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Level -Hard

Under section 8 of the Evidence Act,
evidence of motive or preparation
becomes important when a case
depends upon the -

(a) Direct evidence only

(b) Circumstantial evidence only

(c) Both direct and circumstantial
evidence

(d) Neither in
circumstantial evidence

qreyg fdfaaw fr urT 8 & aga g ar I
T T AgaYol o ST g, ST hig AT
AR ear g -

(Q) Fae ucaer @ieq

() Shaer aRfEafAST=T TTeT

() ueaer ik aRfeafas=r areg =t

() 71 at ueger ok 9 g aRAfosT—g Treg &

direct nor in

A collateral fact may be admissible as

relevant under section 11 of the Act,

when the following requirement/
requirements may be fulfilled. These
are-

(a)The collateral fact must itself be
established by reasonably conclusive
evidence.

(b) The fact,
established, affords a reasonable

collateral when
presumption or inference as to the
matter in dispute.

(c) Either (a) or (b)

(d) Both (a) and (b)

AT &Y aRT 11 & g GETa & E U A Tah
Tufes a2 uTg] 8t Sahar 8, St fAfafaa
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TaThdT/Taacharsii &t qr1 fhar s

TehdT 8-

(T) ongufier @ w@rd @t gy ®0 &
Rufaes @1eg grr Tufda frar s
arfgql

(sft) srgeifiier aw, Turfta g wR, Rare 4
AT & U # g githgeh IuYRom a1
A 34T 1

() ar &t (g) a (<f)

(1) &4t () 8RR ()

A, the landowner, filed a suit for
ejectment against B, a tenant. B alleged
that he was a permanent tenant at a
fixed rent under an agreement with the
original owner of the land, who was
dead, and put in evidence the
statements made by the original owner
after he had transferred his interest-
(a) The statements are admissible.

(b) The statements are inadmissible.
(c) The statements are conclusive in
nature.

(d) The statements create an estoppel.

U, oifier A, ft, vr fRAErR & [
deEmelt & fog g et R forarn & 3
AfderfAa foran for ag sfia & g miferes, sit
R Y1 ¢, & Q1Y Uk A & dgd ek fAfga
foRRg W Turft fRrER o1, ok, g afes
ZRT 3T f@d g&aiaiRd &ea & a1€ 2y g
ar= ot 9187 J =1 fRar-
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() = snngy &1
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The Admissions duly proved are

admissible in evidence if -

(a) The party making them appeared in
the witness box.

(b) The party when appearing as
witness was confronted with those
statements in case he made a
statement contrary to those
admissions.

(c) The party making them appeared in
the witness box and was confronted
with those statements in case he
made a statement contrary to those
admissions.

(d) Irrespective of whether the party
making them appeared in the
witness-box or not, and whether
that party when appearing as
witness was confronted with those
statements in case he made a
statement contrary to those
admissions.

Traeh w0 ¥ "ifa« wiepfaar argg @1ea § af-

(T) 3= T areft urdf ek Hdw g at |

(sft) warg & wu & g9 g W IY ULl &I
AT 39 &UAl @ gem gt St e
wiepfa & RAuda g wam Rar ar |

() 32 T areft uréf e | d2r g€ @
3R I T&1 T AR I HU1 & gt &t
STt I wiepfa & fAudia gas o= fean
T |

(J) =@ 37 s areft arél weer F dar g
gl a1 g1, ok a1 Targ & U # ur g+
UR I U&T T HIHAT 39 U1 & goim &l

it 39+ wiepfa & favdfia g vy Rar
Tl

An admission is distinct from the

former statement of a witness which is

cited to contradict him. An admission
can be proved without confronting the
maker with his earlier statements.

There is a cardinal distinction between

a party who is the author of prior

statement and a witness who is

examined and is sought to be
discredited by the use of his prior
statement.

Select the correct statements by using

the code -

I. In the former case, an admission by
a party is substantive evidence if it
fulfills the requirements of section
21 of the Act.

II. In the latter case, a prior statement
is used to discredit the credibility of
the witness and does not become
substantive evidence.

III. In the former case, there is no
necessary requirement of the
statement containing the
admission having to be put to the
party because it is evidence proprio
vigore.

IV. In the latter case, the court cannot
be invited to disbelieve a witness on
the strength of the prior
contradictory statement unless it
has been put to him, as required by
section 145 of the Act.

3 |inking laws o t.me/linkinglaws
support@linkinglaws.com

For further info please Call Tansukh Paliwal

©:7737746465 (Linking sir)

@ https://www.linkinglaws.co



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

$_ 0

Link the Liffe with Law”

V. In the former case, there is a
necessary requirement of a
statement containing the
admission having to be put to the
party because it is not evidence
proprio vigore.

VI. In the latter case, the court can be
invited to disbelieve a witness on
the strength of the prior
contradictory statement unless it
has not been put to him, as required
by section 145 of the Act.

(a) (1), (11), (I11), (VI)

(b) (1), (1), (110), (1IV)

(c) (1), (I0), (IV), (V)

(d) (1), (I1), (V), (VI)

Ueh Tigpfd Uk Ta1g & gd &y & 3T 8§

S genT I IRt e A & fow foran

AT § | YU - aret Afvh ol I8k gd hy

4 g fohg faar gan wiigpfa arfaa & s

Hehell @ | oh UTEl St gd a1 o &adh g 3R

U TTarg foraeh st &t Srelt @ ofik 9 gd

T & IUGNT @ cheifehd e hY 7T fY Sl

ehfagr gEg siaR g |

e T TANT TR Hat HYl o1 99 FifSg-

I. ud amet ¥, freft ger gr1 whiegpfa s
qrey g, afe ag sifafaaw &Y arr 21 6
STAIHATG GRT et 81

II. 91 & AW« ¥, Targ f Rya-aar &
deifchd et & o o gd s @
Sught forar ST @ SR sl e Adl
gaqa1 gl

III. g Ao« &, &y fi sraeges | =gl 8
fad urdt & =R frar s & it
g 918y uiital drepd 21
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IV. a1€ & At §, srererd ot gd fartemsrdt
T < STYR UR Teh TETg <l Sfayra
& h fore el g fohar s gehar g,
STd dah foh I8 URT 145 & AR HTGTh
&1 o mar g

