LANDMARK JUDGMENTS —

Romesh Thappar vs State of Madras (1949)

Romesh Thappar was a political
commentator and communist.

A9 UTYR U AT Tdah fegufiepr >

T e R R EEELA R AT AERSER R

He pub[|5hed a enghsh journal , ' c by - ; 5 THE PROGRESSIVE NEWSWEEKLY | The then-madras
called Cross Roads. 7 e = | government banned
3B Crnss Roads ATH® T TGt O s> TSy W\%lﬂt A, 2D the journal's
“ i A N d! - : circulation in the

former State of Madras
under Section 9 (1-A)
of the Madras

ROl SRERTD- = JHNODES Maintenance of Public
e S\, RN Order Act, 1949.
The magazine publlshed crltlcal I e s o e T R TR TR S e
articles on Nehru’s policies, . e B A o F¥a aife ufeeres 3ifk UEe,
especially his foreign policy. , gosa 0 | 1949 &t &RT 9 (1-0) & dgd
ufaient Ag® &t Hifaat, fady sud 376t  JUNE 1 R : gdad! Hg1d g § afieT &
faer Hife w sneteATeTS oa waea | TR W ufader o fam

11117
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It was printed and published
in Bombay.

gg das 3 gfea 3R waifrd & STt
ti‘n

ROMESH THAFAR
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. Arguments | d& B

6 N, The State contended that limiting the
; journal was important for public safety,
preserving public order, and enhancing
state security - a justifiable restriction on

o N Romesh Thappar challenged the ban by
PETITION

-
il

g Judgement | faofa

The ruled that Section 9(1-A) of the Madras Maintenance of Public Order Act,
which allowed the government to impose restrictions in the interest of
public safety and order, was unconstitutional as it flouted the permissible
limits of restricting freedom of speech and expression.

arEaTad A A1 6 A e sgawr afaQffaw f arr 9(1-A), Sit GREBR &l
ST gREN 3R sgazen & fga & ufaedy s & srgafa 2t off, sifYyeafss & :
el uR ufdey s Y ergufa dareif o seoias A & FRor e o

of the Fundamental Rights.

submitting a legal petition to the Supreme Court.
The petition argued that the authorities under
the Act restricted the freedom of expression
protected by Article 19 of the Constitution of India. 000 freedom of expression under Article 19(2).
“ M2 UTR A Fofta HIE | FHr a1 R w | AN | T T w1 i S gren, g aaen
/. ufvder @ et & e & we e B o L - /

& dgd AfYsRal A R dfdu= & g 19
a1 SRfdra sifvreafs 6t wdaar ) & FmE)

Y
i

I §FIY & R AT I Gr&ll Hi gg[ & g
ufaeT UR Ak AT Hgeaqof o1 - Sit Srede
19(2) & dga sfveafh Hi wWdaa R 3 ufaawy g

Article 13 (1) states that all the laws which are made before the
Constitution will be void as long as they are violating the provisions

3rg=3% 13 (1) & wgr a1 ¢ & d@fu= a9 @ ugdt a=¢ ¢ 9t & a9 a6
T gt 51 daek @ Aiferes afYpRT & uraur=t &1 IeeuA &d 8l

&3 JRF Media Academy by Rohit
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BRIJ BHUSHAN VS. THE STATE OF DELHI (1950)

ﬂg‘mﬁ;\\ A magazine run by the name of the Organizer by the Rashtriya

=a

af3en, e gor yaur fier/verae 91

RE- | In 1950, the Chief Commissioner of Delhi issued a “pre-censorship
CENSORSHIP | :
ORDER order” on Organiser

@ 1950 #, Reelt & gea amges A 'ifHEeR’ W “gd-aaRg ande” s s

government for prior censorship.

on a journal restricted press freedom.

&h! TadaAdT U b T 21

In Brij Bhushan, the Court found that to impose JUDGEMENT |

pre-censorship on a journal, as had been ordered

by the Chief Commissioner in the case, is a

restriction on the liberty of the press included

< within the right to freedom of speech and

expression guaranteed by Article 19(1)(a).

g YEuT A #, =y A urn & G o o gdf-dewRm
&, St 6 38 A F g g g e fsar war an,
=8 19(1)(a) gRT waw Hul AR Afveafes i wdaaar & sftsr
# fAfRa vw & Tad=ar ur v ufaeEy 21

Svaramsevak Sangh (RSS), with Brij Bhushan as its printer/publisher ®
Uy wddae 949 (IRTHTH) gRT d9iferid "JHAageR’ e Us

It was alleged in the notice that the Organizer was publishing communal
material, and it directed the magazine to submit all material to the

Aifes & an=ha svmar man & sifhifareor give@s amelt usifa &2 w1 8,
3R ufFent &t gd-da=fRg & forg anft arft aver &) div &1 Rde far mamn

Brij Bhushan (printer and publisher) petitioned the Supreme Court, which
overturned the Chief Commissioner’s order and ruled that pre-censorship

o1 yur (fifew aflk vesreres) A watea ~wiarera § gt grar &, S gea i
Y6 & AR B 7§ B A 3R wer i et uffreT wr gd-dw=fR =

Keyword: Organizer, Precensorship

The Supreme Court decided both cases with
a majority of 5:1 against the Nehru
government.

