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Which of these Judicial case gave the
historic jJudgement pronouncing, ‘Airwaves
are Free’, ‘Airwaves or Frequencies are a e In the Cricket Association of Bengal V
Public Property’? (West Bengal SET) Union of India case, the Supreme Court
declared that airwaves are public property
@ .
‘ and must be regulated by a public
g8 ¥ fhg =a1fs Amet A a8 Wfagifae Aol faan authority to ensure their use is in the
Srad g1 T4, "TuRded {7 &', 'UaRded Il public interest.
hladd! resifae Ui & '? (Ife™ siet SET) -
o fhdhe THINURHA H® STt S9TH AT 3HTh
A | Bennette Coleman & Co., V Union of India 3 e 1—.*| *”: U
UIRdSY Hiesi-e HUd § 3R g8 gHfead we
& fog fos 3am1 SudhT ArdsifAe f2d # &,
B  Prabha Dutt v Union of India 37?11 - o = R e = :
. . . =g |
C Indian Express Newspaper V Union of India . |
e This judgment ended the government's
Cricket Association of Bengal V Union of India ] g ;;Dnﬁ Dpfg ol b::ji”fl' ;

J a1 &1 T
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Which of these cases deal with
Freedom of Speech and Expression?

fAafafea & O +9-9 ama faaaf 6t
Wadadr 9 Jafdd g7

Justice Puttaswamy V Union of India

GrIHfd gee@mrHt V 9Ra 99
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Romesh Thapar V State of Madras
AL YTR V 75 7659

M.K. Stalin V Ananda Vikatan
UH.&. WIifelid V 31TH< fase

Kesavananda Bharati V State of Kerala

HETHE HRd! V e I

B
0 Answer / 3t¥: Option B / fderea B

Romesh Thapar V State of Madras
AT TR V A TG

Explanation / 3T&AT

Romesh Thapar V State of Madras is a landmark case
that deals with the freedom of speech and expression.

AL TR V AT TSI Ueh Hgcd YUl ATHAT g ST 3tfHeafh &l
Waddar 9 gefed g

The Supreme Court held that Section 9(1-A) of the

Madras Maintenance of Public Order Act, 1949, which
imposed restrictions on the circulation of the journal

“Cross Roads,” was unconstitutional as it violated

Article 19(1)(a).

e =ararerd = Aol f&an fas aer o g (H@vem) srfafaam,
1949 &I gRT 9(1-A), f5ig gfAaT “Cross Roads” & UOR U Ufdeer aman
T, AT & il g8 e 19(1)(a) HT Sccia &Ll & |



0 Which landmark case in Indian jurisprudence established
the test for determining whether restriction on freedom of

speech is valid or not? (Karnataka Set 2023)

RO —Aa9mes # fohg gfagiEes ame 3 a8 [uifa
B I B wurfug & fp ifveafas Ht wdsar w
yfdeer aY g 91 [gi? (Ficd 9e 2023)

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Indira Gandhi case J Rammanohar Lohia case ]
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-
0 The basic structure doctrine is an Indian Judicial
principle that the Constitution of India has certain
basic features that cannot be attend or destroyed
through amendments by the parliament. In which
specific case was this propounded? (MH SET 2023)

YR Gfaum & oo g fTdtwand ft § S dug grr
MY &b ATEIH & dGeT T A€ Al fhdT ST bdTl 39
g faety amma ® ufaurfea fear mar?
(THTH SET 2023)

( A\. Golak Nath versus State of Punjab

!
4

—
/B/ Sajjan Singh versus State of Rajasthan
\= >

Kesavananda Bharati versus State of Kerala

(c

@:& Indira Gandhi versus Raj Naraian

=_JRF Media Academy by Rohit

—

e |t was a landmark decision of the Supreme Court
of India that outlined the basic structure doctrine
of the Indian Constitution.

e The case is also known as the Fundamental
Rights Case.

e The basic structure doctrine was propounded in
the Kesavananda Bharati versus State of Kerala
case, where the Supreme Court held that the
Parliament cannot amend the basic structure of
the Constitution, ensuring certain fundamental

features remain inviolable.

e g YRd & Jdi=a -ITAY $I U Cfagrfaes fAvia ar fSas &
YR "Sfau & go1 G- fegia & wfqurfea fesar =

o Y HHA P Hifcred AFfASR AHEAT Hft BT SIrar B _

o e TREAT fYegia HATHE WRA §AH I aRA HHA H
wfdarfea far man, S waf=a =marea 3 Fer & dug T
Gfaems &t go1 de=T 7 Heitus T8 ) wadl, Ged 3o
geryd fagteand sraRad-a st &1

\ 4
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Which case is known for challenging the pre-censorship order
imposed on a publication by the Chief Commissioner of Delhi?