IV. gd A« #, T SO hY AR
3rayehdr gt ¢ foad uridf d wier
forn s =nfgq i a8 wga @ @
Tt arehe |

VI. 9% & A« #, 3reTerd i gd fatememeht
T & g1 UR Ueh TATg Al Y™ e
& fore smfAa foraT ST 9erar &, 519 d
6 39 39S A g W@ T @, s fak
sifafaas Y arRT 145 & dgd smade gl

(v) (1), (11), (111), (VI)

(=) (1), (11), (111), (1V)

(=) (1), (11), (1IV), (V)

() (1), (11), (V), (VI)

Which of the following section gives
effect to the
reipublicae ut sit finis litium’ -

(a) Section 23 of the Evidence Act

(b) Section 21 of the Evidence Act

(c) Section 165 of the Evidence Act

(d) Both sections 21 and 165 of the
Evidence Act

maxim ‘interest

fefaf@a d @ &9 a1 @3 sifdean 'sas
TMURTSY R 31" &kt g1t I-14T 8-

() Trag ifday &Y urr 23

(ft) Treg sifafRas &t ey 21

(=) Treg sifafAay & 4Rt 165

() Trea srfafaay hY «rr 21 iR 165 =T
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Match the following statements with
correct provisions of the Act -
Statements:

i). Statement is made in will or deed

relating to the family affairs.

ii). Statement relates to existence of
relationship.
Statement contained in document
relating to transaction mentioned
in section 13, clause (a).
iv). Statement is made by several

persons and expresses feelings

iii).

relevant to matter in question.

Provisions:

(A) Section 32(8)

(B) Section 32(7)

(C) section 32(6)

(D) Section 32(5)
Codes:

(a)i-C, ii-D, iii-B, iv-A

(b) i-C, ii-D, iii-A, iv-B

(c) i-D, ii-C, iii-B, iv-A

(d) i-D, ii-C, iii-A, iv-B

7. fafaf@a syt @ ifdfaay & af uaa=t
& g1y gAfea fifsig -
HYA:
i). @i gl @ 9&fa e o e &
forar T Ry |
ii). e & sifead @ Hafda syl
iii). eRT 13, @WUE () & afofd Teuagr @
i gxaraer # fohar mar iy |
iv). &g afhal ZRT fRar mar 3R vseTd ard
| GHId WY 3ifWewh hedl Y |
PICOICR
(Q) ey 32(8)
(sft) em=r 32(7)
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() &= 32(6)
(31 urr 32(5)

() i-=f, ii-, iii-f, iv-g

() i-=R, ii-, iii-g, iv-
(=) i-&, i, ii-, iv-g
(&) i-A, ii-, iii-g, iv-

The statement of a person as to the
cause of his injuries becomes a dying
declaration relevant under section 32 of
the Act, if he subsequently dies. But if
he survives of injuries, then his
statement cannot be proved under
section 32 of the Act. But it may become
relevant under -

(a) Section 21(1) of the Evidence Act.

(b) Section 157 of the Evidence Act.

(c) Sections 21(1) or 157 of the Evidence
Act.

(d) Section 157 of the Evidence Act only
and not under section 21(1) of the
Evidence Act.

foreht aaf<h ah1 St =fef & RuT & IR &
Tar= fafaw R urT 32 & aga g gEITa
HegehIe Y d ST §, af a8 a1g | &)
SITdT g1 dfh ok ag urae g1 R a9 |rdn
&, 39 9u= &t ifAfaaw &t arT 32 & dgqa
aifaa =gt frar S gavar g, Afha ag go«a
& FehelT 8-

(v) Treg fAfAay &t erT 21(1) & dgdl
(ft) wreg rfafRay &t em=T 157 & dgdl
(=) Trea sifafagw Y awrr 21(1) ar 157 &
dgdl

() dhaer Trea sffagw HY urT 157 3R
rey JfAfAaw &t earr 21(1) & d@d T&i1
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' 9. Section 33 of the Evidence Act (iii) If the adverse party in the first

enumerates the cases in which the

evidence given by witnesses either in

judicial

proceedings or before any

person authorized by law to take it, is

relevant

in subsequent judicial

proceedings or in latter stage of the

proceeding had the right to cross-
examine.

(iv) If the adverse party in the first
proceeding had the right and
opportunity to cross-examine.

(v) If the questions in issue were

same proceeding. Such substantially same in the first as in
cases/circumstances are in the second proceedings.

numbers- (vi) If the questions in issue were
(a) Four substantially same in the second as
(b) Five in the first proceedings.

(c) Six (vii) The question in issue need not to be
(d) Seven substantially the same but the

proceedings was between the same

9. urey HfAATH Y urT 33 I ATHET &Y TUAT parties and the adverse party in the
&t g- St foneft Tmeft A fonelt =nfAes rfargd first proceeding had the right and
#, a1 fAafd gr1 3@ &7 & fog urfdegpa fah opportunity to cross-examine.
=gfwh & quer fear g, 391 a2 &l gar =, sit Select the correct statements-
39 greg # Hfda g, Rt ugpreadt ol (a) (ii) (iv) (v)
srfardt # ar IH e srfardt & smmd (b) (i) (iii) (vi)
UehH | HIfd &= o WIS & fAQ aa gam«a (c) (i) (iv) (vii)
gt amet/aRAfdmided . g (d) (i) (iv) (v)
(Q) =
() o= 10. grey fAfAay f aRT 33 & sianfa marg g™
(+) B8 fecam war wrea wfenrd ghm-
() gra (i) afe wrdard I verpRT ar 39 fRa
ufafAfoat & i ot
10. Inlight of section 33 of the Evidence Act, (ii) afe Frfard S gaiaprR! & = ot ik
the evidence given by a witness will I ufafafaat & faa & a8 ofth
beadmissible only - (iii) afe uus Fwrfard & ufaasfht w afaader
(i) If the proceeding was between the T SRR AT
same parties, or their (iv) afe uus wrdard § ufaaeft ot afaaden
representatives in interest. T AAPR R SR U