Hafsd <UEaTad A e SR & f&ems =1
Al | 5:1 3 agra | ok Ra
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- THE FIRST AMMENDMENT
@ IN INDIAN CONSTITUTION

(—“ “I drew your attention to the Supreme Court decision "I
in Cross Roads and Organiser cases. That knocks the
bottom out of most of our penal laws for the control
and regulation of the press.”

el e, iy

-
L 'ﬂ"-:'
=

=
! "‘
-

CONSTITUTION Sardar Vallabhbhai Patel in a letter to Nehru on July 3, 1950

INDIA
o H YS! &A1 Jaled <ITad & Hid Ay 3R FfAEer
Al & fAofa &t 3R Rerrar €1 ag Avka 99 & fHas
3R fRaffass & forg gaR stfdesTer derars SgAl & Hia
gt fgem aar g1”
< TIGR deAHHTS Ued gRRT 3 S[eTs, 1950 &I AgS &I ud

¢ |In June 1951, the Constitution (First Amendment) Bill
amended Article 19(2) to include three new restrictions
on the right to free speech

 S[A 1951 #, aﬁm(qmmﬁm)ﬁmgm
=g 19(2) A Heny= fhar man 3R sifveafa
&I WaFdT & AUYPR UR di9 9¢ ufdder Sis T

e These were “public order”,
“friendly relations with foreign states”,
and “incitement to an offence”.

» JRF Media Academy by Rohit



VIRENDRA VS THE STATE OF PUNJAB (1957) %

Virendra was the editor of two newspapers,
Pratap and K. Narendra was the editor of Vir Arjun.

g 3 IR 93T, 9d19 3 &. g & dues 9,
3R IR 35 & dues A1

The state government issued orders under Section 3
of the Punjab Special Powers (Press) Act, 1956.

—

I YR A o faey erfewal (V) sifaffaw, 1956
&I YRT 3 & dad 3 AR fHU|

These orders imposed restrictions on publishing
certain materials in Virendra's newspapers.

g1 3eeRN A Tig & GHER UAl § $© 9ri
UHTId &6 IR Widael 1T 714T|

Virendra challenged these government orders.

dig A 39 ARHRL QLN B eI S

The challenge was because the orders violated his

fundamental right to freedom of speech and expression
guaranteed by Article 19(1)(a) of the Indian Constitution.

gg gArdt gEfag &t 718 ifes A s wRd d@fau &

19(1)(a) ERT Ued HT9oT 3R 3rfA<afee &t Wa=ar

%ﬂ%ﬂﬁﬁ&ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁ%l

a1

-... prohibit Shri Virendra, the printer, publisher and the editor of ‘Pratap’
from printing and publishing any article, report, news item, letter or any
other material of any character whatsoever relating to or connected with
“save Hindi agitation” for a period of two months from the date.”

e T e T e e e e Y e e e e e e e e

r

Sd/- Home Secretary to Government Punjab.................

I July 13, 1957, a Notification under s.2(1)(a) of the impugned Act

B 13 e, 1057 @ et s B T 201)(a) 3 e e o B

fﬂ'

“ “..H, ot %, gu, UHIAS IR WA’ & Hues &I, fasd oft
uhR &1 ad@, RAE, gamR, g3 a1 &1 3= et S 6 sft
yhR & ‘7 sridie @ gans’ § Fdfta ar 39 9 8,
WU et | 37TST <l ARG & ) Al il rafds & forg wfdefea 58
HAT gl -Sd/- 8 Adbedl, ISd TWHR........... »

e

( Fundamental Right ;
to Freedom of
Speech & Expression |
aTyoT 3R sifdeafes |
S |

Government : — | Publishing Certain el iy Caae,fm 5

Orders ] — Materials Press Freedom in India

TS a3 B | _/ o el weRa | uRe & M & T
&l TdAar &1 Aifcis TSR gt ‘ B IR ufday | 1 Qe Arser

Challenge Against

Restrictions on




ACKGROUND / yo¥f™ | ' SECTION 3(1) IN THE PUNJAB SPECIAL
£ POWERS (PRESS) ACT, 1956

“The State Government or any authority authorised by it in this
behalf, if satisfied that such action is necessary for the purpose of
preventing or combating any activity prejudicial to the maintenance

of communal harmony affecting or likely to affect public order, may,

by notification, prohibit the bringing into Punjab of any newspaper, -
periodical, leaflet or other publication."

