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General Principles of Criminal Liability – 

Actus Reus and Mens Rea 

Part I 
Introduction 

General Principles of Criminal Liability form 

the foundation of criminal law, delineating the 

elements required to establish guilt under the 

Indian Penal Code, 1860 (IPC). These 

principles—primarily actus reus (the guilty act) 

and mens rea (the guilty mind)—ensure that 

only morally culpable actions are punished, 

reflecting justice and fairness in India’s legal 

system. For the UGC NET JRF Law examination, 

this topic, part of Unit IV (Law of Crimes), is 

pivotal, frequently tested through objective 

questions probing concepts (e.g., actus reus 

components, types of mens rea), facts (e.g., 

landmark case laws, socio-legal data), and 

updates (e.g., recent judicial interpretations). 

This topic provides an exhaustive exploration of 

actus reus and mens rea, focusing on their 

conceptual foundations, legal applications, and 

India’s socio-legal context. 

Conceptual Foundations 
Definition and Nature 

Criminal Liability refers to the legal 

responsibility imposed on an individual for 

committing an offence under the IPC or other 

criminal statutes, requiring the prosecution to 

prove both actus reus (the physical act or 

omission constituting the offence) and mens 

rea (the mental state indicating culpability). 

These twin pillars ensure that only voluntary, 

blameworthy conduct is penalized, aligning 

with principles of justice and moral 

responsibility. 

• Glanville Williams (1961): “Actus reus is the 

external element of a crime, the act or 

omission, while mens rea is the internal 

element, the state of mind.” 

• H.L.A. Hart (1968): Criminal liability requires 

a voluntary act coupled with fault, ensuring 

fairness in punishment. 

• Indian Perspective: The IPC, enacted in 1860, 

codifies actus reus and mens rea, implicit in 

offence definitions (e.g., murder, Section 

300), with courts interpreting these elements 

(R v. Nedrick, 1986, applied in India). 

Key Elements: 

• Actus Reus: The physical component, 

including voluntary acts, omissions, or 

states of affairs, essential for liability (e.g., 

stabbing in murder, Section 300 IPC). 

• Mens Rea: The mental component, 

encompassing intention, knowledge, 

recklessness, or negligence, varying by 

offence (e.g., intention to kill in murder). 

• Concurrence: Actus reus and mens rea must 

coincide temporally (State of Maharashtra 

v. Suresh, 2000). 

• Indian Context: Courts emphasize both 

elements, with exceptions for strict liability 

offences (e.g., NDPS Act, State of Punjab v. 

Gian Kaur, 1996). 

Actus Reus 

Actus Reus is the objective, external element of 

a crime, comprising a voluntary act, omission, 

or state of affairs that violates the law. It 

ensures that liability is not imposed for mere 

thoughts or involuntary conduct. 

• Components:  

o Voluntary Act: A conscious, willed 

action (e.g., shooting in murder, R v. 

Cunningham, 1957, applied in India). 

The IPC assumes voluntariness unless 

disproved (Section 39). 

UNIT 
 

 

Law of Crimes 

1

IV 



  

  

 
  

o Omission: Failure to act where a legal 

duty exists (e.g., neglecting a child, 

Section 317 IPC). Duties arise from 

statute, relationship, or voluntary 

assumption (Om Prakash v. State of 

Punjab, 1961). 

o State of Affairs: Rare, where a condition 

constitutes the offence (e.g., being 

found drunk, though less common in 

IPC). 

• Causation:  

o Factual Causation: The act must cause 

the harm (“but for” test, R v. White, 

1910). 

o Legal Causation: The act must be the 

proximate cause, not too remote 

(Emperor v. Ratanlal, 1944). 

• Indian Context:  

o Courts require a clear act or omission 

(e.g., State of Uttar Pradesh v. Ram 

Sagar Yadav, 1985, stabbing as actus 

reus). 

o Omission liability enforced in neglect 

cases (e.g., Jacob Mathew v. State of 

Punjab, 2005, medical negligence). 

o Causation disputes common in murder, 

culpable homicide (Virsa Singh v. State 

of Punjab, 1958). 

Conceptual Issues: 

• Involuntariness: Reflex actions, automatism 

negate actus reus (R v. Bratty, 1963, applied 

in Basdev v. State of Pepsu, 1956). 

• Duty for Omissions: Ambiguity in defining 

legal duties (e.g., Om Prakash, 1961). 

• Causation Complexity: Intervening acts 

(e.g., medical negligence) complicate 

liability (R v. Cheshire, 1991, cited in India). 

Mens Rea 

Mens Rea is the subjective, mental element of 

a crime, reflecting the offender’s culpability 

through intention, knowledge, recklessness, or 

negligence. It distinguishes culpable from 

innocent acts, aligning with moral 

blameworthiness. 

• Types:  

o Intention: Deliberate desire to cause the 

result (e.g., murder, Section 300 IPC, 

Virsa Singh, 1958). Includes direct 

(specific aim) and oblique intention 

(foreseen consequence, R v. Woollin, 

1999, applied in India). 

o Knowledge: Awareness of 

consequences (e.g., administering 

poison, Section 328 IPC, State of 

Maharashtra v. Mayer Hans George, 

1965). 

o Recklessness: Conscious disregard of 

substantial risk (e.g., rash driving, 

Section 304A IPC, Jacob Mathew, 2005). 

o Negligence: Failure to exercise 

reasonable care, below recklessness 

(e.g., medical negligence, Dr. Suresh 

Gupta v. Govt. of NCT, 2004). 

• Specific vs. General Intent:  

o Specific intent requires a particular 

purpose (e.g., theft, Section 378 IPC). 

o General intent requires only the intent 

to act (e.g., hurt, Section 323 IPC). 

• Indian Context:  

o IPC offences specify mens rea (e.g., 

“intentionally” in Section 300, 

“knowingly” in Section 120B). 

o Courts infer mens rea from 

circumstances (State of Andhra Pradesh 

v. Rayavarapu Punnayya, 1977). 

o Strict liability offences (e.g., NDPS Act) 

bypass mens rea (State of Punjab v. Gian 

Kaur, 1996). 

Conceptual Issues: 

• Subjectivity: Proving mental state is 

challenging, relying on circumstantial 

evidence (R v. Nedrick). 

• Strict Liability: Excluding mens rea raises 

fairness concerns (e.g., NDPS Act, Mohd. 

Sahabuddin v. State, 2012). 

• Cultural Contexts: Mens rea interpretations 

vary, with India emphasizing objective 

evidence (Virsa Singh). 
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Theoretical Alignment 

• Natural Law: IHL aligns with universal moral 

principles, protecting human dignity 

(Aquinas, Grotius). 

• Positivism: Derives from codified treaties, 

customary law, ensuring legal certainty 

(Austin, Hart). 

• Sociological Jurisprudence: Addresses 

societal impacts of conflict, promoting 

stability (Pound). 

• Critical Legal Studies: TWAIL critiques IHL’s 

Western bias, with India advocating 

equitable application. 

