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THE HON�BLE SRI JUSTICE M.SATYANARAYANA MURTHY 
 

CRIMINAL PETITION No.11861 of 2017  
 

ORDER:  

 This criminal petition is filed under Section 482 of Criminal 

Procedure Code (for short �Cr.P.C.�) to quash the C.C.No.791 of 

2017 on the file of the XVII Chief Metropolitan Magistrate, 

Hyderabad,  registered for the offences punishable under Sections 

500 and 501 of Indian Penal Code (for short �I.P.C.�), on various 

grounds.  

 
 Respondent No.1 � A.Ramakrishna Reddy is the 

complainant before the Magistrate, he is the MLA, Mangalagiri 

Constituency in Guntur District being the member of YSR 

Congress Party filed private complaint under Section 200 of Cr.P.C. 

against the petitioners for the offence punishable under Section 

500 and 501 of I.P.C. alleging that he has been serving the poor 

and down trodden in his constituency and is well known for his 

loyalty to the YSR Congress Party and has been advancing the 

interests, policies and programmes of YSR Congress Party in his 

constituency and also in Andhra Pradesh as a MLA of YSR 

Congress Party and active party functionary, being aggrieved by 

the defamatory, derogatory and venomous news which is devoid of 

truth, published by the petitioners/accused Nos.1 to 7 in Andhra 

Jyothi Telugu Daily on 15.05.2017 and on 16.05.2017. 

 Petitioner No.1/accused No.1 is the Managing Director, 

Amodha Publications Pvt. Ltd, publishing a Telugu Daily 

newspaper on the name and style of Andhra Jyothi. Other 

petitioners i.e. petitioner No.2/accused No. 2 is the Printer & 
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Publisher, Andhra Jyothi Telugu Daily being published on behalf of 

Amodha Publications Pvt. Ltd at Amodha press. The petitioner 

No.3/accused No. 3 is the Editor, Andhra Jyothi Telugu Daily. The 

petitioner/accused No. 4 is the Bureau Chief, Telangana Edition, 

Andhra Jyothi Telugu Daily. The petitioner/accused No. 5 is the 

Reporter, Andhra Jyothi Telugu Daily. The petitioner/accused No. 

6 is the Bureau In-charge, Amodha Publications Pvt. Ltd, Andhra 

Jyothi Telugu Daily, Andhra Edition. The petitioner/accused No. 7 

is the Bureau In-charge, Amodha Publications Pvt. Ltd, Andhra 

Jyothi Telugu Daily, Andhra Edition.  

It is contended that a news item that is formulated is being 

put before the accused no. 1 to 4 and 6 & 7 by the accused no. 5 

i.e., reporter and thus it is being selected to be published before it 

takes a shape and appears in the newspaper in Black & White.   

  It is alleged that all the petitioners being the Managing 

Director, Printer and Publisher, Editor, Bureau Chief, Reporter, 

Bureau in-charge published two news items on 15-05-2017 and 

16.05.2017, which are defamatory by making serious allegations 

against Y.S.Jagan Mohan Reddy, president of Y.S.R.Congress Party 

and Y.S.R. congress party.  The alleged defamatory, derogatory 

news items published in the Andhra Jyothi News Paper are  

libellous, scandalous, untruthful, unfounded, per se defamatory 

and they were published to promote selfish ends of Telugu Desam 

party by distorting the true facts about the meeting Y.S. Jagan 

Mohan Reddy and the party members the Hon�ble Prime Minister 

and by twisting the representation submitted there at and thus 

defaming Sri. Y.S. Jagan Mohan Reddy and YSR Congress Party 

without due care or caution in Andhra Jyothi Telugu daily main 
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edition both in Telangana and Andhra Pradesh with the caption 

(both vernacular and translated news items are appended to this 

judgment as annexure) 

“అమమ్ జగĲా”  

and with 

Subt it les… 

“ఆĲాటి Ľీన్ ĸిĳీట్” 

“పర్ıాǵ కోĸింİి ఒకటి. . .  బయట Ĩెĳిప్ంİి మĸొకటి” 

“తన కేసుల ĳై Ȁర. .  ఏĳీ కోసĶే ĵేటీ అంటూ దరువు” 

                                              “అహో  .. İాగుడు మూతలు� 
 

The crux of the publication is that�   

 

 ఈ.Ĭి తనను ĺేıిసుత్ ంİి అǵ Ĵిĸాయ్దు  
 Įాను,  తన కుటుంబ సభుయ్లు అషట్  కȍాఠ్ లు పడుతునన్టుల్  కǶన్ళుల్   

 తన ǭĺోĲోǷాİికి ఆటంకం కȃĦిసుత్ నన్టుల్  పర్ıాǵకి ǵĺేదన  

 ఇదద్రు అıికారుల ĳేరల్Įో కంĳైల్ ంట్  

 ĺారు టీĬీĳĮీో కుమమ్కుక్ అķనటుల్  ఆĸోపణ   

 ĺాĸి బాĸి నుంǩ కాǷాĬాలǵ ȇజఞ్ĳిత్   
 పర్ıాǵకి ఏడు ĳేǮల ȇనǳ పతర్ం  

 ఆంధర్ జోయ్ǳ Ĩేǳలో ఆ లేఖ పర్తులు 
 

 With these captions a totally distorted version published, the 

personality, name and fame of Y.S Jagan Mohan Reddy and YSR 

Congress Party are tarnished, the defamatory article as a banner 

item was published. It is as follows: 

 పర్ıాన మంǳర్ కాĸాయ్లయములో జĸిĦింİి ఒకటి.  జగన్ బైటికి వǩచ్ Ĩెĳిప్ంİ ి

మĸొకటి.  ȀĬీ ముందు తన బాధలు ఏకరువు.  ǾĬియా ముందు ఏĳీ బాధల 

గుĸింǩ దరువు.  ఇǩచ్న Ĵిĸాయ్İేȀ ఈĬీ Ǿద. .  ఇǩచ్నటుల్  Ĩెĳిప్ంİేȀ చందర్ 
బాబు పర్భుతవ్ం Ǿద.  నవరస నటĲా Ȏారవ్ĵౌములు అĺాకక్ķేయ్ ఈ యాషౝన్ Ƿార్ట్ 
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ǵ మĸో Ȏాĸి ȇజయవంతంĦా పర్దĸిశ్ంĨారు ĺైĽిĳీ అıిĲేత జగన్.  ఆయన ĭిȄల్ 
పరయ్టన గుటుట్  రటుట్  అķంİి.  పలు పర్యĮాన్లు అనంతరం పర్ıాǵ కాĸాయ్లయం 

నుంǩ ĳిలుపు అందుకొǵ జగన్ గత బుధĺారం (Ķే,  10)  న పర్ıాǵ నĸేందర్ 
ȀĬీǶ కȃĽిన సంగǳ ĮెȃĽింİే ఆంధర్ పర్İేశ్ సమసయ్ల పĸిȍాక్రం కోసĶే పర్ıాǵǵ 

కȃĻానǵ జగన్ ఆ తరĺాత ȇలేఖరులు ȇడమĸిǩ ȇవĸింĨారు. ĸాషట్ ర్పǳ ఎǵన్కలోల్  
Ǻజేĳీకి మదద్తు ఇవవ్నునన్టుల్  పర్కటింĨారు. ఒకటి ĸెండు అంĻాలు ǽనȏ Ǻజేĳీ కి 

తమ Ƿాĸీట్ కి ȇĵేİాలు ఏǾ లేవు అǵ కూĬా ĺాకుర్ Ĩాచ్రు. అడగకునన్ Ǻజేĳీ కి 

మదద్Įెందుకు ఇĨాచ్ĸేందుకు ĨెǷామ్?. İీǵ ĵావĶేǽ ǳరుమలేĻా? అǵ అందరు 
Ĩెవులు కొరుకుంటుండంĦాĲే  అసలు సంగǳ బయట పĬినİి. ఆంధర్ పర్İేశ్ 

సమసయ్లు పకక్న ĳెĬిĮ ేతన Ȏొ ంత సమసయ్లను పĸిషక్ĸించు కోవడం కోసĶ ేజగన్ 

పర్ıాǵ Įో ĵేటీ అయాయ్డు అǵ బటట్ బయలు అķనİి. ఎĲోఫ్ĸెస్ƹంట్ Ĭైĸెకట్ĸేట్ 

తనను ĺేıిసుత్ ంİి అǵ జగన్ పర్ıాǵ కి Ĵిĸాయ్దు ĨేȎారు. ఈĶేరకు ఏడు ĳేǮల 

సుİీరఘ్ ȇనǳ పĮరా్ ǵన్ సȇనయంĦా సమĸిప్ంచుకుĲాన్రు. ఏĳీ లో అıికారంలో 
ఉనన్ Įెలుగుİేశం Ƿాĸీట్ పర్ĵావంలో పĬిన ఈĬీ అıికారులు తనను తన 

కుటుంబాǵన్ Ǵవర్ ఇబబ్ంİి Ƿాలు Ĩేసుత్ Ĳాన్రǵ ȇనన్ȇంచుకుĲాన్రు. İీǵ ĳై 
తషౝణĶే దృļిట్ Ȏాĸింǩ ĺాĸి బాĸిǵంǩ కాǷాĬాలǵ ǿరĳెటుట్ కుĲాన్రు. "తవ్Ķేవ 

శరణం మమ, Ƿాహమిాం రషౝ రషౝ" అంటూ జగన్ ȀĬీ శరణు ĺేĬారు. ఈĶేరకు 
జగన్ పర్ıాǵ ȀĬీ కి సమĸిప్ంచుకునన్ ఏడూ ĳǮేల ȇనǳ పతర్ం ఆంధర్ జోయ్ǳ కి 

లǻంǩంİి.  ĺై ఎస్ హయాం లో పర్భుతవ్ పర్ıాన కారయ్దĸిశ్Ħా పǵĨేĽిన రమాకాంత్ 

ĸెĬిడ్  ఇటీవల జగన్ ǾĬియా గూప్ నకు ఇంటరూవ్ƺ ఇĨాచ్రుర్ . ఇందులో జగన్ కేసు 
గుĸింǩ ఆయన ĨేĽిన ĺాయ్ఖయ్లు ȇĨారణను పర్ĵాȇతం ĨేĽేలా   ఉĲాన్యǵ 

అందువలల్  జగన్ బెķల్ ను రదుద్  Ĩయేాȃ అǵ దĸాయ్పు సంసథ్లు కోర్ట్ లో ĳిటిషన్ త్
ĺేȎాķ. ఈ Ĳేపథయ్ంలోĲే జగన్ పర్ıాǵ Ƕ కలవడం గమĲారహ్ం. హైదĸాబాద్ 

కేందర్ంĦా పǵĨేసుత్ నన్ ఇదద్రు అıికారుల ĳేరల్ను పర్Ȏాత్ ȇంǩ మĸీ జగన్ తన ȇనǳ 

పతర్ం లో ఈĬీǵ తపుప్ పటాట్ రు. హైదĸాబాద్ ఎĲోఫ్ĸెస్ƹంట్ Ĭైĸెకట్ĸేట్ జోనల్ ఆĴీస్ లో 
పǵĨేసుత్ నన్ జాķంట్ Ĭైĸెకట్ర్ ఉమా శంకర్ Ħౌడ్, అĽిĽెట్ంట్ Ĭైĸెకట్ర్ ǹ. స్. Ħాంı ీ

Įెలుగు İేశం Ƿాĸీట్ Įో కుమమ్కక్ķ తనను కషట్ ĳెడుతునన్టుల్  జగన్ ĳేĸొక్Ĳాన్రు. 
2011 లో తన ĳై నȀİౖెన కేసుల ȇĨారణ ĳై ఆంధర్ పర్İేశ్ లో అıికారం లో ఉనన్ 

Įెలుగు İేశం Ƿాĸీట్ అనుǩత పర్ĵాĺాǵన్ చూĳిసూత్  తనకు తన కుటుంబాǵకి 
భĸించలేǵ కȍాఠ్ లను కȃĦిȎోత్ ందǵ ఇబబ్ందులకు గుĸిĨేȎోత్ ందǵ జగన్ ĳేĸొక్Ĳాన్రు. 
కాంĦెస్ర్ , Įెలుగు İేశం Ƿాĸీట్లు కుమమ్కౖెక్ తనĳై Ľిǹఐ, ఈĬీలĮో కేసు లు 
ĳెటింĨాయǵ ఆĺేదన వయ్కత్ం ĨేȎారు. İీǵĮో Įాము ఇబబ్ందులను 
ఎదుĸొక్ంటుĲాన్ము అǵ ȇవĸింĨారు. పǵలో పǵĦా మూడు ఏండల్  కాలంలోĲే 
ముఖయ్మంǳర్ చందర్ బాబు 1 .5 లషౝల కోటుల్  అȇǶǳ Ƿాలు పĬాడ్ రǵ అందులో 
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ఆĸోĳింĨారు. అȇǶǳ Ȏొ ముమ్Įో చందర్ బాబు పటట్పగలే ఏĶెమ్లేయ్ లను కొంటుĲాన్రు 
అǵ ఆĬిȂ, ȈĬిȂ టేపులలో İొ ĸికి Ƿో యారǵ ĳేĸొక్Ĳాన్రు. చందర్ బాబు 
అȇǶǴ గుĸింǩ పర్ıాǵకి Ĵిĸాయ్దు ĨేĻాను అǵ ȇలేకరులకు Ĩెĳపి్న జగన్ తనĳై 
కేసుల గుĸింǩ కూĬా పర్ıాǵకి  ȇనన్ȇంచుకునన్టుల్  ఒకక్ మాట కుĬా Ĩపెప్క 

Ƿో వడం గమĲారహ్ం అసలు సంగǳ İాĨేĽ ి ఆమాం బాపతు ȇవĸాలǶన్ 

ȇȋİీకĸింĨారు జగన్. అķĮేĲేం İాĨాలంటే İాగవులే.. İాగుడుమూతలు 
Ȏాగవులే.. అనన్ మాట మĸోȎాĸి రుǯవు అķనİి. 

 

 Further, it is alleged that the petitioners totally distorted the 

personal representation dated 09.05.2017 submitted by Sri. Y.S. 

Jagan Mohan Reddy to the Hon�ble Prime Minister Sri. Narendra 

Modi on 10.05.2017 where in fact the personal representation 

submitted deals with defection of the MLAs in Andhra Pradesh 

Legislative Assembly through corrupt means, the plight of Agri 

Gold Depositors, owes of Chilli farmers in Andhra Pradesh, 

granting special category status to Andhra Pradesh with a request 

to honour the commitment given to the state by granting special 

category status. While the said representation submitted deals 

with such aspects, the accused totally published a distorted and a 

false version of the representation and in their own words 

published on 15-05-2017 in Andhra Pradesh telugu daily reads as 

follows. 

ȇనǳ పతర్ం లోǵ ముఖయ్ అంĻాలు 

 మా ĳై వǩచ్న అǻȂĦాలకు సంబంıింǩ నȀదు ĨేĽిన కేసు (ఈĽీఐఆర్ 

/09/హచ్ జెడ్ ఓ/2011) ȇĨారణలో ఈĬీ అıికారులు ǹ. స్. Ħాంıీ, యస్. ఏ ఉమా 
శంకర్ Ħౌడ్ ఆంధర్ పర్İేశ్ లో అıికారంలో ఉనన్ Įెలుగు İశేం ĳెదద్లు Ĩెĳిప్నటుల్  
వయ్వహĸిసుత్ Ĳాన్రు. ఏĳీ లో ĸాజకీయ పర్తయ్రుథ్ లను అణిǩĺేయĬాǵకి టీĬీĳ ీ Ȉĸిǵ 

ǷావులుĦా ĺాడుకుంటుంİి. 
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 ఆ వయ్కుత్ లు Ĳా పటల్  అసూయాĮో వయ్వహĸిసుత్ Ĳాన్రు. చటట్ం Įో సంబంధం లేకుంĬా 

చటట్ం అనుమǳంచǵ అıికాĸాలను Ĩెలాķసుత్ Ĳాన్రు. 

 ĺారు వయ్కిత్గత దురుİేద్ĻాలĮో చటట్ం Įో సంబంధం లేకుంĬాĲే ననున్ Ǵవర్ 

ĺేıింపులకు గుĸి Ĩేసూత్  ǮవĲోǷాıికి సంబంİింǩన వనరులను Ƿొ ందకుంĬా 

పర్Ǵకాĸేచచ్Įో వయ్వహĸిసుత్ Ĳాన్రు. ఒక ఉİో య్Ħి చటట్ పĸిıిలోĲే తన ȇదుయ్కత్ 

ధĸామ్ǵన్ ǵరవ్ĸిత్ంĨాȃ. ĺాటిǵ అǳకర్ǽంచĸాదు. ĸాజకీయ ఉİేద్Ļాలు కోసం ĺాటిǵ 

దుĸివ్ǵȂగం Ĩేయకూడదు. అķĮే ఆ ఇదద్రు ఉİో య్గ ధĸామ్ǵకి ȇరుదధ్ముĦా 

అıికార ముసుగులో అǵన్ రకాల చటట్ వయ్ǳĸేక చరయ్లకు İిĦారు. 

 ĸాజాయ్ంగ చటట్ పĸిıిలోĲే ఎĲోఫ్ĸెస్ƹంట్ Ĭెĸైకట్ĸేట్ (ఈĬీ) పǵĨేయాȃ, అķĮే ĺాĸి 

చరయ్లు ఈ పĸిǽǳǵ అǳకర్ǽంĨాķ. సవ్తంతర్ సంసథ్  పǵǴరును పర్ȋన్ంĨలేా 

ĸాజకీయ అవసĸాలకు ĺాడుకునన్టుల్ గ ĺాĸి చరయ్లు వుĲాన్ķ. 

 ఓĽి Ĳెంబర్ 618/2016 లో 2016 నవంబర్ 23 న Ƿొర్ ȇజనల్ అటాĨెమ్ంట్ 

ఇĨాచ్రు. మǶ లాండĸంిగ్ చటట్ం కింద ఈ ఉతత్రువ్లĳై అĳీప్లు ĨేసుకుĲే హకుక్ 

Ĳాకుంİి. అķĮే అĳీల్ హకుక్ ను కాలĸాసూత్  జపు ĨేĽిన ఆసుత్ లను త్

Ȏావ్ıీనపరుచుకుĲేందుకు ǹ.స్. Ħాంıీ పర్యǳన్ంĨారు. హై కోర్ట్ ఆİేĻాలకు 

ǹనన్ంĦా వయ్వహĸింĨారు. ఎఫ్ Ĭీ ల ȇషయములో కోర్ట్ ను ఆశర్ķంĨే అవకాశం 

లేకుంĬా ĨేȎారు. జపు ĨĽేిన ఆసుత్ లను అĶేమ్యాలǵ పర్ǳǷాİింĨారుత్ , ǩవరకు 

హై కోర్ట్ కు ĺెȅల్ Ľేట్టస్ కో Įెచుచ్కుĲాన్. టీĬీĳ ీ కి పర్ȂజĲాలు కȃĳింǩ పర్జలోల్  

ĸాజకీయంĦా ననున్ తకుక్వ ĨేĽేందుకు పర్యǳన్ంĨారు. Ƿాĸీట్ పర్ȂజĲాలను 

Ĳెరĺేĸేచ్ందుకు చటాట్ లను అమలు ĨేĽే అıికారులను ĺాడుకోవడం దురదృషట్కరం. 

 టీĬీĳ ీ కి Ķేలూ ĨేĽేందుకు కేసు ȇĨారణలో పర్ǳ చటాట్ ǵన్ ǵయమǵబంధనలను 

ఈĬీ ఉలల్ ంఘింǩంİి. ఈĶేరకు టీĬీĳ ీ ఆ అıికారులను కాǷాడుĮోంİి. ĺాĸి 

Ƿో Ľిట్ంగ్ కాలం ముĦిĽిĲా బİిȄ ĨేయకుంĬా అడుడ్ కుంటుంİి. İీǵĮో ĺారు టీĬĳీీ 
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నుంǩ ఆİేĻాలను Ǵసుకొǵ మా ĳై అమలు Ĩేసుత్ Ĳాన్రు, కాబటిట్ హైదĸాబాద్ లో 

ఈĬీ ĨేĽే పర్ǳ చరయ్ ఏĳీ Ľీఎంఓ (ముఖయ్మంǳర్ కాĸాయ్లయం) నుంǩ ĺొĨేచ్ 

ఆİేĻాలను బటిట్ ఉంటుంİి. 

 పర్Ǵకాĸేచఛ్Įో కూĬిన ఇదద్రు అıికారులు చటట్ వయ్ǳĸేక చరయ్లĳె ౖĶేము Ĳాయ్య 

పరĶైన Ƿో ĸాటం Ĩేసుత్ Ĳాన్ము కాబటిట్ ఈ ȇషయంలో Ǿరు కూĬా దృļిట్ ĳటెిట్ 

ȇషయాǵన్ పĸిȌȃంĨాȃ 

Further elaborated in the article as contents contained 

in the representation submitted personally to the Hon�ble 

Prime Minister apparently on 10-05-2017 reads as follows. 