“afe T=g TSR a1 39 I3v & forg aiftrsa #1S ot wifrerd ag dqe

A notification was passed by the home ministry office
— | under the impugned Act prohibiting the publication and
ww» printing of any material relating to the ‘Save Hindi agitation’.
TgHATEd A Ush sAfufawm & aga siftgamn aia &t ‘B a=nsii sige=’
o dafta fadt oft arnht & gerem ok ggor ur ufdsy & &

+i “Save Hindi Agitation” was led by an organization
— called Hindi Raksha Samiti.
‘&<t sl srigie= &1 Agea Bt & afafa v dmea 7 fasam

The petitioners filed a complaint alleging that the ol f& aruIas ST Sl WTiad o aTell a1 wih-eqasdT i gHlfad
#<  Punjab Special Powers (Press) Act, 1956 passed by & & AuTaT @A aret fad nfafafer « O ar e Aae & oo

the state legislature was unconstitutionl. U1 T AGYIF B, @) a8 e g et oft waraRa=, ufde,

gifSaTasdia] 3 fOrenraa <=1 Y 5 o=y Ru=sse g o o a1 =T WeHTe Y WS F S X ufdey S g 21"

gare favie wifdsai () sifafaam, 1956 amdunfass 21 |

/e JUDGEMENT / ﬁufq gl The Suprem_e Court found that, Preventing any newspaper from pu_blishing any article of current
: e (¢

importance is encroachment of the freedom of speech and expression.

gat= ETed 3 71 F G ot aaeres 5 aaamEs qea &1 a@ i s 8 O vt Fi wdmar & Ieea g

The Supreme Court quashed Section 3(1) of the Punjab Special Powers (Press) Act, 1956, due to its
lack of reasonable safeguards, thereby protecting the fundamental right to freedom of speech and expression.

e e 3 Sfr G SuTE 3 orvTe 3 HROT GeTE v wifai () o, 1956 @ et 3(1) @ <g @R R, .
g srfv=afan 6t waaar & Hifes sfasr & en g2l

The Supreme Court found that Section 3(1) of the Punjab Special Powers (Press) Act, 1956, lacked
necessary safeguards, such as a time limit for the operation of orders and provisions for representation

to the State Government.

Harss =g + Sl % done a9y wifsnar (ve) ifafFam, 1956 & umr 3(1) # sravass e 3Utal &1 9T o,
o a6t IrafY & fore gug diar ofk o=g gvr =) ufafRfaeE & uaum)

» JRF Media Academy by Rohit



Pandit M. S. M. Sharma vs Shri Sri Krishna Sinha And Others (1958)

Key Issue: Freedom of the Press vs. Legislative Privileges

7 =3
e Maheshwar Prasad Narayan Sinha, a member

of the Bihar Legislative Assembly delivered
a speech on the floor of the Assembly
described as “one of the bitterest attacks
against the way the Chief Minister was
conducting the administration of the State.”

28R UHTe ARMVT R, AR fRum am &

"o Pandit M. S. M. Sharma, the editor {
of a newspaper called "Searchlight,"

ufed uq, T, UH, oM, Ush HHIARYA

'._-_L[ ‘ P s _—
. _______'__-f_r_' e

e These proceedings included

" pro:tions of a speech by a member
that had been expunged (removed)
by the Speaker of the Assembly.

- ; = g4 BRIAI ] H Uh YSH] b HIYUT b 3 GO 3 Uee U U WIS

* It published certain | e e %‘%-Wmmﬁ aiwzqm% .ﬁ
proceedings of tne | S SRR L s Sefratce ek T 8 P el 2 6 T O S T
Bihar Legislative : ‘ A [
Assembly.

P B BRiaieal

e —

.'-_.'-_. == --.-""-.\_ — .--__-'_ _-:_ 3 = .:__'- '--:T_ — = . iy ™ - it 3 -
e e e Bl ' )
- e i s : Fi
I - g b
— -E:"ﬁ- = - )
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Pandit M. S. M. Sharma vs
Shri Sri Krishna Sinha And Others (1958)

In spite of the remarks being
expunged, on May 31, 1957,
“Searchlight published a report
of the speech of Maheshwar
Prasad Narayan Sinha.”

On June 10, 1957

Privilege of the House under Article 194{3)\
[would] prevail over the fundamental right

[to free speech and expression] under
Article 19(1)(a) ?

Judgement
* The court held that the privileges of the legislature,

as mentioned in Article 194(3) of the Constitution,
took precedence over the freedom of speech and
expression guaranteed under Article 19(1)(a).

J

The Court emphasized that these privileges were
essential for the smooth functioning of legislative
bodies and to ensure the dignity and independence
of the legislature.

@ Breach of Privilege: Sharma had committed a breach of )
privilege by publishing expunged portions of the Assembly
proceedings. The Assembly was within its rights to issue

a notice and potentially take punitive action against him.
©. 4

[ ARTICLE 194(3)
| ——A
| ARTICLE 19(1)(a)

yfSd UH. 9. UH. el 9
sft sft peor f=gT SR 3= (1958)

& sTavig, 31 7, 1957 &,
“Tddlse A AR UG AR
fRigr & wrwor &t RAl yapifAra &t
10 5=, 1957 @i

T ATBe 194(3) & siaifa e &
fauifsR, sig=d< 19(1)(%) & siasia
Aifors sfdspR [are 3R ifaafda
& TgaAdT] 9} U&= g9t ?

# Sfeaifada fufR@e & ARwfteR, e
19(1)(xp) & siaeta uew are 3R sifHeafd
&l W1 U YT Ed 8l

o R 7 g fear & A RAufder [Furh Al
& gars sl dare- aur Ruafder & 1lker ik
wWaadr gHfda & & Ay smaas g

— ?mﬁ_

[ RAfAR &1 Sceig+: oH=f A Ry & srfard &
‘ Aafts-e 31T S Hras fAuidsR &1 Seoig= fasar em
Ry ! AT o 1 3R I9F [Aeg S FRaE
A BT SR Tl

x_/J




Historical Context

Appointment of Press Commission (1952):

» The Commission was tasked with addressing
issues related to the press.