PI- | AT fEewt & & Y0 g1 St HapreH w =
TG 1Y gd-3HIG 3112l Bl JAtd! & & fe1g ST Sirar 82 =

Romesh Thappar vs State of Madras ] m Brij Bhushan vs State of Delhi ]
Sakal Papers vs Union of India } m Virendra vs State of Punjab ]

Explanation / =&t |

 Brij Bhushan vs State of Delhi is known for challenging the pre-censorship order on the magazine
'‘Organizer' by the Chief Commissioner of Delhi.

« Brij Bhushan vs State of Delhi @ feeeht & T=a 3mgera gRT uf3as1 'Organizer’ R 9T 71T gd-31JHIGA
3SR B AT & & forg ST SIar g

*» The Supreme Court ruled that pre-censorship violated the freedom of the press.

« gue ®w1¢ A fAoia fGar 6 gd-srgaiea srder 09 &6 IaE=d1 &1 Ieoid— & |

JRF Media Academy by Rohit
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\.f

What did the Indian Express Newspapers ',; Explanation / &1
vs. Union of India case challenge?

e The Indian Express Newspapers vs. Union of India
case challenged the imposition of customs duty

33T Taie <Eu g9 gfAae STk gfear and import duty on newsprint.
HIHS H /-1 gANd &f 7872 "
o 3T TEHIN FUuN §H AT ST g

i | e S = ) HHA | =Golilic W hecH sgcl AR geic $Ycl
@ mposition o CI;IS oms Auty and impo 3—|T|'|%[ Ehlf Tﬁ?ﬁ é‘T TF:-fl
duty on newsprint
. v ®
,i/_\} Pre_censorship orders on newspapers e The Supreme Court held that while the state could
— regulate the economic aspects of newspapers, such
— _ i regulations must not curtail the essential freedom N
(\S} Ban on foreign publications e e ‘\EH\/S_
—~ ) _ s o YU PI< 4 Ig AT fob Ts FARRGAT & 31w
Bk v g’ ssomos Tt 3 R @ T 2, Ak ) R

U bl TP Waadl bl SiHd a1 B dTied|
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Sakal Papers (P) Ltd. and Others. vs. The Union
of India (UOI), 1961, SC is a case related to (

Sakal Papers (P) Ltd. and Others. vs. The Union
of India (UOI), 1961, SC fa=ferfaa 7 4 fpg
fawg @ Hdafera amer 82

Sedition

CREES

Contempt of Court
AR bl THTHAT

Press and Parliament Privileges Act

(- JOROXS

O Ud O9e faderfeer srfafag
Freedom of Press O |
U &I Waadl :
NEWS
L 0]
\—_\N—\*\_

F.

-

, Explanation / ===

&
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Answer / 3T%: Option 4 / fd&eq 4

Freedom of Press

U &) WaAdT

Sakal Papers (P) Ltd. v. The Union of India was a 1962 Constitution
Bench case in which the Supreme Court ruled that the Newspaper
(Price and Page) Act, 1956 and the Daily Newspapers (Price and
Page) Order, 1960 were unconstitutional.

Sakal Papers (P) Ltd. v. The Union of India T& 1962 @7 |fder dis &1 Aren
o7, forad gafen =amarera A fiofa f&ar f& Newspaper (Price and Page) Act,
1956 3R Daily Newspapers (Price and Page) Order, 1960 3r/idenfass &1

The Sakal Papers case challenged the Newspaper (Price and Page)
Act, 1956, which regulated the number of pages and pricing of
newspapers.