 

 Ĳాకు ĸాజకీయంĦా ఆĸిథ్కంĦా నషట్ం కȃĦింĨేందుకు కేసులోల్  ఉనన్ 

ĳెటుట్ బడులకు సంబంıింǩ పİే పİే ఆసుత్ లను జపుత్  ĨేĻారు.  మǶ లాండĸింగ్ 

ǵĸోధక చటట్ం కింద ǿతత్ం ȇలువకు ǽంǩ ఆసుత్ లను జపుత్  Ĩెయయ్కూడదు.  
ఆĸోపణలు వǩచ్న ఆసుత్ ల ȇలవకంటే ఎకుక్వగ పİే పİే ఆసుత్ లను జపుత్  ĨేĽి 
ĺేıింపులకు గుĸిĨేȎారు.  మǶ లాండĸంిగ్ చటట్ంలోǵ ǵబంధనలను ఉలల్ ంఘింǩ 

ఇȍాట్ నుȎారం ఆసుత్ లను జపుత్  ĨేȎారు.  వǩచ్న ఆĸోపణలు,  కేసు కు సంబంధం లేǵ 

ఆసుత్ లను జపుత్  ĨేĽి ǴవరĶైన అĲాయ్యం ĨేȎారు.  ఎఫ్ ఐ ర్ ఆర్ Ľి 19 (ఏ)  

2011 -  Ľిǹఐ-  హెచ్ ĺై Ĭీ కేసులో రూ.  1270 కోటుల్  ĳెటుట్ బడులు వǩచ్నటుల్  
ĳేĸొక్Ĳాన్రు.  ఆ సమయంలో అంత ĳెటుట్ బĬి ĸాలేదు.  ĺొǩచ్ందలాల్  రూ.  743.20 

కోటుల్  ఆ తరĺాత ĺాటాİారులు తమ ļేరుల్ ను లాĵాలకు అĶేమ్సుకుĲాన్రు.  
కొందరు Ȏొ ముమ్ ĺెనకుక్ ǴసుకుĲాన్రు.  ఇవǶన్ ĳేరునన్ కంĳెǶల నుంǩ వǩచ్న 

ĳెటుట్ బడులే.  Ĭొలల్  కంĳెǶలు కావు.  మా ǾĬియా కంĳెǶ İేశంలో Ĳే అతయ్ıిక 

సరూక్ƺలేషన్ ఉనన్8వ సంసథ్ .  పర్తయ్షౝంĦా,  పĸోషౝంĦా 20 ĺేల మంİికి ఉǷాıి 

కȃప్సుత్ ంİి.  అķĮే,  Ĳాȇ,  Ĳా ĵారయ్,  ĺాటాİారుల సంబంıింǩ రూ.  1500 

కోటల్ను జపుత్  ĨేĻారు.  బుక్ ĺేలూయ్ కĲాన్,  ఈ పర్Įేయ్క కేసులో ĺొǩచ్న అǻȂĦాల 

ȇలువకĲాన్ ఎకుక్వ జపుత్  ĨేĻారు.  ĺాసత్ĺాలను ȇసమ్ĸింǩ మాĸెక్ట్ ĺేలూయ్ 
ఆıారంĦాĲే ĨేĻారు.  Ĳా తంĬిర్ ముఖయ్ మంǳర్ కాకముంİే సమకూరుచ్కునన్ 

ఆసుత్ లు కూĬా ఇందులో వుĲాన్ķ. ఆయన మరణం తరĺాత సంǷాİించుకునన్ 

ĺాటిǵ కూĬా జపుత్  ĨేĻారు.  ఇĺేȇ కేసు కు సంబంధం లేǵȇ.  Ĳా ĳై ĺొǩచ్న 

అǻȂĦాలకు,  ĺాటికి సంబంధం లేకుĲాన్ ĸాజకీయ పర్Ǵకాĸేచచ్Įో జపుత్  ĨేĽి 
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ĺేıింపులకు గుĸిĨేĻారు ĳైన ĳేĸొక్నన్ అıికారుȃదద్రు Įెలుగు İేశం పర్భుతవ్ం Įో 
కుమమ్కక్ķ ĸాజకీయంĦా,  ఆĸిధ్కంĦా ననున్ İెబబ్ Ǵయాలǵ పర్యǳన్సుత్ Ĳాన్రు. 
Ĳా తంĬిర్ మరణం తరĺాత ĳెటిట్న ĳెటుట్ బడులను కూĬా కేసు లోకి Ǵసుకు ĸావడం 

İావ్ĸా అĲాయ్య పూĸితంĦా ననున్ బాధ ĳెటట్Ĭాǵకే ĨేĻారు.  యూĳీఏ హయాంలో 
ĸాజకీయ పర్ȂజĲాలకోసĶే Ľిǹఐ Įో మా ĳై కేసులు ĳెటాట్ రు.  కేసులు నȀİౖెన 

ఆĸేండల్  తరĺాత ఈĬీ మĸో అడుగు ముందుకేĽింİి.  ఎలాంటి ఆĸోపణలు,  
అǻȂĦాలు లేǵ Ĳా ĵారయ్ను ఇందులోకి లాĦే పర్యతన్ం Ĩేసూత్  సమమ్న్స్ జాĸీ 

ĨేĻారు.  కేసు ȇĨారణ పూĸిత్ ĨేĽిన తరĺాత ఆసుత్ లను జపుత్  Ĩేసూత్  ఇలా 
కుటర్పూĸితంĦా వయ్వహĸిȎోత్ ంİి.  టీĬీĳ ీ ĸాజకీయ అజెంĬాలో ĵాగం ĦాĲే ఇదంĮా 
Ĩేసుత్ Ĳాన్రు.  మార్చ్,  3 నుంǩ అĽెంǺల్  సమాĺేĻాలు వుంటాయǵ ļెడూయ్ల్ 

పర్కటింǩన తరĺాత పర్జలలో Ĳా Ƿాĸీట్ǵ చులకన ĨేĽేందుకు,  టీĬీĳీకి  Ķేలు 
ĨేĽేందుకు ఈ సమసయ్లను ĮెరǾదకు ǴసుకొĨాచ్రు.  
 

      It is further alleged that the mind-boggling distortion of the 

representation of Sri. Y.S.Jagan Mohan Reddy submitted in person 

to the Hon�ble Prime Minister was twisted so much to the extent of 

disfiguring even as to how the representation was addressed i.e., 

where in fact the representation was addressed to as  

�To, 

Shri Narendra Modi Ji, 

Hon�ble Prime Minister, 

Government of India, 

New Delhi. 

 

But the said article contains under the caption of� 

 

�కొసĶెరుపు� 

 పర్ıాǵకి తన Ħోడు ĺెళల్బో సుకునన్ జగన్ Ȁహన్ ĸెĬిడ్  అయన İెగగ్ర కాసత్  అǳ 

ȇనయాǵన్ కనబĸిǩనటుల్  ĮెలుȎోత్ ంİి.  ĵారత İేశంలో ĸాజకీయ పదవులలో 

ఉనన్ĺాĸిǵ హో Ĳోరబుల్ అǵ Ħౌరవ సంబో ధన Ĩేయడం ఆనĺాķǳ.  ǹర్టిష్ 

ĸాచĸిక వయ్వసథ్  నుంǩ మనకు సంకర్ǽంǩన ఎకెƟǂǂǶస్ (సరవ్Ļేర్షఠ్ )  పİాǵన్ ĸాషట్ ర్పǳ, 
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గవరన్ర్ కు మాతర్Ķ ే తĦిȃȎాత్ రు అķĮే 2012 లో పర్ణబ్ ముఖేĸీజ్ ĸాషట్ ర్పǳ 

అķన కొǵన్ Ĳెలలకు ఎకెƟǂǂǶస్ అĲే పİాǵన్ ĸాషట్ ర్పǳ,  గవరన్ర్ కు ĺాĬొదుద్  అǵ 

హో Ĳోరబుల్ అǵ ĸాĽేత్  Ĩాలు అǵ అıికాĸిక ĲోటిĴికేషన్ జాĸీ ĨేĻారు.  అķĮే జగన్ 

మాతర్ం పర్ıాǵǵ కూĬా యువర్ ఎకెƟǂǂǶస్ అǵ సంబో ıిసూత్  తన Ħోడు 

Ĩెపుప్కుĲాన్రు. 

 

 It is quite unfortunate that the petitioner No.1 buttressing 

with much quantity of venom always ready to spit on Y.S. Jagan 

Mohan Reddy and on YSR Congress Party subtitled the defamatory 

article as. 

 

   పర్ıాǵǶ కోĸింİి ఒకటి. .  బķట Ĩెĳిప్ంİి మĸొకటి!             

 While in fact what was studded in the article was “జĸిĦింİ ి

ఒకటి. .  ĺరా్ Ľింİి మĸొకటి�, so as to disfigure, defame, malign and mar the 

name and fame of Sri. Y.S. Jagan Mohan Reddy and YSR Congress 

Party that are crusading against anti-people policies of the ruling 

Telugu Desam party with the distorted and defamatory article. 

        

 It is further alleged that when in the news conference held by 

YSR Congress Party on 15-05-2017 in which the Representation 

submitted to the Hon�ble Prime Minister was shown A1 and his 

team turned Volte-Face when they were exposed for publishing 

such a defamatory and distorted article against Y.S. Jagan Mohan 

Reddy and continued their onslaught and skipped what was 

published on 15.05.2017 and actually they themselves with 
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“ఉȃకిǷాటు. .  m ade a కపుప్İాటు! ”  as a sequel to the article dated 

15.05.2017 again on 16.05.2017 mostly questioning Sri. Y.S. 

Jagan Mohan Reddy whether have you not orally brought to the 

notice of Hon�ble Prime Minister about your personal problems and 

did you not brought to his notice about EDs role against you and 

the article was titled as “ఉȃకిǷాటు. .  కపుప్İాటు! ”  with subtitles as 

“అమమ్ జగన కథనంĮో తడబాటు "Ƿాత లేఖ "  ĳేĸిట ĺైĽీĳీ కొతత్  Ƿాట� 

 ఈ Ĳెల పİి న ఈĬీ ĳై ȀĬీ కి జగన్ Ĵిĸాయ్దు  

 Ĵిబర్వĸి లేఖను పటిట్ంచుకోǵ కేందర్ము  

 ĮాజాĦా Ȁర ĳెటుట్ కొĲాన్కే కదȃక  

 జాǴయ ǾĬియా లోను అĺే కధĲాలు  

 ȀĬీ కి Ȏొ ంత బాధలు Ĩెపుప్కుĲాన్ĸా� లేİా?  

 సమాıానం Ĩెపప్కుంĬా ȇషయం İాటĺేత 

 The crux of the malicious defamatory article Dt. 16-05-2017 

is as follows� 

ఉȃకిక్ పడడ్  జగన్ ఉకిక్ĸి ǹకిక్ĸి అయాయ్రు 

ĭిȄల్ లో గుటుట్  రటుట్  అవడం Įో İాǵǵ సమĸిధ్ంచుకోవĬాǵకి Ƿాత Ƿాట కొతత్Ħా ǷాĬారు 

అపుప్Ĭెపుప్Ĭో  Ĵిబర్వĸి 17 Įేİీన ĸాĽిన లేఖ ను కొతత్Ħా పర్చుĸింĨారు అంటూ ఆంధర్ 

జోయ్ǳ ĳై కసుస్ బుసుస్ లాĬారు!  

లేఖĳై Įేİీ ఏǽటి అనన్İి కాదనన్యాయ్,  ఈ Ĳెల పİిన జగన్ తన Ȏొ ంత సమసయ్లను 
పర్ıాǵకి Ĩెపుప్కుĲాన్ĸా� లేİా? ఈĬీ తనను ĺేıిȎోత్ ందǵ ǿరĳెటుట్ కుĲాన్ĸా.. లేİా? 

ఈĬీ అıికారులు తనను ఇబబ్ంİి ĳెడుతుĲాన్రǵ ȀĬీ ముందు Ħోడు 

ĺెళల్బో సుకుĲాన్ĸా.. లేİా? 

ఇȇ అసలు పర్శన్లు 
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ఈ పర్శన్లకు సమాıాĲాలు ఇవవ్కుంĬా. . .  ĺాసత్ĺాలను İాǩ ĳెటిట్  ȇషయాǵన్ పకక్İాĸి 

పటిట్ంĨేందుకు జగన్,  అయన Ƿాĸీట్ Ĳేతలు శతıా పర్యǳǵంĨారు 

       And further added in the article as. 

 

 ఈ Ĳెల పదవ Įేİీన పర్ıాǵ ȀĬీ Įో జగన్ ĵేటీలో లోగుటుట్  ĳై Ȏో మĺారం ఆంధర్ 

జోయ్ǳ సంǩకలో అమమ్ జగన అĲే Ȍĸిష్కన పర్చుĸింǩన కధనం సంచలనం సృļిట్ంǩంİి.  

İీǵĮో ఉȃల్కిక్ పడడ్  ĺైĽీĳ ీ Ĳేతలు ఆంధర్ జోయ్ǳ అĺాసత్ĺాలు ĸాȎోత్ దǵ ఆ సంసథ్  

పర్ǳǵధులను తమ Ƿాĸీట్ సమాĺేĻాలకు ఆȏవ్ǵంచ బో మǵ ĺాĸిǵ బహిషక్ĸిసుత్ Ĳాన్మǵ 

అıికాĸిక పర్కటన ĨేĻారు.  ȇజయĺాడ లోǵ Ľేట్ట్ Ħెస్ట్  హౌస్ లో Ȏో మĺారం Ȏాయంతర్ం 

జగన్ ĳెర్స్ Ǿట్ కు ĺెȅల్న ఆంధర్ జోయ్ǳ,  ఏǺఎన్ పర్ǳǵధులను బయటకు పంĳి ĺేĻారు.  

అంతకు ముందు ఈ లేఖ Ĵిబర్వĸి 17 వ Įేİీన ĸాĽినİి అǵ ǿనన్టి పర్ıాǵ Įో ĵేటీకి 

İాǵĮో సంబంధం లేదǵ ĺైĽీĳ ీపర్ıాన కారయ్దĸిశ్ భూమన కరుణాకర ĸెĬిడ్  సప్షట్ం ĨేȎారు.  

అķĮే ఇకక్Ĭే జగన్ ȋǹరం అĲేక ȇషయాలను İాట ĺేĽినİి.  ఈĬీ అıికారులు చందర్ 

బాబు Įో కుమమ్కౖెక్ తనను ĺేıిసుత్ Ĳాన్రǵ ȀĬీ కి Ĵిబర్వĸి,  17 న లేఖ ĸాయడం 

ǵజĶే! అķĮే అİి ఎకక్Ĭికి ĺెȅల్ంİో  ఎవĸికి Įెȃయదు.  కేందర్ం నుంǩ İాǵ ĳై ఎలాంట ి

సప్ందన లేదు.  జగన్ ఈ Ĳెల పİి న పర్ıాǵǵ కȃĽిన తరుĺాĮే ఆ లేఖ ĳై కదȃక 

ǿదలķంİి.  ȀĬీ ǵ కȃĽిన జగన్ ĸాషట్ ర్ సమసయ్లĳై లేఖ ఇవవ్డం Įో Ƿాటు తన 

Ȏొ ంత సమసయ్ అķĲా ఈĬీ వయ్వȏరం ĳై Įాను గతంలో ĸాĽిన లేఖ ĳై పర్ıాǵ దృļిట్ కి 

మȅళ్ ĮెĨాచ్రు.  తన లేఖ ĳై సప్ంİింĨాలǵ ǿనన్టి ĵేటీలో ȀĬీకి 

ȇనన్ȇంచుకుĲాన్రు.  ఆతరĺాĮే అకక్డ కదȃక ǿదలķనİి.   

జగన్ లేఖ లోǵ ĺాసత్ĺాలేǽటో కనుకోక్ĺాలǵ కింద Ȏాథ్ ķ అıికారులǵ పర్ıాǵ 

ఆİేȋంĨారు.  ĺారు İాǵǵ ఎĲోఫ్ĸెస్ƹంట్ Ĭైĸెకట్ĸేట్ కేందర్ కాĸాయ్లయము నుంǩ ĨెĲైన్ 

Ƿరా్ ంǴయ కాĸాయ్లయముకు పంĳింĨారు.  İీǵĳై ǵĺేİిక ఇĺావ్లǵ కోĸారు.  ఇవǶన్ ఈ 
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Ĳెల పİిన జగన్ పర్ıాǵ ȀĬీǶ కȃĽిన తరĺాĮ ే జĸిĦాķ. 

మĸి İీǵ అంతĸారధ్ం ఏǽటి ?? 

Ĵిబర్వĸి,  17 న ĸాĽిన లేఖĳైĲే కేందర్ం సప్ంİింǩ ఉంటే అందుకు మూడు Ĳెలలు ఎందుకు 

పడుతుంİి.  ఇక గత ĺారం జగన్ పర్ıాǵకి ఇǩచ్న లేఖ Ķేరకు. . .  İీǵలోǵ ĺాసత్ĺాలు 

గుĸిత్ంĨాȃస్ంİిĦా ఎĲోఫ్ĸెస్ƹంట్ Ĭైĸెకట్ĸేట్ ĨెĲైన్ లోǵ తన కాĸాయ్లయాǵకి సూǩంǩంİి అǵ 

జాǴయ ǾĬియా కూĬా సప్షట్ంĦా Ĩెĳిప్ంİి.  10 వ Įేİీ ĵేటీలో జగన్ తన లేఖ ను 

Įాజా Ħా పర్ıాǵ ముందుకు Ǵసుకĸావడం వలెĲే ఇİి అంత జĸిĦినİి అĲేİి ముమామ్టికీ 

ǵజమ్.  Ĵిబర్వĸి లో లేఖ ĸాĽిన ȇషయం జగన్ Ƿాĸీట్ ఇపుప్డు పర్Ȏాత్ ȇసుత్ ంİి కాǶ 

ǿనన్టి ĭిȄల్ టూర్ లో పర్ıాǵ ముందు తన కేసుల Ħోడును ĺెళల్బో సుకుĲాన్ĸా లేİా అĲే 

ȇషయాǵన్ İాట ĺేయడం గమĲారహ్ం.  టీĬీĳీ Ĳేతలు జగన్ ǾĬియా ĳై ǵļేధం 

ȇıింǩనపుప్డు ĳెర్స్ కౌǵస్ల్ İాకా ĺెȅల్ Ĵిĸాయ్దు ĨేĻారు. ǾĬియా Ľేవ్చఛ్ను 

హĸిసుత్ Ĳాన్రు అǵ ĺాǷో యారు.  ఇపుప్డు ఆİే జగన్ తనను ఇరుకున ĳెటెట్  ȇషయాలు 

బయట ĳెటెట్  సĸికి ఆంధర్ జోయ్ǳ,  ఏǺఎన్ లను బహిషక్ĸిసుత్ నన్టుల్  పర్కటించడం గమĲారష్ం.           

 The petitioners/accused jointly and severely and in unison 

with a common design and desire published a libelous defamatory, 

derogatory article aimed to tarnish at Sri. Y.S.Jagan Mohan Reddy 

and YSR Congress Party with a warping and twisted article on 

15.05.2017, with a totally different version as if that the 

representation submitted to the Hon�ble Prime Minister on 

10.05.2017 was engrafted and embedded with his grievance and 

complaint against the two erring E.D. officials but to the world at 

large Sri. Y.S. Jagan Mohan Reddy in his meeting with the Hon�ble 

Prime Minister has projected as if he met him to ventilate 

grievances of the people of Andhra Pradesh. Thus he is lying as to 

what had been submitted to the Hon�ble Prime Minister in his 
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meeting along with his party members. The exact matter is as 

follows. 

ఆ మధయ్ İిలుక్ȍా Ħెస్ట్  హౌస్ లో ĺై.స్.  జగన్ Ȁహన్ ĸెĬిƆƭǵ Ľిǹఐ అıికారులు 

ఓ ĸేంజ్ లో పర్ȋన్ంĨారు.  ఆయన ఏĶేȀ Ĩెపుతునన్పుడు.  పకక్ గİిలోĲే కూĸోచ్బెటిట్న 

కొంĬా ĸెĬిడ్  అĲే మĸో Ȏాǘ ిǵ చూĳింĨారు.  అంĮే జగన్ కు Ĩెమటలు పటాట్ ķ.  అķĮే 

జగన్. .  ȇĨారణ ముĦిĽ ి బķటికి ĺొĨాచ్క. . .  అదంĮా İాĨేĽి. . .  ఆబెబ్ Ľిǹఐ ĺారు 

ఏĶేȀ అĬిĦారు.  పర్ǳİాǵకి సమాıానం Ĩెĳేప్Ļా. . .  అǵ ǾĬియా ముందు 

ముకాత్ ķంపు ఇĨాచ్రు,  అķĮే Įెలాల్ ĸేసĸికి మȅళ్ ĳిȃĨారు,  ĸాǳర్కి అĸెస్ట్  ĨేĻారు.  ఆİి 

Ľీన్!               

      With this concocted scene, the accused tried to project that 

Sri. Y.S. Jagan Mohan Reddy has a tendency and chronically 

distorts what had actually happened where in fact the accused 

themselves have distorted with chronic infested mind to malign 

and defame him and the party.   

  

  It is further alleged that Y.S. Jagan Mohan Reddy had met 

the Hon�ble Prime Minister along with the party leaders to bring to 

his kind attention for a favorable action by submitting a 

representation, ventilating the owes of chilli farmers in Andhra 

Pradesh, Agri Gold depositors and bringing to his kind attention 

about rampant corruption prevailing in the state of Andhra 

Pradesh, substantiating it with the remarks found in the CAG 

report which irked the ruling Telugu Desam Party which chose to 

sling mud on Y.S. Jagan Mohan Reddy and the YSR Congress 

party. Petitioner No.1/accused No.1 known for his allegiance 

towards Nara Chandra Babu Naidu and the Telugu Desam Party 
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utilized the media in his hands being the Managing Director of 

Amoda Publications which publishes Andhra Jyothi telugu daily to 

sub-serve the interests of TDP and it�s leader Nara Chandra Babu 

Naidu chose to draft an article studded with falsehood out of his 

imagination along with his team of other accused published an 

article on 15.05.2017 and 16.05.2017 in Andhra Jyothi telugu 

daily to belittle Sri. Y.S. Jagan Mohan Reddy. The article is in its 

tendency has excited against Sri. Y.S. Jagan Mohan Reddy an 

adverse opinions and feelings with an attack upon his moral 

character by attributing disgraceful conduct such as dishonesty, 

untruthfulness, ingratitude which brought him and the party to 

ridicule and contempt though there is no any form of misconduct. 

