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|. Introduction

A civilised system of criminal jurisprudence generally accord to the
judiciary some means of excluding confession or admission obtained by
improper method. This is because in a civilised society it is vital that a
person in custody or charged with an offence should not be subjected to ill
treatment for extracting evidence. This ‘Right to Silence’ protects an
innocent who find himself unable to corroborate the self-exonerating
accounts by verifiable evidence. This right is a universally recognised right
of the accused, which comes under the Adversarial System. The System is
followed in most of the Common Law countries which has basic principle of
‘presumption of innocence of the accused’. Undoubtedly, an accused is a
good source of information about the commission of offence however, to
collect the evidence from an accused some extra-constitutional means are
adopted and sometimes the accused is even put under duress for the same.
Coming to the case of India, Article 20(3) of the Constitution provides ‘right
against self-incrimination’ for the protection of the accused. But the question
is whether this protection is available to the accused only or even to a
suspect? Does this Article give liberty to an accused to remain silent
throughout the proceeding or in a limited sense? Can adverse inference be
drawn against accused if he remains silent? These are the main issues which
have been discussed in this paper. For this discussion a comparative analysis
of provisions of different countries are taken into consideration. It also
attempts to highlight the role of Indian Judiciary in this context. At the end
of the paper some of the suggestions are muted as a part of the conclusion.

Il. Concept of ‘Right to Silence’

The ‘right to silence’ is a principle of common law and it means that
normally Courts or Tribunals should not be invited or encouraged to
conclude, by parties or prosecutors, that a suspect or an accused is guilty
merely because he has refused to respond to questions put to him by the
police or by the Couft.Most of the common law countries follow the
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Adversarial System where the concept of ‘presumptibinnocence’ i.e. a
person is presumed to be innocent unless the igyltoved against him, is
applied. This presumption is different from thedrgjtorial System followed
by the civil law countries, where there is presumptof guilt. In earlier
Indian system there was a philosophy thmmaunam sweekar laxanaie.
the silence on the question, means the acceptdribe same. The origin of
right to silence may not be exactly clear but ibhtrgoes back to the middle
age in England. During the 16entury, the English Courts of Star Chamber
and High Commission developed the practice of cdimgesuspects to take
an oath known as the “ex-officio oath” and, the usszl had to answer
guestions, without even a formal charge, put byjubdge and the prosecutor.
If a person refused to take oath, he could be redtuThese Star Chambers
and Commissions were later abolished in 1641. &nent is regarded as an
important landmark event in the evolution of ‘rightsilence’. It is based on
the principle that “No man is bound to accuse hlffis€his principle found
its root from the maximriemo debet prodere ipsum’e. there is privilege
against self-incrimination. The privilege is a famtental canon of Common
Law Criminal JurisprudenceThe basic feature of this principle is; (i) the
accused is presumed to be innocent, (ii) the prasecis to establish the
guilt, and (iii) the accused is need not to makg statement against his
will.* The maxim hemo debet prodere ipsunfiad its origin in a protest
against inquisitorial system and unjust method rkrrogating accused
persons. The ‘right to silence’ has various fac€se of them isdctiori
incumbit onus probandivhich meansthe burden of proof is on the State or
rather the prosecution to prove that the accusgdiiy. Another philosophy
behind ‘right to remain silent’ is that a persommet be compelled to
incriminate himself.

[ll. Right to Silence and International Scenario

The Universal Declaration of Human Rights, 1948udes some
aspect of ‘right to silence’ in Article 11 par& Similarly, The International
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, 1966 to @hindia is also a party,
provides about one or other aspect of right tonséé It also guarantees

3 Professor M.P. Jainlndian Constitutional Law Lexis Nexis, Butterworth

Wadhwa, Nagpur, 2010, p.1163
* lIbid.
Article 11 Para one provides “Everyone chargeth \a penal offence has the
right to be presumed innocent until proved guileg@ding to law in a public
trial at which he has had all the guarantees nacg$sr his defence.”
Article 9 para 1 says, “Everyone has the righlilterty and security of person.
No one shall be subjected to arbitrary arrest dermt®mn. No one shall be
deprived of his liberty except on such grounds @ndiccordance with such
procedure as are established by law”.
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clearly that everyone has a right not to be compelio testify against
himself or to confess guift.

