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WHO'S LEGALLY LIABLE WHEN SOMEONE COMMITS 

SUICIDE? FOR DENIAL OF PROMOTION 

       
 

By: M.S.Yatnatti: Editor and Video Journalist Bengaluru: Reportedly Government police officer knows the IPC and Criminal procedure code very well then other any body  .An police officer who need to prevent 

the suicides he himself cannot commit sucide but it is repoted that many police officers have reportedly committed sucide under pressure of work..If he had feeling that he was supposed to get he ld have gone for 

legal remedy and not suicide . Government officers responsible for promotions cannot be held for abetment of suicide if the officer not promoted for legal reasons..Reportedly in the US, it's unlikely that you would be 

jailed just for someone leaving your name in a suicide note or a video statement before death.  It is pertinent to note that such statement connoy be taken as dying statement as it has to be reorded before the 

magistrate before dying or on deat bed . You might, however, be questioned by the police or subject to some form of investigation if you did something that prompted the person to kill themselves, and if you did 

something illegal that did so, you might be arrested for that.But just for being named?  Highly unlikely. In a state that has the dubious distinction of topping the suicide chart in the country, this court order makes a 

lot of sense. Taking the wind out of "incriminating suicide notes" naming specific people as responsible, the Madras high court has said mere abuses or a casual remark or words uttered in a fit of anger could not be 

termed as "abetment" and people named cannot be arrested and jailed. Justice Devadass said merely because a person has been named in a suicide note, courts should not immediately jump to the conclusion that he 

is an offender. "If a person makes an ordinary joke or a casual remark in routine course of ordinary life, and then if the victim commits suicide, that will not attract abetment charges under Section 306 of the IPC," 

he said."Simple abuses are not sufficient to provoke a person to commit suicide. If a debtor commits suicide simply because the lender has demanded repayment of his money, the creditor cannot be said to have 

abetted the suicide. Mere reprimanding does not amount to instigation. Words stated in a fit of anger will not amount to abetment. Casual remark of husband towards his wife in the ordinary course of life will not 

amount to abetment to commit suicide," he said. What, then, will attract the instigation charges? Justice Devadass said: "The offence of abetment requires 'mens rea' (guilty mind). There must be intentional 

doing/aiding or goading the commission of suicide by another." Section 306 in The Indian Penal Code:306. Abetment of suicide.—If any person commits suicide, whoever abets the commission of such suicide, shall 

be punished with imprisonment of either description for a term which may extend to ten years, and shall also be liable to fine. 

 

According to reports , The spate of suicides, and attempts to commit suicide, among police officers, the constabulary and bureaucrats has been attributed by former senior bureaucrats and police officers to the 

extreme politicization of transfers.After suicides by DSPs Kallappa Handibag and MK Ganapathi, resignation by DSP Anupama Shenoy, attempts to end their lives by a sub-inspector, Roopa Tembad and KAS 

officer E Vijaya, reportedly  increased political patronage based on caste, creed, community and money has come to the fore. It has led to a rather vicious atmosphere in the Karnataka bureaucracy and police 

department. “Every officer in the government faces pressure from superiors. Politicians, too, face pressure from their party and people. But only the weak-minded take such a cowardly step. If they are so weak in 

their mind, let them quit. Public office or government service is not the be-all and end-all. There are success stories of government offic ers who quit their jobs due to pressure and have done well in the private 

sphere. Suicide is no answer,“ At the other end, IAS, IPS, KAS and KSPS associations too don't have a grievance redressal system for fellow colleagues and bureaucrats.“Officers' associations should make  an effort 

by having designated people to help their fellow colleagues air their grievances,“ 

 

 

A deputy superintendent of police in Karnataka committed suicide by hanging himself from the ceiling at a private lodge on Thursday. Mandapanda Kushalappa Ganapathy (52), who was posted at the office of the 