Interdisciplinary Linkages 

• Philosophy: Actus reus and mens rea reflect 

Kant’s moral agency, ensuring blameworthy 

punishment. 

• Sociology: Addresses India’s diverse society 

(1.4B population, 201M SCs, 14.2% 

Muslims, 2011 Census), ensuring equitable 

justice. 

• Psychology: Mens rea analysis draws on 

intent, cognition, aligning with criminal 

behavior studies. 

• Political Science: Criminal liability supports 

state authority, maintaining order (968M 

voters, ECI 2024). 

• Economics: Reduces crime’s societal costs, 

supporting welfare (MGNREGA, 60M 

workers, MoRD 2024). 

Factual Context 
Historical Background 

Criminal liability principles evolved from 

common law to codified systems: 

• Pre-1860: Indian criminal law under 

Mughal, customary systems, lacking 

uniform actus reus, mens rea standards. 

• 1860: IPC codified by Lord Macaulay, 

integrating English common law principles 

(R v. Cunningham influences). 

• 20th Century:  

o Landmark cases (Virsa Singh, 1958) 

clarified actus reus, mens rea. 

o Strict liability emerged (e.g., NDPS Act, 

1985). 

• 21st Century:  

o Judicial refinements (Jacob Mathew, 

2005) address negligence, causation. 

o India’s 48M pending cases reflect 

liability disputes (NJDG, 2025). 

Indian Context: 

• 1860: IPC established actus reus, mens rea 

as liability pillars. 

• 1958: Virsa Singh defined murder’s mens 

rea, shaping jurisprudence. 

• 2024: Courts handle 2M+ IPC cases 

annually, 30% involving actus reus, mens 

rea (MoLJ, 2024). 

Socio-Legal Data 

• Population: 1.4 billion, 201M SCs, 104M 

STs, 14.2% Muslims (2011 Census). 

• Crime Statistics: 5M+ IPC crimes annually, 

60% require actus reus, mens rea proof 

(NCRB, 2024). 

• Judiciary: 48M pending cases, 2M+ involve 

liability disputes (NJDG, 2025). 

• Convictions: 45% conviction rate, with 

mens rea disputes in 20% (MoLJ, 2024). 

• Welfare: Criminal justice supports 600M via 

schemes like Ayushman Bharat (MoHFW, 

2024). 

• Global Context: India’s IPC aligns with 

common law systems (e.g., UK, Australia), 

emphasizing actus reus, mens rea. 

Key Case Laws 

• Virsa Singh v. State of Punjab (1958):  

o Facts: Accused stabbed victim, causing 

death. 

o Decision: Intention inferred from act, 

clarifying murder’s mens rea. 

o Significance: Defined actus reus, mens 

rea for Section 300. 

o Concepts: Intention, causation. 

• State of Andhra Pradesh v. Rayavarapu 

Punnayya (1977):  

o Facts: Accused beat victim, causing death. 

o Decision: Distinguished murder, 

culpable homicide via mens rea. 

o Significance: Clarified intention, knowledge. 

o Concepts: Mens rea, murder. 
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• Om Prakash v. State of Punjab (1961):  

o Facts: Parent neglected child, causing 

death. 

o Decision: Omission with duty 

constituted actus reus. 

o Significance: Established omission 

liability. 

o Concepts: Actus reus, omission. 

• Jacob Mathew v. State of Punjab (2005):  

o Facts: Doctor’s negligence caused 

patient death. 

o Decision: Gross negligence required for 

Section 304A. 

o Significance: Defined negligence mens 

rea. 

o Concepts: Negligence, causation. 

• State of Maharashtra v. Mayer Hans 

George (1965):  

o Facts: Accused unknowingly smuggled 

gold. 

o Decision: Knowledge essential for mens 

rea. 

o Significance: Clarified knowledge 

standard. 

o Concepts: Knowledge, mens rea. 

• State of Punjab v. Gian Kaur (1996):  

o Facts: Challenged strict liability under 

NDPS Act. 

o Decision: Upheld no mens rea 

requirement. 

o Significance: Affirmed strict liability. 

o Concepts: Strict liability, actus reus. 

• National Crime Forum v. Union of India 

(2024):  

o Facts: Challenged mens rea in cybercrimes. 

o Decision: Upheld intention, knowledge 

standards (MoLJ, 2024). 

o Significance: Applied mens rea to 

technology. 

o Concepts: Mens rea, cybercrime. 

Statutory Provisions 

• IPC, 1860:  

o Section 39: Defines voluntary act. 

o Sections 299–300: Murder, culpable 

homicide (actus reus, mens rea). 

o Section 304A: Causing death by 

negligence (negligence mens rea). 

o Section 317: Child neglect (omission 

actus reus). 

• CrPC, 1973: Governs liability prosecution 

(Sections 190–199). 

• Evidence Act, 1872: Proves mens rea via 

circumstances (Sections 3–14). 

• Article 20(3): Protects against self-

incrimination, supporting mens rea defense. 

• NDPS Act, 1985: Strict liability for drug 

offences (Gian Kaur). 

Recent Updates (2020–2025) 
Judicial Updates 

• National Crime Forum v. Union of India 

(2024):  

o Facts: Challenged mens rea in 

cybercrimes. 

o Decision: Upheld intention, knowledge 

(MoLJ, 2024). 

o Update: 2024 clarified digital mens rea. 

o Significance: Applied mens rea to 

technology. 

• State of Maharashtra v. Anil Kumar (2023):  

o Facts: Accused caused death by rash 

driving. 

o Decision: Upheld recklessness under 

Section 304A. 

o Update: 2024 refined negligence 

standards. 

o Significance: Clarified mens rea. 

• Janhit Manch v. Union of India (2024):  

o Facts: Sought tribal crime protections. 

o Decision: Upheld actus reus in neglect 

cases (MoTA, 2024). 

o Update: 2024 protected 2.5M tribals. 

o Significance: Applied omission liability. 

• Swasthya Adhikar Manch (2023):  

o Facts: Challenged medical negligence. 

o Decision: Upheld gross negligence 

(MoHFW, 2024). 

o Update: 2024 ensured 600M health 

rights. 

o Significance: Refined negligence mens 

rea. 
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• Digital Governance Forum (2023):  

o Facts: Cited mens rea in cyber fraud. 

o Decision: Directed IT Act compliance 

(MeitY, 2024). 

o Update: 2024 safeguarded 50,000 cases. 

o Significance: Extended mens rea to 

cybercrime. 

• Citizens for Justice v. Union of India (2024):  

o Facts: Challenged strict liability in NDPS. 

o Decision: Upheld no mens rea (MoLJ, 

2024). 

o Update: 2024 streamlined prosecutions. 

o Significance: Affirmed strict liability. 

• NHRC v. State of Uttar Pradesh (2024):  

o Facts: Challenged custodial death. 

o Decision: Upheld intention, causation 

(NHRC, 2024). 

o Update: 2024 ensured police 

accountability. 

o Significance: Clarified actus reus, mens 

rea. 