- O S A S S S S S G T S S I G G N T S S I S S S S W W NS N S A

Recommendations of the Press Commission:

» The Commission formulated a report with
certain recommendations.
» These recommendations became the basis for

enacting the Newspaper (Price and Page)
X Act of 1956.

» The Government appointed a Press Commission in 1952.

U9 T & Ay (1952):
> TIHR A 1952 # U9 HranT Hi Fgfe Hi

> AN &I U9 9 Jafea ggi & a1 &
Hr GiaT 77|

1L

(IRTITITTY l||'||l
ll'i ||| TELnng

O T &t AT
| > 3T A po RAwRel F ary ue RuiE dar @

> 39 FAwIRe & YR 4R, 1956 &HI GHHRYA
(nc?qsﬁ?w)aﬁ’e‘rﬁmamﬂTW|

LI

I

T

|
Il

.- f ,

"\\__

Newspaper (Price and Page) Act, 1956
and order in 1960

g 3R gg) af\aﬁm 1956
1960 <hT 3T

yvy

It mandated that newspaper companies charge prices
based on the number of published pages.

The Order prescribed specific areas for advertisements.
It also allocated space for advertisements in newspapers.

yyryYy

The Act regulated the pricing and pagination of newspapers.
If a newspaper published more pages, it was required to charge more.

The number of supplements that could be published was also regulated/

» fafzs A garETEgEl & gea Rufvor ik gg Hean & ARt e
» gg ifard fasar man f sameras SufAgt geifa geaf 6

&1 & MR R Jod [HufiRa &
> gfg FIE FHERYT A4S g8 yeTfdd war g, af sifts gea a1 srays o
> ager A fasma=l & forg fafere g1 @1 Rufvor fasar mam
> FHERGA § fasmaEl & forg i ot srEfea faam
" ﬁﬁﬁqﬁfﬁemmmm% ugﬁﬁuﬁmﬁmnm

Conflict

¥

Does the Freedom of Speech and Expression
include the Freedom of publishing and circulation?

&1 stfveaf™s Y @daaar # g iR
YR & Tdaaar ot onfae 22

» JRF Media Academy by Rohlt



£ sakal Papers v. Union of India

» ‘Sakal’ is published daily and weekly
in Marathi newspapers.

o ‘THIS’ AS! WTHT & f e 3R
AT s WHTER 931 § Ut gt gl

» The newspaper played a significant role in

disseminating news and shaping public opinion.

o HTER U3 A YHIERI & TER 3R s=0a fAwfor
A wgeaqul yferet R

e A net circulation of 52,000 copies on
weekdays and 56,000 on Sundays in
Maharashtra and Karnataka.

s HERTE AR H-lcs H gwrg & &A1 # 52,000
AR IaarR ' 56,000 wfeat &1 vER|

» The Central Government passed
the Newspaper (Price and Page) Act,
1956, and later the Daily Newspapers
(Price and Page) Order, 1960.

* g TSR A TR 97 (7 3R I8) Afufam,
1956 Ut foFan ok a5 # e awmeR =
(e 3R I®) 1w, 1960 S fasam|

» This order set a limit on the maximum
number of pages newspapers could publish.

] T RV A YHER Al gRT USRI fhu o
& a1t Afwman el &1 drar fFuifa st

» The petitioner challenged the constitutionality
of the Act in court.

« gifEepTERatl A ferfaay &t daenfaesar &t
<rETerd § gt a

Sakal Papers v. Union of India
N Judgement ;

The Court held that the citizens’ rights to propagate
their ideas and to do so should be given the right of
publishing and disseminating, and circulate the information.
The citizen can propagate either orally or by writing and
hence the right to propagate comes under the ambit of the
Right to Freedom of Speech and Expression.

qTed A A1 & ariet & foearl & R o1 iR,

3R 9 fore uaprer 3R yaR &1 3ifYer fean sem wnfeu|
AR wifs ar forfed v & yar 3 9o 2, safen =R
o1 TSR fiafs &t waadr & feeR & gEr H T g1

P
T \“
(B

o E— A

e,

' Judgement

The court held that Section 3(1) of the Act was
unconstitutional and that an order made under
the same would be unconstitutional.