Inspector-General (Western Range) in Mangaluru, killed himself after leaving behind a suicide note, Madikeri police said. He was in his uniform when he found dead.Ganapathy is the second DSP of Karnataka 

police to end his life in the past three days. On Tuesday, Chikkamagaluru Rural DSP Kallappa Handibag, 35, hanged himself in his in-laws' residence in Murgod town of Belagavi district. Handibag had been named 

in a case of kidnap and extortion.Sources in Mangaluru police said Ganapathy was "very disturbed" for some time but never revealed his problems to anyone.In his vedio recorded interview suicide note, Ganapathy 

allegedly blamed a senior police officer and an influential politician in Dakshina Kannada for his taking the extreme step. Ganapathy also alleged that the officer was seeking money for giving him a clean chit in a 

church-related case which Ganapathy handled seven years ago. However, police officers declined to reveal anything about the contents of the note.Ganapathy arrived in Madikeri around 10am Thursday and 

checked into Vinayaka Lodge. He later left for an interview with a local TV channel and returned to his room in the afternoon. Reportedly the interview was telecast around 8pm. He committed suicide hours after he 

gave the interview to a local TV channel, sources claimed. In the interview, he alleged he was being harassed by two senior police officers and a minister and they should be held responsible if something happens to 

him. Around 8.30pm, hotel employees noticed that Ganapathy's room had been locked for a long time and peeped into the window to find him hanging. They immediately alerted police, who broke open the door and 

sent the body for post mortem. Kodagu SP P Rajendra Prasad said Ganapathy was found hanging in Room No 12 on the third floor of the lodge.DGP Omprakash told media he would get everything investigated 

before commenting on what led to the suicide. 

 

According to citations Shiv Prasad Pandey vs State Of U.P. And Anr. on 10 October, 2002 “According to learned Sessions Judge,  offence punishable under Section 306/511 IPC was made out against the petitioner, 

which means that the petitioner attempted to abet to commit suicide. Abetment as defined in Section 107 IPC reads as under :-- "Abetment of a thing. -- A person abets the doing of a thing, who -- First - Instigates 

any person to do that thing; or Secondly - Engages with one or more other person or persons in any conspiracy for the doing of that thing, if an act or illegal omission takes place in pursuance of that conspiracy, and 

in order to the doing of that thing; or Thirdly - Intentionally aids, by any act or illegal omission, the doing of that thing.  

Naresh Marotrao Sakhre And ... vs Union Of India And Others on 17 August, 1994  “9. It is not that the Division Bench of this Court in Maruti Shripati Dubal's case (1987 Cri LJ 743) (cited Supra) has held that if 

an attempt to commit suicide is not considered as an offence, it must logically follow that aiding and abetting the attempt must also not be an offence. Rather after putting this question, the Division Bench observed 

that if aiding and abetting the attempt to commit suicide is not made and offence, it will open door for euthanasia or mercy killing in particular and death-baiters in general. This Court has observed that the Indian 

Penal Code punishes not only abetment of homicide, but also abetment of suicide. Section 306 makes abetment of suicide of any person, whereas section 305 makes abetment of suicide of child or insane person, an 

offence and prescribes different punishment for the two. Section 306 as a matter of fact, according to the Division Bench, takes care of situations and threats posed by death baiters. It will not be out of place to 

observe here that under the English Suicide Act of 1961, though an attempt to commit suicide is not a criminal offence, but section 2 of the said Act also makes criminally liable a person who aids, abets, counsels or 

procures the suicide of another or an attempt by another to commit suicide. The English law, therefore, also recognises difference and distinction between an attempt to commit suicide which is not a criminal offence, 

and abetment of suicide which is an offence. The historical perspective of section 306 of the I.P.C. also reveals that the said section was enacted to curb the social evils whereby persons aided, abetted or instigated in 

committing Sati and offences of such like nature. Suicides by women have increased recently due to mental torture, deficient dowry and other things. Of course looking to the high rise of such type of offences, 

sections 304B and 498A have been enacted in the I.P.C. so also Section 113A in the Indian Evidence Act. Section 306 of the I.P.C. takes care of the abetment of suicide, inasmuch as if any person commits suicide, 

whoever abets commission of such suicide shall be punished. The offence of abetment is by itself an offence and, therefore, the offence of abetment of suicide, if made an offence under section 306 of the I.P.C., is fully 

justified. The offence of abetment is complete when the alleged abetor has instigated another to commit suicide. 