Legislative Updates 

• Digital Personal Data Protection Act, 2023:  

o Facts: Defines cybercrime mens rea. 

o Update: 2024 conducted 50,000 audits 

(MeitY, 2024). 

o Significance: Strengthened digital 

liability. 

• Tribal Welfare Policy, 2023:  

o Facts: Addresses neglect actus reus. 

o Update: 2024 granted 2.5M titles 

(MoTA, 2024). 

o Significance: Protected tribal rights. 

• Criminal Law (Amendment) Rules, 2024:  

o Facts: Clarifies mens rea in IPC offences. 

o Update: 2024 streamlined 2M cases 

(MoLJ, 2024). 

o Significance: Enhanced liability clarity. 

• National Health Policy, 2017 (Updated 

2024):  

o Facts: Addresses medical negligence. 

o Update: INR 90,000 crore allocated 

(Budget 2024). 

o Significance: Strengthened negligence 

standards. 

Policy Updates 

• Azadi Ka Amrit Mahotsav (2022–2023):  

o Facts: Promoted criminal justice 

awareness. 

o Update: 2024 focused on SC/ST rights 

(MoSJE, 2024). 

• India’s G20 Presidency (2023):  

o Facts: Advanced crime prevention. 

o Update: 2024 supported cybercrime 

laws (MEA, 2024). 

• National Judicial Data Grid (2024):  

o Facts: Tracked 2M liability cases. 

o Update: 2024 monitored 48M cases 

(NJDG, 2024). 

• Crime Prevention Plan (2024):  

o Facts: Strengthened mens rea prosecutions. 

o Update: 2024 reduced 5M crimes 

(NCRB, 2024). 

Interdisciplinary Linkages 

• Philosophy: Aligns with Kant’s moral 

responsibility, Rawls’ justice. 

• Sociology: Addresses diversity (14.2% 

Muslims). 

• Psychology: Mens rea reflects intent, behavior. 

• Political Science: Supports order (968M 

voters). 

• Economics: Reduces crime costs (MGNREGA). 

Indian Application 

• Constitutional Role: Article 20(3) protects 

mens rea defenses. 

• Judicial Precedents:  

o Virsa Singh (1958): Murder mens rea. 

o Jacob Mathew (2005): Negligence 

standards. 

o National Crime Forum (2024): Cyber 

mens rea. 

• Statutory Integration:  

o IPC: Actus reus, mens rea (Virsa Singh). 

o CrPC: Prosecution (Anil Kumar). 

o DPDP Act: Cyber liability (Digital 

Governance Forum). 

• Socio-Legal Context:  

o Diversity: 1.4B population, 22 languages. 

o Welfare: 600M health beneficiaries. 

o Judiciary: 48M cases, 2M liability-related. 
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Exam Trends and PYQs (2018–2024) 

• Frequency: ~4–6 questions. 

• Key Themes:  

o Concepts (actus reus, mens rea). 

o Case laws (Virsa Singh, Jacob Mathew). 

o Statutory links (IPC, CrPC). 

o Updates (National Crime Forum, DPDP 

Act). 

Sample PYQs:  

2023 

Q. “Distinguish actus reus and mens rea.”  

Answer: Actus reus is act, mens rea is mind. 

Explanation: Virsa Singh. 

2022 

Q. “What is omission liability?”  

Answer: Failure with duty, actus reus. 

Explanation: Om Prakash. 

2021 

Q. “Which case defined negligence?”  

Answer: Jacob Mathew 

Explanation: Section 304A. 

• Trends:  

o Conceptual: Actus reus components, 

mens rea types. 

o Case-Based: Rayavarapu Punnayya, 

National Crime Forum. 

o Update-Based: DPDP Act, cybercrime. 

Table: Actus Reus, Mens Rea, and Case Laws 

Element Provision Case Law Significance 

Actus Reus Section 39 Om Prakash (1961) Omission liability 

Mens Rea Section 300 Virsa Singh (1958) Intention, murder 

Strict Liability NDPS Act Gian Kaur (1996) No mens rea 

 

Flowchart: Criminal Liability Framework 

 

Conclusion 

General Principles of Criminal Liability, with 

actus reus and mens rea, underpin India’s 

criminal justice for 1.4 billion citizens. Their 

concepts, facts (e.g., Virsa Singh, 1958, 2M 

cases), and updates (e.g., National Crime 

Forum, 2024, DPDP Act) highlight exam 

relevance. Judicial precedents, India’s legal 

framework, and interdisciplinary linkages enrich 

analysis, while PYQs (2018–2024) underscore 

weightage.  

 

Part II 

Conceptual Foundations 

Definition and Overview 

Criminal Liability under the IPC requires the 

prosecution to establish that an individual or group 

committed a prohibited act (actus reus) with a 

culpable mental state (mens rea), as discussed in 

Part 1. Part II focuses on how liability is attributed 

to individuals acting alone, groups acting 

collectively, and through constructive liability, 

where responsibility extends to unintended or 

collective outcomes. These principles ensure 

fairness by distinguishing between sole 

perpetrators, co-conspirators, and those liable for 

group actions, reflecting India’s socio-legal context 

of 1.4 billion people (2023 estimate). 

• Glanville Williams (1961): Individual liability 

hinges on personal actus reus and mens rea, 

while group liability extends responsibility 

through shared intent or common purpose. 

• Ashworth (2013): Constructive liability, as in 

Section 149 IPC, imputes guilt for group 

crimes, balancing collective accountability 

with individual culpability. 
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• Indian Perspective: The IPC codifies these 

principles in Sections 34 (joint liability) and 

149 (constructive liability), with courts 

refining their application (Barendra Kumar 

Ghosh v. Emperor, 1925; Mizaji v. State of 

Uttar Pradesh, 1959). 

Key Elements: 

• Individual Liability: Personal responsibility 

for one’s actions, requiring direct actus reus 

and mens rea (e.g., murder, Section 300 

IPC). 

• Group Liability: Shared responsibility for 

collective crimes, based on common 

intention (Section 34) or common object 

(Section 149). 

• Constructive Liability: Imputes guilt for 

unintended outcomes of group actions, 

particularly in unlawful assemblies (Section 

149). 

• Indian Context: Courts emphasize clear 

evidence of participation or intent (State of 

Maharashtra v. Kashirao, 2003), balancing 

justice for 48M pending cases (NJDG, 2025). 

Individual Liability 
1. Concept and Principles 

Individual Liability holds a single person 

accountable for an offence when they 

personally commit the actus reus with the 

requisite mens rea, without involvement of 

others. It is the default mode of liability under 

the IPC, ensuring that only the perpetrator 

faces punishment. 

• Characteristics:  

o Direct Act: The individual performs the 

prohibited act (e.g., stabbing in murder, 

Virsa Singh v. State of Punjab, 1958). 

o Mens Rea: Intention, knowledge, or 

negligence specific to the offence (e.g., 

intention to kill, Section 300). 

o Causation: The act must cause the 

harm, factually and legally (Emperor v. 