The article tangibly suggests that the purpose and the reason for 

meeting the Hon�ble Prime Minister is not what had been projected 

to outside world and the representation given to the Hon�ble Prime 

Minister was twisted as if it contains only his anguish and agony 

and Sri. Y.S. Jagan Mohan Reddy has lamented before the Hon�ble 

Prime Minister about his grievance against the Enforcement 

Directorate Officials. In fact the representation submitted to the 

Hon�ble Prime Minister deals with the agony and the anguish of the 

public in the state of Andhra Pradesh. With the publication of the 

said articles disparaged Sri. Y.S. Jagan Mohan Reddy in relation to 

his office and profession has a leader of opposition party in the 

state. This distortion was maliciously made to defame and has the 

tendency to lower Sri. Y.S. Jagan Mohan Reddy in the estimation 

of right thinking members of the society and the party members 

which destroyed the estimation of him with which he was being 

held by public as well as his party members. The articles impute 
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him with a character of a chronic liar and intended to injure and 

exposed him to ridicule and contempt.  

 

 It is further alleged that the petitioner No.1 being the 

Managing Director of Amodha publications and is in total control 

of the selection of the news to be published, thus he is �Kartha, 

Karma and Kriya�, and under his scanner and direction alone his 

views takes shape as news which are published thus he is in the 

direct participation of the selection of views and is culpable for the 

said publication. The petitioner No.2 being the printer and 

publisher and the petitioner No.3 being the Editor of Andhra Jyothi 

Telugu Daily are liable for publishing the said false news items 

which was published on 15.05.2017 and 16.05.2017 in Andhra 

Jyothi Telugu News Edition. Such an irresponsible conduct and 

attitude on the part of the petitioner Nos.2 and 3 cannot be said to 

be done in good faith, but distinctly opposed to the high 

professional standards as even a slightest enquiry or a simple 

verification of the alleged statement about Y.S.Jagan Mohan Reddy 

would be found to be patently false and would have revealed the 

truth but it appeared that even the ordinary care was not resorted 

to by the contemnors in publishing such a false news items. This 

cannot be regarded as a public service but a dis-service to the 

public by misguiding them with false news, obviously this cannot 

be regarded as something done in good faith. The petitioner No.3 

being the editor of Andhra Jyothi Telugu daily is responsible for 

the selection for the of the said news item. The petitioner No.4 

being the Bureau Chief and Bureau-in-charge of Telangana edition 

and petitioner Nos.6 and 7 are Bureau Chiefs of Andhra editions 
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are also culpable for selecting for publication of the said news item 

as they are also the concerned persons in selecting and 

authorising along with the other accused. The petitioner No.5 is 

the Reporter of the Andhra Jyothi Telugu Daily who brewed the 

news item. Thus, all the petitioners/accused contributed their role 

in the commission of defamation jointly and severally liable for 

publishing this defamatory news items in Andhra Jyothi Telugu 

daily.  

 Finally, it is contended that the complainant being aggrieved 

was also being encountered by Dantu Balaji Reddy and Golla Syam 

Babu who had very high esteem on Sri. Y.S. Jagan Mohan Reddy 

having read the article have informed the complainant that they 

lost the esteem on him with which they held earlier.    

 The petitioners, who are arrayed as accused Nos.1 to 7 in the 

complaint filed the present petition on various grounds while 

repeating their position in Andhra Jyothi as Managing Director, 

Printer and Publisher, Editor, Bureau Chief, Reporter, Bureau � in 

� charge, Bureau � in � charge, and raised the following 

contentions. 

(1) Respondent No.1, who is the Member of Legislative 

Assembly, Mangalagiri Assembly constitution, is not an 

�aggrieved person� within the meaning of Section 199 

of Cr.P.C. and the Court below did not consider the 

allegations made in the complaint and the evidence 

annexed to the complaint and competency of respondent 

No.1 (defacto complainant) while taking cognizance of 

the offence against the petitioners and there was 

absolutely no reference in news items either directly or 
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indirectly about respondent No.1 and the news reports 

entirely relates to leader of the opposition in Andhra 

Pradesh State, as such respondent not an aggrieved 

person within the meaning of Section 199 of Cr.P.C., 

therefore, the complaint is not maintainable.  

(2) The petitioner No.1 being the Managing Director is only 

concerned with the administration of the company, who 

owns Andhra Jyothi Telugu daily and he is not 

concerned with the preparation, selection, editing or 

publication of Andhra Jyothi Telugu daily, as such he 

cannot be prosecuted for the offence punishable under 

Sections 500 or 501 of I.P.C.  

(3) The Chief Metropolitan Magistrate did not consider the 

role of each petitioner in publishing news item dated 

15.05.2017 and 16.05.2017 and prayed to quash the 

proceedings.  

 During hearing, Sri B.Nalin Kumar, learned counsel for the 

petitioners, contended that the respondent No.1 � defacto 

complaint has no locus standi to file private complaint in view of 

Section 199 of Cr.P.C. and apart from that even if news item 

published in Andhra Jyothi dated 15.05.2017 and 16.05.2017 is 

libelous, such libelous statement is against unidentifiable group, 

and it would not amount to defamation. He also contended that 

petitioner Nos.1 and 2/accused Nos.1 and 2 being the Managing 

Director, Printer and Publisher, are no way concerned with the 

selection of news item and they cannot be proceeded with, for the 

offence punishable under Sections 500 and 501 of I.P.C.,  the other 
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petitioners/accused Nos.3 to 7 are also no way concerned with the 

publication of news item, therefore, they are not liable for 

prosecution and the Chief Metropolitan Magistrate cannot proceed 

against them. In support of his contentions, he placed reliance on 

the judgment of High Court of Gujarat rendered in �Narottamdas 

L Shah v. Subanali Nazarali1� and judgment of Apex Court 

rendered in �G.Narasimhan v. T.V.Chokkappa2� and judgment of 

this Court rendered in Crl.P.No.9025 of 2016.  

 Learned counsel for the respondent No.1 Sri P.Sudhakar 

Reddy, contended that the term �locus standi� is unknown to law 

and the language used in Section 199 of Cr.P.C. is clear that 

�some aggrieved person� is competent to file complaint for the 

offence punishable under Section 500 and 501 of I.P.C. The 

respondent No.1 being the member of Legislative Assembly and 

active functionary of Y.S.R. congress party is competent to file 

complaint, when serious allegations are made against the 

president of party and the party, which are per se defamatory. 

Therefore, the respondent No.1 is competent to file private 

complaint against the petitioners for the offence punishable under 

Sections 500 and 501 of I.P.C. and placed reliance on the 

judgment of the Apex Court rendered in �John Thomas v. 

Dr.K.Jagadeesan3� 

 Learned counsel for the respondent No.1 further contended 

that Section 7 of Press and Registration of Books Act, 1867 give 

raise to a presumption and it is a rebuttable presumption and 

when the petitioners relying on Section 7 of Press and Registration 
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of Books Act, they have to undergo trial, as they are entitled to 

rebut the presumption only during trial and at this stage, the 

Court cannot quash the proceedings and in support of his 

contentions, he placed reliance on �K.M.Mathew v. 

K.A.Abraham4� �P.S.Meherhomji v. K.T.Vijay Kumar5�  and 

�S.Nihal Singh v. Arjan Das6� and requested this Court to 

dismiss the petition. 

 Considering rival contentions and perusing the material 

available on record, the points that arise for consideration are: 

(1) Whether the respondent No.1 � defacto complainant 

being the member of Legislative Assembly of 

Mangalagiri Constituency and important functionary 

of Y.S.R. Congress Party is competent to file private 

complaint against the petitioners for the offences 

punishable under Section 500 and 501 of I.P.C.? 

(2) Whether the Y.S.R. Congress party is an identifiable 

group, if not, whether the news item dated 

15.05.2017 and 16.05.2017 in Andhra Jyothi Telugu 

Daily  are defamatory in nature, and the petitioner 

Nos.1 to 7 are liable for prosecution? 

(3) Whether the petitioner No.1 being the Managing 

Director of Amodha Publications Private Limited and 

the petitioner No.2 being the Printer and Publisher of 

Andhra Jyothi Telugu Daily are liable to be 

prosecuted for the offence punishable under Sections 
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500 and 501 of I.P.C.? 

(4) Whether the petitioner Nos.1 to 7 are liable for 

prosecution, if not, the proceedings in C.C.No.791 of 

2017 on the file of XVII Chief Metropolitan 

Magistrate, Hyderabad be quashed? 

P  O  I  N  T  Nos.1 and 2:    

 Since both the points are interconnected, I find it expedient 

to decide both the points by common discussion. 

  

 The respondent No.1 filed private complaint under Section 

200 of Cr.P.C. against these petitioners for the offence under 

Sections 500 and 501 of I.P.C. though he is not the person 

allegedly defamed, but alleging that the derogatory remarks are 

published in the Andhra Jyothi Telugu Daily Newspaper on 

15.05.2017 and 16.05.2017, therefore, the respondent No.1 being 

a member of Y.S.R. Congress Party and member of Mangalagiri 

Legislative Assembly  constituency, is competent to file complaint 

being an aggrieved person. This contention was refuted by the 

learned counsel for the petitioners on two grounds. The first 

ground is that no allegation/derogatory statement is made against 

the Y.S.R.Congress Party except referring “అమమ్ జగన కథనంĮో తడబాటు 

"Ƿాత లేఖ "  ĳేĸిట ĺైĽీĳ ీకొతత్  Ƿాట�, and even in the allegations extracted 

in the complaint, there is nothing about Y.S.R.Congress Party on 

its name, but the news item is only against Y.S.Jagan Mohan 

Reddy, not against the party, even if the allegations made in the 

complaint are accepted.      
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 Learned counsel for the petitioners contended that when no 

allegation is made against the political party, the respondent No.1 

being a member is incompetent to file a private complaint and 

placed reliance on judgment of this Court in Crl.P.No.9025 of 

2016, whereas learned counsel for the respondent No.1 while 

contending that �person aggrieved� means any person, who is a 

member of party is competent to file complaint and placed reliance 

on the judgment of the Apex Court rendered in �John Thomas v. 

Dr.K.Jagadeesan� (referred supra), wherein the Apex Court 

adverted to the word used in Section 199 of Cr.P.C. �by some 

person aggrieved� and held that �the collocation of the words� 

"by some person aggrieved" definitely indicates that the 

complainant need not necessarily be the defamed person himself. 

Whether the complainant has reason to feel hurt on account of the 

publication is a matter to be determined by the court depending 

upon the facts of each case. If a company is described as engaging 

itself in nefarious activities its impact would certainly fall on every 

Director of the company and hence he can legitimately feel the 

pinch of it. Similarly, if a firm is described in a publication as 

carrying on offensive trade, every working partner of the firm can 

reasonably be expected to feel aggrieved by it. If K.J. Hospital is a 

private limited company, it is too farfetched to rule out any one of 

its Directors, feeling aggrieved on account of pejoratives hurled at 

the company. Hence the appellant cannot justifiably contend that 

the Director of the K.J. Hospital would not fall within the wide 

purview of "some person aggrieved" as envisaged in Section 

199(1) of the Code.� Therefore, the respondent No.1 is competent to 

lodge complaint against the petitioners, while requesting to dismiss 
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the present petition. 

 Section 199 of Cr.P.C. created interdict on the Court to take 

cognizance of an offence punishable under Chapter XXI of I.P.C. 

except upon a complaint made by some person aggrieved by the 

offence.  

 The word �some person� is not defined anywhere in the 

Cr.P.C.  

 At this stage, it is relevant to advert to Explanation 2 to 

Section 499 of I.P.C. According to Explanation 2 to Section 499 of 

I.P.C. when a defamatory allegation or statement of imputation is 

made against a company or an association or collection of persons 

as such, may amount to an offence punishable under Section 500 

of I.P.C.  

 Even as per Section 499 of I.P.C. whoever, by words, either 

spoken or intended to be read, or by signs or by visible 

representations, makes or publishes any imputation concerning 

any person intending to harm, or knowing or having reason to 

believe that such imputation will harm, the reputation of such 

person, is said, except in the cases hereinafter excepted, to defame 

that person.  

 Therefore, the word �person aggrieved� can be used only in 

limited sense and every person cannot be said to be aggrieved 

person.  

 Aggrieved person means `troubled or distressed, having a 

grievance; adversely affected in respect of legal rights; 

suffers from an infringement or denial of legal rights�. 

Therefore, the word aggrieved would be having different meanings 
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at different connotations. It all depends upon facts and 

circumstances of each case. 

 The High Court of Madras had an occasion to decide who is 

�person aggrieved� in �R.Rajagopal @ R.R.Gopal and A.Kamaraj 

v. V.Sathyamoorthy7� and adverted to various judgments of Apex 

Court and elaborated the word �person aggrieved�. In this context, 

it is profitable to refer �G.Narasimhan v. T.V.Chokkappa� the 

Apex Court held that Section 499 of I.P.C. lays down that no 

Magistrate shall take cognizance of an offence falling inter alia 

under Ch.XXI of the Penal Code (that is, Sections 499 to 508) 

except upon a complaint made by �some persons aggrieved� of 

such offence. Section 199, thus, lays down an exception to the 

general rule that a complaint can be filed by anybody whether he is 

an aggrieved person or not, and modifies that rule by permitting 

only an aggrieved person to move a magistrate in cases of 

defamation. The section is mandatory, so that if a magistrate were 

to take cognizance of the offence of defamation on a complaint filed 

by one who is not an aggrieved person, the trial and conviction of 

an accused in such a case by the Magistrate would be void and 

illegal. 

 Similar view was expressed by the Delhi High Court in 

�Ganesh Nand Chela v. Swami Divyanand8�, in the facts of case 

defamatory article was published in relation to a spiritual head of 

an ashram. A complaint was filed by one of the disciples and it was 

held that the complainant does not come under the category of 

person aggrieved, as he is only one of the disciples. It was also held 
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that the complainant has not been able to prove that the 

imputations are against him personally, or that he is the person 

aimed at.  

 In �Prempal Singh v. Phool Singh9� wherein spurious 

photographs of a mission was published depicting a false scene 

and consequently, they have held that a senior active member of 

the Mission, cannot be said to be a person aggrieved. 

 Likewise, the Calcutta High Court in �Dhirendra Nath Sen 

v. Rajat Kanti Bhadra10� held that �the spiritual head of certain 

community was defamed by publication and individual of that 

community is not an aggrieved person within the meaning of 

Section 199 Cr.P.C.� 

 In earlier judgment in �Mrs. Pat Sharpe Vs. Dwijendra 

Nath Bose11� the Division Bench of Calcutta High Court held that 

it cannot be laid down as inflexible rule that the expression "some 

person aggrieved" in Section 198 of Criminal Procedure Code, will 

only be limited to the person actually defamed or affected. The 

section does not say that complaint can only be made by the 

person defamed. What it requires is that the complaint must be 

made by `some person aggrieved'. The expression "some person 

aggrieved" was not intended to be restricted to the person actually 

defamed. It must be determined in each case according to its own 

circumstances whether the complainant could be said to be in a 

legal sense a person `aggrieved'. 

 In the facts of �R.Rajagopal @ R.R.Gopal and A.Kamaraj 
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v. V.Sathyamoorthy� a publication was made defaming 

Jayalalitha and alleged that Jayalalitha with the connivance of her 

party men have conducted the atrocities. The objection raised by 

the counsel is that Jayalilatha and her party men is an 

indeterminate body and hence no individual can prosecute the 

publisher for the said article placing reliance on �G.Narasimhan v. 

T.V.Chokkappa� (referred supra), wherein the Secretary of the 

office bearer can file a complaint. Similarly in �Sahib Singh v. 

State of Uttar Pradesh12�, the Apex Court while discussing 

Explanation No.2 of Section 499, which covers a person including 

a collection of persons, held that the collection of persons must be 

identifiable in the sense that one could with certainly say that this 

group of particular people has been defamed as distinguished from 

the rest of the community and further it has also been held that it 

is a matter of evidence. 

 Based on the principles of �G.Narasimhan v. 

T.V.Chokkappa� (referred supra) the Madras High Court 

concluded that the Secretary of a political party is competent to file 

the complaint when the allegation is made against the political 

party.  

 When a serious allegation is made against Marxist 

Communist Party by way of libel, the High Court of Kerala in 

�Krishnaswamy v. Kanaran13� held that in the relevant 

imputation, apart from the fact that the Secretary of the Marxist 

Communist Party had been defamed, the consequence of which 

will be considered at a later stage, it could be said on the evidence 
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on record that there had been no defamation of the complainant as 

a member of a large body of the Marxists or Leftists belonging to 

the Marxist Communist Party, either of India as a whole, or much 

less of the Kerala State. Therefore, Sri C.H. Kanaran is not 

Competent to file a complaint as a member of the Marxist 

Communist Party on the basis that the Party or the Marxists had 

been defamed as he was not able to point out that he was the 

person against whom the imputation was levelled in news item. 

 The language used in Section 499 Explanation (2) of I.P.C. 

refers to collection of persons as such. The absurdity of allowing a 

Corporation or a company to sue in respect of a charge like murder 

or adultery was pointed out by B.B. Ghose, J. in �Pratap Chandra 

Guha Roy v. King-Emperor14�. The opinion was expressed at 

page. 1126. Though it was a minority opinion, it carried weight 

because it was never the intention under Section 499 I.P.C., to 

make a company or Corporation liable for an offence under Section 

500 or Section 501 of I. P.C. The observation is as follows: 

 �A corporation or company could not sue in respect of a charge of 

corruption or of an assault because a corporation cannot be guilty of 

corruption or of an assault although the individuals composing it may be. 

These observations are quite apposite to the question before us and in my 

opinion the police force as such cannot complain of any imputation as 

regards its personal reputation because it cannot be guilty of beastly 

conduct, nor can the collective body be guilty of the offence of biting off the 

nipple of the breast of a woman or of betting the cheek of a woman. The 

matter may be tested in another way. Suppose somebody laid a complaint 

before a Magistrate in terms of the words of the charges in this case, would 

any Magistrate issue process against the police force as such or any 

member of the police force? I am sure no Magistrate would. In my 

judgment, therefore, the charges fail on the ground that they refer to the 

personal conduct of a collection of persons as such.� 

 (Emphasis supplied) 
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 But the majority opinion was expressed by Buckland, J, that 

in a case in which the Explanation is properly called into use the 

identity of the company or association or collection of persons 

must be maintained throughout, with reference to the imputation 

as such with the intention of harming their reputation, so that, 

they are defamed. An imputation concerning a company or 

association of persons as such--and the last to words of the 

explanation are most material to its correct application--cannot by 

virtue of this explanation justify a charge of defaming an 

individual, and a charge cannot combine the explanation with the 

definition for such a purpose. Nor does it carry the matter any 

further to state, as has been done by the charges in this case, that 

the complainant was a member of the police force.  

 Those observations are germane to the question in the 

present case also. 

 In the present case the allegation is that the petitioners 

defamed the Y.S.Jagan Mohan Reddy, President of  Y.S.R.Congress 

Party. If the allegation is solely against the President, the President 

of the party alone is competent to file the complaint. But the 

imputations in the news items published on 15.05.2017 and 

16.05.2017  are attracted only Y.S.R.Jagan Mohan Reddy, but not 

Y.S.R.Congress party except referring word �YCP�. No imputation is 

made against Y.S.R.Congress Party in any of the news item in 

Andhra Jyothi Daily News Paper, but the imputations are made 

against Y.S.Jagan Mohan Reddy. Therefore, the respondent No.1 

being the member of Y.S.R.Congress party or important 

functionary without any designation in the party, cannot maintain 
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the complaint in his individual capacity. The Secretary 

representing Y.S.R.Congress Party, he can file the complaint. But 

in the present case, the complaint was not filed representing 

Y.S.R.Congress Party, which is unidentifiable or indeterminate 

group.  

 In the earliest judgments in �Deobrat Shastri v. Rang 

Bahadur Singh15�, �Municipal Board, Konch v. Ganesh Prasad 

Chaturvedi16�,  group defamation was discussed. In �Maung Chit 

Tay v. Maung Tun Nyuh17� it was held that a Corporation may 

maintain a prosecution or an action for a libel affecting its 

property, but not for libel merely affecting personal reputation, as a 

corporation has no reputation apart from its property or trade. The 

words complained of must reflect on the management of its 

business and must injuriously affect the corporation, as distinct 

from the individuals who compose it. The alleged libel must attack 

the corporation in its method of conducting its affairs, must accuse 

it of fraud or mismanagement, or must attack its financial 

position. 

 If a person complains that he has been defamed as a 

member of a class he must satisfy the Court that the imputation is 

against him personally and he is the person aimed at, before he 

can maintain a prosecution for defamation. In short, the grievance 

of the complainant should not merely be the one shared by every 

member of an organised society. Where, therefore, the editor of a 

paper writes an editorial which is highly defamatory of the spiritual 
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head of a certain community, an individual of that community is 

not an aggrieved person within the meaning of Section 198, 

Criminal P.C. The mere fact that the feelings of a defamatory 

statement made against his religious head, affords him no ground 

under the law to prosecute the accused for defamation. (Vide:  

�Dhirendra Nath Sen and another v. Rajat Kanti Ehadra18�) 

 Thus, the action for defamation would not lie at the instance 

of unincorporated collection of individuals such as a political party 

or member's club. Such groups are merely classes of persons and 

there can be no libel on a class. In �Eastwood v. Halmes, (1858) 1 

F. & F. 347,� Willes, J. Said: "If a man wrote that all lawyers were 

thieves, no particular lawyer could sue him unless there is 

something to point to the particular individual which there is not 

here." The statement that there is no libel on a class is really 

governed by the rule that the plaintiff must prove that the libel 

refers to him. 