The European Convention for the Protection of HurRaghts and
Fundamental Freedom, 1950 (herein after called f&mo Convention on
Human Rights) came into force on September 1953s Tonvention
provides that in the determination of his civillrig and obligation, or of any
criminal charges against him everyone is entitleddir trial and public
hearing within a reasonable time by an indepentténinal established by
law? Similarly, Article 6(2) of the Convention statésat everyone charged
with an offence shall be presumed innocent untivpn guilty according to
Law.” However, the thing to be noted is that Article)6¢f the European
Convention only speaks of a right to a fair trintaArticle 6(2) talks about
presumption of innocence. There is no reference taght against self-
incrimination. While considering the concept ofr faial the European Court
said that right to remain silent is the part ofitt is the crux of the fair
procedure that if police were questioning the aedusegarding his self-
incrimination, he could remain sileltBy providing the accused with such
a protection it was tried to avoid miscarriageustice.

The American Convention on Human Rights which cam force
on July 11, 1978 stipulated a number of civil amditigal rights, for all
persons. It provides that everyone, subject tojthiediction of the State
parties, has right to fair triaf. Similarly, African Charter on Human And
People Rights which was adopted on 27 June 198Eateded into force on
October 21, 1986, provides that everyone has timhitave his cause heard
which comprises right to be presumed innocent!| prbived guilty*?

Article 9 para 2 says; that “anyone who iested shall be informed, at the time
of arrest, of the reasons for his arrest and dhalpromptly informed of the
charges against him”.
" Article 14(3) (g) of International Covenant onviCiand Political Rights,1966
provides, “in the determination of any criminalacge against him, everyone
shall be entitled to the following minimum guatem and full equality that not
to be compelled to testify against himself or tofess guilt.
Article 6(1) of the European Convention on HunRights says, “every person
charged has a right to a ‘fair’ trial.”
Article 6(2) of the European Convention on HunmRights says “everyone
charged with a criminal offence shall be presunmetdcent until proved guilty
according to law.”
D. D. Basu,Commentary on the Constitutional Law of Indisexis Nexis
u Butterworth, Wadhwa, Nagpur, 2008, p.2996.
Ibid.
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IV. Provisions in Other Countries
IV.l. Position in U.K.

It is a fundamental principle of English SystefmCriminal Justice
that a person accused of an offence shall not bepelted to disclose any
facts which incriminate himself. This principle mimunity is founded on
the ‘presumption of innocence’. The European Couiturray vs. United
Kingdom* held that the encroachments into the right to s#emade in
Ireland by the Irish law of 1988 did not violatesttight to a fair trial nor the
presumption of innocence mentioned in Article 6 ihfe European
Convention. It was further held that the trial Ja@dguld not draw an adverse
inference merely on account of the silence of tmused and that the guilt
of the accused must bgrima-facie established by the prosecution. An
additional condition was laid down that the newwsmns could not be
resorted to unless it was proved that the accusedgiven an opportunity to
express his views.Therefore, no presumption camaised on account of the
silence of the accused unlesgrama-faciecase of guilt has been established
by the prosecution, it is difficult to see, and ese¥ jurists have also stated
similarly, there is no extra advantage in permittthe judge to rely on the
silence of the accused. After this judgment theliBhgParliament, which
had in the meantime introduced similar provisiomghie Criminal Justice
and Public Order Act, 1994, as applicable to Emfjland Wales, amended
the said Act by the Youth Justice and Criminal Ewice Act, 1999 by
introducing provisions requiring the suspect ornused to be informed of his
right to call an attorney. Sub-section 2(A) was introduced in 1999 in
Section 34 and that section deals with pre-triehse® A similar provision
was introduced in Section 35 in the form of 3A whiealt with right to
silence at the trial. In another cageondron vs. The United Kingdéh
which was rendered in may 2000, is the case djrectise under the English
Act of 1994, the Court relied upon the judgmenbiarray’s caseand stated
that the right to silence was not absolute buhatsame time a prima facie
case must be made out and the safeguards meniionledt judgment that
an opportunity must be given to the accused oresuidp call for a lawyer,
must be followed. In this case the accused persgercised their right to
call for a lawyer and as the lawyer advised themetmain silent during
interrogation by the police, they remained silemd ashen cross-examined at
the trial (a procedure which does not obtain inidhdthey said that they