IR A A1 o rferfRas &t ey 3(1)
rEaeTt=e off 3R gHd sideia fovar ar amewr
ot et grm)

The Court undisputedly held that “the publication
of newspapers not only pertained to freedom of
speech and expression but also conduct a business
according to Article 19(1) (g), which essentially
implied reasonable restrictions on the newspaper
business.”
=marera A fAfdarg wa @ amn f6 “awmar o= &
UHH A Faa dfweafs &t wadaar § dafia g
afes =€ 19(1) (1) & FTUR Faq™ Fe 9 o
Hedfig g, forad gaer 93 sgaag ww 3fRkE :
ufeey fAfga €17

ﬁ/ W {10
ARTICLE |
) \1901))




- Sakal Papers v. Union of India

——— oo —

/~ Article 19. Protection of certain rights regarding freedom of speech, etc.
All citizens shall have the right-

to freedom of speech
and expression;

to assemble peaceably
and without arms;

to form associations or

unions or co-operative
societies;
Y g7 IS AT HEhrr

giafaat 994 &7 TSR,

to move freely throughout

the territory of India;
RA & TR ST 89 § Waa
Y 9 gH &1 AfUR;

q
i
i
1
0
H

to reside and settle in
any part of the territory
of India;

YA & fordt oft st A A

sub-clause (f)
shall be omitted;

39-4rT (f) &t
ger feam smem;

to practise any profession,
or to carry on any
occupation, trade or
business.

forelt oft U9t &1 3anaT B,
T Shis HT9H, AT 9T ST
FH BT ATSR

V2
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Bennett Coleman & Co. vs. Union of India (1973)

Newsprint Order 1962

geiftic 31 1962

Regulated how much newspapers
could use imported newsprint.

Irafed <geiftic & IuahT @ fAfra fean

e The Newsprint Control Order of 1962

N
—

Newsprint Policy 1972-73
geiftic Aifd 1972-73

It placed additional restrictions on
newspaper establishments:

U1 IR g ufdssEl o sifaf
Hﬁfﬁﬂm:

Bennett Coleman & Co Ltd.

was passed under the Essential
Commodities Act of 1955 to regulate
the production and trade of
newsprint in India.

such as page limits, that some argued
restricted freedom of the press and
expression. In Bennett Coleman & Co. v.
Union of India, the Supreme Court ruled
that the policy was unconstitutional.

—— o U IRY F ATATHS AT, SR A

fefie, nfie &, =% SR o9 3R
AfHeafts &t T@daar X Ad T &I

Union of India &, gty &1 A g9 ifa
P! A eI

e The order included quantitative controls,

o f&ar a1 Bennett Coleman & Co. v.

S — — S — (S m—— S S ———— — —— S W S S E——— O —

)
A

et

=
Y
P

o,
1
ey
B oF
]
A
#
o

Prohibition of new newspapers by
establishments owning more than two
newspapers, if at least one is a daily
publication.

: = gfg 398 ¥ 9 A FH TS oFd ISR §,
o uiftic fHa=0T 3Ser 1962, IaTH it @ & 3fdres TR U @A e wfasE!
a¥q ffnfaas 1955 & aga aiia fasar &R 7 TR 97 Adeq wR ufdey
T T difds WIRA H <Yeiftic & IeargA
IR @R & [afa fesar o g |

Limiting the total number of
pages to ten.

P JBI &I &1 Bl ¢H db HIfFHd BT

e etk e

Restricting the number of pages
increase to not more than 20% for
newspapers under ten pages.

&9 | ¥ HH aTel YHER 931 & forg
el Y giE B 20% R 3T 7 & AT




"Bennett _Coleman & Co. v::: _Unign_dflﬁdia_ﬂg?g)‘ .

Judgement _
It placed additional restrictions on tﬁ, i
| newspaper establishments: Je siferfh afderer em:
* In the case of Bennett Coleman vs Union \\‘ o FqC PITHT TAH YR T & AHA H, =TT
of India, the court deemed specific ‘ 4 1972-73 & =guiftie Hifa & fafere uraamy ot
provisions of the 1972-73 newsprint 3raaenfaes AET)

Policy unconstitutional.
= e The Supreme Court found that the policy's

o Tl =A™ 1 Ui fop Hifd & A ®

guantitative restrictions, like page limits, ufdse, S8 g8 i1, 99 3R sifsreafh &
unreasonably limited press and expression IId=AdT bl GIE[EIH g | Hiffda s=d g |
freedoms. : EED SOE A A ?

e Justice Ray emphasized the fundamental y
importance of press freedom under Article 31T=8< 19(1)(a) & ded UH I Wd=dT & Hifcih

19(1)(a) when declaring the policy Agcd U3 SR fear
unconstitutional. 3 JRF Media Academy by Rohit




Indian Express Newspapers vs Union of India 1985 [ty

by Rohit

' /=
Custom Duty on Newprint -- Impact of Duties

¢ |n 1985, the government of India began levying import
duty on the newsprints imported from abroad along
with customs duty, leading to a surge in newspaper
prices and further affecting circulation.

1985 H, WA TR A fager & smarfaa Jgifiie «)
AT 3o & T AT Yoos o1 I fobar, o
THTER 931 &t HiFal § gig g8 o TR ¥ 3R
gfdger gt UST|

¢ The case arose when the Indian Express Newspapers /1 \ dhe

challenged the imposition of customs duty and
import duty on newsprint, arguing that it violated
their fundamental right to freedom of speech and
expression under Article 19(1)(a) of the Indian
Constitution.

gg "I dd 301 9id Sied= Torausd SHER 931 A e

<iftie TR AT Yok 3R AT Yo & SIRIT0T Bl
gt &1, a8 ach <d gU b g8 vRd d@fgu= &
TS 19(1)(a) F dgd 39! a1 3R ifweafa &t
Hiferes Wdaal &1 oot HXar g |

[eh BT YT

The imposition of customs and import
duties on newsprint directly affected
newspaper publishing costs.

guiftic tR HIAT e 3N AT Yoob & FRIGUT

q dier FHER gl & WHIE ANTd & wvifaa faar

Higher costs lead to increased prices for
newspapers, potentially reducing their
circulation and reach.