 Therefore, individual is not entitled to file a complaint when 

an imputation is made against a group or class of persons. The 

word �group defamation� is defined in paragraph 6 of page 5 of the 

Laws of England by Halsbury, Third Edition, Volume 24 and it 

reads as follows: 

 �Group defamation: A class of persons cannot be defamed as a 

class, nor can an individual be defamed by a general reference to 

the class to which he belongs (Knupffer v. London Express 

Newspaper, Ltd. (1944) A.C. 116, H.L. at P-124). A plaintiff may be 

able to show however, that, though the statement reflected on a 

class of persons, he was the person aimed at and defamed; in such a 

case an action will lie at his instance. (Foxcroft v. Lacy 1613), 

Hob.89). If the judge holds that the words complained of are 

                                                 
18 AIR 1970 Cal 216 



  

MSM,J 

Crl.P_11861_2017 

33 

 

reasonably capable of being understood to refer to the plaintiff 

(Knupffer v. London Express Newspaper, Ltd., quoted above), the 

further question, whether they do refer to the plaintiff (Knupffer v. 

London Express Newspaper Ltd., quoted above), is a question for the 

Jury (Le Fanu v. Malcomson (1848), I.H.L., Cas. 637).� 

 

 In Kenny's outlines of Criminal Law, 19th Edition by J.W. 

Cecil Turner at page 235, the following passage is seen under the 

Head "Liable Against a class of persons, no tort. 

 �There is no civil action for libelling a class of persons, if, as 

must usually be the case, its members are too numerous and 

unascertainable to join as plaintiffs in a litigation. But since, 

technically speaking, it is not by the persons injured, but by the 

queen, that criminal proceedings are carried on, an indictment will 

lie, provided only that the class defamed be not an indefinite (e.g. 

'the men of sciencei' 'the Socialists') but a definite one (e.c. 'the clergy 

of the diocese of Durham', R.V. Williams (1882) 5 B. and Ald. 595. Cf 

2 Swanston 503, 'the justices of the peace for the country of 

Middlessex').� 

 

 The law in respect to the defamation of a class of persons, as 

enunciated by �Salmond� is that in every case where the plaintiff 

is not named the test whether the words used refer to him is the 

question whether the words are such as would reasonably lead 

persons acquainted with the plaintiff to believe that he was the 

person referred to. If the words can be regarded as capable of 

referring to the plaintiff, the jury will have to decide the question, 

of lact--Do they lead reasonable people, who know him, to the 

conclusion that they do refer to him. The reason why a libel 

published of a large or indeterminate number of persons described 

by some general name generally falls to be actionable is the 

difficulty of establishing that the plaintiff was, in fact, included in 

the defamatory statements, for the habit of making unfounded 
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generalizations is ingrained in ill educated or vulgar minds, or the 

words are occasionally intended to be facetious exaggeration. Thus 

no action would lie at the suit of anyone for saying that all 

mankind is vicious and depraved or even for alleging that all 

clergymen are hypocrites or all lawyers dishonest. For charges so 

general in their nature are merely vulgar generalization. (Salmond 

& Heuston On the Law of Torts, Twentieth Edition, 150). 

 In �Knupffer v. London Express Newspaper Limited19� it 

is held as follows: 

 �There can be no law that a defamatory statement made of a firm, or 

trustees, or the tenants of a particular building is not actionable, if the 

words would reasonably be understood as published of each member of 

the firm or each trustee or each tenant. The reason why a libel published 

of a large or indeterminate number of persons described by some general 

name generally fails to be actionable is the difficulty of establishing that 

the plaintiff was, in fact, included in the defamatory statement, for the 

habit of making unfounded generalisations is ingrained in ill-educated or 

vulgar minds, or the words are occasionally intended to be a facetious 

exaggeration. Even in such cases words may be used which enable the 

plaintiff to prove that the words complained of were intended to be 

published of each member of the group, or, at any rate, of himself.� 

  

 Again, the High Court of Madras in �P.Varadarajan v. 

G.K.Mani, Member of Legislative Assembly20� had an occasion to 

analyze the word �some person aggrieved� under Section 199 of 

Cr.P.C. held that the collocation of the words "by some persons 

aggrieved" in Section 199 definitely indicates that the 

complainant need not necessarily be the defamed person himself, 

and whether the complainant has reason to feel hurt on account of 

the publication is a matter to be determined by the court 
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depending upon the facts of each case. Defamatory imputation 

against a collection of persons falls within the definition of 

defamation, but such a collection of persons must be an 

identifiable body, so that it is possible to say with definiteness that 

a group of particular persons, as distinguished from the rest of the 

community, was defamed. 

 In the facts of the above judgment, the complainant is the 

President of 'Pattali Makkal Katchi' (hereinafter referred to 

'P.M.K.'). The accused are the Chairman and Managing Director, 

Publisher, Printer, Reporter and Photographer of the Tamil bi-

weekly 'Kumutham' Reporter. In the issue dated 20.10.2005 of 

Kumutham Reporter Tamil bi-weekly it has been alleged that 

Indian Red Cross Society received Rs.50 crores from Foreign Red 

Cross Societies. The said amount collected for the purpose of 

spending for the welfare of the Tsunami victims is kept unspent 

due to the inaction on the part of Dr. Anbumani Ramadoss, 

Central Minister for Health and Family Welfare and also the 

Chairman of the Indian Red Cross Society. One Nagalakshmi, the 

victim of Tsunami, who was found loitering in the railway station 

with begging bowl committed suicide as she could not get any relief 

from the Tsunami relief fund. Basing on that allegation, the 

Dr.Anbumani Ramadoss being the organizing secretary of 

P.M.K.Party, who was nominated and elected as a member of the 

Rajya Sabha on being proposed by the complainant and supported 

by the other P.M.K M.L.A's of Tamil Nadu. He was consequently 

designated as the Chairman of All India Red Cross Society. An 

imputation was made against him. Therefore, a complaint was filed 

by G.K.Mani, Member of Legislative Assembly, for the offence 
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punishable under Section 500 of I.P.C. and the same was 

questioned before the High Court under Section 482 of Cr.P.C.  

 The High Court of Madras relying on �John Thomas v. 

Dr.K.Jagadeesan� (referred supra) and �R.Rajagopal @ 

R.R.Gopal and A.Kamaraj v. V.Sathyamoorthy� (referred supra) 

expressed its opinion that when the imputations found in the 

article under challenge do not relate to the complainant or his 

political party. There is no allegation of the political activity of Dr. 

Anbumani Ramadoss in the aforesaid article. As there is no 

defamatory imputation levelled against the political party of the 

complainant and Dr. Anbumani Ramadoss, the complainant 

cannot claim that he falls squarely under the category of "some 

persons aggrieved" by the offence of defamation. PMK was not the 

target of attack in the article which is put to test. Therefore, the 

respondent/complainant who is the President of PMK has no locus 

standi to prefer the complaint for an offence under Section 500 of 

the Indian Penal Code. 

 Earlier the High Court of Calcutta in �Kalyan 

Bandyopadhyay v. Mridul De21� a serious allegation was made 

against Sri Buddhadeb Bhattacharyya, the then Chief Minister 

that if he becomes the Prime Minister of India - India will be 

submerged. He's taking the rounds of Nandan in dhuti Panjabi 

(Kurta), let him go around Nandan, have a little scotch etc. in the 

evenings, let it be limited to that bit, so that he can dream a little 

scotch etc. in future, if he begins to dream beyond that then his 

dhuti will go and also his panjabi." 

                                                 
21 Unreported judgment in CRR.No.1856 of 2009 Dtated 13.10.2015 (MANU/WB/0927/2015) 
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 The tone and tenor of the person, who made contemptuous 

and irrelevant statement towards the then Chief Minister of West 

Bengal Mr. Buddhadeb Bhattacharyya in particular, and to a 

lesser extent also towards the CPI (M) which was the ruling party 

at the relevant time. Then the question before the Court was that 

whether Kalyan Bandyopadhyay was a person aggrieved. When the 

complaint itself clearly makes out the case that the entity against 

whom the alleged defamatory or derogatory statements were made 

is a political party [CPI (M)] which is not a 'determinate, definite 

and identifiable body', and so the proceedings at the instance of 

an individual member of the party are not tenable as he has not 

been individually defamed. 

 The High Court of Calcutta referred the judgment in 

�Krishnaswamy v. Kanaran� and �G.Narasimhan v. 

T.V.Chokkappa� (referred supra) "Balasaheb Keshav Thackeray 

v. State of Maharashtra and Anr.22" ��Ganesh Nand Chela v. 

Swami Divyanand�, (referred supra) �Vijay v. Suresh23�, �M.P. 

Narayana Pillai v. M.P. Chacko24�, ��Dhirendra Nath Sen v. 

Rajat Kanti Bhadra� (referred supra) and held that the petitioner 

herein by his derogatory statements caused defamation of the 

Communist Party of India (Marxist). The only identifiable member 

of that particular political party in the entire complaint happens to 

be Mr. Buddhadev Bhattacharya, the Chief Minister of West Bengal 

at the relevant time. The High Court of Calcutta held regarding the 

alleged defamation of the political party, relying on the law 

declared by various Courts referred above, is in respectful 
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agreement with the decision of the Kerala High Court that the 

Communist Party of India (Marxist) is not a determinable, definite 

or identifiable body or association of such nature that each and 

every member of the same stands to get individually defamed when 

an insinuation is made against the party as a whole. The 

Complainant therefore cannot be held to be defamed individually, 

and consequently is not an "aggrieved person" and quashed the 

proceedings.  

 In view of the long line of judgments referred supra, to file a 

complaint for the offence punishable under Section 500 and 501 of 

I.P.C. the person must be an aggrieved person, who felt hurt or 

pain on account of such defamatory statement, but an individual 

representing a group cannot maintain a complaint against any 

individual or unidentifiable or indeterminate group of persons.  

 When similar question came up before the Apex Court in 

�S.Khushboo v. Kanniammal25�, in the facts of the above 

judgment S.Khushboo made a specific comment that women are 

indulged in pre-marital sex, but some of the associations filed 

several complaints against Smt.Khushboo and she filed 

applications before High Court under Section 482 of Cr.P.C., but 

those petitions were dismissed on various grounds. Then the 

matter carried to Supreme Court, where the Supreme Court 

considered the purport of Section 199 (1) of Cr.P.c. and concluded 

that Section 199 Cr.PC mandates that the Magistrate can take 

cognizance of the offence only upon receiving a complaint by a 

person who is aggrieved. This limitation on the power to take 
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cognizance of defamation serves the rational purpose of 

discouraging filing of frivolous complaints which would otherwise 

clog the Magistrate's Courts. There is of course some room for 

complaints to be brought by persons other than those who are 

aggrieved, for instance when the aggrieved person has passed away 

or is otherwise unable to initiate legal proceedings. However, in 

given facts of the present case, the High Court unable to see how 

the complainants can be properly described as 'persons aggrieved' 

within the meaning of Section 199 (1) (b)  Cr.PC. As explained 

earlier, there was no specific legal injury caused to any of the 

complainants since the appellant's remarks were not directed at 

any individual or a readily identifiable group of people.    

 In �M.S. Jayaraj v. Commissioner of Excise, Kerala26 the 

Apex Court had an occasion to analyze the word �person 

aggrieved� and held as follows: 

 �The 'person aggrieved' means a person who is wrongfully 

deprived of his entitlement which he is legally entitled to receive 

and it does not include any kind of disappointment or personal 

inconvenience. 'Person aggrieved' means a person who is injured or 

one who is adversely affected in a legal sense.� 

 In a similar question came up for consideration before Patna 

High Court in �Asha Parekh v. The State of Bihar27� where 

Patna High Court dealt with a case where a group of lawyers had 

filed a defamation case against the actors, the actress, the director, 

the producer, the script. writer, etc., of the movie �Nadan.� The 

case before this Court is, in fact, is identical in its content. In that 

case, the complainant alleged that one of the characters had 
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played the role of an advocate and that there were defamatory 

statements made against the lawyers as a class. The Patna High 

Court while deciding the case, observed that the essence of the 

offence of defamation consists in calling that description of pain 

which is felt by a person who knows himself to be the object of the 

unfavourable sentiments of his fellow creatures and those 

inconveniences to which a person who is the object of such 

unfavourable sentiment is exposed, therefore, complaint must 

contain an imputation concerning some particular person or 

persons whose identity can be established. If they contain no 

reflection upon a particular individual or individuals, but equally 

apply to others although belonging to the same class, an action for 

defamation will not lie. Further, although the word 'person' in 

Section 499 of the Code includes a company or an association or a 

collection of persons as well as provided in explanation 2 of Section 

499, but the class of person attributed to must be a determinate 

body. Y.S.Jagan Mohan Reddy is an individual, but not the party 

as a class, is incapable of being defamed. If any publication can be 

shown to refer specifically to particular individuals then alone an 

action for defamation may lie, not otherwise.  

 Relying on �Asha Parekh v. The State of Bihar� (referred  

supra) the Rajasthan High Court in �Shah Rukh Khan v. State of 

Rajasthan28� actor Shah Rukh Khan played the role of an 

advocate in the movie and some of the dialogues were defamatory 

against the community of lawyers practicing in India. It was 

claimed by the advocates community that because of the said 

                                                 
28 RLW 2008 (1) Raj 809 



  

MSM,J 

Crl.P_11861_2017 

41 

 

dialogue, the respondents were subjected to ridicule and anger 

from those who were sitting in the movie theatre. The advocates 

also alleged that their neighbours also ridiculed them as well. 

Therefore, filed complaint against Mr. Shah Rukh Khan and others 

for defaming the lawyers community practicing in India. After 

considering the facts and circumstances of the case, Rajasthan 

High Court held that the law requires that the defamatory 

statement, in order to be actionable, be made against a definite 

and an identifiable group. However, lawyers taken as a class 

cannot be identified with any particular individual-indeterminate, 

indefinite, and unidentifiable as the members are: Firstly, the 

members of this class are too varied to be reduced to a few traits. 

There is not a homogenous class, but a heterogeneous one, made 

up of wonderfully different individuals. Secondly, they are spread 

over the length and the breadth of the land. Thirdly, the class is 

always in flux, ever changing, as new lawyers enter and old ones 

depart from the profession. The entire members of the class are 

clearly unidentifiable and indeterminable. Moreover, it is not the 

case of the respondent No. 2 to 7, that the Petitioner said anything 

specific about the lawyers of Kota, who arguably would form a 

definite collection of persons. The remark made by the petitioner 

was applicable to the lawyers as a community. Thus, a group of 

lawyers could not file a complaint against the petitioner for offence 

Under Section s 499 and 500 IPC. Therefore, the complaint is not 

even maintainable.  

The Rajasthan High Court distinguished the facts of the case 

�Shah Rukh Khan v. State of Rajasthan� and �Sahib Singh 



  

MSM,J 

Crl.P_11861_2017 

42 

 

Mehra v. State of U.P.29�. The learned Counsel for the 

respondents Nos. 2 to 7 in the said case has relied on the case of 

Sahib Singh Mehra (supra) in order to argue that a group of 

lawyers can, indeed, file a complaint for the offence of defamation. 

But the said case is clearly distinguishable from Shah Rukh Khan 

case on the basis of factual matrix. In the case of Sahib Singh 

Mehra, the publisher had published an article defaming the Public 

Prosecutors and Assistant Public Prosecutors working in Aligarh. 

Thus, the Supreme Court held that the Public Prosecutors of 

Aligarh formed a definite and identifiable group of persons. Hence, 

any one of them can file a complaint against the publisher of the 

defamatory article. However, in the present case, the alleged 

statement has not been made specifically against any member of 

political party. The Rajasthan High Court came to a conclusion 

that since the statement has been made against the lawyers as a 

class, the case of Sahib Singh Mehra (supra) cannot be relied 

upon. But here, in the present case, the defamation of Y.S.Jagan 

Mohan Reddy or Y.S.R. congress party as a whole is not an 

identifiable group, since the Y.S.R.Congress party spread over the 

State. If such defamatory imputation is against any group i.e. 

member of Y.S.R.Congress Party in particular village or town or 

District, the respondent No.1 being one among them can be an 

�aggrieved person.� 

Thus, action for group defamation of an unidentifiable group 

would not lie in a Criminal Court. According to Explanation No. (2) 

of Section 499 IPC, defamation is not restricted to an individual 
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alone; it may also be committed against "a company or an 

association or collection of persons". However, the association or 

collection of persons should be definite and identifiable. In 1858, in 

the case of Eastwood v. Hollmes30  Willie J. observed that �If a 

man wrote that all lawyers were thieves, no particular lawyer could 

sue him unless there is something to point to the particular 

individual."  

 From the law laid down by various High Courts and Apex 

Court, I could cull out the following: 

(1) The person aggrieved means, who felt hurt or pain on 

account of such defamatory statement. An individual 

representing a group cannot maintain a complaint 

against any individual or unidentifiable or indeterminate 

group of persons.  

(2) An individual representing a group cannot maintain a 

complaint against any individual or unidentifiable group 

of persons. 

(3) The Secretary or president of political party can maintain 

a private complaint for the offence punishable under 

Sections 500 and 501 of I.P.C., but none else, when 

defamatory allegation is made against the political party.   

 Turning to the facts of the present case, respondent No.1 is 

only a member of unidentifiable or indeterminate group of persons 

i.e. Y.S.R.Congress Party, of course he is a Member of Legislative 

Assembly representing Mangalagiri constituency, but his 
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membership in Y.S.R.Congress Party is not in dispute, how he is 

an aggrieved person was not explained in the complaint, who 

stated that two other persons by name Dantu Balaji Reddy and 

Golla Syam Babu informed him that they felt insulted on account 

of such news item published in the Andhra Jyothi Telugu Daily 

News Paper, thereby the respondent No.1 being the member 

suffered unbearable pain. Even assuming for a moment, the 

respondent No.1 is  �person aggrieved� within the meaning of 

Section 199 of Cr.P.C. being a member of Y.S.R.Congress Party, 

what is defamatory imputation made against  Y.S.R.Congress Party 

is unknown except referring a word �YCP� in the news item dated 

16.05.2017, but in the body of news item as extracted in the 

complaint, no defamatory imputation is made against the party or 

its members, but the imputations were made only against 

Y.S.Jagan Mohan Reddy, who is the president of the party. 

Therefore, Y.S.Jagan Mohan Reddy is the person, who is allegedly 

defamed, thereby the respondent No.1 is not a person aggrieved to 

maintain a private complaint for the offence punishable under 

Section 500 of I.P.C. in view of the bar under Section 199 of 

Cr.P.C. 

 When the respondent No.1 did not suffer any injury or felt 

hurt, though he is a member of Y.S.R. Congress Party, more 

particularly no defamatory imputations were made against the 

party or any of its members except against the President, he is not 

entitled to maintain the complaint against the petitioners herein. 

Accordingly, point Nos.1 and 2 are answered in favour of the 

petitioners against the respondents. 
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P  O  I  N  T  Nos.3 and 4: 

 Petitioner No.1 is the owner and Managing Director of 

Amodha Publications Pvt. Limited and petitioner No.2 is the printer 

and publisher of Andhra Jyothi Telugu Daily. Specific allegation is 

made in the complaint that the petitioner No.1 is Managing 

Director of Amodha Publications Private Limited and having direct 

control of the publication and actively participating in day to day 

running of news paper and participating in the administration and 

selection of news item that are to be published in Andhra Jyothi 

News Paper. Undisputedly, petitioner No.1 is the Managing 

Director, whether he is a person, who is selecting news item is a 

fact to be decided. 

 Now, the controversy before this Court is whether the 

Managing Director or the Printer and Publisher are liable to be 

prosecuted for the offence punishable under Sections 500 and 501 

of I.P.C.  

 Paper publication and books etc are governed by the Press 

and Registration of Books Act, 1867 (for short �the Act�)  

 Section 1 (1) of the Act defined �editor�, which is as follows: 

 �Editor� means the person who controls the selection of the 

matter that is published in a newspaper.  

 �Printing� is also defined under the same section and it 

includes cyclostyling and printing by lithography.  
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 Therefore, petitioner Nos.1 and 2 are not the editors as 

defined under Section 1 (1) of the Act. Certain rules are prescribed 

under Section 5 of the Act for publication of newspaper. Section 6 

of the Act deals with �Authentication of declaration�.  

 In any legal proceeding whatever, whether civil or criminal, 

the production of a copy of such declaration as is aforesaid, 

attested by the seal of some Court empowered by this Act to have 

the custody of such declarations, [or, in the case of the editor, a 

copy of the newspaper containing his name printed on it as that of 

the editor] shall be held (unless the contrary be proved) to be 

sufficient evidence, as against the person whose name shall be 

subscribed to such declaration, [or printed on such newspaper, as 

the case may be] that the said person was printer or publisher, or 

printer and publisher (according as the words of the said 

declaration may be) of every portion of every [newspaper] whereof 

the title shall correspond with the title of the 2[newspaper] 

mentioned in the declaration, [or the editor of every portion of that 

issue of the newspaper of which a copy is produced] vide Section 7 

of the Act.  

 Thus, when such declaration is given, the persons whose 

names are printed in the declaration are presumed to be the 

persons concerned with the publication of the newspaper. 

Therefore, the Managing Director/Executive Director of the 

publication or Printer or the Chief Editor, are not presumed to be 

the persons, who selected and published the news item. 
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 Learned counsel for the petitioners while contending that the 

petitioner Nos.1 and 2 are not concerned with the selection of news 

item and publication, placed reliance on �Narottamdas L Shah v. 