 

11. Challenge to constitutional validity of Section 306 of the I.P.C. by the learned counsel is based on fallacious and erroneous assumption that main section punishing attempt to suicide is Section 309 of the I.P.C. 

and abetment of suicide under Section 306 of the I.P.C. is only secondary, and when Section 309 of the I.P.C. has been declared unconstitutional, as a necessary corollary Section 306 of the I.P.C. is also rendered 

unconstitutional. The correct position, in our view, is that Section 306 of the I.P.C. is entirely independent provision and relates to distinct offence and is not at all dependant on the provisions of Section 309 of the 

I.P.C. which has been declared ultra vires the Constitution of India. Section 306 of the I.P.C. punishes 'the person' who has abetted the commission of suicide and neither one who has committed suicided, nor the 

person who has attempted to commit suicide. The person, who has committed suicide or has attempted to commit suicide, does not fall in the, category of 'Principal Offender' because commission of suicide or 

attempt to suicide is not an offense and, therefore, the analogy that when 'Principal Offender' cannot be convicted, the 'abettor' also cannot be said to have committed any offence is inapt and not applicable. In this 

view of the matter, we hold that the offence under section 306 of the I.P.C. which makes abetment of suicide as offence, is constitutional and does not suffer from any vice and it is not violative of Articles 14 and 21 of 

the Constitution of India. 

 

We however, find that the same evidence on record which was held reliable to convict accused No. 1 for offence of 'cruelty' under section 498A, IPC, clearly makes out a case for his conviction for offence of abeting 

suicide under Section 306, IPC read with section 113 A of the Evidence Act. Section 498A makes cruelty by husband to wife as a punishable offence. The word "cruelty" is defined in the Explanation appended to the 

said Section. Section 498A with Explanation thereunder reads thus: Section 498A: "Husband or relative of husband of a woman subjecting her to cruelty-Whoever, being the husband or the relative of the husband of 

a woman, subjects such woman to cruelty shall be punished with imprisonment for a term which may extend to three years and shall also be liable to fine. Thus offence of abetment of committing suicide punishable 

under Section 306, IPC is clearly made out against accused No. 1 and for that purpose presumption under Section 113 A of the Evidence Act can be raised against him. Section 306, IPC reads thus:  

"306. Abetment of suicide -If any person commits suicide, whoever abets the commission of such suicide, shall be punished with imprisonment of either description for a term which may extend to ten years, and shall 

also be liable to fine." 113A. Presumption as to abetment of suicide by a married woman - When the question is whether the commission of suicide by a woman had been abetted by her husband or any relative of her 

husband and it is shown that she had committed suicide within a period of seven years from the date of her marriage and that her husband or such relative of her husband had subjected her to cruelty, the Court may 

presume, having regard to all the other circums Explanation - For the purposes of this section, "cruelty; shall have the same meaning as in section 498A of the Indian Penal Code."  

[emphasis applied] Both the Courts below have found the husband guilty of cruel treatment of his wife and as a result the wife committed suicide within seven years of their marriage. On such evidence the 

presumption which arises under Section 113A of the Evidence Act is that the husband abetted suicide. The word "cruelty" as mentioned in the Explanation below Section 113 A of the Evidence Act has been given the 

same meaning as contained in the Explanation below Section 498A IPC. On the facts found, 'the wilful' conduct of the husband in forcing the deceased to part with her land which she had received in marriage as 

"stridhana" and for that purpose concealing her postal mail was so cruel that she was driven to commit suicide. A case of conviction and sentence of accused No. 1 under Section 306, IPC has thus clearly been made 

out even though his acquittal for commission of the offence of 'dowry death' punishable under Section 304B, IPC is not found liable to be disturbed. that such suicide had been abetted by her husband or by such 
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relative or her husband. Gurbachan Singh vs Satpal Singh & Ors on 26 September, 1989 On the totality of these evidence on record, it was held by the learned Sessions Judge that the accused were guilty of abetment 

to suicide and as such punishable under s. 306 of the I.P.C. The High Court on appeal was of the view that the guilt of the accused had not been proved, and as such acquitted them.  

The first thing that is necessary for proving the offence is the fact of suicide. Abetment is a separate and distinct offence provided the thing abetted is an offence. Abetment does not involve the actual commission of 

the crime abetted; it is a crime apart. See the observations of Baren- dra Kumar Ghosh, 52 ILR Cal. 197. It was contended on behalf of the accused that there was no direct evidence of the act of suicide by Ravinder 

Kaur. There, indeed, could not be in the circumstances in which she died. She was in the house of her in-laws. There is ample and sufficient evidence that she had complained that she was taunted for bringing meager 

dowry and that even insinuated that she was carrying 'an illegitimate child'. The aforesaid facts stand established by cogent and reliable evidence. These are grave and serious provocation enough for an ordinary 

woman in the Indian set up, to do what the deceased is alleged.to have done. There is also evidence that the persons in the house of her in-laws in- cluding the mother-in-law-mother of the accused Satpal Singh, made 

no attempt to save her from the burn injuries. The absence of any burn injury in the hands of the people around, indicates and establishes that there was no attempt to save the deceased though she was seen being 

burnt.  