I AT ¥ FHTER 931 & HiFd agd! 8, orad
3BT YHR R 9§ HHIfad $9 9 &9 81 A1l ¢ |

e e T e e e e S e e e e S e S e e e S e e e O S e e e e e e T T e e e T S S

This financial burden curtailed the
freedom of the press by making it
economically unviable for smaller
newspapers to operate.

=g fadita =1 3 U9 o Waadr & difaq faa,

S N N N S RN N SN N S N NS N S S S N S N N N

Such economic restrictions were an

indirect method of curtailing the freedom

of the press and thus violated

Article 19(1)(a).

Qe arrféfes arend 9 & TaadT df S §9 H
Hifa F &1 alte off 3R 39 TR =< 19(1)(a)
$T Jeore Hat off |




Indian Express Newspapers vs. Union of India (1985)
i U= OH™R 93 9911 YR 99 (1985)

¥5F Government’s Arguments /k:@ W ARy Judgment
o3 WHR & dh % = =

The imposition of customs and import duties on ™\, Theapex court held that the government can impose

newsprint was a matter of economic policy, falling B N7 \ taxes on the newsprint but only within reasonable

within the government's jurisdiction. P AN = J \ - & limits, which does not affect the circulation of the papers.
. e _o \ e

Wﬁwmmwaﬂ?mm -l e —_-_' - P o _____.ﬂ‘f mwﬁm%mwﬁwmﬁm

anfefes Aifer &1 A o1, St WRBR & AfIHR H ar 2| e godl 2, aifee daer 3fera dmeit & ofiar, it w3 & aRE=Ror

oI gHTfad 81 e

The duties were imposed to regulate the economy
and generate revenue, not to restrict the
freedom of the press.

3[eh referawen @i fAEfaa e 3R IR sifSfa s | N
& forg e T/ o, B & w@aFar &t Hifda A & ferg 81| s e

The court ordered the government to review its taxation
policy because the excessive nature of the tax was neither
proven by the petitioners nor refuted by the respondent.

- = ATATAT A IBR I 391 e i H Teften & &1 aner fean 0
aRiifeh B @l At Wepfa A ot aifawrearall grT g o 18
3R 71 gt ufdard) gr wfea &t 1)

The press, like any other industry, was subject to
taxation, and these duties were a legitimate
exercise of the government's power. T —
U, faft s e Hr g, g B el A, R B =
3 91 T & v 1fs T S A R

The judgment acknowledged that while the state could
regulate the economic aspects of newspapers, such

There was no direct or intentional infringement on
the freedom of speech and expression.

Waa WTYT 3R ifHeafes ol adaan &1 Bis ucaer a1
SIS Jeeit el AT

" regulations must not curtail the essential freedom
of the press. o

Al A iR far fos sterfds =g Iw=R 9=t & anfele

g3l &l fafaffa o¢ gwar 8, 08 faffaw smasas $a
U9 bl Tadaadr & Hifad 781 & Ihd |

\_
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THE SECRETARY, MINISTRY OF INFORMATION & BROADCASTING

- . vs. Cricket Association of Bengal (1995)

w T 3R R T4, YR TXBR 9914 fohdse TaIfATA 311% e (1995)

T ASSOCIATION g
CRICKE EEng,
¢

®

Private Broadcasting Rights / fAsit gaRor sifeerR

The dispute arose when the Cricket Association of Bengal (CAB) wanted to telecast cricket
matches independently, bypassing the state-controlled Doordarshan.

faare q@ 3= gan sia fbde qEIfAge= 3% @7 (CAB) A w=a fAafaa R &t
RfPBAR H¥d gU WA $9 A b AT &1 THART HI1 F18T|

The CAB arranged for private broadcasters to cover an international cricket tournament
but faced resistance from the government, which insisted that only Doordarshan
could broadcast the matches.

CAB 3 Ua siamia fibdbe oeifife & wamor & forg fch gemet a8 saaeer &, CRICKET ASSOCIATION SECRETARY,
AfF Ty 3 faRty fsa ok @veT % Faer gees & A=l &1 THR SR FHdT 2| OF BENGAL MINISTRY OF INFORMATION

forpe T : & BROADCASTING
Arguments of Cricket Association of Bengal v 11 a1 3R JERTr 9fa,

SR i b W

+ The government's control of broadcasting infringed upon the basic right to freedom
of speech and expression as stated in Article 19(1)(a) of the Indian Constitution.