Subanali Nazarali� (referred supra), where the editor of a paper 

writes an editorial which is highly defamatory of the spiritual head 

of a certain community, the Court held that an individual of that 

community is not an aggrieved person within the meaning of 

Section 199 of Cr.P.C. and that only the persons, whose names are 

printed on the paper in the declaration alone liable but none 

others.  

 This Court in �I.Venkata Rao v. Afghan Khasim Sab31� 

while discussing scope of Section 7 of the Press and Registration of 

Books Act, 1867 held that the Presumption under Section 7 of the 

said Act can be raised only in respect of the Editor of the 

newspaper concerned. Unless it is shown that the petitioner was 

the Editor of the newspaper on the relevant date, no criminal 

liability for publication of alleged defamatory material can be 

fastened to him. 

 In �K.M.Mathew v. K.A.Abraham� (referred supra) the Apex 

Court while deciding the responsibility of Managing Editor, Chief 

Editor or Resident Editor held that there is no statutory immunity 

against Managing Editor, Resident Editor or Chief Editor against 

any prosecution for the alleged publication of any matter in the 

newspaper over which these persons exercise control. In all the 

cases, the complainants have specifically alleged that the 

appellants therein had knowledge of the publication of the alleged 
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defamatory matter and they were responsible for such publication; 

and the Magistrate who had taken cognizance of the offence held 

that there was prima facie case against the appellants therein; it 

was under such circumstances that the Summonses were issued. 

Finally concluded that the provisions contained in the Act clearly 

go to show that there could be a presumption against the Editor 

whose name is printed in the newspaper to the effect that he is the 

Editor of such publication and that he is responsible for selecting 

the matter for publication. Though, a similar presumption cannot 

be drawn against the Chief Editor, Resident Editor or Managing 

Editor, nevertheless, the complaint can still allege and prove that 

they had knowledge and they were responsible for the publication 

of the defamatory news item. Even the presumption under 

Section 7 is a rebuttable presumption and the same could be 

proved otherwise. That by itself indicates that somebody other 

than Editor can also be held responsible for selecting the matter 

for publication in a newspaper. 

 Even to take cognizance, there must be some material to 

establish that the person other than Editor selected news items 

and published. Mere clever drafting of complaint by using legal 

skills of an advocate to entrap any other person other than Editor 

so as to enable the Court to take cognizance, is illegal.   

 It is true that judicial process should not be an instrument 

of oppression or needles harassment and the Magistrate while 

taking cognizance should be satisfied that there is a prima facie 

case against the accused and at that he should be circumspect 

and judicious in exercising discretion and should take all relevant 
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facts into consideration before issuing process and that vindication 

of majesty of justice and maintenance of law and order in the 

society are the prima objects of criminal justice and it shall not be 

the means to wreak vengeance, but, at the same time, "the 

inherent power of the court under Section 482 Cr.P.C. should be 

very sparingly and cautiously used and only when the court comes 

to the conclusion that there would be manifest injustice or there 

would be abuse of the process of the court, if such power is not 

exercised. "So far as the order of cognizance by a Magistrate is 

concerned, the inherent power can be exercised when the 

allegations in the first information report or the complaint together 

with the other materials collected during investigation taken at 

their face value, do not constitute the offence alleged. At that stage, 

it is not open either to sift the evidence or appreciate the evidence 

and come to the conclusion that no prima facie case is made 

out."[See: State of Bihar v. Rajendra Agrawalla32]. 

 In �Jacob Mathew v. Adangam Purath Kallada 

Gangadharan Nair33� the Kerala High Court decided the liability 

of any person connected with publication of newspaper other than 

editor. The petitioner therein Jacob Mathew allegedly published 

news item to defame the complainant. Caption of news item is that 

death of deceased and his mother who was sister of complainant 

are suspicious. The Court held that there is no specific allegation 

that petitioner was responsible for selection of news item or for its 

publication and no news item showing that complainant was 

responsible for their death, and quashed the proceedings based on 
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the principle enunciated in �K.M.Mathew v. K.A.Abraham� 

(referred supra) �Mohammad Koya v. Muthukoya34�, wherein the 

Apex Court held that the Press Act does not recognise any other 

legal entity except the Editor in so far as the responsibility of that 

office is concerned. In that case the Supreme Court found that the 

term "Editor" means a person who controls the selection of the 

matter that is published in a newspaper. Where a person's name is 

printed in the newspaper as its Editor it raises a rebuttable 

presumption only against the Editor. 

 Learned counsel for the respondent No.1 while contending 

that the petitioner Nos.1 and 2 are also liable for punishment 

being the persons who selected the news item and placed reliance 

on �K.M.Mathew v. K.A.Abraham� and �S.Nihal Singh v. Arjan 

Das� (referred supra), wherein the Delhi High Court held as 

follows: 

 �In other words the printer or the publisher, as the case may be, who 

has made a declaration under the Act and the editor whose name appears 

on the copy of the newspaper shall be presumed to be aware of what is 

printed and published in the issue of the paper. The declaration is prima 

facie evidence of the publication by the editor of all the news items in the 

paper. He will not be absolved for the publication of objectionable matter 

by the mere fact that in the daily routine he had asked the editor/sub-

editor etc. to select the news items. The term 'editor' is defined in the Act 

to mean person who controls the selection of the matter that is published 

in a newspaper. In the instant case the declaration printed at the bottom 

of the back page of the newspaper shows that the newspaper had been 

printed and published for the proprietors Indian Express Newspapers 

(Bombay) Private Limited by S. K. Kohli, petitioner No. 5 and S. Nihal 

Singh and Prabhat Joshi are Editor-in-Chief and Resident Editor 

respectively of the newspaper. Ex. facie a resident editor will be an 

associate of the Editor-in-Chief in the selection of news items and to that 

extent he is answerable on a charge of defamation. Hence in view of the 
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foregoing provisions of law a presumption will arise against all three of 

them that they are printer, publisher. Editor-in-Chief and Resident Editor 

respectively of the newspaper and as such they are aware of the contents 

of offending news items. However, it is difficult to draw such a 

presumption in the case of other petitioners viz. Arun Shorie, petitioner 

No. 2 and A. M. Dar, petitioner No. 4. Their names do not find place in the 

declaration printed on the newspaper itself and there is no iota of evidence 

to show that they are in any manner concerned with the collection, control 

or selection of the matter printed in the newspaper. Their designations as 

Executive Editor/Editor of the Express News Service will not per se 

warrant an inference that they are in any way responsible for the selection 

of the material. An authority for this view may be found in �State of 

Maharashtra v. R. B. Chowdhari35�. 

 Though the law laid down by Apex Court in �K.M.Mathew v. 

K.A.Abraham� (referred supra) and Delhi High Court in �S.Nihal 

Singh v. Arjan Das� (refererd supra) supports the case of  

respondent No.1, the later judgment in �Jacob Mathew v. 

Adangam Purath Kallada Gangadharan Nair� reviewed entire 

law on the liability of other person connected with the press other 

than Editor, but as per law declared therein Editor alone is liable 

for publication of any item in news paper. Therefore, in view of 

later judgment, except Editor, no other person is liable for 

prosecution prima facie.  

 Freedom of speech is a fundamental right guaranteed under 

Article 19 of Constitution of India, it is still not absolute. But 

freedom of press is inclusive of freedom of speech. But Article 19 

(1) (a) of Constitution of India all citizens shall have right to 

freedom of speech and expression, but clause (2) of Article 19 is an 

exception, which says that nothing in sub clause (a) of clause ( 1 ) 

shall affect the operation of any existing law, or prevent the State 

from making any law, in so far as such law imposes reasonable 
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restrictions on the exercise of the right conferred by the said sub 

clause in the interests of the sovereignty and integrity of India, the 

security of the State, friendly relations with foreign States, public 

order, decency or morality or in relation to contempt of court, 

defamation or incitement to an offence. 

 Right under Article 19 (1) (a)  of Constitution of India is not 

absolute and it is subject to clause (2) and defamation is an 

exception to it.  

 Just as every person possesses the freedom of speech and 

expression, every person also possesses a right to his reputation 

which is regarded as property. Hence, nobody can use his freedom 

of speech or expression as to injure another�s reputation. Laws 

penalizing defamation do not, therefore, constitute infringement of 

the freedom of speech. (Vide:E.M. Sankaran Namboodripad v. T. 

Narayanan Nambiar36) 

 Similarly, freedom of press though not expressly contained 

in Article 19 of the Constitution of India or any other separate 

provision. It is implicit in the freedom of expression which is 

conferred on all citizens. It follows that this freedom cannot be 

claimed by a newspaper or other publication run by a non-citizen. 

The freedom of press, under our Constitution, is not higher than 

the freedom of an ordinary citizen. It is subject to the same 

limitations as are imposed by Article 19 (2) and to those limitations 

only. The press is not, accordingly, immune from  

(a) the ordinary forms of taxation, 
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(b) the application of the general law relating to industrial 

relations, 

(c) the regulation of the conditions of service of the employees, 

(d) liability for exceeding the limits of fair reporting and fair 

comment, or to hold a trial by the Press, under the law of 

defamation or contempt of court, or the other constitutional 

limitations under Article 19 (2) of the Constitution. 

(e) the law of contempt of court, 

(f) the regulation of the commercial activities of a newspaper, 

without interfering with its freedom of expression, 

(g) the law of privacy, subject to the conduct of public officials in 

the discharge of their official duties.  

  Freedom of press is not absolute, unlimited and unfettered 

at all times and in all circumstances as it would lead to disorder 

and anarchy.  

 Thus, the freedom of press though inclusive of Article 19 (1) 

(a) of constitution of India, it is not absolute one and there are 

fetters of exercise of such right of freedom of press. The Apex Court 

in �I.E.Newspapers v. Union of India37� observed that in today's 

free world freedom of press is the heart of social and political 

intercourse. The press has now assumed the role of the public 

educator making formal and non-formal education possible in a 

large scale particularly in the developing world, where television 

and other kinds of modern communication are not still available 

for all sections of society. The purpose of the press is to advance 

the public interest by publishing facts and opinions without which 

a democratic electorate [Government] cannot make responsible 

judgments. Newspapers being purveyors of news and views having 

a bearing on public administration very often carry material which 

would not be palatable to Governments and other authorities.  The 
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above statement of the Supreme Court illustrates that the freedom 

of press is essential for the proper functioning of the democratic 

process. Democracy means Government of the people, by the 

people and for the people; it is obvious that every citizen must be 

entitled to participate in the democratic process and in order to 

enable him to intelligently exercise his right of making a choice, 

free and general discussion of public matters is absolutely 

essential. This explains the constitutional viewpoint of the freedom 

of press in India. Freedom of the press extends to engaging in 

uninhabited debate about the involvement of public figures in 

public issues and events. But, as regards their private life, a proper 

balancing of freedom of the press as well as the right of privacy be 

maintained and performed in terms of the democratic way of life 

laid down in the Constitution. (Vide: �R. Rajagopal v. State of 

T.N.38�) 

 Therefore, in view of the observations made by the Apex 

Court in various judgments, it is crystal clear that the freedom of 

the press flows from the freedom of expression which is guaranteed 

to all citizens by Article 19(1)(a). Press stands on no higher footing 

than any other citizen and cannot claim any privilege (unless 

conferred specifically by law), as such, as distinct from those of 

any other citizen. The press cannot be subjected to any special 

restrictions which could not be imposed on any citizen of the 

country. 

 Thus, from the law laid down by the Apex Court in the 

judgments referred supra, it is clear that the press is entitled to 

                                                 
38 AIR 1995 SC 264 
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claim right like any other citizen though playing vital role in the 

democracy for the benefit of people.  

 In �Rajendra Sail v.  Madhya Pradesh High Court Bar 

Association and Ors.39� the editor, printer and publisher and a 

reporter of a newspaper, along with the petitioner who was a 

labour union activist, were summarily punished and sent to suffer 

a six months imprisonment by the High Court. Their fault was that 

on the basis of a report filed by a trainee correspondent, they 

published disparaging remarks against the judges of a High Court 

made by a union activist at a rally of workers. The remarks were to 

the effect that the decision given by the High Court was rubbish 

and fit to be thrown into a dustbin. In appeal the Supreme Court  

held that it amounts to contempt and modified the sentence while 

upholding the contempt against them, but modified and reduced 

the sentence. 

 No one else has the power to accuse a judge of his 

misbehaviour, partiality or incapacity. The purpose of such a 

protection is to ensure independence of judiciary so that the judges 

could decide cases without fear or favour as the courts are created 

constitutionally for the dispensation of justice.( Vide: �Dr. D.C. 

Saxena, Contemnor V. the Chief Justice of India40�)  

 Therefore, taking advantage of fundamental right of freedom 

of speech, which is inclusive of freedom of press, the Press cannot 

exercise right making defamatory imputation against any 

individual since the right under Article 19 (1) (a) is not absolute, 

                                                 
39 (2005)6SCC109 
40  (1996)5SCC216 
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but it is subject to clause (2). Hence, while publication of any news 

item, the editor of the paper, whose name is printed in terms of 

Section 5 of the Act in the declaration, take necessary care and 

caution otherwise editor will be held liable in view of presumption 

contained under Section 7 of the Act.  

 In the guise of freedom of speech guaranteed under Article 

19 (1) of Constitution of India, the Press and Media making 

statements without even priliminarly enquiry against various 

burocrats and constitutional authorities and making such 

defamoatry statements drastically affecting reputation of individual 

cannot be permitted in view of caluse (2) of Article 19 of the 

Consitutiton of India. 

 Merely because there were no guidelines for publication of 

news items, the press cannot exceed its limits and publish news 

items at their pleasure, since print media have a great 

responsibility also to see that the news they present is accurate 

and serve the interest of the people. If the print media convey false 

news that may harm the reputation of a person or a section of 

society, it may do great damage since reputation is a valuable asset 

for a person. Even if the media subsequently correct a statement, 

the damage done may be irreparable. Hence, the media should 

take care to carefully investigate any news item before reporting it. 

Sometimes the media present twisted or distorted news that may 

contain an element of truth but also an element of untruth. This, 

too, should be avoided because a half-truth can be more 

dangerous than a total lie. The media should avoid giving any slant 

to news, and avoid sensationalism and yellow journalism. Only 
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then, will they gain the respect of the people and fulfill their true 

role in a democracy. Often the media publishing correct news but 

place too much emphasis on frivolous news such as those 

concerning the activities of political leaders etc while giving very 

little prominence to much more important issues that are basically 

socio-economic in nature. Unless print media and electronic media 

bound to act within the journalism ethics, it is difficult to control 

unlawful activities like paid news etc., making distorting remarks 

against individual without any truth make the public to believe 

those news and drove them in a wrong direction would be more 

dangerous than to publish any news item. The print media has to 

maintain restract in publishing inferential or initiative news to lead 

the public in wrong direction. 

 Media became powerful tool in the hands of the people, 

because they could not express themselves through the 

established organs of power: those organs were in the hands of 

feudal and despotic rulers. Hence, the people had to create new 

organs that would serve them. It is for this reason that the print 

media became known as the Fourth Estate. 

 Similarly, publishing untrue statements or pitruzzella 

(drama, creativity and intersubjectivity) indicates that the 

government should regulate news and speech so as to avoid 

�information overload� and �group polarization.� A better way to 

pursue this would be through education, awareness-building and 

training, so the importance of being exposed to other points of 

views and acquire the necessary tools to find out whether the 

information presented is false or not. Therefore, before publishing 
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any news item, they must ensure that statements made in the 

news item are true and based on some material. But as on today 

there was no control over the press and media and making such 

statements against one or the other persons, whom they wish, 

sometimes tarnishing the esteem of those persons in the eye of 

public, obviously for different reasons best known to them. Some of 

the political parties either running or sponsoring the print media 

for their political purpose, publishing various news items stinging 

mud on the rival political parties and it became the order of the 

day in politics.  

 Journalists' main goal is to ensure the right of citizens to 

truthful and important information, which allows them to form 

adequate impression or opinion about social processes, their 

essence and importance, about the situation in the modern world. 

 In the present case, serious allegations were made against 

an individual political leader i.e. Y.S.Jagan Mohan Reddy, 

President of Y.S.R. Congress Party, adopting unethical standards 

of journalism. Journalist is bound to bear the responsibility before 

the society in general and public and before the professional 

associations. Though, there are no guidelines governing or 

controlling such pitruzzella or publishing such news.  

 Mass media freedom is one of the major guarantees of the 

freedom of speech, an obligatory element for ensuring other civil 

rights and freedoms. The freedom of the press involves the 

possibility to freely discuss and criticize the activities of both the 

authorities and civil and private structures. Journalists contribute 
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to the realization of the right to express unpopular opinions or 

agree with the point of view expressed by the majority. 

 The journalist must defend the freedom of speech; retain 

independence of his/her political views and convictions. He/she 

must resist any efforts to distort information or introduce 

censorship. 

 Like any other citizen, the journalist has a right to political 

and other convictions. However, in his/her professional activity 

he/she should remain neutral and objective. 

 Respecting the right of society to objective information, the 

journalist must convey truthful information and a whole spectrum 

of opinions on certain issues. The news should be based on facts 

and information where truthfulness can be checked. The journalist 

should do his/her best to obtain information from all possible 

sources, to make sure it is complete, truthful and unbiased. 

Information which may offend or humiliate a person should be 

checked especially carefully. 

 Information should be obtained in legal and ethical ways. 

 When requesting information, the journalist must introduce 

himself/herself, name the media outlet that he/she represents, 

inform the interlocutor that his/her words may be published, 

except in cases when the information is confidential or impossible 

to obtain officially. Trust must not be abused. In case of tragedies 

that have caused someone shock or oppressed condition, the 

journalist must interview the person carefully and with patience. 
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 When gathering information, journalists may not 

misrepresent themselves. Journalists' search for information by 

hidden means can be justified only in cases when the information 

in question is of major importance for society and cannot be 

otherwise obtained. 

 Materials obtained by means of tapping should not be 

published. The journalists must keep secret the sources of 

confidential information 

FEW GENERAL PRINCIPLES OF PUBLICATION ARE STATED AS 

UNDER:- 

a) Journalists should present the facts and preserve their true 

meaning, demonstrate the major links and not allow 

distortions. 

b) Unbiased journalism does not mean that the journalists 

should abstain from expressing their personal opinions. 

However, the reader should be able to tell the difference 

between the articles stating facts and materials expressing 

someone's opinion or interpretation of events. However, this 

principle should not limit the journalist in choosing the style 

of writing. 

c) The journalist should not be a spokesman for an egoistic 

private or group interest. He/she should contribute to mass 

media's objective coverage of the pluralism of opinions. It is 

not allowed to hide publicly important information or distort 

the facts. 
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d) Bias in commentary is a violation of the principles of 

journalistic ethics. 

e) Preparation and writing of analytical materials and 

commenting on certain events should be performed by 

journalists whose competence and experience correspond to 

the task in hand. 

f) People featured in the articles should be characterized by 

race, religion, nationality and status only in cases when it is 

important for the correct understanding of the material. 

g) Headlines and subhead lines of newspaper articles should 

correspond fully to the contents of the article, photographs 

and video materials should clearly illustrate the events, 

instead of presenting them out of context. 

h) Unconfirmed information, rumours and conjecture should be 

marked as such. Symbolic illustrations (photomontage, 

restorations, similar motives recorded in other time periods) 

should be clearly recognizable or have corresponding tags. 

i) When stating facts, commenting on them or entering a 

discussion on a certain issue, journalists should stick to the 

ethics and principles of a dialogue and express respect for 

the discussion partner. 

 Editor herein though bound to create certain limitations i.e. 

self restraints to publish news items and failed to follow the 

minimum ethics of journalist, which I referred above.  
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 Turning to the facts of the present case, petitioner No.1 is 

the Managing Director of Amodha Publications Private Limited i.e. 

owner of the Andhra Jyothi daily newspaper. Specific allegation is 

made against him that he is participating in day to day affairs of 

publication of newspaper in the paper and in selection of news 

item also. Generally, the editor alone will select and publish news 

item as defined under Section (1) of the Act and the Act also did 

not recognize any other person except Editor of news paper.  But 

the complaint was drafted in such a way to attach responsibility to 

the petitioner No.1 cleverly as if he was playing the role of Editor, 

but no piece of paper is produced prima facie to show that 

petitioner No.1 is the person, who is selecting the news item 

though participated in the management of the Amodha 

Publications Private Limited. The intelligent drafting or artistic 

drafting of complaint to make a person responsible for the offence 

without any piece of paper in support of such allegation, it is 

difficult to hold that the petitioner No.1 is liable for such 

prosecution, being the Managing Director and not as Editor of the 

paper.  

 The High Court of Gauhati in �Sri Jayanta Baruah and 

Sadhin Printers represented by the Proprietor, Sri Jayanta 

Baruah v. Sri Dilip Baruah41� noted the contentions of the 

counsel for the petitioners in paragraph No.7 as to when the Chief 

Editor, Executive Editor and the printer and Publisher, against 

whom presumption can be drawn, are named as accused persons, 

taking of cognizance against the present petitioners in absence of 

                                                 
41 2014 Cri L J 3349 
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any averments in the complaint petition about their knowledge or 

any role in the publication of the said news item, is not sustainable 

in law and held as follows: 

 �It is to be noted selection of news item cannot amount to making of 

news. Editor selects the news and the printer and publisher publish the 

news item. Publication of imputation alone constitutes an offence under 

section 499 IPC. 