(ii) If the proceeding was between the (v) af faarer st s wrdagl # 9Ra: agt
same parties and not between their &, St g srdardt & €1
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(vi) afe faarer usr
agl &, STt uuH srdargt 7 g1
(vii) faamer usr &1 9Ra: ag g+ T8 afes

(b) A previous judgment passed on a
compromise is not a judgment in
rem within the meaning of section

srdarfgal 1 381 ustehRl & = gi-r 41 of the Evidence Act and
3Tk ¢ R UYH Frdargt § ufauaft therefore no bar to a subsequent
ot ufauterr 1 1fderr 3R erawR gl suit.

gl Y=l &1 TgA hifog- (c) A previous judgment passed on a

(®) (i) (iv) (v)
(=f) (i) (iii) (vi)
(=) (i) (iv) (vii)
(=) (i) (iv) (v)

of the Evidence Act and therefore
bar to a subsequent suit.

For More Details Scan QR Code

compromise is not a judgment in
rem within the meaning of section
41 of the Evidence Act but bar to a
subsequent suit.

(d) A previous judgment passed on a

1. A judgment in rem can only be compromise is a judgment in rem
impeached if it can be shown that - within the meaning of section 41
(a) The court has no jurisdiction. of the Evidence Act but not bar to
(b) The judgment was obtained either a subsequent suit.
by fraud or collusion.
(c) It was not given on the merits, or it 12. G IW TS -
was not final. (Q) U gwsiiar wR uilRa e qd =g &
(d) Either of the above i I & ver Aol garea sifafagw &
4RT 41 &1 31 3R sHfeT Ut are
1. W ¥ g fAofa o= agifdgn aft somar s & HehcH IR A
HehdT & ST gg fzaman s gk 1o - () T THFaT R TRa v gd =g |1y
() SrETed T &I &R T8 21 srfafras 6t arT 41 & oref & ofieR T
(ft) Fofa ar at graradt a1 gewfa d g fFAofa a8t & ok safeg uyradf a &
v mar T forg &id A T 81
(%ft) Tg ot & SR wR A far war T, At ag (¥) Tor Twiar wR uilka g gd = |iea
sifaw =g ami sifafaad &t arT 41 & 3rf & iR v
(SY) SuRth & | @i ot fFofa i 8, afes ggreadt arg & gaedt
& fog afsfa g1
12. Find out the correct answer - (F) uwr Twghtar R uilRa s qd =g &
(a) A previous judgment passed on a = 3 d ues Aol g Tey sifaffaa &t
compromise is a judgment in rem RT 41 okt 31 SAfeheT agqTeeredt are W A
within the meaning of section 41 EEill
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Section 162 of the Evidence Act refers to

the -

(a) Official documents

(b) Private documents

(c) Official documents only and not to
the private documents

(d) Official as well as to the private

documents

grey JfAfay Hit eRT 162 Q@ arad @ -
(v) snfdertier g&TEST | 15.
(ft) FAsht g |
(%ft) haet onfdepRer = ok fAsh
TSl & fAw 18 |
(&) snfdemfRer ik Ty & fAsh gt &
fea

Section 163 of the Evidence Act is

applicable to the -

(a) Criminal trials

(b) Civil actions

(c) Criminal trials as well as to the civil 16.
actions

(d) Criminal trials only and not to the
civil actions

g1y ifAfrge f arT 163 @mp gt @ -

(T) Smu=rfrer uteron

(M) Harh wrard

() omRifder wdleror & Try-wry Harh
HRATSAI |

(¥) haer smufdes gderor iR Harht st
& forg &

Which one of the following below given
sections, gives the opposite party a
right of inspecting documents used in

For More Details Scan QR Code
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court for the purpose of refreshing the
memory of a witness, where he may
look at the writing to see that what kind
of writing it is in order to check the use
of improper documents-

(a) Section 159 of the Evidence Act

(b) Section 160 of the Evidence Act

(c) Section 161 of the Evidence Act

(d) Section 164 of the Evidence Act

= fow g srgumT F & AT gas faRieft ger
&Y T SHTAPR 34T 8, AT | Ugh aaTdSil
&1 FAteror e ot TTaTg it Ffa aT A &
I8 V,57gl 98 g8 3@+ & fog &g &t 3@
Hehat g fh ag frg ueR &1 da g gk«
XTSIl & IuANT hY Sita 3|
(v) Treg srfafaay & 4Rt 159
(ht) Treg ifAfRmw & arT 160
(<ft) Treg sifAfAaw & arT 161
(SY) Treg rfafaaw 6 arr 164

Select the correct statements:-

i). The very purpose of
identification parade is to test the
veracity of witness on the question

test

of identity, therefore if such parade
is not held, reliance could be placed
on the evidence about the identity
of the accused.
ii). Where a witness identifies an
accused that is not known to himin
the court for the first time, his
evidence is absolutely valueless
unless there has been a previous
test identification parade to test his

power of observation.
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idea  of olding test T.I.P by witnesses is a substantive

ix).

identification parade under section
9 of the Evidence Act is to test the
veracity of the witness on the

9
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piece of evidence and therefore,
conviction can be recorded merely
on the identification of accused.