Ratanlal, 1944). 

• Application:  

o Applies to most IPC offences (e.g., theft, 

Section 378; rape, Section 375). 

o Requires proof beyond reasonable 

doubt (State of Uttar Pradesh v. Ram 

Sagar Yadav, 1985). 

o India’s 2M+ annual IPC cases involve 

individual liability in 70% (NCRB, 2024). 

• Indian Context:  

o Courts focus on direct evidence (e.g., 

eyewitness, forensics) to establish actus 

reus (State of Maharashtra v. Suresh, 

2000). 

o Mens rea inferred from circumstances 

(e.g., weapon use in Virsa Singh). 

o Supreme Court clarifies causation in 

negligence cases (Jacob Mathew v. State 

of Punjab, 2005). 

Conceptual Issues: 

• Proof Challenges: Establishing mens rea 

relies on circumstantial evidence, risking 

errors (R v. Nedrick, 1986, applied in India). 

• Strict Liability: Offences like NDPS Act 

bypass mens rea, raising fairness concerns 

(State of Punjab v. Gian Kaur, 1996). 

• Mental Capacity: Insanity, intoxication 

defenses complicate liability (Basdev v. 

State of Pepsu, 1956). 

2. Legal Framework for Individual Liability 

• IPC, 1860:  

o Section 39: Defines voluntary act, basis 

for actus reus. 

o Sections 299–300: Murder, culpable 

homicide, requiring individual intent. 

o Section 304A: Negligence liability for 

individual acts. 

• CrPC, 1973: Governs prosecution (Sections 

190–199). 

• Evidence Act, 1872: Proves actus reus, 

mens rea (Sections 3–14). 

• Constitution:  

o Article 20(3): Protects against self-

incrimination, aiding mens rea defense. 

o Article 21: Ensures fair trial for liability 

(Maneka Gandhi v. Union of India, 1978). 

• Judicial Role:  

o Virsa Singh (1958): Defined individual 

mens rea for murder. 
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o Jacob Mathew (2005): Clarified 

negligence for Section 304A. 

o National Crime Forum v. Union of India 

(2024): Upheld individual cybercrime 

liability. 

Group Liability (Joint Liability) 
1. Concept and Principles 

Group Liability, or joint liability, holds multiple 

individuals accountable for a crime committed 

collectively, based on shared intent or 

participation, as codified in Section 34 IPC. It 

addresses situations where several persons act 

together, making each liable for the group’s 

actions. 

• Section 34 IPC: “When a criminal act is done 

by several persons in furtherance of the 

common intention of all, each of such 

persons is liable for that act in the same 

manner as if it were done by him alone.” 

• Characteristics:  

o Common Intention: Shared mental state 

to commit the offence, formed prior or 

during the act (Barendra Kumar Ghosh 

v. Emperor, 1925). 

o Participation: Active involvement in the 

actus reus, though roles may differ 

(Mahbub Shah v. Emperor, 1945). 

o Equal Liability: All participants face the 

same punishment, regardless of 

individual contributions (State of Uttar 

Pradesh v. Iftikhar Khan, 1973). 

• Application:  

o Common in murder, robbery, riots (e.g., 

Section 302 read with Section 34). 

o India’s 1M+ group liability cases 

annually, 40% involve Section 34 (NCRB, 

2024). 

o Requires proof of pre-arranged plan or 

spontaneous intent (Suresh v. State of 

Uttar Pradesh, 2001). 

• Indian Context:  

o Courts demand clear evidence of 

common intention (Pandurang v. State 

of Hyderabad, 1955). 

o Applied in communal violence, gang 

crimes (State of Maharashtra v. 

Kashirao, 2003). 

o Supreme Court clarifies participation 

scope (Shyam Narayan Singh v. State of 

Bihar, 2014). 

Conceptual Issues: 

• Common Intention Proof: Inferring intent is 

subjective, risking overreach (Mahbub 

Shah). 

• Passive Participation: Liability for mere 

presence is debated (Tukaram v. State of 

Maharashtra, 1979). 

• Fairness: Equal punishment for varying roles 

raises proportionality concerns (Suresh, 

2001). 

2. Legal Framework for Group Liability 

• IPC, 1860:  

o Section 34: Joint liability for common 

intention. 

o Sections 302, 396: Murder, dacoity with 

Section 34. 

• CrPC, 1973: Governs joint trials (Sections 

223–239). 

• Evidence Act, 1872: Proves common 

intention via conduct (Section 10). 

• Constitution:  

o Article 21: Ensures fair trial for group 

liability (Zahira Habibullah Sheikh v. 

State of Gujarat, 2004). 

• Judicial Role:  

o Barendra Kumar Ghosh (1925): 

Established common intention 

requirement. 

o Mahbub Shah (1945): Clarified active 

participation. 

o Citizens for Justice v. Union of India 

(2024): Upheld Section 34 in riot cases. 

Constructive Liability 
1. Concept and Principles 

Constructive Liability, primarily under Section 

149 IPC, imputes guilt to members of an 

unlawful assembly for offences committed in 

pursuit of a common object, even if not directly 

performed by the individual. It extends liability 

to unintended outcomes of group actions. 
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• Section 149 IPC: “If an offence is committed 

by any member of an unlawful assembly in 

prosecution of the common object of that 

assembly, or such as the members of that 

assembly knew to be likely to be committed 

in prosecution of that object, every person 

who, at the time of the committing of that 

offence, is a member of the same assembly, 

is guilty of that offence.” 

• Characteristics:  

o Unlawful Assembly: Five or more 

persons with a common object (Section 

141 IPC). 

o Common Object: Shared goal, less 

stringent than Section 34’s common 

intention (Mizaji v. State of Uttar 

Pradesh, 1959). 

o Vicarious Liability: Members liable for 

others’ acts, if in pursuit of common 

object (Allauddin Mian v. State of Bihar, 

1989). 

• Application:  

o Common in riots, dacoity (Sections 147, 

396 read with 149). 

o India’s 500,000+ unlawful assembly 

cases annually, 60% involve Section 149 

(NCRB, 2024). 

o Requires proof of membership, common 

object (State of Maharashtra v. Joseph 

Mingel Koli, 1997). 

• Indian Context:  

o Courts emphasize active membership 

(Yunus v. State of Bihar, 2004). 

o Applied in communal riots, political 

violence (State of Uttar Pradesh v. 

Kishan Chand, 2007). 

o Supreme Court clarifies common object 

scope (Shiv Ram v. State of Uttar 

Pradesh, 2019). 

Conceptual Issues: 

• Overbreadth: Liability for unintended acts 

risks injustice (Allauddin Mian). 

• Membership Proof: Passive presence vs. 

active participation debated (Baladin v. 

State of Uttar Pradesh, 1956). 

• Proportionality: Uniform punishment for 

varying roles raises fairness concerns 

(Kishan Chand, 2007). 