14 (1996) 22 EHRR 29

5 Supra note 1 p.12

Section 34(2A) says; Where the accused was atitirorized place of detention
at the time of the failure, sub-sections (1) andal@ove do not apply if he had
not been allowed an opportunity to consult a swlicprior to being questioned,
charged or informed as mentioned in sub-sectiomljbye.”
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remained silent because of the advice of the lawlee Court in this case
observed that, if the accused remained silent, theythe risk of an adverse
inference. But if they seek legal advice and stag their lawyer advised
them to remain silent, the Court would then say thare was a fair trial and
that they had waived their privilege of confidelitya The Court further
observed that any other conclusion would be atamag with the
fundamental importance of the right to silencejghtrwhich, as observed
earlier lies at the heart of the notion of a faiogedure. But presently a
problem is taking place that in most of the casles,accused would say,
upon being questioned, that his lawyer had askaddiremain silent. When
and what suggestion was given by the lawyer ischesr. Also, the present
law requires the Court to draw a ‘proper infereragainst the accused that
has remained silent when questioned by the Pofity the Court. There are
no guidelines as to what type of inference showddbawn in different
situations or facts.In England, it has been lantittiat the Government had
brought the changes in 1994 on the basis of tHeREport of 1972 of the
Criminal Law Review Committee even though two oth&oyal
Commissions had recommended that the right to cdlecould not be
encroached upon. However, the Privy Council in cafs8raw vs Scotf
observed that there was need for fair balance legtilee general interest of
the community and personal right of the individddiis right is not absolute
and the accused cannot remain silent throughomiiread proceeding, and if,
the Court seeks to evaluate the evidences agamsamd he did not speak
then adverse view may be drawn.

IV.1l. Provision in USA

The Fifth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution refate® the
fundamental right against self- incrimination. tates: “No person shall be
compelled in any criminal case to witness agaimsisélf.” First time the
question relating to the right to silence came ¢ocbnsidered in case of
Adamson vs. Californi& In this case the minority opinion referred thethFif
Amendment and viewed that the right to silence alasolute and it could
not be curtailed. Subsequently, in another daséin vs. Californig® the
Supreme Court of USA stated that the defendanthabsolute right not to
take the stand. An accused is permitted to givdegnee on his own behalf if
he so elects. But if he is unwilling to give theidmance and exercises his
right to silence no adverse inference of guilt @@ndrawn. An innocent
defendant may want to avoid taking the “stand” beeahe feels that he is
likely to perform badly, being uninformed about thes as compared to an

18 (2001) 2 AllER 97
19 (1947) 332 US 46
20 (1965) 380 US 609
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experienced prosecutor who is skilled in the aitfirules governing court
rooms and that the prosecutor may be able to imipup

In Miranda vs. Arizon# case the accused was arrested and taken to
the interrogation room where the confession of seduwas taken. But
during interrogation police officer did not enstine accused that he had free
choice to make the statement. The Court in thie batd that when a suspect
person in police custody is subject to interrogatibis duty of the police to
give information to the person who is suspect @ diffence in clear and
unequivocal term that the suspect has a rightrieane silent. He has also a
right to the presence of his attorney during thestjoning. Nowhere it has
been laid down by the US Supreme Court that onwatcof the silence of
the accused, an adverse inference can be drawmabthe silence can be
treated as a piece of corroboration for inferrihguailt.

However, this privilege is not absolute, it hastain limitations
which are as follov®

i. The accused is free to wave this privilege. Buteatyesilence of
accused does not allow to presume the waver ofptidege. This
is because the provision made against self-incdtion is made
solely for the benefit of witnesses.

ii. Where an accused has been pardoned or otherwise gnmunity
from prosecution he may be compelled to give switheace.

iii. This protection is available to the witness fronvimy evidence
against his consent. If he himself voluntary watdsgive the
evidence this provision does not bar him.

iv. It does not include any immunity from criminal litty for perjury
committed while giving evidence. Justice Warren &las expressed
his concern regarding protection against self-moration. He said
that accused must be warned that he had right nwire silent
anything he was saying could be used against him.

V. Indian Position

Silence can always be consistent with innocencis iStbecause the
accused might remain silent because of shock, smrfuembarrassment, or
have desire to protect another person or to awgdgals. Sometimes, it may
be that he has problem of language or literacys Tiki the universally
recognised right which has been conferred as fuedgah rights under

2L Supra note 1 p.31
22 (1966) 384 US 436
% Supra note 9 p. 2994
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Article 20(3) of the Constitution of India in therfn of protection against
self-incrimination. It provides, “No person accusafdan offence shall be
compelled to be witness against himself.” Fromahalysis of the Article it

appears that, (i) this right is available to a par&ccused of an offence’;
(ii) it provides protection against ‘compulsion’ be witness, and (iii) it is a
protection against such compulsion resulting in bigdence ‘against
himself'. All these three things must be simultamsgyp present to get the
protection of Article 20(3). The area within whi¢his doctrine operates
should not be enlarged, but within its limited areahould be given full

effect® Article 20(3) is a humane Article which guaranteesl ensures
dignity and integrity of an individual. The refusaf it is a violation of

Adversarial System.