question of his capability of identity x). The evidence of identification in
an unknown person whom the parade on its own and
witness may have seen only once. independently, without evidence

iv). If no test identification parade is and identification in court, is of a
held then it will be wholly unsafe to very weak character rather no
rely on his testimony regarding the evidence and has only
identification of an accused for the corroborating value to the evidence
first time in the court. in court.

v). Delay in test identification parade xi). The evidence of identification in
by itself cannot be a ground to parade on its own and
reject identification if otherwise the independently, without evidence
same is acceptable. and identification in court, is of a

vi). Delay, however, is a circumstance very weak character rather no

to be given weight since normal
course of conduct is that a duty is
discharged by the officers
immediately if otherwise thereis no
impediment and where delay is
outcome of laches, bondfides to
actions of the officers become
doubtful.

vii). Where no laches can be inferred,

mere delay by itself ought not to be
a ground to reject the test
identification parade. To draw an
inference depends upon the judicial
approach of the judge considering
the matter.

viii). T.L.P by witnesses is not regarded

as substantive piece of evidence; no
conviction can be recorded merely
on the identification of accused.

evidence and has only contradicting
value to the evidence in court.

xii).Where the accused person is not

previously known to the witness
concerned then identification of the
accused by the witness soon after
his arrest is of great importance.

xiii). Where the accused person is

previously known to the witness

concerned then identification of the

accused by the witness soon after

his arrest is of great importance.

(a) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (viii), (xii)

(b) (i), (i), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii),
(xi), (xii)

(c) (i), (i), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii),
(x), (xii)

(d) (i), (i), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii),

(xi), (xiii)
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g FUAT T ITT B3 - viii). Targt ZRT T.I.P &l 39 9gd & *q #

i). T.L.P T 3224 Ugd™ & U WR ITa1g <t qgl AT Sar §; dhaw sifuges i
T ahT U871 T 8, 3aferg afe ot TSI &h YR WR s SufAfE gt a8l
e S gl fi st @, at sifvges Y ST Fehell 21
& ygaE & IR A ey R Wi fRar ix). Targl ZRT T.I.P §ad &1 Y& Hgeaygol
ST GehdT &1 Thel g SR gafeg dae aRIR &t

ii). Sl Ueh 718 Uk QF SR & uga= UEHH WR, &of hl ST Hehell 21
T ¢ STt I/ Uga IHeTerd | gl STl X). WS # UgdH & T U M9 3R
& 99U, 39T 99d faepd 3R & 519 wdd w4 |, {31 99a & iR srarea A
da & i e TIP 9 g 3ITh Ugd &, ek agd @l wHSIR aie & 8
3geiteh hl Ak &1 gderor &= & afeeh s Gd Tl & 3R dhad g d
forg g Al agR wA P |

iii). Greg #fAfTw HY urrT 9 & aga T.I.P Xi). e # UgdH & HYd HUA A9 3R
A &+ &1 fd9R, gas sraa afth wdd w4 |, 1 99a & iR srerea A
& yga= Y evar & ard R Targ H Ugd, Uk agd gl dHeIR Gl & @
HeadT Rl UA&0T &A1 ¢, ) mmare 3 afeeh hIg Agd T8l & iR hae Irgrerd A
chael Ueh dR 3T gl Hgd h@uST A h g g |

iv). afe & T.1.P smaifSia 1l hY st & &t xii). STgi it aafwh gt @ Targ &t T8
3Ed # ugell arR faelt smdt Hr STt 8, af 39! RwRt & qia I
Uga & SaY # IGh! Targl U W4T a1 ZRT SRt &Y ug== &1 agd 78
T 8 g & srgefaa g 1

v), TIP # 3& oM oy & uga ol xiii). STgi STRHY =af<h g &l uget @ SI=ar
SEHHR A T YR g gt Gavell Tf gt al, iRwEt & gRa a1 maE grRr
SYUT Ig & g1 SR} F ug=T 1 agd He 8l

vi). gifeh, 38 & Aga far ST wnfge (®) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (viii), (xii)
Fgifer straRur & =g ufshar ag & for () (i), (i), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii),
fAeRTRAT ZRT R Teh heled o Adg (viii), (xi), (xii)
forar Smar & afe s=aur i a e @ (=) (i), (i), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii),
gicht g 3k S1gi 38 =1 uRRumy glar &, (viii), (x), (xii)
SifYerIial & sl & fAQ de= ey gt () (i), (i), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii),
ST 81 (viii), (xi), (xiii)

vii). STgi s @i &1 SIGHTA gl T ST
HehdT g, chael &<t € g usierur uga= 17. Select the correct statements-
URE bl IRHIRR H3A T TR &l =T i). Section 10 of the Evidence Act does
Tifge1 fAshd fAeper, ame ) AR apply to incriminating statements
& g =granefier & =i gftewior made by accused to the police in
AR &=ar gl course of investigation provided

o t.me/linkinglaws For further info please Call

©:7737746465

Linking laws Tansukh Paliwal

(Linking Sir)

(ez support@linkinglaws.com @ https://www.linkinglaws.co



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

.7 Linking Laws

& Link the Liffe with Law” "5~ FAIRIEIGERFSEN)
they incriminate themselves or vi). For the application of section 10 of

others.

ii). Section 10 of the Evidence Act does

not apply to incriminating
statements made by accused to the
police in course of investigation
whether they incriminate
themselves or others.

the Evidence Act, it is necessary to
prove the conspiracy.