2. Legal Framework for Constructive Liability 

• IPC, 1860:  

o Section 141: Defines unlawful assembly. 

o Section 149: Constructive liability for 

common object. 

o Sections 147, 396: Rioting, dacoity with 

Section 149. 

• CrPC, 1973: Governs group trials (Sections 

223–239). 

• Evidence Act, 1872: Proves common object 

(Section 10). 

• Constitution:  

o Article 21: Ensures fair trial (Zahira 

Habibullah Sheikh, 2004). 

• Judicial Role:  

o Mizaji (1959): Defined common object 

for Section 149. 

o Allauddin Mian (1989): Clarified active 

membership. 

o NHRC v. State of Uttar Pradesh (2024): 

Upheld Section 149 in riot cases. 

Factual Context 
Historical Background 

Criminal liability principles evolved from English 

common law to Indian codification: 

• Pre-1860: Mughal, customary laws lacked 

uniform group liability standards. 

• 1860: IPC introduced Sections 34, 149, 

codifying joint and constructive liability. 

• 20th Century:  

o Landmark cases (Barendra Kumar 

Ghosh, 1925; Mizaji, 1959) clarified 

common intention, object. 

o Courts addressed communal violence, 

refining liability (Allauddin Mian, 1989). 

• 21st Century:  

o Judicial refinements (Suresh, 2001; Shiv 

Ram, 2019) address group liability. 

o India’s 48M pending cases include 

1.5M+ group liability disputes (NJDG, 

2025). 
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Indian Context: 

• 1860: IPC established joint, constructive 

liability. 

• 1925: Barendra Kumar Ghosh defined 

common intention. 

• 2024: Courts handle 1M+ group liability 

cases, 500,000+ involve Section 149 (NCRB, 

2024). 

Socio-Legal Data 

• Population: 1.4 billion, 201M SCs, 104M 

STs, 14.2% Muslims (2011 Census). 

• Crime Statistics: 5M+ IPC crimes annually, 

30% involve group liability (NCRB, 2024). 

• Judiciary: 48M pending cases, 1.5M+ group, 

constructive liability disputes (NJDG, 2025). 

• Convictions: 40% conviction rate, with 25% 

involving Sections 34, 149 (MoLJ, 2024). 

• Welfare: Criminal justice supports 600M via 

schemes like Ayushman Bharat (MoHFW, 

2024). 

• Global Context: IPC’s group liability aligns 

with common law (e.g., UK’s joint 

enterprise). 

Key Case Laws 

• Barendra Kumar Ghosh v. Emperor (1925):  

o Facts: Accused participated in dacoity, 

victim killed. 

o Decision: Upheld Section 34 for 

common intention. 

o Significance: Defined joint liability. 

o Concepts: Common intention, Section 34. 

• Mahbub Shah v. Emperor (1945):  

o Facts: Group attack, victim killed. 

o Decision: Required active participation 

for Section 34. 

o Significance: Clarified joint liability 

scope. 

o Concepts: Participation, Section 34. 

• Mizaji v. State of Uttar Pradesh (1959):  

o Facts: Unlawful assembly caused death. 

o Decision: Upheld Section 149 for 

common object. 

o Significance: Defined constructive 

liability. 

o Concepts: Common object, Section 149. 

• Allauddin Mian v. State of Bihar (1989):  

o Facts: Group riot, murders committed. 

o Decision: Upheld Section 149, requiring 

active membership. 

o Significance: Refined constructive 

liability. 

o Concepts: Membership, Section 149. 

• Suresh v. State of Uttar Pradesh (2001):  

o Facts: Group murder, varying roles. 

o Decision: Clarified common intention 

under Section 34. 

o Significance: Balanced joint liability. 

o Concepts: Common intention, Section 

34. 

• NHRC v. State of Uttar Pradesh (2024):  

o Facts: Challenged riot liability. 

o Decision: Upheld Sections 34, 149 

(NHRC, 2024). 

o Update: 2024 ensured riot 

accountability. 

o Significance: Applied group liability. 

o Concepts: Joint, constructive liability. 

• Citizens for Justice v. Union of India (2024):  

o Facts: Challenged communal violence 

liability. 

o Decision: Upheld Section 34 in riots 

(MoLJ, 2024). 

o Update: 2024 streamlined prosecutions. 

o Significance: Affirmed joint liability. 

o Concepts: Common intention, Section 

34. 

Statutory Provisions 

• IPC, 1860:  

o Section 34: Joint liability for common 

intention. 

o Section 141: Defines unlawful assembly. 

o Section 149: Constructive liability for 

common object. 

o Sections 302, 396: Murder, dacoity with 

Sections 34, 149. 

• CrPC, 1973: Governs group trials (Sections 

223–239). 

• Evidence Act, 1872: Proves intent, object 

(Section 10). 
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• Constitution:  

o Article 20(3): Protects against self-

incrimination. 

o Article 21: Ensures fair trial (Zahira 

Habibullah Sheikh, 2004). 

Recent Updates (2020–2025) 
Judicial Updates 

• NHRC v. State of Uttar Pradesh (2024):  

o Facts: Challenged riot liability. 

o Decision: Upheld Sections 34, 149 

(NHRC, 2024). 

o Update: 2024 ensured 10,000 riot 

convictions. 

o Significance: Affirmed group liability. 

• Citizens for Justice v. Union of India (2024):  

o Facts: Challenged communal violence 

liability. 

o Decision: Upheld Section 34 (MoLJ, 

2024). 

o Update: 2024 streamlined 5,000 riot 

cases. 

o Significance: Clarified joint liability. 

• Janhit Manch v. Union of India (2024):  

o Facts: Sought tribal riot protections. 

o Decision: Upheld Section 149 (MoTA, 

2024). 

o Update: 2024 protected 2.5M tribals. 

o Significance: Applied constructive 

liability. 

• Swasthya Adhikar Manch (2023):  

o Facts: Challenged group negligence in 

health. 

o Decision: Upheld joint liability (MoHFW, 

2024). 

o Update: 2024 ensured 600M health 

rights. 

o Significance: Extended group liability. 

• Digital Governance Forum (2023):  

o Facts: Cited group liability in 

cybercrimes. 

o Decision: Directed IT Act compliance 

(MeitY, 2024). 

o Update: 2024 safeguarded 50,000 cases. 

o Significance: Applied joint liability to 

technology. 

• National Crime Forum (2024):  

o Facts: Challenged group cybercrime 

liability. 

o Decision: Upheld Section 34 (MoLJ, 

2024). 

o Update: 2024 clarified digital liability. 

o Significance: Affirmed joint liability. 

• State of Maharashtra v. Anil Kumar (2023):  

o Facts: Group caused death by 

negligence. 

o Decision: Upheld Section 34, 304A 

(MoLJ, 2024). 

o Update: 2024 refined group negligence. 

o Significance: Clarified joint liability. 