Sakal Papers & Ao § Newspaper (Price and Page) Act, 1956 &t gAtdl
& € oft, S IHERYAT & gl & & AR gog &I FRifEa wxar an

The Supreme Court struck down the Act, affirming that such
regulations violated the freedom of the press.

gdiea =arared 3 AfSfFaq @ 7% @) fear, a8 Ard gu i 39 R &
A O &t Tadadar &1 Ieeiud &d & |
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Which publication was involved in the
Brij Bhushan vs. State of Delhi case?

1 YuUT g1 feoedl T ATt A
hI-T-HT YR AT AUT?
.-'f T \
A ) Crossroads
[e Organizer
ng\ Pratap
iD Indian Express

~} JRF Media A by Rohit
-"."""r" edia Academy by Rohi

Explanation / Sl

e The case involved the publication
"Organizer,"” run by the Rashtriya
Swayamsevak Sangh (RSS).

e The case challenged the pre-censorship
order imposed on this publication.

e I HTH H UHIE "Organizer," S
g Wddded 99 (RSS) gRT Il
SITdT &, QAT AT|

e 3 HHA H 39 YhIH UR 711U 7T
gd-GERIAY TG Sl FArdT & 7S AT
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Which section of the Information Technology Act was

struck down in the Shreya Singhal vs. Union of India case? e

TECHNOLOGY
ACT, 2000

91 fige 9™ YRT 99 A J a1 Urenfirht stferfaaq
i fpd &RT 1 AT aifva fosar mar ar?

m Section 66A
m Section 66C

 The Shreya Singhal vs. Union of India case challenged the constitutionality of Section 66A
of the Information Technology Act, 2000.

 The Supreme Court struck down Section 66A, ruling that it was vague and overbroad,
leading to arbitrary enforcement and a chilling effect on free speech.

o g7 fiue e YR WY A # gaar wenfirht sifefaas, 2000 & arr 66A H @dunfAe duar & AN & 7 ot

e Hafed <qATEd 3 ¥RT 66A T IS wifta &, a8 fAofa 33 gu 6 a7 sae 3R G of,
fSre® 779 &1 & @r FA HI ugiy 3R siffreafdn H Tdsrar o3 s uvTa gsar anl

Section 66B

(B Section 66E

Explanation / sar&=n

L
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The Supreme Court judgment in Broadcasting
Corporation of India vs. Cricket Association

of Bengal emphasized that airwaves are:

o Answer / 3T3: Option C / fa&ea C
Public property

U9 RYT fFe 31T gfear 9 fopdhe vafaeeE

3T ST HHel § Jaiwd <graTead & Ao #§ 59 HTSTie et
gTd IR SR f&ar mar ff varaaw €:
: Explanation / aar&Ean
A Private property
fasit dufe
e In the case of Broadcasting Corporation of India vs. Cricket
. State property Association of Bengal, the Supreme Court of India ruled
B a Sty that airwaves are public property.
Public property Q YRd & Hdied gEarad A Aoy fear i vardaw adsif+e dufw g1
e This significant judgment ended the government monopoly

Corporate property over broadcasting and allowed private players to operate
D FRURe gufy in this domain.
- gg Hewygul iy JHR0T O XA THITSDHR Bl THIG Bl &
3R forsht Raenfal @ g & & S B B srEfy a1 )
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/ E
Q Match the case with its corresponding judgment: Explanation / ATEIT
fAaferfaa amen & 39 defea fAoia 9 faerse:
e Indian Express Newspapers vs. Union of India: The Supreme
Court held that the imposition of import duties on newsprint
Cases / ATHel Judgments / fora was unconstitutional
A) Indian Express Newspapers i) Declared Section 66A of ®
vs. Union of India IT Act as unconstitutional  Shreya Singhal vs. Union of India: The Court declared Section

66A of the Information Technology Act as unconstitutional .

L ]
e Broadcasting Corporation of India vs. Cricket Association
of Bengal: The judgment ended the government monopoly

; : . _ over broadcasting.
C) Broadcasting Corporation of India iii) Held import duties on ~

vs. Cricket Association of Bengal newsprint unconstitutional e Sakal Papers vs. Union of India: The Court struck down the
Newspaper (Price and Page) Act, 1956 .