(a) (i), (iii), (vi)

(b) (i), (iv), (v)

(c) (ii), (iv), (v)

(d) (i), (iii), (v)

iii). Section 10 of the Evidence Act 17. I HYUAT &1 94 HI-

relates to things said or done by i). greg afafAgw Y arT 10 IRIH ZRT
conspirator in reference to common Stig & aRM gfo &t iR g smafvisaa
design even if such statement made TAHT OR AT gt & a2rd fh @ Qg ot ar
by the co-accused during course of ORI ot gt g &

investigation before the ii). arey rfafaaw & arr 10 fraads gr1 ke
investigating agency is said to be TQ AT Sl UR A1) A8l giell 82
relevant fact then also that alone STi™ & SR gfer wR skt e ok @
cannot bind the makers of that 2 G2 i A1 g Y St ST B
statement along with other co- iii). Treg rffagw &t a4 10 IrfSiereraf gRT
accused on the basis of such el 1 a1 h 7E a9l @ &9 g =
statement alone. That relevant fact fe<tmga & dgof & vt @ wg-sifageh g
might be taken into consideration if ogT T fear mar g stiw sl & 9wt
coupled with other circumstances ST <hY uferar o) Ui d2a war Sran
or evidence available. g at ag +ff fos arehet 3T T & fAwfareit

iv).

For More Details Scan QR Code

Section 10 of the Evidence Act
relates to the things said or done by

& g Hg-MfAGhi & ATY ket U/
I & TYR WR I1e4 gl hR TehdT gl

conspirator in reference to common I URifeh g R QAR frar snaswar g
design if such statement made by 3= uRfeafaal a1 Suesy Tiea & a1y
the co-accused during the course of gfad gv iR =R

investigation before the iv). areg fAffam A a1 10 o1 Ty
investigating agency is said to be gfireraf gRI g S ar R S arai @ @
relevant fact and that alone can =g f3simeq & e 7 afe g goidht
bind the maker of that statement o gHer ST & SR Hg-dfageh g1 e
along with other co-accused on the T 39 dE & 9419 i UMk a4 gl
basis of such statement alone. STTT & SR 31éhet 39 s & fAmfar =l

. For the application of section 10 of

the Evidence Act, it is not necessary
to prove the conspiracy.

3 |inking laws o t.me/linkinglaws
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itk the Life ith Loy -
v). w1eg fafaas Y 4T 10 &t A FA & 3R deg @ R A & f&Th ITehT

fog, yeda ifaq @<AT smaas 8 @ HIHATI
vSuA| (¥) =T et R 9 fNals= uet gRi
vi). Treg sfafaas fit arT 10 Ft dRyFA & IR & f&eTE 3T Wig 9§ R sru=
forg, g aifad AT srmasaes 81 A Al ifdd A @ uget a1 915 §
() (i), (iii), (vi) Ifad ST 3MaLTeh 2|
(&) (i), (iv), (v)
(=) (ii), (iv), (v) 19. ‘acta exteriora indicant interiora’
() (i), (iii), (v) means
(a) External action reveals inner secret.
18. The ‘plea of alibi’ is taken by the - (b) Inner action reveals outer secret
(a) Defence and the same are required (c) External action reveals outer secret
to be proved only after prosecution (d) Inner action reveals inner secret
has proved its case against the
accused. 19. 'UeeT TaHEIRTR §f3dhe SerfasiiR ot o1 @8-
(b) Prosecution and the same are () T forar sriafker W@ Uehe el 81
required to be proved only after () sriafRes forar aTed W= Udhe &l @
defence has discharged his onus. (=) argst forar a1 3w Uhe Rt @
(c) Defence and the same are required (SY) sriafker forar sriafer @ Uehe et &
to be proved before the prosecution
has proved its case against the 20. Admission is a statement, oral, written

accused beyond reasonable doubts.
Defence and the same are required
to be proved either before or after
the prosecution has proved its case

(d)

beyond reasonable doubts, against
the accused.

or inferred from conduct made by or on
behalf of a party to a suit, and
admissible in evidence, if relevant as
against his interest. They may be either
formal or informal.

Select the correct statement -

(a) Formal admissions for the purpose

18. '3reiTa < gifdenT fhah grRIA TS & - of the trial may be made on
(Q) sifadter= uat grRr sifagsh & f&ems pleadings and informal
STYHT ATHAT Hifad et & 9% gt sag admissions may be made before or
3R I ot Tfaa AT smaae 81 during the proceedings.
() srfvmieE ok 39 aoft aifed &= (b) Formal admissions may be made
TG § ST T4 Uef 3 3+ a1l before or during the proceedings
o1 g s gh and informal admissions may be
() orfais uer & Gifed g= @ ugs made before or during the
TG 3R IF Fifdd FHAT HEWYS g proceedings.

For More Details Scan QR Code
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20.

21.

(c) Formal admissions or informal
admissions may be made on
pleadings only and no admission
may be made before or during the
proceedings.

(d) Formal admissions or informal
admissions may be made before or
during the proceedings only and
not on pleadings.

whepfar uar sy, wif@e®, fof@a ar foeft gar

SR a1 Igh R ¥ fhu 7w SmaRur @

gt @, ofk area & whterd 8, afe wreifies

gl @ 3T fga & RAew @ siigalRes ar

SR gt dad &1

Nl Linkin

g

Laws

AII Judlmarv Exam

ii). A mere proof of admission, after the
person whose admission it is alleged
to be has concluded his evidence, can
be utilized against him.

iii). An admission made by a person
cannot be split up and part of it
cannot be used against him.

iv). An admission made by a person can
be split up and part of it can be used
against him.

v). Admission made
proceedings can be
subsequent proceedings without
offending an  opportunity of

in the earlier
used in

gl YA T TT N - explanation to the person who made

(T) Tereh & I22T & fAg sitg=iRes gl the statements.
YTEET UR kY ST Hehd! g 3R Su=iRe vi). Admission made in the earlier
whepfa Frfard @ ugat a1 3T ERA proceeding cannot be used in
TR <11 Tendt 81 subsequent proceedings without

() oiuaRe whgpfa wrdardt | uget ar offending an  opportunity of
I R fohar ST @oRdl g SR explanation to the person who made
srtgaes wipfa wrdargdt & ugat ar the statements.
IG<h <R faRar ST gaRdt g1 vii). Admissions are substantive

(+f) sftoenies whiepfar ar stgaiRes wfigfa evidence by themselves, in view of
hae Eetiell R foRaT ST Tepd) & ofik ) Section 17 and 21 of the Evidence Act,
whpfa wrfardt @ ugat ar 39 R though they are not conclusive proof
forar 511 Terdl 81 of the matters admitted.