Legislative Updates 

• Digital Personal Data Protection Act, 2023:  

o Facts: Defines group cybercrime liability. 

o Update: 2024 conducted 50,000 audits 

(MeitY, 2024). 

o Significance: Strengthened digital joint 

liability. 

• Tribal Welfare Policy, 2023:  

o Facts: Addresses group violence liability. 

o Update: 2024 granted 2.5M titles 

(MoTA, 2024). 

o Significance: Protected tribal rights. 

• Criminal Law (Amendment) Rules, 2024:  

o Facts: Clarifies Sections 34, 149. 

o Update: 2024 streamlined 1.5M cases 

(MoLJ, 2024). 

o Significance: Enhanced group liability 

clarity. 

• National Health Policy, 2017 (Updated 

2024):  

o Facts: Addresses group negligence. 

o Update: INR 90,000 crore allocated 

(Budget 2024). 

o Significance: Strengthened health 

liability. 

Policy Updates 

• Azadi Ka Amrit Mahotsav (2022–2023):  

o Facts: Promoted group crime 

awareness. 

o Update: 2024 focused on SC/ST rights 

(MoSJE, 2024). 
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• India’s G20 Presidency (2023):  

o Facts: Advanced group crime 

prevention. 

o Update: 2024 supported cybercrime 

laws (MEA, 2024). 

• National Judicial Data Grid (2024):  

o Facts: Tracked 1.5M group liability 

cases. 

o Update: 2024 monitored 48M cases 

(NJDG, 2024). 

• Crime Prevention Plan (2024):  

o Facts: Strengthened group liability 

prosecutions. 

o Update: 2024 reduced 5M crimes 

(NCRB, 2024). 

Interdisciplinary Linkages 

• Philosophy: Aligns with Kant’s moral 

agency, Rawls’ justice. 

• Sociology: Addresses diversity (14.2% 

Muslims). 

• Psychology: Group liability reflects 

collective intent. 

• Political Science: Supports order (968M 

voters). 

• Economics: Reduces crime costs 

(MGNREGA). 

Indian Application 

• Constitutional Role: Article 21 ensures fair 

trials. 

• Judicial Precedents:  

o Barendra Kumar Ghosh (1925): Common 

intention. 

o Mizaji (1959): Common object. 

o NHRC v. Uttar Pradesh (2024): Riot 

liability. 

• Statutory Integration:  

o IPC: Sections 34, 149 (Mizaji). 

o CrPC: Group trials (Citizens for Justice). 

o DPDP Act: Cyber liability (Digital 

Governance Forum). 

• Socio-Legal Context:  

o Diversity: 1.4B population, 22 

languages. 

o Welfare: 600M health beneficiaries. 

o Judiciary: 48M cases, 1.5M group-

related. 

Exam Trends and PYQs (2018–2024) 

• Frequency: ~4–6 questions. 

• Key Themes:  

o Concepts (joint, constructive liability). 

o Case laws (Mahbub Shah, NHRC v. Uttar 

Pradesh). 

o Statutory links (Sections 34, 149). 

o Updates (Citizens for Justice, DPDP Act). 

Sample PYQs:  

2023 

Q. “Explain Section 149 IPC.”  

Answer: Constructive liability, common object. 

Explanation: Mizaji. 

2022 

Q. “What is common intention?”  

Answer: Shared intent, Section 34. 

Explanation: Barendra Kumar Ghosh. 

2021 

Q. “Which case clarified Section 34?”  

Answer: Suresh 

Explanation: Active participation. 

• Trends:  

o Conceptual: Common intention, object. 

o Case-Based: Allauddin Mian, Citizens for 

Justice. 

o Update-Based: DPDP Act, riot cases. 

Table: Group, Constructive Liability, and Case Laws 

Liability Provision Case Law Significance 

Joint Liability Section 34 Barendra Kumar Ghosh (1925) Common intention 

Constructive Liability Section 149 Mizaji (1959) Common object 

Group Cybercrime DPDP Act NHRC v. Uttar Pradesh (2024) Riot liability 
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Flowchart: Liability Framework 

 

Conclusion 
General Principles of Criminal Liability, with 
individual, group, and constructive liability, 
ensure justice for 1.4 billion Indians. Their 
concepts, facts (e.g., Mizaji, 1959, 1.5M cases), 
and updates (e.g., NHRC v. Uttar Pradesh, 2024, 
DPDP Act) highlight exam relevance. Judicial 
precedents, India’s legal framework, and 
interdisciplinary linkages enrich analysis, while 
PYQs (2018–2024) underscore weightage.  

Stages of Crime and Inchoate Crimes – 
Abetment 

Introduction 
The Stages of Crime and Inchoate Crimes are 
fundamental concepts in criminal law under the 
Indian Penal Code, 1860 (IPC), delineating the 
progression of criminal conduct from intention to 
completion and addressing offences that remain 
incomplete but are punishable due to their 
potential harm. Abetment, a key inchoate crime, 
involves instigating, aiding, or conspiring to 
commit an offence, reflecting the law’s intent to 
prevent crime at its nascent stages. For the UGC 
NET JRF Law examination, this topic, part of Unit 
IV (Law of Crimes), is critical, frequently tested 
through objective questions probing concepts 
(e.g., stages of crime, abetment by instigation), 
facts (e.g., landmark case laws, socio-legal data), 
and updates (e.g., recent judicial and legislative 
developments). This topic provides an exhaustive 
exploration of the stages of crime (intention, 
preparation, attempt, completion) and abetment 
(Sections 107–120 IPC), focusing on their 
conceptual foundations, legal applications, and 
India’s socio-legal context.  

Conceptual Foundations 
Definition and Overview 

The Stages of Crime outline the progression of 
criminal conduct under the IPC, from the initial 
formation of criminal intent to the completion 
of the offence, ensuring that liability is 
appropriately assigned at each phase. Inchoate 
Crimes, including abetment, criminal 
conspiracy, and attempt, address incomplete 
offences that pose a threat to society, allowing 
intervention before harm occurs. Abetment, 
governed by Sections 107–120 IPC, involves 
facilitating or encouraging a crime, making the 
abettor liable even if the offence is not 

completed. 
• Glanville Williams (1961): Inchoate crimes 

like abetment “extend criminal liability to 
preparatory acts, preventing harm by 
punishing intent and facilitation.” 

• Ashworth (2013): The stages of crime—
intention, preparation, attempt, and 
completion—reflect a balance between 
punishing intent and ensuring fairness. 

• Indian Perspective: The IPC codifies these 
principles, with abetment (Section 107) 
punishing instigation, aiding, or conspiracy 
(Asgar Ali v. Emperor, 1936), aligning with 
India’s justice system serving 1.4 billion 
people (2023 estimate). 

Key Elements: 
• Stages of Crime:  

o Intention: Mental resolve to commit a 
crime, not punishable alone. 

o Preparation: Planning or arranging 
means, generally not punishable unless 
specified (e.g., Section 122 IPC). 

o Attempt: Direct act towards 
commission, punishable (Section 511 
IPC). 

o Completion: Full execution of the 
offence, fully punishable (e.g., murder, 
Section 302). 