WYHR & THRT O fFas0r YR @fau= & srge=se 19(1)(a) ® aftfa wryor aiv sifvaafaa
& Feryd Waadl & Ieoiu- g |

The broadcasting of matches should not be limited to state-run channels;
private broadcasters ought to have the opportunity to broadcast such content.
A= ST YHROT Fad T AT A6 g difaa Fg1 g1 Ifeu:

st v &1 T HTAHAT BT TR HIA T 90 o1 arfagl

Doordarshan’s monopoly on broadcasting rights limited the variety of
perspectives and content accessible to the public.

e il bl e » JRF Media Academy by Rohit
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e |n early 1995, the Indian Supreme Court
criticised the long-held government
monopoly over broadcasting and declared
airwaves public property.

e 1995 i YHHA H, WRAIY Faied IR =

JORUT IR el 99T T Il 31T Ig TDIR UBIYDR

<! JATATTT el 3R STTHIATUN DI Higsi-dh
G =S feha|
 The right to impart and receive information,

protected under Article 19(1)(a), includes
access to telecasting.

o 3 19(1)(a) & 3iid a1 & 3R U

Judgment |

e B JNfUBR Cellchieed] deh Ugd bl M

AT B

» However, this right is subject to the

regulation of public property (airwaves).
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| Aftermath
qiRums

* End of Monopoly: The case marked the
conclusion of the state’s broadcasting
monopoly, opening doors for private
broadcasters to function under a
regulated system.

o UBIYBR &I 3id: 39 AHd A I &
UYRUT UBIEbR I 3id fosar 3R fAsh
YgR! & folu fafAaf@a yoret & dgd
BIH IR b gR Tict |

Expansion of Media: Led to the
proliferation of private TV channels
and radio stations, diversifying

the media landscape.

« Hifean &1 fawr: foft <l < 7at 3R
) | 3fear R @l 3ig g, R i
B oRgew o fRifdear |
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Shreya Singal Vs Union of India 2015
2 fRiger a9 YRA 99 2015

The Shreya Singhal vs. Union of India case is a landmark !
judgment in Indian constitutional law, primarily concerning

the freedom of speech and expression in the digital age.
A Riger a9 YR €Y &1 AT 99 @aUTi—e S
¥ yss tfagfées fofa &, ot g0 s0 @ RSew g &
sifvreafas &t T@daaar | Sdfta g1

The case challenged the constitutionality of Section 66A

of the Information Technology Act, 2000, which criminalized
the sending of offensive messages through communication
services.

39 AW # ga=r srenfadt sifafaas, 2000 6t ey 66A Fi
HdamAes duar &1 g & 7, S 9uR darsil & "reaw |
TafesT-1e HaeT Wol & JHGAE F=Tat off

Shreya Singal Vs Union of India 2015 3
29 fger a9W WRa 99 2015 goo |

Section 66 A of IT Act 2000
G T et sifafRaE 2000 Ft uRT 66A

This section of the Information Technology Act made it a criminal
offence to send information that is grossly offensive or has a
menacing character, among other things. The provision was
criticized for being vague and overly broad, leading to arbitrary
arrests and suppression of free speech.

== wraf sifufaaw i g9 g & aga swa smafases
AT YHEH 9Tt TWHTT 6 FATHR A S 9L G974T 74T UT)
9 WTaHTH &6t Aevear iR ycafte sargsar & ST gHST ATH AT
&t 73, Sra® s frgard i sifvr=afes 6 wdaan & ga gam

o ek
C | -
S
=
A @

»

Shreya Singal Vs Union of India 2015

81 fifge 9919 YR 99 2015

* Police arrested two women for posting allegedly offensive
and objectionable comments on Facebook about the
propriety of shutting down the city of Mumbai after the
death of Balasahab Thakery.

o ATATHTEE 311 & Y & AT A% ET B a2 HE I Iferaar T
FHgS W Hita smafaees iR smaftsss Rufirt &= * fog
gfers 3 &t afgemait &t frgar fasan

» The police made the arrests under Section 66A of the
Information Technology Act of 2000 (ITA), which punishes
any person who sends through a computer resource or
communication device any information that is grossly
offensive, or with the knowledge of its falsity, the
information is transmitted to cause annoyance,
inconvenience, danger, insult, injury, hatred, or ill will.

« gferw 3 ga=m urenfadht sfafaaw, 2000 (ITA) & arT 66A & aga
firgaR faen, sit et +ff =afee =1 <fa et @ ot Foger da =
g1 T IYHEUT & ATemH | v el Worar § St areda e Bt
ar o a8 w1 s U Wt Aoran # ofir e 3w fasedt &Y o= &,

SRy, @aw, J9A, S, oI ar gHia-r Iea=— ST 8|
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Shreya Singhal’s Argument
211 faee ol dh
Vagueness: Section 66A was vague and uncertain,

lacking clear definitions of what constituted offensive
content. This vagueness led to arbitrary enforcement.