B) Shreya Singhal vs. Union of India i) Ended government
monopoly over broadcasting

D) Sakal Papers vs. Union of India iv) Struck down Newspaper
(Price and Page) Act, 1956

» Indian Express Newspapers vs. Union of India: Saf=a =Imamera 3 741 {6
GATER 99 & SIS UR FATd Yooh AT AEATHS T

« Shreya Singhal vs. Union of India: =Imatera & == urenfirh sifefaas &t

Options / fa@ex: URT 66A P aidunfs gifta far)
@ 1. A3, B4, C1, D2 [o 2. A3, B1, C2, D4 } ' ﬁntmaicwmaSti"gmﬁmcmmt;"md e e e
» Sakal Papers vs. Union of India: =ITITe1d 7 THNR 9 (7 T4 J8) sy,
(3.) 3.A2, B1,C3,D4 (4.) 4.A1,B3,C4, D2 (EEEE L RS E R Ll
g 2




o

F

down on the grounds of

A\ UGC-NET PYQ's

In Virendra Vs. State of Punjab, Section (3)(1) of the
Punjab Special Powers (Press) Act, 1956, was struck

faRe g9 Usig 3=y |, yord fagiy et (Uw) sifafaam,
1956 bt &RT (3)(1) ot A=feifEa g snyR uv sraaeTAe

aifea fear mar a1?

Procedural unreasonableness

(9l Over-regulation

Explanation / T

* |In Virendra Vs. State of Punjab, Section (3)(1) of the Punjab
Special Powers (Press) Act, 1956, was struck down on the
grounds of Procedural unreasonableness.

* Virendra, the petitioner the editor, printer, and publisher of
the daily Pratap and Vir Arjun

e« The Daily Pratap is a daily newspaper printed in the Urdu
language and script, and it was started about 38 years ago
in Lahore, the capital of the united Punjab.

m Public interest

m Political ill-will

o fa¥g g9 doiTe e |, done fadw wufeear (99) siferfAaw, 1956
& urRT (3)(1) @ AEfef@a smaR w srEdenfas oifea &ar mar
oT: UishareHe EiTadT |

 fadg, 3R gamg sk &R A & dures, qaad 3R UEE 9 |

o 3% yamg & =€ wmr 3R forft &1 3 awaRus &, ok ag
T 38 o g @R &, S WYk doire Y werurt oft, gt urRy
fepa wrar i

JRF Media Academy by Rohit
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The doctrine of direct impact was applied
by the Supreme Court of India in the case of:

Answer / 3TR: Option 3 / fa®ea 3

Maneka Gandhi Vs. Union of India
UchE UHTd & Rigia &1 39AhT 9RA & Jais T el

RTaY gRT F=afeiRaa # A g ame § fasar s/
) CommED

Virendra Vs State of Punjab In the landmark case of Maneka Gandhi vs. Union of India (1978), the
1 . - issue arose when the government of India impounded Maneka Gandhi's
Eﬂiﬁ S=H Yolld e passport under the Passport Act of 1967, citing "public interest” as the
reason, without giving a detailed explanation.
. . HA®T MiEl 997 "R 99 (1978) AW H, ¥RT H@IBR « grEare sifafaam,
2 N;f':rendra Vs U':"Dn of India 1967 & dea A=t Jrieft &1 urmaid "ardsifae fRa” &1 garen ad ge, faRga
Rg S6H HARd I° HIRoT Fare fa=T Sea & forar am
i & e — - e Maneka Gandhi challenged the constitutionality of the act, arguing that
' - - : her passport was seized without a fair procedure and that this action
Maneka Gandhi Vs. Union of India 0 violated her right to personal liberty under Article 21 of the Indian Constitution.
HAhT IMelt 9919 R 99 waYeT et 7 sfefeaw @t d@fufasar & gerd &, a8 ab 33 g & seer
\ _ graare 3fera ufskar & fa=r Siea fo5ar s 3k g7 sRas JRd dfeas &
BT 21 & ded I7a! Afhma wa=ar & SR & Iewu= i
Babual Vs State of Maharashtra e The Supreme Court of India ruled in her favour.

e It expanded the interpretation of Article 21 to include the right to travel abroad
and insisted that any law depriving a person of personal liberty must not only
be procedurally but also substantively fair, just, and reasonable.

gE 3g=Rq 21 & el &1 AR S gu Ay a=n & sifder &1 off nfae
\ > e 3k e & et safew =) aaferra wad=an @ afea s arer &g it s
- Fae ufrarers wu A & 7 afcs andes wu  ff =eRE, sfaa ik adEa e anfgo)
™ | , e This case fundamentally changed the way fundamental rights, particularly
the right to life and personal liberty, were viewed and enforced in India.