(F) ofuenies whepfar ar stgaiRes wigpfa viii). Admissions  are substantive
had hrRdaTEl € ugs a1 39 <R fahg evidence by themselves, in view of
STT "ehd &  foh stfdea== wR| section 17 and 21 of the Evidence Act

Select the correct statements -
i). A mere proof of admission, after the
person whose admission it is alleged

to be has concluded his evidence, will
be of no avail and cannot be utilized
against him.

and therefore, they are the
conclusive proof of the matters
admitted.

(a) (i), (iv), (v), (viii)

(b) (i), (iii), (v), (vii)

(c) (i), (iii), (vi), (vii)

(d) (ii), (iii), (v), (vii)
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i).

vi).

(¥)

For More Details Scan QR Code

iii).

vii).

& YU T =TI HN -

9 af fit <flarifs & ar & ag
SR 1T 71T @ foh 39+ Sru=T 9ieyg
qHT e fear 8, 39 918 had whigpfa
< WHTUT &1 <hiS GIIST Tl g 3R 3T
QT 39T SuEhT IS foRaT ST GeRar
gl

whepfar o1 g 7 vwTOT, S @ &
wepfar & a1g ag R forar st &
3T 18y &l JHTW o f2am 8, ST
T sTduTe fohar ST 9erdar 21

freft afr grr g o Aigfa @@t
fawnfSa a8t forar i gepar @ ik 39k
S U T ITANT -Tg1 fhaT ST TehelT &
I fAews|

freft afr zrr g o Agfa =@t
faanfSra forar ST gvar & ok 39& g5
2= =1 SuET fohar ST geRar g1

g i srdargt | fhy g wigpfa @
I arg 6 Frfardt 7 quE 3 g
aafvh &l WA & TR @l 39
ugarg o farar s aewar 81

g & srdargt | fhy g higpfa @
IFANT dre i FrRfad d s 3 Tt
aafvh &l RO & TR @l 39
ggaTq faeT =8t faram S derar 81
URT 17 3R 21 & "SR Wigpfa a=
3y § yafet yaror 8, greife & g
ATl o fRoTiaes Tea T8 81

viii). URT 17 3R 21 & "SR whgfa =

3mq # gafet gATor §, & Tfiepda ArTe &
Rorfaes aga &1
(i), (iv), (v), (viii),

(&) (i), (iii), (v), (vii)
() (i), (iii), (vi), (vii)
(=) (ii), (iii), (v), (vii)

@ Linking laws

@) support@linkinglaws.com

o t.me/linkinglaws

@ https://www.linkinglaws.co

Under section 30 of the Evidence Act-

i). Confession of a co-accused is a
substantive piece of evidence.

ii). Confession of a co-accused can only
be taken into consideration but it is
not in itself a substantive piece of
evidence.

iii). A prosecution proceeding can be
initiated on the basis of confession
of co-accused against any accused
person and in support thereof other
such evidence is not necessary.

iv). Any prosecution proceeding cannot
be initiated merely on the basis of
confession of co-accused against
any accused person and in support
thereof other such evidence is
necessary on the basis of which
court can form its opinion.

v). Section 30 of the Evidence Act, does
not limit it to confessions made to
the Magistrates.

vi). Section 30 of the Evidence Act, limit
it to confessions made to the
Magistrate.

vii). Section 30 of the Evidence Act is an

provision by which

something which is not in the
nature of evidence may be used

unusual

against the accused person at the
trial.

viii). The confession by a co-accused is
not to be treated as evidence
against another accused in the
sense that conviction of the co-
accused may not be supported.
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ix).

@ Linking laws
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The confession by a co-accused is
treated as evidence against
another accused in sense that
conviction of the co-accused may be
supported.

. A confessional statement can be

used even against a co-accused but
for such admissibility it is
imperative, that the person making

Afges it FlFERIF & TurR W
fRalsT Frfardt s Y ST Sahd! &
3R ITS HdT J 39 @RE & g Hgd
STk Tg! gl

. foreft oft ot aafer & e e

Hg-fagw &t wharifth & suR R
wig i srfuieH Frfardl == =@l 6
ST Hehel @ SR 39 A= 7 0 o=y
18y T g foi-Tch MTYR UR SHETeld
3=t I T Tk

g1eq qfafaas i arr 30, 39 afiwe
& gm+ fhy U geharfaar sa= d
Hifaq 781 st 21

e t.me/linkinglaws

g

23.

@ https://www.linkinglaws.co
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vi).

vii).

greg fAfFge Fir urT 30, 37 AfSiwee
& A fhy g geRenforaT Al d@
Hifaa &=t 21

rey 1fAfAw &t 4rRT 30 T ™=
wTareT & v R g e A vty
# agi g, R oft st aaf<h & e
faaror & Swg sduTe foRar ST eRdar
gl

viii). Ge Hg-AufAg grR1 SiwrifE wt @R

the confession besides implicating & f@s a9ga & ®9 | g1 a1 s
himself, also implicates others who gy 39 d #§ IRy evmar fr dg-
are being jointly tried with him. sfoges &Y ufaf o awd= a8 foran
(a) (i), (ii), (vi), (vii), (viii), (x) ST HehdT &1
(b) (i), (iii), (v), (ix), (x) iX). U Hg-RIUl ZRT WhRIE & R
(<) (i), (iv), (vi), (vii), (viii), (x) SRt & f&Th Tgd & 9 J |71 STt
(d) (ii), (iv), (v), (vii), (viii), (x) £ 39 31 # foh gg-emifugt & Siufafe
&1 9u A4 foRar ST Yerdr 1