 16. There is no presumption that an owner of a newspaper is 

responsible for the publication of any defamatory matter published in his 

newspaper. A liability for publication can be fastened on him if there some 

materials to show that he had prior knowledge or that he was somehow 

connected with the publication of the defamatory news item. Same is the 

position with regard to the proprietor of a press where an alleged 

defamatory article or news item is printed.� 

 In view of the law declared by the High Court of Gauhati in 

�Sri Jayanta Baruah and Sadhin Printers represented by the 

Proprietor, Sri Jayanta Baruah v. Sri Dilip Baruah� (referred 

supra), the petitioner No.2 being the Printer and Publisher is also 

not liable for prosecution as he was not the person, who selected 

the news item, that apart no specific allegation is made against 

him excepting alleging that petitioner No.2 is the Printer and 

Publisher, Andhra Jyothi Telugu Daily being published on behalf of 

Amodha Publications Private Limited at Amodha Press, Ashwini 

Layout, Huda Heights, Road No.70, Jubilee Hills, Hyderabad, 

Telangana State. This allegation is not sufficient to conclude that 

he is the person responsible for such publication of imputation 

amounting to defamation against Y.S.R. Congress Party or against 

Y.S.Jagan Mohan Reddy, President of Y.S.R.Congress Party. 

Persuaded by the principles laid down in the above judgments, he 

cannot be held responsible for such publication.  
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 Petitioner No.3 is the Editor of Andhra Jyothi Telugu Daily, 

petitioner No.4 is the Bureau Chief, Telangana Edition, petitioner 

No.5 is the Reporter, Andhra Jyothi Telugu Daily, petitioner No.6 is 

the Bureau in-charge, Andhra Jyothi Telugu Daily, Andhra 

Edition, Krishna District, petitioner No.7 is Bureau in-charge,  

Andhra Jyothi Telugu Daily, Telangana Edition. The allegation 

made against them in the complaint is that petitioner No.5 � 

reporter formulated the news item for being published before the 

petitioner Nos.1 to 4 and 6 and 7, they selected the news item to 

be published before it takes shape and appear in the news paper. 

 For this allegation, no prima facie material is produced to 

substantiate this contention. The duty of the reporter is to collect 

news item and give it to the Editor for publication and the Bureau-

in-charge is not the person concerned with selection of news item 

and publication in newspaper, only Editor will select and publish 

news item and at best the liability can be attached against the 

Editor of the Newspaper, whose name is printed in the declaration 

as required under Section 5 of the Act. Therefore, the Editor of the 

paper i.e. petitioner No.3 alone to be proceeded for the offence 

punishable under Section 500 or 501 of I.P.C. subject to 

maintainability of complaint, making out requirements to 

constitute such offence. Therefore, I hold that except petitioner 

No.3, no others are responsible for publication of news item in 

Andhra Jyothi dated 15.05.2017 and 16.05.2017. Accordingly, the 

point Nos.3 and 4 are answered.  

 As discussed above and in view of the law, the respondent 

No.1 is incompetent and has locus standi to file the complaint 



  

MSM,J 

Crl.P_11861_2017 

65 

 

being M.L.A. of Mangalagiri constituency as a candidate of Y.S.R. 

Congress Party and he is not a person aggrieved as enunciated 

under Section 199 of Cr.P.C. Respondent No.1 is also incompetent 

to file a complaint being a member when the imputation is made 

against unidentifiable or indeterminate group of persons, even 

otherwise imputations are made only against Y.S.Jagan Mohan 

Reddy, president of Y.S.R. Congress Party and not against any 

member or against the Party except referring the name �YCP� in 

the news item dated 16.05.2017. 

 The other ground is that the petitioner Nos.1, 2 and 4 to 7 

are not liable to be prosecuted for the offence punishable under 

Section 500 and 501 of I.P.C. as no piece of prima facie material is 

produced to substantiate the contention that they selected the 

news item for publication in Andhra Jyothi Telugu Daily dated 

15.05.2017 and 16.05.2017 and the presumption under Section 7 

of the Act applies only to petitioner No.3. Petitioner No.3 is also not 

liable to be proceeded for the said offence for the reason that the 

complainant has no locus standi to file a complaint and that the 

alleged defamatory statement is only against Y.S.R.Congress Party 

and not against any other person to claim as person aggrieved. 

Accordingly, these two points are held against respondent no.1 and 

in favour of the peititoners  

 The respondent No.1 filed private complaint against all the 

petitioners for the offence punishable under Section 500 and 501 

of I.P.C. and the Court without insisting any piece of evidence took 

cognizance of the offence and issued summons to the petitioners to 

appear before the Court. Issuing summons is a matter of serious 
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consequence as held by the the Apex Court in  �Maksud Saiyed v. 

State of Gujarat42�, �Maharashtra State Electricity 

Distribution Company Ltd. v. Datar Switchgear Ltd.43� �Pepsi 

Food Ltd. and Anr. v. Special Judicial Magistrate and Ors.44� 

 In �Pepsi Food Ltd. and Anr. v. Special Judicial 

Magistrate and Ors.,� (referred supra), the Apex Court observed 

as follows: 

 �Summoning of an accused in a criminal case is a serious matter. 

Criminal law cannot be set into motion as a matter of course. It is not that 

the complainant has to bring only two witnesses to support his allegations 

in the complaint to have the criminal law set into motion. The order of the 

Magistrate summoning the accused must reflect that he has applied his 

mind to the facts of the case and the law applicable thereto. He has to 

examine the nature of allegations made in the complaint and the evidence 

both oral and documentary in support thereof and would that be sufficient 

for the complainant to succeed in bringing charge home to the accused. It 

is not that the Magistrate is a silent spectator at the time of recording of 

preliminary evidence before summoning of the accused. The Magistrate 

has to carefully scrutinise the evidence brought on record and may even 

himself put questions to the complainant and his witnesses to elicit 

answers to find out the truthfulness of the allegations or otherwise and 

then examine if any offence is prima facie committed by all or any of the 

accused.� 

 In view of law declared by Apex Court, the duty is cast upon 

the Magistrate to apply his/her mind to the facts and evidence, 

both oral and documentary produced along with the complaint. 

But, here the Magistrate recorded sworn statement of respondent 

No.1, who reiterated the allegations made in the complaint in 

verbatim and the Court took cognizance of the offence against the 

petitioners by passing a cryptic order dated 08.10.2017, which 

runs as follows: 

                                                 
42 (2008) 5 SCC 668 
43 (2010) 10 SCC 479 
44 (1998)5 SCC 749 
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 �Heard the petitioners counsel, perused the material on 

record. After keen reading of case facts and on careful 

analysis of merit of case, it is seen that a prima facie case is 

made out against A.1 to A.7. Register as C.C.No.791 of 2017 

against A.1 to A.7. Issue summons to A.1 to A.7. Call on 

14.11.2017�. 

 This order of taking cognizance does not disclose application 

of mind to the facts of the case by the Magistrate before taking 

cognizance and the Magistrate did not verify the material in 

support of the allegations made against each of the petitioners and 

their liability for such publication of news item in the Andhra 

Jyothi Telegu Daily. When the Magistrate did not exercise his duty 

as laid down by the Apex Court in �Pepsi Food Ltd. and Anr. v. 

Special Judicial Magistrate and Ors.,� (referred supra). The 

order of taking cognizance is illegal. Even if, the order is ignored 

still there is no material to proceed against the petitioner Nos.1, 2 

and 4 to 7, who are Managing Director, Printer and Publisher, 

Reporter, Bureau in-chare etc since the Press and Registration of 

Books Act, 1867 did not contain any provision to attach vicarious 

liability against the Managing Director and others of the Amodha 

Publications Private Limited for the acts done by the Editor, apart 

from that the presumption under Section 7 is not against 

petitioner Nos.1, 2, 4 to 7 and the Magistrate did not advert to the 

criminal liability of all these petitioners while proceeding to issue 

summons after taking cognizance of the offence, and the 

Magistrate passed a mechanical order and issued summons to the 

petitioners. 

 Section 482 of Cr.P.C. saves the inherent powers of the High 

Court to make such orders as may be necessary to give effect to 
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any order under the Code or to prevent abuse of the process of any 

Court or otherwise to secure the ends of justice.  It is an obvious 

proposition that when a court has authority to make any order, it 

must have also power to carry that order into effect.  If an order 

can lawfully be made, it must be carried out; otherwise it would be 

useless to make it.  The authority of the court exists for the 

advancement of justice, and if any attempt is made to abuse that 

authority so as to produce injustice, the court should have power 

to prevent that abuse. In the absence of such power the 

administration of law would fail to serve the purpose for which 

alone the court exists, namely to promote justice and to prevent 

injustice.   

 The essential object of the criminal law is to protect society 

against criminals and law breakers.  For this purpose, the law 

holds out threats of punishments to prospective lawbreakers as 

well as attempts to make the actual offenders suffer with 

prescribed punishment for the offences they committed and at the 

same time, the procedure is intended to protect the innocent 

people from unlawful prosecutions at the threshold itself, to avoid 

peril of facing arduous trial.  Thus, Section 482 of Cr.P.C. vests 

unbridled power on the courts to exercise its jurisdiction to give 

effect to an order under the Code or to prevent abuse of the 

process of Court or to otherwise secure the ends of justice.  The 

Code also controls and regulates the working of the machinery set 

up for the investigation and trial of offences. On the one hand it 

has to give adequately wide powers to make the investigation and 

adjudicatory processes strong, effective and efficient, and on the 
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other hand, it has to take precautions against errors of judgment 

and human failures and to provide safeguards against probable 

abuse of powers by the police or judicial officers. This often 

involves a �nice balancing of conflicting considerations, a delicate 

weighing of opposing claims clamouring for recognition and the 

extremely difficult task of deciding which of them should 

predominate�.   Thus, the Code obviously conferred power under 

Section 482 of Cr.P.C. to quash the proceedings in crime/calendar 

case by conferring inherent power on the High Courts of all the 

States being higher court of the State.   

 In �State of Haryana v. Bhajan Lal45� the Apex Court 

considered in detail the powers of High Court under Section 482 

and the power of the High Court to quash criminal proceedings or 

FIR. The Apex Court summarized the legal position by laying down 

the following guidelines to be followed by High Courts in exercise of 

their inherent powers to quash a criminal complaint: 

(1) Where the allegations made in the first information report 

or the complaint, even if they are taken at their face value 

and accepted in their entirety do not prima facie constitute 

any offence or make out a case against the accused. 

(2) Where the allegations in the first information report and 

other materials, if any, accompanying the FIR do not disclose 

a cognizable offence, justifying an investigation by police 

officers under Section 156(1) of the Code except under an 

order of a Magistrate within the purview of Section 155(2) of 

the Code. 

(3) Where the allegations made in the FIR or complaint and 

the evidence collected in support of the same do not disclose 

                                                 
45 1992 Supp (1) SCC 335 
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the commission of any offence and make out a case against 

the accused. 

(4) Where, the allegations in the FIR do not constitute a 

cognizable offence but constitute only a non- cognizable 

offence, no investigation is permitted by a police officer 

without an order of a Magistrate as contemplated under 

Section 155(2) of the Code. 

(5) Where the allegations made in the FIR or complaint are so 

absurd and inherently improbable on the basis of which no 

prudent person can ever reach a just conclusion that there is 

sufficient ground for proceeding against the accused. 

(6) Where there is an express legal bar engrafted in any of 

the provisions of the Code or the concerned Act (under which 

a criminal proceeding is instituted) to the institution and 

continuance of the proceedings and/or where there is a 

specific provision in the Code or the concerned Act, providing 

efficacious redress for the grievance of the aggrieved party. 

(7) Where a criminal proceeding is manifestly attended with 

mala fide and/or where the proceeding is maliciously 

instituted with an ulterior motive for wreaking vengeance on 

the accused and with a view to spite him due to private and 

personal grudge. 

 According to guideline Nos. 1 to 3 formulated in �State of 

Haryana v. Bhajan Lal� (referred above), if the allegations made 

in the charge sheet or F.I.R., taken on their face value, would not 

constitute any offence or absurd or if the charge sheet is filed to 

wreck vengeance against the accused, abusing process of the 

Court, the Court may exercise the inherent jurisdiction under 

Section 482 of Cr.P.C.   
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 In view of my foregoing discussion, I find that it is a fit case 

to quash the proceedings by exercising power under Section 482 of 

Cr.P.C. 

 In the result, the petition is allowed and the proceedings in 

C.C.No.791 of 2017 on the file of the XVII Chief Metropolitan 

Magistrate, Hyderabad are hereby quashed. No costs.  

 Consequently, miscellaneous petitions pending, if any, shall 

also stand dismissed. 

 

 

_________________________________________ 
JUSTICE M. SATYANARAYANA MURTHY 

05.01.2018 
Ksp 
 
Note: 
Mark L.R.Copy. 
      B/o 
                Ksp 
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ANNEXURE 

 For convenience sake, translated version of alleged 

defamatory statements are as follows: 

అమమ్ జగĲా  
పర్ıాǵǵ కోĸింİ ిఒకట.ి. బయట Ĩెĳిప్ంİ ిమĸొకటి!  
తన కేసులĳె ౖǿర.. ఏĳ ీకోసĶే ĵేట ీఅంటూ దరువు 
ఈĬ ీతనను ĺేıȎోిత్ ందǵ Ĵĸిాయ్దు  
Įాను, తన కుటుంబ సభుయ్లు అషట్కȍాట్ లు పడుతునన్టుట్  
కǶన్ళుల్  
తన ǮవĲోǷాıిక ిఆటంకం కȃĦిసుత్ నన్టుట్  పర్ıాǵక ిǵĺేదన 
ఇదద్రు అıికారుల ĳేరల్Įో కంపల్ķంట్ 
ĺారు టీĬీĳĮీో కుమమ్కైక్నటుట్  ఆĸోపణ 
ĺాĸి బాĸ ినుంǩ కాǷాĬాలǵ ȇజఞ్ĳిత్  
పర్ıాǵ Ȁİీక ి7 ĳǮేల ȇనǳ పతర్ం 
‘ఆంధర్జోయ్ǳ’ Ĩǳేలో ఆ లేఖ పర్తులు! 
 

 

 

 

 

 

ఆ.. మధయ్  İలి్కుȍా Ħెస్ట్హౌజ్లో ĺె.ౖఎస్. జగĲోమ్హన్
ĸెĬిడ్ǵ ĽǺీఐ అıికారులు ఓ ĸేంజ్లో పర్ȋన్ంĨారు. ఆయన 
ఏĶేȀ Ĩబెుతునన్పుప్డు... పకక్ గİిలోĲ ేకూĸోచ్బెటిట్న 
కొంĬాĸెĬిడ్ అĲే మĸో Ȏాǘిǵ చూĳింĨారు. అంĮే జగన్కు 
Ĩమెటలు పటాట్ ķ. అķĮ ే జగన్.. ȇĨారణ ముĦిĽ ి
బయటకొĨాచ్క... అదంĮా İాĨేĽి... ‘‘అబేబ్.. ĽీǺఐ 
ĺారు ఏĶేȀ అĬిĦారు. పర్Ǵİాǵకీ సమాıానం 
Ĩెĳేప్Ļా...’’ అǵ ǾĬియా ముందు ముకాత్ ķంపు 
ఇĨాచ్రు. అķĮే Įలెాల్ ĸసేĸిక ిమȆల్ ĳిȃĨారు. ĸాǳర్క ిఅĸెస్ట్ 
ĨĻేారు. అİీ Ľనీ్!     
 

 

 సĸిĦాగ్  అలాంట ి టిర్కుక్Ĳ ే జగన్ మĸోȎాĸి Įెలుగు పర్జలĳె ౖ
పర్ȂĦింĨారు. ఈĲెల 10వ Įేİీన పర్ıాǵǵ కȃĽ ి ĸాషట్ ర్ 
సమసయ్లĳె ౖ ȇనǳ పĮరా్ ǵన్ ఇǩచ్నటుల్  ǾĬియా ముందు 
Ĭాంǹకాలు పȃకారు. ‘‘ǽĸిచ్ ĸెతౖులకు మదద్తు ధర ĳెంǩ 

ĸైĮాంĦాǵన్ ఆదుకోండǵ కోĸా. పర్Įేయ్క హో İా అంĻాǵన్ 

పĸిȌȃంచమǵ కోĸా. అĦిĦోల్డ్ర్ ĳె ౖ ĽǺీఐ దĸాయ్పుత్  Ĩķేంచండǵ 

అĬిĦా. Ĵĸిాķంపు ఎĶెమ్లేయ్లĳె ౖఅనరహ్త ĺేటు ĺేĽలేా చూĬాలǵ 

ĨǷెాప్. ĸాషట్ ర్పǳ అంతట ిపదȇక ిǷో ట ీఏǽటి? Ǿరు ĳెటేట్  అభయ్ĸిథ్క ే

మదద్ǳȎాత్ నǵ పర్ıాǵకి ĨǷెాప్....’’ అంటూ జగన్ 

సĲాన్ķĲొకుక్లు Ĳొకాక్రు. కాǶ ĺాసత్వం ఏǽటి? జగన్ 

 AMMA�JAGANAA� 

PRIME MINISTER REQUIRED ONE�.. 
OPEN STATEMENT IS THE OTHER 

EXPRESSED ABOUT HIS CASES� 
STANZA FOR MEETING IS 

ONLY FOR THE SAKE OF A.P. �
Repetition of old scene 

Complaint about harassment of E.D 
Tears because himself and his family 
Members are suffering 
Obstructing to his livelihood 
Complaint against the names of two 
officers 
It is alleged that they are colluded with 
TDP 
Requested to save from them 
Representation to the Prime Minister 
containing 7 pages 

 

That time, the CBI officials have 
interrogated Y.S.Jagan Mohan Reddy in 
Dilkusha Guest House in one range.  He 
is saying something. Some other 
witness had been called who was sitting 
in adjacent room. But Jagan got sweat. 
After completion of interrogation of 
Jagan, when he came out he 
suppressed all this� and replied 
nothing and told CBI questioned some 
unknown things. Jagan told to media 
that, I gave answer to all their 
questions. But the next day again he 
was called. Arrested during night. That�s 
the scene.  

The same trick is being played by Jagan 
again on Telugu public. This month 
10th, met the Prime Minister and 
discussed about the state problems and 
expressed proudly before the media. 
Requested to enhance the rate of Mirchi 
and support the farmers. Asked for 
providing special status. Requested for 
conducting enquiry against Agri Gold by 
the CBI.  Told about the MLAs who 
change their party and express their 
ineligibility.  What is the competition for 
the position of the President. I told to 
the Prime Minister that I will support 
the candidate whomever you elect 
�.accordingly Jagan played music. But 
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పర్ıాǵǵ ఎందుకు కȃĻారు? లోపల జĸిĦింİేǽట?ి పర్ıాǵకి 
ȇనǳపతర్ం ఇǩచ్ంİి పర్జా సమసయ్లĳైĲా? లేక తన Ȏొ ంత 

సమసయ్ĳెĲౖా? Ȉటిక ి జĺాబులుĦా ‘ఆంధర్జోయ్ǳ’ సȎాǘాయ్లĮో 
సమాĨాĸాǵన్ Ľకేĸింǩంİ.ి ఆ జగĲాన్టకĶేǽటో Ǿĸే 
చదవంĬ!ి! 

what is truth? Why did Jagan met the 
Prime Minister? What happened inside? 
Does the Representation given to the 
Prime Minister contain the public 
problems? Or his own problems? For 
these answers the Andhra Jyothi 
gathered information with the proofs. 
You only read what is this Drama. 