B =9 HIAA A "R # Hifore siferer!, fase va J sha=s 3k =g waaar &
| sferer &t gfR 3R yadsr & TS ) gorya w9 F aga Ram
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~
Match the following: E o
fA=fafEa & fAeas Fifs: gPanavaIEsTaE
(Newspaper Case) / (GHTEIR U HTHA)
o (a) Express newspapers — (iii) Imposition of tax to limit circulation
(Issues/act) / (qg/ i) (a) UFINT GHMIR UF — (i) TR &1 DT S & forg & o 7
(Newspaper Case) / (9HTIR O HTH¢) (Issues/act) / (q&/3ifafaa)
° (b) Sakal newspaper — (i) Newspaper (Price and Page) Act, 1956
(a) Express newspapers (i) Newspaper (Price and Page) Act, 1956 (b) T THER T - (i) GHMER U7 (G0 Ud %) A, 1956
(b) Sakal newspaper (ii) Breach of legislative privilege
o (c) Bennett and Colema — (iv) Newsprint Control Order, 1962
(c) Bennett and Colema (iii) Imposition of tax to limit circulation (c) a9 3R BDIeAT = (iv) Feiftie FET 3mder, 1962
{FESedreliligiineys RS peh Ll L o (d) Searchlight newspaper — (ii) Breach of legislative privilege
(d) gdeirse 99=R U = (i) faumh Rdwfeer &1 Seey=
Codes: (a), (b), (c), (d)
[0 Gii), (i), (iv), (i) ] 2. (iv), (i), (), (i) g \
@Uj Correct Answer / gl 3%:
3. (i), (i, (i), (iv) 4. G, (), (v), i | A& 1), ), Gv), (i)

Y r
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@ Assertion (A): In Virendes V. State of Punjab, Section 3 (1) of the
Punjab Special Powers (Press) Act, 1956, was struck down by the
Supreme Court as unreasonable.

Reason (R): It was not only on the grounds of substantive
unreasonableness but also on the grounds of procedural
unreasonableness.

tfapy= (A): Regw A, dora o= A, done Oty af<sar (3w) sifaffas,
1956 Y ¥RT 3 (1) & Halsa =ArEATad A fAAwgof a=a gu Azwa &= R

&RYT (R): 98 shad 319 ffadsmfierar & smar gr & 98, afess ufsraras
ffadereiierar & R gz off ami

explanation of (A).

Both (A) and (R) are true. ] m Both (A) and (R) are true, but (R) the correct

(C) (A) is true, but (R) is false ] (D) (A) is false, but (R) is true.

« The case Virendra vs. State of Punjab involved a legal challenge o g F9TH doT"E TS KT HIHAT Ueng @9y erfSshar (99) sifaffas,
against the Punjab Special Powers (Press) Act of 1956. 1956 & f&eTH U T At oft

¢ This Act allowed the government to impose pre-censorship on o 39 AfFTw A SR & IEER g  ? gd-daxfaa s
newspapers, meaning it could review and potentially block the sgafa &, ST ord ur & ag wide[As g7 9 gga ga=mRl &t
publication of news before it was made public. e & Gardl oft 3R Hanfaa 9 3 39 A= gt o

¢ This was seen as a way to prevent the press from publishing content o 39 U9 ! O gl usifaa 3 € A6 & afsh & $a |7 =T ™
that could be considered objectionable by the government. 91l SReR g7 ATafisies At ST geedt ot

« Government agreed with the plaintiff Virendra that these  T¥HR A TR g @ ggHfa =g 6 & 3 ufdEy sifaassgot 9

restrictions were unreasonable

JRF Media Academy by Rohit




B UGC-NETPYQ’s

In the case of Ministry of Information and
Broadcasting Vs. Cricket Association of Bengal,
the Supreme Court judgement led to :

Ministry of Information and Broadcasting Vs. Cricket Association
of Bengal & A« #, Hdisd <OAed & Ao A foeg afkomg

&I o1 faar?