The evidence of attitude and conduct of the in-laws--the father-in-law, mother-in-law and the husband after Ravinder Kaur, the deceased, got burns in not informing the parents and not taking prompt steps to take 

her to hospital for giving medical assistance corroborate the inference that these accused connived and abetted the crime. Criminal charges must be brought home and proved beyond all reasona- ble doubt. While 

civil case may be proved by mere preponder- ance of evidence, in criminal cases the prosecution must prove the charge beyond reasonable doubt. See Mancini v. Director of Public Prosecutions, [1942] AC 1, 

Woolmington v. The Director of Public Prosecutions, [1935] AC 462. It is true even today, as much as it was before. There must not be any 'reasonable doubt' about the guilt of the accused in respect of the particular 

offence charged. The courts must strictly be satisfied that no innocent person, innocent in the sense of not being guilty of the offence of which he is charged, is convicted, even at the risk of letting of some guilty 

persons. Even after the introduction of s. 498A of the I.P.C. and s. 113A of the Indian Evidence Act, the proof must be beyond any shadow of reasonable doubt. There is a higher standard of proof in criminal cases 

than in civil cases, but there is no absolute standard in either of the cases. See the observations of Lord Denning in Bater v. Bater, [1950] 2 AER 458 at 459 but the doubt must be of a reasonable man. The standard 

adopted must be the standard adopted by a prudent man which, of course, may vary from case to case, circumstances to circumstances. Exaggerated devotion to the rule of benefit of doubt must not nurture fancilful 

doubts or lingering suspicions and thereby destroy social defence. Justice cannot be made sterile on the plea that it is better to let hundred guilty escape than punish an innocent. Letting guilty escape is not doing 

justice, according to law.  

The learned Additional Sessions Judge held that the absence of burn injuries on the fingertips of the mother-in-law or other members of the family as evident from the statement of D.W. 1, Jaswant Singh, ruled out 

the story of accidental fire as set up by the defence. He further held referring to the provisions of s. 113A of the Evidence Act that having regard to the facts and circumstances of the case it may be presumed that the 

ac- cused persons have abetted the suicide committed by the deceased and they fail to reverse this prosecution case by any evidence. Accordingly, the Additional Sessions Judge, Amritsar convicted the accused under 

s. 306 IPC and sen- tenced them to suffer rigorous imprisonment for five years each and to pay a fine of Rs.2,000 each, in default of payment of fine the accused shall be further liable to rigorous imprisonment for 

four months.It is also convenient to refer to this connection to the provisions of Section 113A of Indian Evidence Act, 1872 which provide that: "113-A. Presumption as to abetment of suicide by a married women--

When the question is whether the commission of suicide by a woman had been abetted by her husband or any rela- tive of her husband and it is shown that she had committed suicide within a period of seven years 

from the date of her marriage and that her husband or such relative of her husband had subjected her to cruelty, the court may presume, having regard to all the other circumstances of the case, that such suicide 

had been abetted by her husband or by such relative of her husband." 

 

   

 

 

CONSULTANCY HELP LINE 

 

You may have problems with Government Departments PWD, BDA, BMRDA, KIADB, TOWN PLANNING DEPARTMENTS AND Development Authorities BBMP, Taluka office, 

D.C. Office, Corporation, K.S.R.T.C., Commercial Tax Offices, K.E.B., Pension problems, Acquisitions of Land Problems , Khata, Bifurcation, Tax Revision. Banks Problems etc, 

which may be have been pending for months, and years in Government files etc. 

Everybody is facing Problems, Problems? 

 

Kindly write to us, we analyze and convince our selves and if appropriate then we will take your problems, to concerned authorities, ministries, i.e., through our news paper property 

politics and try to help you. We also provide consultancy and Liaison service on case to case bases as per agreed terms and fees. Write your problems with Xerox copies, 

 

M.S.Yatnatti , Editor and Video Journalist Consultant  Mobile: 9945116476 

E-Mail: msyatnatti@yahoo.com    propertypolitics@gmail.com 

https://indiankanoon.org/doc/92983/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/538436/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/294349/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/294349/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/92983/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/92983/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/294349/