Ȁİీక ి10న జగన్ సమĸిప్ంǩన ఏడు ĳేǮల 
ȇనǳపతర్ంలోǵ ఆఖరు ĳేǮ 
  

పర్ıానమంǳర్ కాĸాయ్లయంలో జĸిĦింİ ి ఒకట.ి. జగన్ 
బయటకొǩచ్ Ĩెĳపి్ంİి మĸొకట.ి Ȁİ ీముందు తన బాధ
లు ఏకరువు.. ǾĬియా ముందు ఏĳీ బాధల గుĸింǩ 
దరువు. ఇǩచ్న Ĵĸిాయ్İేȀ ఈĬ ీ Ǿద... ఇǩచ్నటుట్  
Ĩెĳిప్ంİేȀ చందర్బాబు పర్భుతవ్ం Ǿద. నవరస నటĲా 
Ȏారవ్ĵౌములే అĺాకక్ķేయ్ ఈ యాషౝన్ Ƿార్ట్ǵ  మĸోȎాĸి 
ȇజయవంతంĦా పర్దĸిశ్ంĨారు ĺైĽీĳ ీ అıిĲేత జగన్! 
ఆయన ĭిȄల్ పరయ్టన గుటుట్  రటట్ķంİ.ి  పలు పర్యĮాన్ల 
అనంతరం... ‘పర్ıాǵ కాĸాయ్లయం నుంǩ ĳిలుపు 
అందుకుǵ’ జగన్ గత బుధĺారం (Ķే 10)న పర్ıాǵ 
నĸేందర్ Ȁİీǵ కȃĽని సంగǳ ĮెȃĽింİ.ే ఆంధర్పర్İేశ్ 
సమసయ్ల పĸిȍాక్రం కోసĶే పర్ıాǵǵ  కȃĻానǵ జగన్ ఆ 
తĸావ్త ȇలేకరులకు ȇడమĸిǩ ȇవĸింĨారు. ĸాషట్ ర్పǳ 
ఎǵన్కలోల్  Ǻజేĳకీి మదద్ǳవవ్నునన్టుట్  కూĬా పర్కటింĨారు. 
ఒకటెర్ండు అంĻాలోల్  ǽనȏķĽేత్, Ǻజేĳీక ి తమ Ƿాĸీట్కి 
ȇĵేıాలేǾ లేవǵ కూĬా ĺాకుర్ Ĩాచ్రు.  అడగకుĲాన్ 
Ǻజేĳీక ి మదద్Įెందుకు ఇĨాచ్రు ĨెǷామ్? İీǵ ĵావĶేǽ 

ǳరుమలేĻా? అǵ అందరూ Ĩవెులు కొరుకుక్ంటుండĦాĲ.ే. 
అసలు సంగǳ బయటపĬింİ.ి ఆంధర్పర్İేశ్ సమసయ్ల సంగǳ 
పకక్నబĬెిĮ,ే తన Ȏొ ంత సమసయ్లు పĸిషక్ĸించుకోవడం 
కోసĶే జగన్ పర్ıాǵĮో ĵేట ీ అయాయ్రǵ బటట్బయలైంİ.ి 
ఎన్Ǹో ర్స్Ķెంట్ Ĭైĸెకట్ĸేట్ తనను ĺేıిȎోత్ ందǵ జగన్ పర్ıాǵక ి
Ĵĸిాయ్దు ĨĻేారు. ఈ Ķేరకు Ȁİీక ి 7 ĳేǮల సుİరీఘ్ 
ȇనǳపĮరా్ ǵన్ సȇనయంĦా సమĸిప్ంచుకుĲాన్రు. ఏĳీలో 
అıికారంలో ఉనన్ Įలెుగుİేశం Ƿాĸీట్ పర్ĵావంలో పĬిన ఈĬీ 
అıికారులు తనను, తన కుటుంబాǵన్ Ǵవర్ 
ఇబబ్ందులǷాలు Ĩసేుత్ Ĳాన్రǵ ȇనన్ȇంచుకుĲాన్రు. İీǵĳె ౖ
తషౝణĶే దృļిట్ Ȏాĸింǩ, ĺాĸి బాĸ ి నుంǩ తనను 
కాǷాĬాలǵ ǿరĳెటుట్ కుĲాన్రు. ‘తవ్Ķేవ శరణం మమ, 

Ƿాహిమాం, రషౝ రషౝ’ అంటూ జగన్ Ȁİ ీశరణు ĺేĬారు. 
ఈ Ķేరకు జగన్ పర్ıాǵ Ȁİీకి సమĸిప్ంచుకునన్ ఏడు 
ĳǮేల ȇనǳ పతర్ం ‘ఆంధర్ జోయ్ǳ’కి లǻంǩంİ.ి 

 Happened one in the office of the Prime 
Minister. Stated outside some other. 
Before media cadence in music of A.P. 
told that E.D. has given complaint, but 
stated that Chandra Babu Government 
is Navarasa Natana Sarvabhoumule� 
shutting� This action part has again 
been successfully shown by YCP leader 
Jagan, his Delhi tour secretary 
enlightened. After so many trials, the 
call from Prime Minister�s office ; then 
on Wednesday (May 10) met the Prime 
Minister which is a known fact. For the 
sake of solving the problems of the 
Andhra Pradesh only I met the Prime 
Minister and later Jagan gave the 
details to the reporters. He also 
expressed giving support to the BJP in 
election of the President. Except one or 
two items, their party and the BJP do 
not have any disputes. Even though not 
asked why supported to the BJP, what 
is hidden in this intention, while they 
were all discussing, the fact came into 
light. By keeping aside the problems of 
the Andhra Pradesh, for solving his own 
problems only Jagan met with the Prime 
Minister, to complaint that Enforcement 
Directorate is harassing him. In this 
regard he submitted 7 pages lengthy 
representation. The ED officials who are 
affected by the ruling party of TDP in 
A.P. are harassing his family severely.  
Requested to immediately concentrate 
on this and rescue him from them. 
�Twameva Sharanam Mama, Pahimam, 
Raksha Raksha� accordingly Jagan 
requested Modi.  In this regard Jagan 
submitted 7 pages representation to the 
Prime Minister Modi which is found by 
the Andhra Jyothi. 
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ĺెఎౖస్ హయాంలో పర్భుతవ్ పర్ıాన కారయ్దĸశి్Ħా పǵĨేĽిన 
రమాకాంతĸĬెిడ్ ఇటీవల జగన్ ǾĬియా గూపునకుర్  

ఇంటరూవ్ƺ ఇĨాచ్రు. ఇందులో జగన్ కేసు గుĸింǩ ఆయన 
ĨేĽిన ĺాయ్ఖయ్లు ȇĨారణను పర్ĵాȇతం ĨేĽేలా ఉĲాన్యǵ, 
అందువలల్ జగన్ బķెలును రదుద్  Ĩేయాలǵ దĸాయ్పుత్  
సంసథ్లు కోరుట్ లో ĳిటిషన్ ĺĻేాķ. ఈ Ĳేపథయ్ంలోĲ ేజగన్ 
పర్ıాǵǵ కలవడం గమĲారహ్ం. హైదĸాబాద్ కంేదర్ంĦా 
పǵĨేసుత్ నన్ ఇదద్రు అıికారుల ĳేరల్ను పర్Ȏాత్ ȇంǩ మĸీ జగన్
, తన ȇనǳపతర్ంలో ఈĬీǵ తపుప్బటాట్ రు. 

 During the time of YS, Ramakanth 
Reddy who worked as Chief Secretary 
recently given interview in Jagan media 
group. Wherein he spoke about Jagan 
case and his statements as they are 
affecting him, for which the enquiry 
authorities have filed petition for 
cancelling Jagan�s bail petitions before 
the court. In this regard Jagan met the 
Prime Minister which is to be noted.  By 
expressing two names the officials 
working Hyderabad as centre and found 
mistake of the E.D. in the 
representation of Jagan.  

హెదౖĸాబాద్ ఎన్Ǹో ర్స్Ķెంట్ Ĭైĸకెట్ĸేట్ జోనల్ ఆĴీసులో 
పǵĨేసుత్ నన్ జాķంట్ Ĭైĸెకట్ర్ ఉమాశంకర్Ħౌడ్, అĽిĽెట్ంట్ Ĭైĸకెట్ర్ 

Ǻఎస్ Ħాంıీ Įలెుగుİేశం Ƿాĸీట్Įో    కుమమ్కక్ķ తనను 
కషట్ĳడెుతునన్టుల్   జగన్ ĳĸేొక్Ĳాన్రు. 2011లో తనĳె ౖనȀİైన 

కేసుల ȇĨారణ ĳె,ౖ ఆంధర్పర్İేశ్లో అıికారంలో ఉనన్ Įెలుగుİశేం 

Ƿాĸీట్ అనుǩత పర్ĵాĺాǵన్ చూĳిసూత్ ... తనకు, తన కుటుంబాǵకి 
భĸించలేǵ కషట్నȍాట్ లను కȃĦిȎోత్ ందǵ, ఇబబ్ందులకు 
గుĸిĨేȎోత్ ందǵ జగన్ ĳĸేొక్Ĳాన్రు. కాంĦెస్ర్ , Įెలుగుİశేం Ƿాĸీట్లు 
కుమమ్కక్ķ తనĳె ౖ ĽǺీఐ, ఈĬీలĮో కేసులు ĳెటిట్ంĨాయǵ 

ఆĺేదన వయ్కత్ం ĨĻేారు. టీĬీĳ ీ పర్ǳǵధుల పర్తయ్షౝ  

మారగ్దరశ్నంĮోĲ ే ĽǺీఐ, ఈĬ ీ అıికారులు పషౝǷాతం 

చూపుతుĲాన్రǶ,  İంీĮో Įాము Ǵవర్ ఇబబ్ందులను 
ఎదుĸొక్ంటుĲాన్మǵ ȇవĸింĨారు. పǵలో పǵĦా, 
మూĬేళల్కాలంలోĲ ేముఖయ్మంǳర్ చందర్బాబు రూ. 1.5 లషౝల కోటల్  
అȇǶǳకి Ƿాలప్Ĭాడ్ రǵ జగన్ అందులో  ఆĸోĳింĨారు. అȇǶǳ 

Ȏొ ముమ్Įో చందర్బాబు పటట్పగలే ఎĶెమ్లేయ్లను కొంటుĲాన్రǵ, 

ఆĬిȂ, ȈĬిȂ టపేులోల్  İొĸకిిǷో యారǵ ĳేĸొక్Ĳాన్రు. 
చందర్బాబు అȇǶǳ గుĸింǩ పర్ıాǵకి Ĵిĸాయ్దు ĨేĻానǵ 

ȇలేకరులకు Ĩెĳిప్న జగన్, తనĳె ౖకేసుల గుĸింǩ కూĬా పర్ıాǵక ి

ȇనన్ȇంచుకునన్టుట్  ఒకక్ మాట కూĬా Ĩెపప్కǷో వడం 

గమĲారహ్ం.  అసలు సంగǳ İాĨేĽ ి ఆమాంబాపతు ȇవĸాలǶన్ 

ȇశİీకĸింĨారు జగన్. అķĮేĲంే?! İాĨాలంట ే İాగదులే... 
İాగుడు మూతలు Ȏాగవులే.. అనన్మాట మĸోమారు 
రుǯĺైంİ.ి!! 

 The Joint Director Uma Shankar Goud 
who is working Hyderabad Enforcement 
Directorate Zonal Office, Assistant 
Director B.S. Gandhi have colluded with 
Telugu Desham Party and troubling him 
stated by Jagan. In the year 2011 the 
cases filed against him for enquiry, the 
ruling party in Andhra Pradesh i.e, 
Telugu Desham party is showing 
partiality on him, suffering him and his 
family and causing losing to his family 
stated by Jagan. Congress and Telugu 
Desham parties have been colluded and 
filed cases by the CBI and ED against 
him. With the direction of TDP leaders 
only, the CBI and ED are showing 
partiality. With this they are suffering a 
lot. Jagan alleged that within a period of 
3 years itself, the Chief Minister 
Chandra Babu has misappropriated 
nearly Rs.15 Lakhs Crores. With this 
misappropriated funds only Chandra 
Babu is buying the MLAs, audio and 
video tapes have been found. Jagan told 
to media that he complained against 
Chandra Babu for the misappropriation 
committed by Chandra Babu. But he 
has not expressed any of his own 
problems to the Prime Minister. Fact 
has been suppressed and expressed all 
irrelated things. Even if Jagan, 
Dachalante Dagadule, Dagudumoothalu 
Sagavule� which is once again proved. 

కొసĶెరుపు 
 

పర్ıాǵకి తన Ħోడు ĺెళల్బో సుకునన్ జగĲోమ్హన్ĸెĬిడ్  ఆయన 
దగగ్ర కాసత్ అǳ ȇనయాĲనే్ కనబĸిǩనటుల్  ĮెలుȎోత్ ంİ.ి 
ĵారతİేశంలో ĸాజకీయ పదవులోల్  ఉనన్ĺాĸిǵ ȏనరబుల్ 
అǵ Ħౌరవ సంబో ధన Ĩయేడం ఆనĺాķǴ. ǹర్టిష్ ĸాచĸిక 
వయ్వసథ్ నుంǩ మనకు సంకర్ǽంǩన ఎకస్లెǶస్ (సరవ్Ļేర్షఠ్) 
పİాǵన్ ĸాషట్ ర్పǳ, గవరన్ర్కు మాతర్Ķే తĦిȃȎాత్ రు. 
అķĮ,ే 2012లో పర్ణబ్ ముఖĸీజ్ ĸాషట్ ర్పǳ అķన కొǵన్ 
Ĳలెలకు ఎకస్లెǶస్ అĲ ే పİాǵన్ ĸాషట్ ర్పǳ, గవరన్ర్కు 
ĺాడవదద్ǵ, ȏనరబుల్ అǵ ĸాĽేత్ Ĩాలǵ అıికాĸిక 

 TIP OF THE LIGHT : 

 

Jagan Mohan Reddy expressed his 
problems to the Prime Minister by 
behaving looked modesty.  In India 
expressing the word Honourable to the 
persons who are in politically 
designated which is a regular practice. 
The word Excellency which is borrowed 
from the British country will be used in 
India only to the President and 
Governor. But in the year 2012 when 
Pranab Mukharjee became President 
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ĲోటĴిికషేన్ జాĸ ీĨĻేారు. అķĮే, జగన్ మాతర్ం పర్ıాǵǵ 
కూĬా ‘యువర్ ఎకస్లెǶస్’ అǵ సంబో İసిూత్  తన Ħోడు 
Ĩపెుప్కొĲాన్రు. 
 

after few months he issued official 
notification stating that not to use the 
word Excellency to President and 
Governor and to use only Honourable is 
sufficient. But Jagan by using the word 
Excellency to the Prime Minister and 
expressed his problems. 

 

ȇనǳపతంలోǵర్  ముఖాయ్ంĻాలు.. 
  మాĳె ౖవǩచ్న అǻȂĦాలకు సంబంıిǩ నȀదు ĨేĽని 
కేసు (ఈĽీఐఆర్/09/హచె్జెడ్ĺో/2011) ȇĨారణలో ఈĬ ీ
అıికారులు Ǻఎస్ Ħాంı,ీ ఎస్ఏ ఉమాశంకర్Ħౌడ్ ఆంధర్పర్İేశ్
లో అ‘İకిారంలో ఉనన్ ĮలెుగుİశేంǷాĸీట్ ĳెదద్లు Ĩెĳిప్నటుల్  
వయ్వహĸసిుత్ Ĳాన్రు. ఏĳీలో ĸాజకీయ పర్తయ్రుథ్ లను 
అణǩĺేయĬాǵక ిటీĬీĳ ీȈĸిǵ ǷావులుĦా ĺాడుకుంటోంİ.ి  
 

 

 

 

 ఆ వయ్కుత్ లు Ĳా పటల్ అసూయĮో వయ్వహĸసిుత్ Ĳాన్రు. 
చటట్ంĮో సంబంధం లేకుంĬా, చటట్ం అనుమǳంచǵ 
అıికాĸాలను Ĩలెాķసుత్ Ĳాన్రు.  
 

ĺారు వయ్కిత్గత దురుİేద్ĻాలĮో చటట్ంĮో సంబంధం లేకుంĬాĲ ే
ననున్ Ǵవర్ ĺేıింపులకు గుĸిĨేసూత్  ǮవĲోǷాıకి ి
సంబంıింǩన వనరులను Ƿొ ందకుంĬా పర్Ǵకాĸేచఛ్Įో 
వయ్వహĸసిుత్ Ĳాన్రు. ఒక ఉİోయ్Ħ ిచటట్పĸిıలిోĲ ేతన ȇదుయ్కత్ 
ధĸామ్ǵన్ ǵరవ్ĸిత్ంĨాȃ. ĺాటిǵ అǳకర్ǽంచĸాదు. ĸాజకీయ 

ఉİేద్Ļాల కోసం ĺాటిǵ దుĸవి్ǵȂగం Ĩేయకూడదు. 
అķĮ,ే ఆ ఇదద్రూ ఉİో య్గ ధĸామ్ǵకి ȇరుదధ్ంĦా అıికారం 
ముసుగులో అǵన్ రకాల చటట్ వయ్ǳĸేక చరయ్లకు İిĦారు.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

పİేపİే జపుత్  ĨేĻారు 

 IMPORTANT POINTS IN REQUISITION 

The cases filed for the allegations leveled 
against us (ECIR/09/HJDO/2011) in 
the said enquiry ED officials B.S.Gandi, 
S.A. Uma Shankart Goud followed as 
per the instructions of the ruling party 
leaders of the Andhra Pradesh and 
behaving accordingly.  For degrading 
opposition party leaders in A.P. for 
which TDP is using them as playing 
artiles. 

Those persons are behaving with me in 
jealous manner, without relation to any 
law, showing their official powers 
nowhere in the Act. 

They, with the personal grudges without 
relating to any of the Acts, troubling me 
a lot and obstructing me for not 
receiving my livelihood and behaving 
with me in revenged manner. One 
employee should act within the 
limitation of the Act but they both are 
behaving against to their professional 
duties and under the share of they are 
acting in violation of the Acts. The 
Enforcement Directorate has to work 
within the limitation of the Constitution. 
But his acts have been cross the limits 
of the Act. Their acts are like 
questioning the personal organizations 
and using for political necessities. 

Repeatedly seized. 

 

Ĳాకు ĸాజకీయంĦా, ఆĸిథ్కంĦా నషట్ం కȃĦింĨేందుకు కసేులోల్  
ఉనన్ ĳటెుట్ బడులకు సంబంıింǩ పİేపİ ే ఆసుత్ లను జపుత్  
ĨĻేారు. మǶ లాయ్ండĸింగ్ ǵĸోధక చటట్ం కింద ǿతత్ం 
ȇలువకు ǽంǩ ఆసుత్ లను జపుత్  Ĩేయకూడదు. ఆĸోపణలు 
వǩచ్న ఆసుత్ ల ȇలువకంట ే ఎకుక్వĦా పİపేİ ే ఆసుత్ లను 
జపుత్ ĨేĽ ి ĺేıంిపులకు గుĸĨిేĻారు. మǶలాయ్ండĸింగ్ 
చటట్ంలోǵ ǵబంధనలను ఉలల్ ంఘింǩ ఇȍాట్ నుȎారం ఆసుత్ లను 
జపుత్  ĨĻేారు. వǩచ్న ఆĸోపణలు, కేసుకు సంబంధం లేǵ 
ఆసుత్ లను జపుత్  ĨేĽ ిǴవర్Ķౖెన అĲాయ్యం ĨేĻారు. ఎఫ్ఐఆర్ 
ఆర్Ľీ19(ఏ)2011–ĽǺీఐ–హచె్ĺైĬ ీ కేసులో రూ.1270 
కోటుల్  ĳటెుట్ బడులు వǩచ్నటుల్  ĳĸేొక్Ĳాన్రు. ఆ సమయంలో 
అంత ĳటెుట్ బĬ ిĸాలేదు. వǩచ్ందలాల్  రూ.743.20 కోటుల్ . 

  

For causing political and financial loss 
to me, the investments shown in the 
cases are repeatedly being seized. Under 
the Money Laundering Act, the 
properties should not be seized beyond 
the value. Repeatedly my properties are 
being seized more than the value shown 
in the allegations and thereby harassing 
me. By violating the Act of Money 
Laundering rules, properties have been 
seized however they liked. The 
allegations received and the properties 
seized as per the cases do not have any 
relation and caused huge loss to my 
properties. FIR RC19(A)2011 CBI-HDYD 
case wherein it was shown Rs.1270 
Crores as investment.  At that moment 
no investment was received. Only 
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ఆ తĸావ్త ĺాటాİారులు తమ ļేరల్ను లాĵాలకు 
అĶేమ్సుకుĲాన్రు. కొందరు Ȏొ ముమ్ ĺెనకుక్ 
ǴసుకుĲాన్రు. ఇవǶన్ ĳరేునన్ కంĳెǶల నుంǩ వǩచ్న 
ĳటెుట్ బడులే. Ĭొలల్ కంĳెǶలేం కావు. మా ǾĬియా కంĳెǶ 
İశేంలోĲ ే అతయ్ıిక సరుక్ƺలేషన్ ఉనన్ 8వ సంసథ్. 
పర్తయ్షౝంĦా, పĸోషౝంĦా 20 ĺేల మంİిక ిఉǷాıి కȃప్Ȏోత్ ంİ.ి 
అķĮ,ే Ĳాȇ, Ĳా ĵారయ్, ĺాటాİారులకు సంబంıింǩ 
రూ.1500 కోటల్ను జపుత్  ĨĻేారు.  బుక్ ĺాలూయ్ కĲాన్, 
ఈ పర్Įేయ్క కేసులో వǩచ్న అǻȂĦాల ȇలువ కĲాన్ 
ఎకుక్వ జపుత్  ĨĻేారు. ĺాసత్ĺాలను ȇసమ్ĸింǩ మాĸకె్ట్ 
ȇలువ ఆıారంĦాĲే ĨĻేారు. Ĳా తంĬిర్ ముఖయ్మంǳర్ 
కాకముంİే సమకూరుచ్కునన్ ఆసుత్ లు కూĬా ఇందులో 
ఉĲాన్ķ. ఆయ న మరణం తĸావ్త సంǷాİించుకునన్ 
ĺాటిǵ కూĬా జపుత్  ĨĻేారు. ఇĺేȈ కేసుకు సంబంధం 
లేǵȇ. Ĳాĳై వǩచ్న అǻȂĦాలకు, ĺాటిక ి సంబంధం 
లేకుĲాన్ ĸాజకయీ పర్Ǵకాĸేచఛ్Įో జపుత్  ĨేĽి ĺేıింపులకు 
గుĸిĨĻేారు ĳైన ĳĸేొక్నన్ అıికారుȃదద్రూ Įెలుగుİశేం 
పర్భుతవ్ంĮో కుమమ్కైక్ ĸాజకయీంĦా, ఆĸిథ్కంĦా ననున్ 
İబెబ్Ǵయాలǵ పర్యǳన్సుత్ Ĳాన్రు. Ĳా తంĬిర్ మరణం 
తĸావ్త ĳెటిట్న ĳటెుట్ బడులను కూĬా కసేులోల్ క ి
Ǵసుకుĸావడం İావ్ĸా అĲాయ్యపూĸితంĦా ననున్ బాధĳెటట్
Ĭాǵకే  ĨĻేారు.  
 