SAlagIi=® HITSAT Bl AIBNR] THIUHR A Jod HIAT

censorship of foreign journals
facelt ufFe@rsil av dw=fdm

freeing electronic media from government monopoly Q

A

imposition of surcharge on media advertisements

Hifgar fagma=Y av feR &=

restriction of media coverage of cricket matches

fopdbe A=Y &t Mifsar savs R ufddy

& JRF Media Academy by Rohit

Answer / 3T3: Option 2 / fad&eq 2
freeing electronic media from government monopoly

gﬁag‘fﬁmmmaﬁmaﬂﬂmfﬂmﬂgﬁm

Explanation / <aT&dy — — — - ~

Ministry of Information and Broadcasting vs. Cricket Association of Bengal
(1995) was about who has the right to broadcast sports events in India.
Ministry of Information and Broadcasting vs. Cricket Association of Bengal

(1995) T °AHAT YRd H Wl AT & TIRUT & AfEHER Bl b 27|

e The Cricket Association of Bengal wanted to hire foreign broadcasters to
telecast a cricket series in India, but the government-run Doordarshan
argued that it had exclusive rights to broadcast cricket in India because
it controlled the airwaves.

Cricket Association of Bengal 7 ¥Rd # U fihdse sf@e & WERYT & fog
fad=ft yare! @ fAgea ww=1 =gt Afe= el geael= F qran féar fé
Fdifes ag aa (airwaves) &I FafEa s3ar g, safew 39 yRa A fohsbe
gaRoT & favg ifder ura §1

e The Supreme Court of India heard the case and made a crucial decision in 1995.
Haled =<IEATad A 39 "l Bl GAdTs &l 3R 1995 § Y Hgcaqul fHofa i)

e The court ruled that airwaves, or frequencies used for broadcasting,

are public property.
=amrared A Aofa fRan & garer & fag Iuahn A s areft a6 an srgfaat
ardsifae dufa €1

e This means that they belong to the people of India and not exclusively
to the government or any single entity

sH®T 37 § b T WIRa & @R ol g 3R 7 fF baa aveR a1 fBt ush s&H18 & |
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Bennet, Coleman & Co Vs. Union of India
case in early 1970s deals with

HHAT (AR 1970 o g91eh) fohad qafea g2

®
3 H‘
|\.__ij_|

©)

Pre-censorship

Journalist wages

Editorial perspective

(-

Newsprint policy }

~

o= JRF Media Academy by Rohit
- | ki

o Explanation / AT&AT

Bennett Coleman & Co. vs Union of India (1972)

e |n this landmark case, the Supreme Court invalidated
certain government policies that placed restrictions
on the import of newsprint and allocation, which
directly affected the publication capabilities of
newspapers, including The Times of India.

e The Supreme court held that these restrictions were
a violation of the freedom of the press.

o 3 OfaETe ae 8, ol =marem 3 39 $8 T
Hifoal =t s = R, =2 g9raa & g 3R
3Tded W ufaey ovme o, 59 g ergw 3ifw sfean afea
QTR T Th12H &HaTd i goifad g3

o Tdfed AATAY = Hal [ & ufceer 99 it Tadzdr &
Jooe o |
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The first amendment to Article 19(1) (a) of
the Indian Constitution was mainly aimed to
include as a cause for reasonable restriction.