22. qrey ffAfAgw &t urT 30 & dgd- X). Ueh Shdleldl 999 &l AT Hg-
i), Ug-3Rft &1 SeharferaT 99 T S fRgeh & f@ers oft far s aar &
qed 8| Afere 39ehY wherrtar & fag ag siffart
i), wg-IfAgeh & Fharferar a9 W @ 8, for ftarifth = arem aafs gz ot
faem= fora ST geran g, Afehs era= ey AT h 1T, 39 AR ot ot thaTar @
# Yok o1 Hed gl g 9 R 3¢ 91y d@g+F €9 d goheHT

iii). foreht off oAt =afes & RAew 8- TATIT ST 3T 2

() (i), (ii), (vi), (vii), (viii), (x)
(&) (i), (i), (), (ix), (ger)
(=) (ii), (iv), (vi), (vii), (viii), (x)
() (i), (iv), (v), (vii), (viii), (x)

Under section 105 of the Evidence Act -

i). The onus of proving exceptions
mentioned in the Indian Penal
Code, 1860 is on the accused, but
the section does not at all indicate
the nature and standard of proof
required.
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ii). The onus of proving exception
mentioned in the Indian Penal
Code, 1860 is on the accused and
the section also indicates the
nature and standard of proof
required.

iii). The Evidence Act contemplates
that the accused should prove his
case with the same strictness and
vigour as the prosecution is
required to prove in a criminal
charge.

iv). Itissufficientif the accused is able
to prove his case by the standard
of preponderance of probabilities
envisaged by section 5 of the
Evidence Act as a result of which
he succeeds not because he proves
his case to the guilt but because
probability of the version given by

doubt on the
prosecution case and, therefore,
the prosecution cannot be said to
have established the charge
beyond reasonable doubts.

him throws

v). Where are accused relies upon
provocation in diminution of his
responsibility, he has to prove that
fact.

vi). The accused taking a plea in
defence against the charge is not
required necessarily to produce
evidence in support of his plea. He
can establish his plea by reference

to circumstances as they emerge
from the prosecution evidence
itself.

" Linkin

Link the Liffe with Law "’

g

Laws

AII Judlcmry Exam

vii). The accused taking a plea in
defence against the charge is
required necessarily to produce
evidence in support of his plea. He
cannot establish his plea by
reference to circumstances as
they do not emerge from the
prosecution evidence itself.

viii). From a combined reading of
section 105 and 4 of the Evidence
Act, it may be inferred that where
the existence of circumstances
bringing the case within the
exception is pleaded or is raised
the court conclusively presume
the absence of such circumstances
as proved.

Select the correct statements:

(a) (i), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (viii)

(b) (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (viii)

(c) (i), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

(d) (i), (iv), (v), (vi)

23. grey ffAfAgw <y eRT 105 & 984 -

i).

iiii).

R &< Tfgar, 1860 # fcwif@a sruarel «ht
gifad &z o1 1l RIdt wR giar g, |fera
URT faegpe oft ugpfa ok A & R T8
ETGik|

R &2 Gfgar, 1860 A fcwif@a sruare =t
g1fad &R o1 SR SR uR glar @ SfiR ey
STATF Hgd hl Upfd 3R A & +f
Cosikd

qrey AfAfaw 39 a9 R AR w=ar g &
IRt &Rl AT AT Tfdd A & o,
Ia-t g a=h 3R SHier it smageRar gt &
Sa smufder omRly aifaa &a & fag
TGS hl MTEGRaT gt g |

For More Details Scan QR Code
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V).

vi).

24.

% R Hifad e J Herd g diey sfafas
&t URT 5 ZRT uRehfca GuraaTsii &t gar=ar
fSraas yRumra=su ag Iwa A8l giar g ifer
gg U= HHe ahl STURTY HIfad T &, dfeeh
g fF sud g1 Ry mw dwmwor H
HUTEET AfNAISH AHa IR Hig Ger el @
IR g @ R Ry Tunfuq R @1

STgi TR 3ru+ft foiiert &l e &< & faig
IhaTd IR AR §, 32 39 d ohl rfad AT
ghmi

IR & f&TE F=a # arfient A1 aret smRidh
& sraTeRdr ) &, 31U gefier & gudfa A
Tgd U2 AT S 1 98 31U gefiet T
&R GehdT g uRfeafaat o desf & S fos &
SfATiST Oreg | IW g 31U+ Y|

vii). 3RIY & AT T=ma & arfeent a9 Tt R

& forg so=dt & foh oroeht aefier dh amdar A 9g@
a9 Rl ag e gRT Ut Eefier Turfua 1t
= Uahar uRfAfATl & fog mifes @
ifAgte reg | & 9= g o @1

viii). T1ea 1fafaas &Y T 105 3R 4 & Tg=h e

&/, Ug A gl "ohell ¢ foh STgi uRfeafaat &
Jfeiea A &l 3ieR AT @ Suarg &t graT
&t STt @ a1 Seran SIrar @, =ararea fRufaes
®q & &t srquiefa 7 sar g et aRfeafaar
=it fag it 81

Tl hYUHT T TTT hi-

(©) (i), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (viii)

() (i), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (viii)

(=) (i), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

() (i), (iv), (v), (vi)

The principle underlying under section
106 of the Evidence Act, -

For More Details Scan QR Code
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(v)
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Is an exception to the general rule
governing burden of proof, applies
only to such matters of defence
which are supposed to be
especially within the knowledge of
the defendant.

It can also apply when the fact is
such as to be capable of being
known also by person other than
the defendant.

It cannot apply when the fact is
such as to be capable of being
known also by person other than
the defendant.