 

యూĳీఏ హయాంలో ĸాజకీయ పర్ȂజĲాల కోసĶే ĽీǺఐĮో 
మాĳె ౖకేసులు ĳటెిట్ంĨారు. కేసులు నȀİైన ఆĸేళల్  తĸావ్త ఈĬ ీ

మĸో అడుగు ముందుకĽేంిİ.ి ఎలాంటి ఆĸోపణలు, అǻȂĦాలు 
లేǵ Ĳా ĵారయ్ను ఇందులోక ిలాĦ ేపర్యతన్ం Ĩేసూత్  సమనుల్  జాĸ ీ

ĨేĽింİ.ి కేసు ȇĨారణ పూĸిత్ĨేĽిన తĸావ్త ఆసుత్ లను జపుత్  Ĩేసూత్  

ఇలా కుటర్పూĸితంĦా  వయ్వహĸిȎోత్ ంİ.ి టీĬీĳ ీĸాజకీయ ఎజెంĬాలో 
ĵాగంĦాĲ ే ఇదంĮా Ĩసేుత్ Ĳాన్రు. మాĸిచ్ 3 నుంǩ అĽెంǺల్  
సమాĺĻేాలుంటాయǵ ļడెూయ్లు పర్కటింǩన తĸావ్త  పర్జలోల్  Ĳా 
Ƿాĸీట్ǵ చులకన ĨేĽేందుకు, టీĬĳీీక ి Ķేలు ĨేĽేందుకు ఈ 

సమనల్ను ĮెరǾదకు ǴసుకొĨాచ్రు. ĸాజాయ్ంగ, చటట్పĸıిిలోĲ ేఎన్
Ǹో ర్స్Ķెంట్ Ĭైĸకెట్ĸటే్ (ఈĬ)ీ పǵĨయేాȃ. అķĮ ేĺాĸి చరయ్లు ఈ 

పĸిǽǳǵ అǳకర్ǽంĨాķ. సవ్తంతర్ సంసథ్  పǵǴరును 
పర్ȋన్ంĨలేా, ĸాజకీయ అవసĸాలకు ĺాడుకునన్టుల్ Ħా ĺాĸి 
చరయ్లు ఉĲాన్ķ. 

received Rs.743.20 Crores, later the 
share holders sold their names for their 
profits. Some of them have taken back 
their money. All these are received from 
the well known companies investments 
only. Our media company is one of the 
well known companies of India which 
has got more circulation and it is in 8th 
place, directly and indirectly nearly 
20,000 people are provided 
employment. But my and my wife�s 
shares were also been seized to a tune 
of Rs.1500 Crores. More than book 
value, more than the alleged value in 
the special case, more properties are 
seized. By neglecting the actual facts, 
based on the market value only they 
did. Before my father�s Chief Ministry 
itself, these properties are existing in it. 
Even after his death the properties 
which were secured, were also been 
seized. All these do not relate to the 
case nor even relate to the allegations 
leveled, only with an intention to 
revenge politically, they have been 
seized and harassed. The above 
mentioned two officers, colluded with 
the Telugu Desham party are trying to 
cause damage to me financially and 
politically. Even after my father�s death, 
the investments which were kept in, 
were also seized and brought into the 
cases and illegally harassed me.  

During the period of UPA, for the 
purpose of political benefits, cases have 
been filed against us with the CBI. After 
filing of the cases that too after 
completion of 6 years, the ED stepped 
forward. Even though no such 
complaints or allegations leveled against 
my wife, they tried to drag on my wife 
also and hence issued summons. After 
completion of the enquiry in the case 
also, seizing of my properties is nothing 
but ill intention. This is being done as a 
part of political Agenda of TDP. After 
publishing the notification of Assembly 
meetings from March 3, with an 
intention to defame my party before the 
public, to favour TDP the said summons 
have been brought on to the screen. 

 
ఓĽ ీనం. 618/2016లో 2016, నవంబరు 23న Ƿొర్ ȇజనల్ అటాచ్
Ķెంట్ ఇĨాచ్రు. మǶలాయ్ండĸింగ్ చటట్ం కింద ఈ ఉతత్రువ్ĳై 
అĳీప్ల్ ĨసేుకుĲ ే హకుక్ Ĳాకుంİి. అķĮ ే అĳీప్ల్ హకుక్ను 
కాలĸాసూత్  జపుత్  ĨేĽని ఆసుత్ లను Ȏావ్ıీన పరుచ్కుĲేందుకు 
Ǻఎస్ Ħాంıీ పర్యǳన్ంĨారు. హైకోరుట్  ఆİేĻాలకు ǻనన్ంĦా 
వయ్వహĸింĨారు. ఎఫ్Ĭీల ȇషయంలో కోరుట్ ను ఆశర్ķంĨ ే

అవకాశం లేకుంĬా ĨĻేారు. జపుత్  ĨేĽని ఆసుత్ లను అĶేమ్యాలǵ 

పర్ǳǷాİింĨారు.  

 O.C.No.618/2016 on which a 
provisional attachment order is given on 
23rd November, 2016. I have got right to 
appeal on this under the Money 
Laundering Act. But by not caring the 
appeal, B.S. Gandhi tried to seize my 
properties. Behaved in violation of the 
orders of the Hon�ble High Court. Made 
me not to approach the court in case of 
FDs. Proposed to sell away the seized 
properties. 
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ǩవరకు హెకౖోరుట్ కు ĺెȅల్ Ľేట్టస్ కో Įెచుచ్కుĲాన్. టీĬĳీీక ి

పర్ȂజĲాలు కȃప్ంǩ.. పర్జలోల్ , ĸాజకీయంĦా ననున్ తకుక్వ 

ĨేĽేందుకు పర్యǳన్ంĨారు. అıికారంలో ఉనన్ Ƿాĸీట్ 
పర్ȂజĲాలను Ĳరెĺరేుచ్కుĲేందుకు చటాట్ లను అమ లు ĨేĽ ే

అıికారులను ĺాడుకోవడం దురదృషట్కరం. టీĬీĳకీి Ķేలు 
ĨేĽేందుకు కసేు ȇĨారణలో పర్Ǵ చటాట్ ǵన్, ǵయమ ǵబంధనలను 
ఈĬ ీ ఉలల్ ంఘింǩంİి. ఈ Ķేరకు టీĬీĳ ీ ఆ అıికారులను 
కాǷాడుĮోంİి. ĺాĸి Ƿో Ľిట్ంగ్ కాలం ముĦిĽిĲా బİిȄ ĨేయకుంĬా 
అడుడ్ కుంటోంİ.ి İంీĮో ĺారు టీĬĳీనీుంǩ ఆİేĻాలు Ǵసుకుǵ 

మాĳె ౖఅమలు Ĩసేుత్ Ĳాన్రు. కాబటిట్  హైదĸాబాద్లో ఈĬీĨేĽ ేపర్ǳ 

చĸాయ్ ఏĳీ Ľఎీంĺో (ముఖయ్మంǳర్ కాĸాయ్లయం) నుంǩ వĨచే్ 

ఆİేĻాలను బటేట్  ఉంటోంİ.ి  

 Finally obtained stay from the High 
Court, but favoured TDP and tried to 
defame in the public politically.  For 
fulfilling the aims, the ruling party is 
using the officers for implementation of 
the Acts which is unlucky. For 
favouring to TDP, the ED has violated 
each and every Act and Rule in 
enquiring the case. Accordingly the TDP 
is saving the officials. Even if their 
posting period is lapsed, but still 
without transferring them, obstructing 
it, with this, they are obtaining orders 
from TDP and implementing on us. 
Each and every act of the ED which is 
being done in Hyderabad is totally 
followed by the A.P. Chief Minister�s 
office only. 

పర్Ǵకాĸచేఛ్Įో కూĬిన ఇదద్రు అıకిారుల చటట్వయ్ǳĸకే 
చరయ్లĳె ౖĶేం Ĳాయ్యపరĶౖెన Ƿో ĸాటం Ĩేసుత్ Ĳాన్ం. కాబటిట్ 
ఈ ȇషయంలో Ǿరు కూĬా దృļిట్ĳెటిట్ ȇషయాǵన్ 
పĸిȌȃంĨాȃ. 

 With revenged manner, two officers are 
acting in violation of the Act for which 
we are agitating justifiably. Hence you 
are also requested to peruse this issue. 

 

 
  Tuesday, the 16th May, 2017 

‘అమమ్.. జగĲా’ కథనంĮో తడబాటు.. ‘Ƿాత లేఖ’ 
ĳేĸిట ĺైĽĳీ ీకొతత్ Ƿాట 
 

 �Amma Jagana? Stepped up in addition 
to created story�. �old letter� on which 
YCP new song�. 

 

ఈĲెల 10న ఈĬీĳె ౖȀİీక ిĺెఎౖస్ జగన్ Ĵిĸాయ్దు 
Ĵిబర్వĸిలో ఇǩచ్న లేఖను పటిట్ంచుకోǵ కేందర్ పర్భుతవ్ం 
ĮాజాĦా ǿర ĳటెుట్ కుĲాన్క ే Ƿాత ȇజాఞ్ పనకు కదȃక 

జాǴయ ǾĬియాలో కూĬా అİే ȇధంĦా కథĲాలు Ȁİీక ి
తన Ȏొ ంతబాధలు Ĩపెుప్కొĲాన్ĸా.. లేİా? సమాıానం 
Ĩపెప్కుంĬా ĺైĽĳీీ అıిĲతే İాటĺేత 
 

 On 10th of this month YS.Jagan gave 
complaint against ED to Modi and the 
Central Government did not care about 
the letter given in the month of 
February, after recent lament only, the 
old requested has been moved.. Even in 
the National media also the same 
stories�. Whether told about the own 
problems to Modi? Or not?. Without 
giving answer YCP leader stepped up. 

 

ఉȃకిక్ పడడ్ జగన్ ఉకకి్ĸ ిǹకిక్రయాయ్రు. ĭిȄల్ లోగుటుట్  
రటట్వడంĮో İాǵǵ సమĸిథ్ంచుకోĬాǵకి ‘Ƿాత’ Ƿాట 
‘కొతత్’Ħా ǷాĬారు. అపుప్Ĭెపుప్Ĭో Ĵిబర్వĸ ి17వ Įేİీన 
ĸాĽిన లేఖను కొతత్Ħా పర్చుĸింǩందంటూ ‘ఆంధర్జోయ్ǳ’ĳె ౖ
కసుస్బుసుస్లాĬారు! ‘లేఖĳె ౖĮİే ీఏǽటనన్İ ి
కాదనన్యాయ్! ఈĲెల 10న జగన్ తన Ȏొ ంత సమసయ్లను 
పర్ıాǵకి Ĩపెుప్కొĲాన్ĸా.. లేİా? ఈĬ ీతనను ĺేıిȎోత్ ందǵ 
ǿర ĳటెుట్ కుĲాన్ĸా.. లేİా?  ఈĬ ీఅıికారులు తనను 
ఇబబ్ంİ ిĳడెుతుĲాన్రǵ Ȁİ ీముందు Ħోడు 
ĺెళల్బో సుకుĲాన్ĸా... లేİా?’’ ఇȈ అసలు పర్శన్లు. ఈ 
పర్శన్లకు సమాıాĲాలు ఇవవ్కుంĬా... ĺాసత్ĺాలను 
İాǩĳెటిట్, ȇషయాǵన్ పకక్İాĸ ిపటిట్ంĨేందుకు జగన్, 
ఆయన Ƿాĸీట్ Ĳతేలు శతıా పర్యǳన్ంĨారు. 
 

 Jagan shake and suffocated. The 
internal secrets of Delhi have come into 
light, to overcome difficulty sang old 
song as new song.  Then on 17th 
February wrote letter and the same is 
published by Andhra Jyothi newly on 
which he got angry. �Whatever may be 
the date on the letter, this month on 
10th Jagan told about his problems to 
Prime Minister or nor?... Whether 
complained on ED for troubling him or 
not?..Whether lamented about the ED 
officials are troubling him or nor? These 
are the questions.  Without giving 
answers to these questions � by 
suppressing the facts Jagan and his 
party leaders have tried to divert the 
way. 
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ఉȃకిక్ పడడ్ జగన్ ఉకిక్ĸ ి ǹకిక్రయాయ్రు. ĭిȄల్ లోగుటుట్  
రటట్వడంĮో İాǵǵ సమĸిథ్ంచుకోĬాǵక ి ‘Ƿాత’ Ƿాట 
‘కొతత్’Ħా ǷాĬారు. అపుప్Ĭెపుప్Ĭో Ĵిబర్వĸ ి 17వ Įేİనీ 
ĸాĽిన లేఖను కొతత్Ħా పర్చుĸంిǩందంటూ ‘ఆంధర్జోయ్ǳ’ĳై 
కసుస్బుసుస్లాĬారు! ‘లేఖĳె ౖ Įేİ ీ ఏǽటనన్İ ి
కాదనన్యాయ్! ఈĲెల 10న జగన్ తన Ȏొ ంత సమసయ్లను 
పర్ıాǵకి Ĩపెుప్కొĲాన్ĸా.. లేİా?  
 

ఈĬ ీ తనను ĺేıిȎోత్ ందǵ ǿర ĳెటుట్ కుĲాన్ĸా.. లేİా? 
ఈĬ ీ అıికారులు తనను ఇబబ్ంİి ĳెడుతుĲాన్రǵ Ȁİీ 
ముందు Ħోడు ĺెళల్బో సుకుĲాన్ĸా... లేİా?’’ ఇȈ అసలు 
పర్శన్లు. ఈ పర్శన్లకు సమాıాĲాలు ఇవవ్కుంĬా’... 
ĺాసత్ĺాలను İాǩĳెటిట్, ȇషయాǵన్ పకక్İాĸ ిపటిట్ంĨేందుకు 
జగన్, ఆయన Ƿాĸీట్ Ĳతేలు శతȇıాలా పర్యǳన్ంĨారు. 
ఈĲెల 10వ Įేİీన జగన్ ȀİీĮో ĵేటీలోǵ లోగుటుట్ ĳె ౖ
Ȏో మĺారం ‘ఆంధర్జోయ్ǳ’  సంǩకలో ‘అమమ్ జగĲా’ అĲే 
Ȍĸిష్కన పర్చుĸింǩన కథనం సంచలనం సృļిట్ంǩంİి. İీంĮో 
ఉȃకిక్పడడ్ ĺైĽీĳ ీ Ĳతేలు... ‘ఆంధర్జోయ్ǳ’ అĺాసత్ĺాలు 
ĸాȎోత్ ందǵ... ఆ సంసథ్ పర్ǳǵధులను తమ Ƿాĸీట్ 
సమాĺĻేాలకు ఆȏవ్ǵంచబో మǵ,  ĺాĸిǵ 
బహిషక్ĸిసుత్ Ĳాన్మǵ అıికాĸకి పర్కటన ĨేĻారు. 
ȇజయĺాడలోǵ Ľేట్ట్Ħెస్ట్ హౌజ్లో Ȏో మĺారం Ȏాయంతర్ం 
జĸిĦని జగన్ ĳెర్స్Ǿట్కు ĺెȅల్న ఆంధర్జోయ్ǳ, ఏǺఎన్ 
పర్ǳǵధులను బయటకు పంĳిĺĻేారు. అంతకుముందు... 
ఆ లేఖ Ĵిబర్వĸి 17న ĸాĽినదǵ, ǿనన్ట ి పర్ıాǵĮో 
ĵేటీక ి İాǵĮో సంబంధం లేదǵ ĺైĽĳీ ీ Ĳేత భూమన 
అĲాన్రు. ఇకక్Ĭే జగన్ ȋǹరం అĲేక ȇషయాలను 
İాటĺేĽంిİ.ి ఈĬీ అıికారులు చందర్బాబుĮో కుమమ్కక్ķ 

తనను ĺేıిసుత్ Ĳాన్రǵ,  Ȁİీక ి Ĵిబర్వĸ ి 17న లేఖ 
ĸాయడం ǵజĶే! అķĮ,ే అİి ఎకక్Ĭిక ిĺెȅల్ంİో ఎవవ్ĸిక ీ
Įȃెయదు. కేందర్ం నుంǩ İాǵĳై ఎలాంట ిసప్ందĲా లేదు. 
జగన్ ఈ Ĳెల 10న పర్ıాǵǵ కȃĽిన తĸావ్Į ేఆ లేఖĳె ౖ
కదȃక ǿదలెంౖİి. Ȁİీǵ కȃĽిన జగన్ ĸాషట్ ర్ 
సమసయ్లĳె ౖ లేఖను ఇవవ్డంĮోǷాటు తన Ȏొ ంత సమసయ్ 
అķన ఈĬ ీ వయ్వȏరంĳె ౖ Įాను గతంలో ĸాĽిన లేఖ 
గుĸింǩ పర్ıాǵ దృļిట్క ిమȆల్ĮĨెాచ్రు. ఆ తĸావ్Įే అకక్డ 
కదȃక ǿదలెంౖİి. జగన్ లేఖలోǵ ĺాసత్ĺాలేǽటో 
కనుకోక్ĺాలǵ అıికారులను పర్ıాǵ ఆİేȋంĨారు. ĺారు 
İాǵన్ ఈĬ ీ కేందర్ కాĸాయ్లయం నుంǩ ĨెĲైన్ Ƿరా్ ంǴయ 

కాĸాయ్లయాǵక ి పంĳింĨారు. İǵీĳై ǵĺేİిక ఇĺావ్లǵ 
కోĸారు. İీǵ అంతĸారథ్Ķేǽటి? Ĵిబర్వĸ ి 17 ĸాĽిన 
లేఖĳైĲ ే కేందర్ం సప్ంİింǩ ఉంటే అందుకు 3 Ĳెలలు 
ఎందుకు పడుతుంİి! ఇక... ‘‘గతĺారం జగన్ పర్ıాǵకి 
ఇǩచ్న లేఖ Ķేరకు... İీǵలోǵ ĺాసత్ĺాలు 
గుĸిత్ంĨాȃస్ంİిĦా ఎన్Ǹో ర్స్Ķెంట్ Ĭైĸకెట్ĸేట్ ĨెĲెన్ౖలోǵ తన 
కాĸాయ్లయాǵక ి సూǩంǩంİి’’ అǵ జాǴయ ǾĬియా 

 AMMA�.. JAGANAA�. WITH THIS 
STORY FRIBBLING.. 

IN THE NAME OF OLD LETTER�YCP 
NEW SONG� 

 

Hyderabad, May 15 (Andhra Jyothi) : 
Shaken Jagan and suffocated. For 
supporting the internal secrets of Delhi 
the old song is sung as a new song. The 
then old letter of 17th February has been 
published newly by the �Andhra Jyothi� 
on which he expressed anger. This 
month 10th whether Jagan expressed 
his own problems to the Prime 
Minister� or not? Whether complained 
against ED for harassing him or nor?... 
Whether he told to Modi as he being 
troubled by the ED officials or not? 
These are the questions.  Without giving 
answers to these questions � by 
suppressing the facts Jagan and his 
party leaders have tried to divert the 
way.   On 10th of this month Jagan met 
with Modi, this internal secrecy has 
been published by the Andhra Jyothi 
under the caption of �Amma Jaganna� 
which created a flutter. With this the 
leaders of YCP shook� they stated that 
�Andhra Jyothi� is publishing false 
news� the said organization is going to 
invite leaders to their meetings, 
accordingly they announced that they 
are going to excommunicate the same. .. 
to the press meet conducted by Jagan in 
Vijayawada the representatives of 
Andhra Jyothi and ABN were sent away. 
There is no relation with the earlier in 
the letter written on 17th February and 
the recent meeting with Prime Minister 
Modi, told by Bhoomana. There itself 
Jagan party jumped up so many 
incidents. The ED officials by colluding 
with Chandra Babu and are harassing 
him, for which writing of letter on 17th 
February is true, but do not known to 
where it has been reached.  There is no 
response from Central.  This month on 
10th after meeting with Prime Minister 
only there is movement in the said 
letter. Jagan by meeting with Modi, gave 
letter informing about the state 
problems and also expressed his own 
problem regarding EDs issue relating to 
earlier letter and again brought to the 
notice of the Prime Minister. Then only 
the letter has been moved.  The Prime 
Minister has ordered the officials, to find 
out whether the contents of Jagan�s 
letter are true.  They requested to 
submit report from ED�s Central Office. 
What is its secrecy? If at all the Central 
has responded for the letter of 17th 
February, why does it takes 3 months 
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కూĬా సప్షట్ంĦా Ĩెĳిప్ంİ.ి పİో Įేİనీ ĵేటీలో జగన్ తన 
లేఖను ĮాజాĦా పర్ıాǵ ముందుకు Ǵసుకుĸావడం వలల్Ĳ ే
ఇదంĮా జĸిĦిందĲేİ ిముమామ్టికీ ǵజం!  
 

 

 

time� and the letter which is submitted 
by Jagan to the Prime Minister � for 
which the Enforcement Directorate, 
Chennai directed its office to find out 
the facts. This was also clearly stated by 
the National media. On 10th, when 
Jagan brought the said letter to the 
notice of the Prime Minister only, all this 
was happened, which perfectly true. 

 
Ĵిబర్వĸిలో లేఖ ĸాĽిన ȇషయాǵన్ జగన్ Ƿాĸీట్ ఇపుప్డు 
పర్Ȏాత్ ȇȎోత్ ంİి! కాǶ, ǿనన్ట ి ĭిȄల్ టూర్లో పర్ıాǵ 
ముందు తన కేసుల Ħోడును ĺెళల్బో సుకుĲాన్ĸా? లేİా 
అనన్ ȇషయాǵన్ మాతర్ం İాటĺేయడం గమĲారహ్ం. 
ఇక... టీĬీĳ ీ Ĳతేలు జగన్ ǾĬియాĳె ౖ ǵļేధం 
ȇıింǩనపుప్డు ĳెర్స్ కౌǵస్ల్ İాకా ĺెȅల్ Ĵిĸాయ్దు ĨేĻారు. 
‘ǾĬియా Ľవే్చఛ్ను హĸిసుత్ Ĳాన్రు’ అǵ ĺాǷోయారు. 
ఇపుప్డు అİే జగన్ తనను ఇరుకునĳెటేట్ ȇషయాలు 
బయటĳెటేట్సĸిక ి ఆంధర్జోయ్ǳ, ఏǺఎన్ను బహిషక్ĸసిుత్ నన్టుల్  
పర్కటించడం గమĲారహ్ం. 
 

 � the letter which was written by Jagan 
in the month of February, now is being 
discussed� but recently in Delhi tour 
he expressed his cases problems� or 
not, which is being stepped is notable.. 
When the TDP leaders abolished Jagan 
media, they approached the Press 
Council and complained stating that 
freedom of media is being grabbed. This 
is an issue which is being kept Jagan 
into congestion. When openly expressed 
all this, Andhra Jyothi, ABN have been 
expelled. 

 

 