• Abetment: Instigating, aiding, or conspiring 
to commit an offence, punishable under 
Sections 107–120 IPC. 

• Indian Context: Courts emphasize clear 
evidence of abetment (Shri Ram v. State of 
Uttar Pradesh, 1975), with 500,000+ 
abetment cases annually (NCRB, 2024). 
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Stages of Crime 
1. Concept and Principles 

The Stages of Crime represent the sequential 

development of criminal conduct, allowing the 

law to intervene at various points to prevent 

harm. Each stage—intention, preparation, 

attempt, and completion—has distinct legal 

implications under the IPC. 

• Intention:  

o Definition: The mental resolve to 

commit an offence, not punishable as it 

lacks external manifestation (R v. 

Scofield, 1784, applied in India). 

o Characteristics: Subjective, internal, 

evidenced by subsequent acts (State of 

Maharashtra v. Balram Bama Patil, 

1983). 

o Indian Context: Courts infer intention from 

preparation or attempt (Abhayanand 

Mishra v. State of Bihar, 1961). 

• Preparation:  

o Definition: Acts to arrange means or 

plans for an offence, generally not 

punishable unless specified (e.g., 

preparing to wage war, Section 122 IPC). 

o Characteristics: Involves tangible steps, 

but insufficient for liability (R v. Taylor, 

1859, cited in India). 

o Indian Context: Exceptions include 

Sections 122, 399 (preparing for 

dacoity), reflecting preventive intent 

(State of Maharashtra v. Vishnu 

Ramkrishna, 1961). 

• Attempt:  

o Definition: A direct act towards 

committing an offence, falling short of 

completion, punishable under Section 

511 IPC or specific provisions (e.g., 

attempt to murder, Section 307). 

o Characteristics: Requires proximity to 

completion, mens rea (Asgar Hussain v. 

State of Uttar Pradesh, 1988). 

o Indian Context: Courts distinguish 

attempt from preparation (Abhayanand 

Mishra, 1961), with 300,000+ attempt 

cases annually (NCRB, 2024). 

• Completion:  
o Definition: Full execution of the offence, 

attracting maximum punishment (e.g., 
murder, Section 302). 

o Characteristics: Combines actus reus, 
mens rea, and result (Virsa Singh v. 
State of Punjab, 1958). 

o Indian Context: Courts focus on 
causation, intent (State of Andhra 
Pradesh v. Rayavarapu Punnayya, 1977). 

Conceptual Issues: 
• Intention vs. Act: Punishing intent alone 

risks overreach (Balram Bama Patil). 
• Preparation vs. Attempt: Distinguishing 

proximity is subjective (Sudhir Kumar 
Mukherjee v. State of West Bengal, 1973). 

• Fairness: Punishing attempts less severely 
than completed crimes raises proportionality 
concerns (Asgar Hussain). 

2. Legal Framework for Stages of Crime 
• IPC, 1860:  

o Section 122: Preparing to wage war. 
o Section 307: Attempt to murder. 
o Section 399: Preparing for dacoity. 
o Section 511: General attempt provision. 

• CrPC, 1973: Governs prosecution of 
attempts (Sections 190–199). 

• Evidence Act, 1872: Proves intent, acts 
(Sections 3–14). 

• Constitution:  
o Article 20(3): Protects against self-

incrimination in attempt cases. 
o Article 21: Ensures fair trial (Maneka 

Gandhi v. Union of India, 1978). 
• Judicial Role:  

o Abhayanand Mishra (1961): 
Distinguished preparation, attempt. 

o Asgar Hussain (1988): Clarified 
attempt’s proximity. 

o National Crime Forum v. Union of India 
(2024): Upheld attempt in cybercrimes. 

Abetment 
1. Concept and Principles 
Abetment, under Sections 107–120 IPC, 
involves facilitating or encouraging an offence 
through instigation, conspiracy, or intentional 
aiding, making the abettor liable even if the 
offence is not committed. It is an inchoate 
crime, reflecting the law’s preventive intent. 
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• Section 107 IPC: Defines abetment as:  

o Instigating any person to commit an 

offence. 

o Engaging in a conspiracy to commit an 

offence, followed by an act or illegal 

omission. 

o Intentionally aiding the commission of 

an offence. 

• Characteristics:  

o Instigation: Urging or encouraging, 

actively inducing the act (Asgar Ali v. 

Emperor, 1936). 

o Conspiracy: Agreement to commit an 

offence, with an act in furtherance 

(Section 108A IPC). 

o Aiding: Providing assistance, knowing it 

facilitates the offence (Shri Ram v. State 

of Uttar Pradesh, 1975). 

• Liability:  

o Abettor liable as principal if offence is 

committed (Section 109). 

o Liable for abetment even if offence is 

not committed (Section 108). 

o India’s 500,000+ abetment cases 

annually, 60% involve instigation (NCRB, 

2024). 

• Indian Context:  

o Courts require active facilitation (Malik 

Abdul Wahid v. State, 1980). 

o Applied in suicides, riots, cybercrimes 

(State of Maharashtra v. Fauzia Sultana, 

2018). 

o Supreme Court clarifies mens rea for 

abetment (Harishankar v. State of Uttar 

Pradesh, 2023). 

Conceptual Issues: 

• Mens Rea Proof: Proving intent to abet is 

subjective (Asgar Ali). 

• Passive Facilitation: Liability for mere 

encouragement is debated (Shri Ram). 

• Non-Completion: Punishing uncommitted 

offences raises fairness concerns (Fauzia 

Sultana). 

2. Legal Framework for Abetment 

• IPC, 1860:  

o Section 107: Defines abetment 

(instigation, conspiracy, aiding). 

o Section 108: Abetment of incomplete 

offences. 

o Section 109: Punishment for abetment 

if offence committed. 

o Sections 306, 498A: Abetment of 

suicide, cruelty. 

• CrPC, 1973: Governs abetment trials 

(Sections 190–199). 

• Evidence Act, 1872: Proves abetment intent 

(Sections 3–14). 

• Constitution:  

o Article 21: Ensures fair trial (Zahira 

Habibullah Sheikh v. State of Gujarat, 

2004). 

• Judicial Role:  

o Asgar Ali (1936): Defined instigation for 

abetment. 

o Shri Ram (1975): Clarified aiding liability. 

o Citizens for Justice v. Union of India 

(2024): Upheld abetment in riot cases. 

Factual Context 
Historical Background 

Stages of crime and inchoate crimes evolved 

from common law to IPC: 

• Pre-1860: Indian customary laws lacked 

systematic stages, abetment rules. 

• 1860: IPC codified stages (Sections 511, 

107–120), drawing from English law (R v. 

Scofield). 

• 20th Century:  

o Landmark cases (Abhayanand Mishra, 

1961; Asgar Ali, 1936) clarified attempt, 

abetment. 

o Courts addressed abetment in suicides, 

riots (Shri Ram, 1975). 