WRG T d@fae= & =g 19(1)(a) & TLUH HATUH &I
&g I8 gfaota ufdey & MuR & w9 A

Answer / I%: Option A / fassed A
Public order

ohl ATIAT HIAT AT
Public order Q e The First Amendment to the Constitution, made in 1951, introduced
qrdsifes saasT "public order" as a ground on which the state can place
reasonable restrictions on this right.
Censorship dfaem=s & uyw weneE, S 1951 & 3T mar o, F "grdsifAe gt
gy F U 0F ATUR & w9 | e o, o = o0 29 R w®
gfeeda ufddy & g&arn gl
Newspaper registration e The intention behind this amendment was to address the need for
TUTIR U USheaRor maintaining stability and order within the society, which can
sometimes be disrupted by unrestricted exercise of free speech.
Licensing printing press i A e i T R AT TEAT
=1 &t Gatfda &1 o1, [ gae wmwor & sifFdfEa wahn @ &aft-asdh
U ATS QAT = frafaa fsar s gesar 21
| & One landmark case related to the first amendment of the Indian
@Zw Constitution, particularly Article 19(1)(a), is "Romesh Thappar
\ vs. The State of Madras" (1950).
L S
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The Newspaper (price and Page) Act, of 1956, was
challenged in the Supreme Court by

THERYA (e 3R UB) #ffaw, 1956 &t //
s ey # fhddh gRT gAidl & 718 of1? e

The pioneer

"-,'

(:)] sakal

(98 Gujarat Samachar

(»)l The Thanthi

Explanation / T j— R

» The Newspaper (Price and Page) Act of 1956 was challenged in
the Supreme Court by Sakal Papers (P) Ltd. v. The Union of
India in 1962.

« The case was filed by the newspaper's proprietor, shareholders,
and two readers, who claimed that the act violated their right to
free speech.

+ The act gives the central government the power to regulate the
price of newspapers based on their page count and the amount
of space allocated for advertising. The court struck down
Section 3(1) of the act.

1l

o GHERYA (Foa 3R g9) AfAaw, 1956 wt gafsa =™
" Sakal Papers (P) Ltd. v. The Union of India gRT 1962 #
A &Y 7% ot

o g HIHHAT GHTIRYA & W, dAReen! 3R gt uIdah! gRT SR
forar mar o, g1 <ran fFan 6 ag siffawm 3= g=h smwor
& ATVPR &1 Ieee= FHAT gl

« g fafan & IR &l g8 T 3R fasmu= & fag smafea
T & AT & HTYR U FHERYA] & Jod & FafREa &3
1feh a1 21 =ararera F sifafaas & aRr 3(1) & AR = &

|
|
]
I
|
I

Y JRF Media Academy by Rohit
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The applicability of Article 14 of
the Indian Constitution was
invoked by the Supreme Court in
the case involving the newspaper :

Sakal / 9bc1 j

Aajkal / 3fTsichel

e The Hindustan Times / § fég&™ czw
" gais <ararad gRT fosar
it - -ﬁﬁﬁ,—q o The Times of India / g 213w 31T® sfsan
AR YA bl 9d AT? & 7}
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¢ Explanation | ST e Sakal Newspapers Ltd. vs. The Union of India (1962) was a significant case in the context of Article 14, which pertains

&
\
to the right to equality before the law. / T goiud feifils awm yRa @9 (1962) = 14 & T # vss wgeaqef amver or, it S &
HE GHTECT & AfSar A Hdfed g1
e Sakal Newspapers challenged the constitutionality of the Newspaper (Price and Page) Act, 1956, which sought to regulate the
number of pages a newspaper could publish about its price. / S&d JEAYH 7 FHER U (o9 3R g8) aiftfFaw, 1956 &t gaufHaar &t
ATt &1, S FHER 99 gRT AU o9 & IR 3 Wh1ieida fhg 5 a1t et Y wEar @ [FdfEa sean argar an
e The Supreme Court held that this Act violated the newspaper’s right to freedom of speech and expression under Article 19(1)(a)
and was not a reasonable restriction under Article 19(2). / Haf=a =araTad A |71 {6 g AfafFas sg=3g 19(1)(a) & d8d VHER 93 & HIYo
3R fraafas it wdaar & #fUaR &1 Ieeius Far g 3R =T 19(2) & dgd U fea ufdey 78 am
® The Court also invoked Article 14, asserting that the Act created an unreasonable classification between newspapers,

thus violating the right to equality. / =araTe™ A g% 14 &1 Ht Ieer@ &, a8 wga g sfafFaw A saeR =l & &= o srdy
Trffervor féeaT, 39 WehpR GHEAT & fSaR &1 oo+ faan 9