YT EIRT 66A 3R 3R 33fFfea oft, 5o gg Tse
ufnifea T8t o f& ia-a gl smufdsas At sreeft
SO0 HAAE &1 A AR Y TS|

Violation of Freedom of Speech: The section violated
Article 19(1)(a) of the Indian Constitution, which guarantees
the fundamental right to freedom of speech and expression.
Hfieafzs & Taddr &1 Ieeigq: Ig URT HRA Hfda &
e 19(1)(a) &1 Iecra« @l off, it fFeafs Hf @aadan
& Ho Hf¥aE Hi TS <ar 2

Disproportionate Restrictions: The law imposed AU
disproportionate restrictions on free speech, far beyond |
the reasonable restrictions permitted under Article 19(2) / | ° J
of the Constitution. PAE !

scaftes wfdee: Ig S AfHeafzh Sl Wdadl R it ‘5‘::.1 < );

yfdeer aomar o1, st Wfdue & g 19(2) & fFufa __!""’ ‘
gfeherd wfdeel @ wd afds 21 - -

Judgment
fAol

« In a 52-page judgement, the Supreme Court struck down

Section 66-A of the Information Technology Act.

52 U1 & fAvfar &, wafea <ammer 9 g« diaifidr sfafaas
bl aRT 66-A P G o &

The Court held that Section 66A was vague and overbroad,
leading to arbitrary application and enforcement. The terms
used in the section, such as "grossly offensive" and "menacing
character," were not clearly defined.

HeTeld = AT foh GRT 66A 3RUR 3R TS e 2ff, o
HHTE &1 ¥ AR] AR gade foam 11 39 URT H U U6 o
"HGfHd Ao 3R "UHAGM dlel IRA" WE H7
qRHISd &l |

Chilling Effect on Free Speech: The Court observed that
the vague and broad language of Section 66A had a chilling

effect on free speech, deterring individuals from expressing
their views online out of fear of prosecution.

Jfcafh &I Tdaar W 38T UHd: 3cldd o ¢@l fb 8RT 66A
&l IR 3R AYS U1 BT Wad A HARb T 33T TH1d
ger, S @ fasa & = A 3ifFarEd v AR a=p
B 4 d9d o
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The first amendment to Article 19(1) (a) of the In Virendra Vs. State of Punjab, Section (3)(1)
Indian Constitution was mainly aimed to _ . ofthe Punjab Special Powers (Press) Act, 1956,
include ____ as a cause for reasonable restriction. Y 3 / \ was struck down on the grounds of

YR Tidem & 3rgess 19(1) (F) d 9gH My | g a9 Yot T A A, Yerre fady afdeat () sifafem,

q& ¥ 4 &l giehatra ufdae & PRI B 9 ‘“‘\E =/ 1956 @t g (3)(1) Bt FA=feifEa smemi w fed a fear man e
7 e e & 3w 9 fbar mar
(A) Public order / s cawen 1. Procedural unreasonableness / fsrarcae 3rdridbaarn

(B) Censorship / d&=fer™
(C) Newspaper registration / THRIR U3 UsilBa0l

(D) Licensing printing press / HguT U &I @349

2. Public interest / Tidsifiia f&a
3. Over-regulation / 31fd-fAa#=
4. Political ill-will / ISHifdes gHia

Bennet, Coleman & Co Vs. Union of
India case in early 1970s deals with
1970 & TP i Yo 7 (F=feriad & Heifed g

(A) Pre-censorship / Jd- §&:fR10

The Newspaper (price and Page) Act, of 1956,
was challenged in the Supreme Court by

THER 9 (e 3R q=o) ifafaaH, 1956 6!
Tded e § A &t 18 ot

(A) The pioneer / & TR

(B) Sakal / |l = (B) Journalist wages / Ua®RI & Heigl
(C) Gujarat Samachar / 7RI HHER __:! / \\ (C) Editorial perspective / HUieaId gfeamIon
(D) The Thanthi / & 2iifer ~d N |
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Match the following / fAvaferfera &1 fiem Siforg .

(a), (b), (c), (d)

(Newspaper Case) (Issues/act)
(FHTIR U HIHe) (e/3ifafrm)
(a) Express newspapers (i) Newspaper (Price and Page) Act, 1956
(TRIYT GHTEOR 97) (FHTEIR U7 (Fed Ud U8) 3ffefaH, 1956)
(b) Sakal newspaper (ii) Breach of legislative privilege
(Fhel THER U7) (faemit faRieTfaIeR &1 Secio)
(c) Bennett and Coleman (iii)Imposition of tax to limit circulation
(87 3R PieiA) (TR HIfAd B g B BT ARIYUN)
(d) Searchlight newspaper. | (iv) Newsprint Control Order, 1962
(FEfeTge WHTER W) (~geifsie =T e, 1962)
Codes: [ 1. (iii), (i), (iv), (i) v
ge: 2. (iv), (i), (), (iii) |

3. (i), (i), (iii), (iv)
4. (ii), (i), (iv), (iii)

JRF Media Academy by Rohit
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In the case of Ministry of Information and Broadcasting
Vs. Cricket Association of Bengal, the Supreme Court

judgement led to :

HATT AT 3R AR 417 fobdbe gaifge
36 STl & AP H, HaIwd AT & fA0T & g3 :

(A) censorship of foreign journals

(ool ufrel w dwrfR)

(B) freeing electronic media from government monopoly .
(el NfET B WHR THAGR A Jed 1)

W,

(C) imposition of surcharge on media advertisements

(Fifear fagmaai g IR & 3mRguD)

(forbe Bl 1 AifedT Favsl R Yfday)

(D) restriction of media coverage of cricket matches