• 21st Century:  

o Judicial refinements (Fauzia Sultana, 

2018; Harishankar, 2023) tackle cyber, 

social abetment. 

o India’s 48M pending cases include 

800,000+ inchoate crime disputes 

(NJDG, 2025). 
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Indian Context: 

• 1860: IPC introduced attempt, abetment 

provisions. 

• 1961: Abhayanand Mishra defined 

attempt’s proximity. 

• 2024: Courts handle 500,000+ abetment, 

300,000+ attempt cases (NCRB, 2024). 

Socio-Legal Data 

• Population: 1.4 billion, 201M SCs, 104M 

STs, 14.2% Muslims (2011 Census). 

• Crime Statistics: 5M+ IPC crimes annually, 

15% involve inchoate crimes (NCRB, 2024). 

• Judiciary: 48M pending cases, 800,000+ 

abetment, attempt disputes (NJDG, 2025). 

• Convictions: 35% conviction rate, with 20% 

involving abetment (MoLJ, 2024). 

• Welfare: Criminal justice supports 600M via 

Ayushman Bharat (MoHFW, 2024). 

• Global Context: IPC’s inchoate crimes align 

with common law (e.g., UK’s incitement). 

Key Case Laws 

• Abhayanand Mishra v. State of Bihar 

(1961):  

o Facts: Accused attempted cheating via 

forged documents. 

o Decision: Upheld attempt under Section 

511. 

o Significance: Distinguished preparation, 

attempt. 

o Concepts: Attempt, proximity. 

• Asgar Ali v. Emperor (1936):  

o Facts: Accused instigated murder. 

o Decision: Upheld abetment by 

instigation. 

o Significance: Defined abetment scope. 

o Concepts: Instigation, Section 107. 

• Shri Ram v. State of Uttar Pradesh (1975):  

o Facts: Accused aided suicide. 

o Decision: Upheld abetment by aiding. 

o Significance: Clarified aiding liability. 

o Concepts: Aiding, Section 107. 

• State of Maharashtra v. Fauzia Sultana 

(2018):  

o Facts: Accused abetted suicide via 

harassment. 

o Decision: Upheld Section 306 abetment. 

o Significance: Applied abetment to social 

issues. 

o Concepts: Abetment, suicide. 

• Harishankar v. State of Uttar Pradesh 

(2023):  

o Facts: Accused instigated riot. 

o Decision: Upheld abetment mens rea 

(MoLJ, 2024). 

o Significance: Refined abetment intent. 

o Concepts: Instigation, mens rea. 

• Citizens for Justice v. Union of India (2024):  

o Facts: Challenged abetment in riots. 

o Decision: Upheld Section 107 (MoLJ, 

2024). 

o Update: 2024 streamlined 5,000 cases. 

o Significance: Affirmed abetment liability. 

o Concepts: Abetment, riots. 

• National Crime Forum v. Union of India (2024):  

o Facts: Challenged abetment in cybercrimes. 

o Decision: Upheld Section 107 in digital 

context (MoLJ, 2024). 

o Update: 2024 clarified cyber abetment. 

o Significance: Extended abetment to 

technology. 

o Concepts: Abetment, cybercrime. 

Statutory Provisions 

• IPC, 1860:  

o Section 107: Defines abetment 

(instigation, conspiracy, aiding). 

o Section 108: Abetment of incomplete 

offences. 

o Section 109: Punishment for abetment. 

o Section 122: Preparing to wage war. 

o Section 307: Attempt to murder. 

o Section 511: General attempt provision. 

• CrPC, 1973: Governs trials (Sections 190–

199). 

• Evidence Act, 1872: Proves intent, acts 

(Sections 3–14). 

• Constitution:  

o Article 20(3): Protects against self-

incrimination. 

o Article 21: Ensures fair trial (Zahira 

Habibullah Sheikh, 2004). 
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Recent Updates (2020–2025) 
Judicial Updates 

• Citizens for Justice v. Union of India (2024):  

o Facts: Challenged abetment in riots. 

o Decision: Upheld Section 107 (MoLJ, 

2024). 

o Update: 2024 streamlined 5,000 riot 

cases. 

o Significance: Affirmed abetment 

liability. 

• National Crime Forum v. Union of India 

(2024):  

o Facts: Challenged abetment in 

cybercrimes. 

o Decision: Upheld Section 107 (MoLJ, 

2024). 

o Update: 2024 clarified 50,000 cyber 

cases. 

o Significance: Extended abetment to 

technology. 

• Harishankar v. State of Uttar Pradesh 

(2023):  

o Facts: Accused instigated riot. 

o Decision: Upheld abetment mens rea 

(MoLJ, 2024). 

o Update: 2024 refined instigation 

standards. 

o Significance: Clarified abetment intent. 

• Janhit Manch v. Union of India (2024):  

o Facts: Sought tribal abetment 

protections. 

o Decision: Upheld Section 107 (MoTA, 

2024). 

o Update: 2024 protected 2.5M tribals. 

o Significance: Applied abetment to social 

issues. 

• Swasthya Adhikar Manch (2023):  

o Facts: Challenged abetment in health 

neglect. 

o Decision: Upheld aiding liability 

(MoHFW, 2024). 

o Update: 2024 ensured 600M health 

rights. 

o Significance: Extended abetment to 

welfare. 

• Digital Governance Forum (2023):  

o Facts: Cited abetment in cyber fraud. 

o Decision: Directed IT Act compliance 

(MeitY, 2024). 

o Update: 2024 safeguarded 50,000 cases. 

o Significance: Applied abetment to 

cybercrime. 

• NHRC v. State of Uttar Pradesh (2024):  

o Facts: Challenged abetment in custodial 

violence. 

o Decision: Upheld Section 107 (NHRC, 

2024). 

o Update: 2024 ensured police 

accountability. 

o Significance: Affirmed abetment liability. 

Legislative Updates 

• Digital Personal Data Protection Act, 2023:  

o Facts: Defines cyber abetment. 

o Update: 2024 conducted 50,000 audits 

(MeitY, 2024). 

o Significance: Strengthened digital 

abetment. 

• Tribal Welfare Policy, 2023:  

o Facts: Addresses abetment in violence. 

o Update: 2024 granted 2.5M titles 

(MoTA, 2024). 

o Significance: Protected tribal rights. 

• Criminal Law (Amendment) Rules, 2024:  

o Facts: Clarifies Section 107. 

o Update: 2024 streamlined 500,000 

cases (MoLJ, 2024). 

o Significance: Enhanced abetment 

clarity. 

• National Health Policy, 2017 (Updated 

2024):  

o Facts: Addresses abetment in neglect. 

o Update: INR 90,000 crore allocated 

(Budget 2024). 

o Significance: Strengthened health 

abetment. 

Policy Updates 

• Azadi Ka Amrit Mahotsav (2022–2023):  

o Facts: Promoted abetment awareness. 

o Update: 2024 focused on SC/ST rights 

(MoSJE, 2024). 
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