This section casts a burden on an
accused person to prove that no
crime was committed by proving
facts especially within his
knowledge and it warrants the
conclusion that if anything is
unexplained which the court
thinks the accused could explain,
he ought therefore to be found
guilty. It affect the onus of proving
the guilt of the accused.

Section 106 of the Evidence Act is
not intended to the
prosecution of its burden to prove
the guilt of the accused beyond

relieve

reasonable doubt, but it would
apply only to cases where the
prosecution has succeeded in
proving facts from which a
reasonable inference can be
drawn regarding the existence of
certain other facts unless the

accused by virtue of his special

For further info please Call

©:7737746465

Tansukh Paliwal
(Linking Sir)


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

knowledge regarding such facts,
failed to offer any explanation
which might drive the court to
draw a different inference.

It is designed to meet certain

(vi)

" Linkin
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(v) drea ifafaaw &ir 4RT 106 A1 I
TG ATNGISE d GehRT 9T 8l 8
3T g @ R IR & Ry Al
aifed & & A s, dfe ag «ng
g dad I HWel & fAw SiE

exceptional cases, in which, it Sf RIS uar 39 a2t ol Jrfad A J

would be impossible for the % @1 ¢ 99 g5 o aual &

prosecution to establish certain sifeda & ar & 3R fAreand fAepreT s

facts which are particularly within ehdT g ST deh foh SR} 88 q2i & aR

the knowledge of the accused. # U fatiy I & SNMUR W wig

(a) (i), (i), (iv), (vi) weiearor 37 | fawe gar g St sigea

(b) (i), (iii), (iv), (vi) &l g 31T fAaserd e & fag ok

() (i), (iii), (v), (vi) &R Hehell 81

(d) (i), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi) (vi) T TS JETURCT ATHHAT &l G HA &

fog R fFn mn 8, Swd s

24. qrey qfAfAgw Y arr 106 7 siafifea Rgia St vg ghm, sfRdate™ ual g i &t

& dgd - YU e & fag it fasiy =0 @ 7+
(i) wga & aiw « AT &= g aE= & Hiar & st i

Fraw &1 suar 8, daw sua & o

() (i), (ii), (iv), (vi)

HAHAl WR @] giar g S8 fadw su & (=) (i), (iii), (iv), (vi)
ufdard) & 319 & 9141 SI7er @1 () (i), (iii), (v), (vi)
(i) @ oft @r] gt Terar @ st dqea ¢an gt (&) (i), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)
for ufdard) & sremar =g aafes grr oft
T g # e gl 25. Find out the correct statement -
(iii) T a1 AT A g Hehell ST T2 QAT gt (a) So much of the information
6 ufdard) & sremar =g aafwh gRt +ft received from a person accused of
T g9 H e gl an offence in custody of a police-
(iv) g 9rT oA aafts R ag aifad & officer as relates specifically to the
T 5T STt g fh s sruRTe 1@t ur fact thereby discovered is
fady ®u T A A & iR awt &t admissible under section 27 of the
gifad ek ufdag g iR ag Asehd & Evidence Act and can be proved
TRE 3ar g fh R o oft srege g =it against him, but any statement

31EIAd bl T g foh SRt wwsm
HehdT g, df 39 S} urar s anfav ) ag
MR & sraRry vt Tnfad & & SR
& gMTfad edar 21

made to a police-officer which
connects the fact discovered with
the
inadmissible.

offence

charged is
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(b) So much of the information T HYA T UdT T -
received from a person accused of (v) gfers fderst fir srfdren F srazry &
an offence in custody of a police- IR aafts | ure s, Ry &9
officer as relates distinctly to the ¥ I gRT @iol ¢ a2 § 9«64 g,
fact thereby discovered is ey faffgm i arr 27 & dga
admissible under section 27 of the Theprd g 3k 3T fRAemw arfaa forar
Evidence Act and can be proved ST Hehell @, dfchd giad-sifdart @&t
against him, but any statement Rar man &g +ff FT=, S @St 1 G
made to a police-officer which &l IR STuRTY | it @, Srefierrd
connects the fact discovered with gl
the offence charged is () gfes fdwt &Y srfRenm & o=y &
inadmissible. IRt =k @ ured STHaR, WE 9 d

(c) So much of the information I ZRT @St 0 920 & T&fid @, 918a
received from a person accused of fafaaw &t arT 27 & dgad & &
an offence in custody of a police- 3R I e arfaa forar ST gerar
officer as relates distinctly to the 8, Afdra gfera-sifderrt Y feam mar i
fact thereby discovered is ft =, St @St 1T aa wt aRAa
admissible under section 27 of the WRTY { SiiSdr g, srefieprd &1
Evidence Act and can be proved () gfes sifdewr Fir sifdRem d srovry &
against him, but any statement IRt =fh @ ured STHaR, e a9 d
made to a police-officer which IGh ZRT Gt ¢ T2 4 &fd g, a1eg
connects the fact discovered with sifafaw &t arT 27 & dga et &
the offence charged is admissible. 3R I9ah et arfaa forar ST gerar

(d) So much of the information &, dfhe gforg-sifdertst o6t fan mar it
received from person accused of +ft FaF, St @St T 9wt aRa
an offence in custody of a police RTY & Sitedr g, et g1
officer as relates similarly to the (Ft) gfes fdwr Fir sifdRen J srovry &
fact thereby discovered is IR =afth @ ure STHeRR Aty g
admissible under section 27 of the ¥ I gRT iS¢ 94 ¥ T&§fad g,
Evidence Act and can be proved greg qfffam fY urr 27 & dga
against him, but any statement weprd @ oiik 39k fAemw aifaa fhar
made to a police-officer which ST Hahell @, dAfh gforg-sifdardt &t
connects the fact discovered with far mar &g off =, St @St g A
the offence charged is ol ARIfE SToRTY & Sitear g, i
inadmissible. gl
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