g1 UTI

14.
Ans: b
Explanation: L/w Section 420 IPC.

14.
I
WERIOT: L/w 9RT 420

15.

Ans: d

Explanation: L/w Section 405, 420, 425 IPC,
the ingredients on neither of these
offences are satisfied.

15.

IR S

wWeeReor: L/w msdiet, 39 srazret A & foreft ur of
YRT 405, 420, 425 & T HgE ol 8l

16.
Ans:d
Explanation: L/w Section 374 IPC

16.
I St
TEtRIT: L/w oRT 374 SEdiEt

17.
Ans: c
Explanation: L/w Exception 4 of Section 302.

W:Fﬁ
WHIH0T: L/w URT 302 <hT U 4

18.

Ans: b

Explanation: Theft and criminal breach of
trust are mutually exclusive as in the
other options there is a coherence
between two given offences but in the
option b there has no such coherence or
exclusiveness.

18.

I &t

WHHIOT: L/w =9 3R SR =arasiT uRaErR
3T g Hifer or=g faereul # fRw mu eroRred
& g g gETadr g fh faeea &t & aga
g g fRrerea A Qa1 it FEaar ar fafdrear
el 81

19.

Ans:d

Explanation: L/w Section 378, 405, 425 IPC,
the ingredients of neither of these
offences are satisfied. So none of the
above is the right answer.

19.

IR

weftaeor: L/w sddiefl, 391 ororrel & @ fohedft ur oft
YRT 378, 405, 425 & d HJE "ol &l

IWRIh | 9 i ff w9t IR A 8
20.
Ans: c
Explanation: L/w Section 300 Multiple

injuries by ordinary or formidable
weapon on non-vital parts of the body
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may also bring the case under clause

third of Sec. 300 IPC [See Anda & ors. v
State of Raj. and State of A.P. v R.
Punnayya]

20.

g €t

TEihoT: L/w URT 300, 3RR & R-Ageayguf fgwaf
TR HIYRT T goid gfATR & &g 91 +ff ama
&t YRT 300 & TR @<= & dgd &1 Tehdl &1
[3iET T AU ST R U, 5T FAm
3R, gt 3]

21.

Ans: d

Explanation: A may have committed criminal
trespass and assault, but not theft as
what he did was not done dishonestly.

21.

Ioe: &

wWHRoT: A 3 3mufders sifa=r 3fik gre farar g
Hepdl 8, Afch T} =1l Y ifen st se= faman
T AT @ T8 fRar ur |

22,

Ans: c

Explanation: If the act of the accused is
intrinsically defective, then it cannot be
said that such act is an act towards the
commission of the offence. Thus, in the
present case, A will not be liable for
attempt to murder B in the situations
(1) and (II). But in situations (III), (IV),
(v) and (VI), A will be liable because,
here, his failure was not due to any act
or omission of his own but to the
intervention of a factor independent of
his own volition or will.

22.

I €t

weivor: af fAgeh &1 Rl stidfes ®a & grugef
8, @ gg &l Fer o wehar @ R duT @
ORIy = b Rz # forar mar &k @1 39
UShR, gdaT A« J, aRfeafaat (1) ok (11)
# A, B &l gaar & warg & fag St a8 ghmi
Afer f&afaat (1), (1v), (V) 8k (VI) &, A
& forett ol o gap & RoT AT A, afh ek
AT FRE & g8 & FRoT oA

23.

Ans: c

Explanation: The young persons can be
prosecuted for 'Criminal Intimidation
(Sec. 503, IPC). The young persons are
not guilty of ‘extortion’, as there can be
no extortion unless a person is by
threat of injury induced to deliver any
property to the culprit.

23.

I &t

WERuT: gar aafehdl R 'HTORIYS IfRAT (URT
503, 3rdit) & Y qeheAT T ST Hehdl
81 gar afwh ‘S & fag a1 &, aifew
9 ek hig aAfwh ruvrelt ot Rl dufw &3 &
forg =te &t amh @ 9Rka 81 gar @, a9 a6

I IETU e &l Fehell 8
24.
Ans: b
Explanation: In the present case, the

assembly was lawful in its inception,
but it becomes unlawful later when A
shouted "Here is the devil, let us beat
him", and the ther four members
responded to his call. Thus, an unlawful
assembly comes into existence with the
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common object of beating X. According =g 38 “deit A" (T & eor

to the explanation to Sec. 141, an
assembly which was lawful when it
assembled may subsequently become
an unlawful assembly. It may be noted
that there need not be any pre-
planning among members of an
unlawful assembly as to the common
object. Common object can develop eo
instanti (at the spur of the moment).
Under Sec. 149, all the members will be
liable for the offences which they knew
were likely to be committed in the
prosecution of the common object. It is
likely that hurt may be caused, but the
death of X was not in the contemplation
of the members (as evidenced by the
fact that E reprimanded A for his
uncalled act of killing X as such). Thus,
only A will be liable for causing the
death of X. As there was no common
intention, Sec. 34 also cannot be
invoked.

o1, dfeh T & g fAffosg &t mr sa A
Ricemar "agf da g, gaSa aRa g", ik o=
IR &l A ITh MG T S1aa fan 39
uehR U fafdfdsg s sifaa & omar ,2
o as X i foers a1 9m=a 3224 giar 81 uRr
141 & WEIHRT & HFHR, Yo STHTG Sl Shgl
g1 R 3y o1, 91§ 7 veh fAfdfaesg svma a9
HehdT g1 gg a1 far ST ghar & fok agt foreht
fafdfaeg s & gl & fia am= 32
| i gd-gieHr a9 it sragehar @l gl
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H)faerfaa gt 9erdar g1

URT 149 & dgd, 9 g 39 srm=red & faw
it gt g @ o & 6 g R &
fige & fhu SR Y dvrasm 4 g
HH1aT 8 foh Tle & dandt 8, @fa X hr geg
gl Raad g B (ST fhr s aum a
Td g g fRFEAX R AR ARA &
A IR rf & foig A &l thedR o mE) |
9 UHR, had A gt X Y 7 T HRUT a1
forg gt g 4T fas s g s &
T, YRT 34 &Y AR @ fRaT ST Feha|

25.

Ans: c

Explanation: A will be guilty of theft; B, C and
D would be liable under Section 411 IPC
for receiving stolen property as they
had use the tickets

25.

I @

Wi A 9%t a1 &t gl B, C eiik D 9RT 411
&F ded ¥ g€ dufe Ut & & forg gt
i1, Faifer I8 feenel avr Sy fomam am

For further info please Call Tansukh Paliwal

©:7737746465 (Linking sir)



https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCfIb90qNkuW8jHPWrBgpQlw
mailto:support@linkinglaws.com
https://t.me/Linkinglaws
https://www.linkinglaws.com/