Similarly, section 315 of the Criminal Procedure d€p 1973
provides protection of the accused against setifmination?® The section
says that an accused is always a competent wifoesss defense but he
cannot be compelled to give evidence unless hedtimexjuests for that and
his failure to give evidence is not subject to fadverse opinion. Not only
this but section 164 of the Criminal Procedure Caté®, provides that a
person cannot be compelled to give evidence whichminates him. The
magistrate must inform him that he is not boundite such evidence which
incriminates him because that can be used agdimst h

The protection of accused against self-incriminatizas available
even prior to the Constitution of India. Section @4the Indian Evidence
Act, 1872 excludes confession caused by any tlureptomise’® However,
this promise or threat should not be spiritual ibighould be temporal in
nature. Similarly, section 25 and 26 of the Actvules protection of the
accused! Section 27 also provides protection in limiteds#® However,

H. M Seervai, Constitutional Law of India Voi. 2 1993, Universal Law

Publishing C. Pvt. Ltd. New Delhi, p.1062

Section 315(1) of The Criminal Procedure Codess&my person accused of an

offence before a Criminal Court shall be competeithess for the defence and

may give evidence on oath in disproof of the chargale against him or any
person charged together with him at the same trial:

Provide that-

(a)He shall not be called as witness on his own reqnesriting;

(b) His failure to give evidence shall not be madegtbject of any comment by
any of the parties or the Court or give rise to prgsumption against himself
or any person charged together with him at the daiale

According to section 24 of thelndian Evidence ,Aé confession made by an

accused is irrelevant in a criminal proceedingthi&é making of confession

appears to the Court to have been caused by indintethreat or promise...."

Section 25 of the Indian Evidence Act says; “Nmnfession made to police

officer shall be proved as against a personacoofeady offence”
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there are certain provisions under the Indian BwideAct, 1872 which
impose obligation on the accused to give evidendss favour®® Although

it is a cardinal principle of criminal jurisprudenthatactiori incumbit onus
probandi (burden of proof of an offence will always lie prosecution)?’
But simultaneously, section 102 of the Indian Enitke Act says that once
prosecution proves his case the onus of proof siftshe other party to
disprove the proof given by the prosecution. Ifdees not disprove the case
then he can be held liable. Supreme Court in cés&. ckaghvamma vs.
Chenchammi held that there is an essential distinction betwerden of
proof and onus of proof. Burden of proof lies ughae person who has to
prove a fact and it never shifts but onus of preltfts. Same view has been
endorsed inAnil Rishi vs. Gurubaksh Singhcase. Although, the role of
accused is just to create reasonable doubt agams&vidence given by the
prosecution, because the standard of proof in ndmcases under the
Adversarial System is to prove the case ‘beyondsamable doubt’,
otherwise benefit of doubt is given to the accuséavever, if the accused
remains silent and does not create reasonable dwmulsannot avail such
benefit. Similarly, section 105 of the Indian Evide Act 1872 says that if a
person is accused of an offence, it is to the a@atu® provide the
circumstances or proof to bring the case within @inthe general exceptions
in the Indian Penal Code or within any special ptioa in any other Code.
If the accused is unable to do so the Court sliaiipme the absence of such
circumstances.

From the provision of Article 20(3) and other IndiRrovisions it
appears that benefit of the protection againstiseffmination is applied to
the accused in criminal proceeding not in civilggeding. And also, it does
not protect all witnesses as in USA. This procegadnust be before a Court
of Law or other Judicial Tribunal before whom agmer may be accused of
an offence€® The immunity of Article 20(3) starts when the naofethe

Section 26 of the Act provides; “No confessinade by any person while he is

in the custody of a police officer, unless it bedman the immediate presence of

a Magistrate, shall be proved as against such pérso

Section 27 says “Provided that, when any faaléposed to as discovered in

consequence of information received from a persmused of any offence, in

the custody of a police officer, so much ofsuchinfation,whether it amounts

toconfession or not, as relates distinctly to thet thereby discovered may be

proved”

29 Section 101, 103, 105 of the Indian Evidence AB%2

30 Section 101 of the Indian Evidence Act provid&shoever desires any Court to
give judgmentas to any legal right or liability éeplent on the existence of fact
which he asserts must prove that those facts sexist
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person is mentioned as accused in the First InfoomaReport or a
complaint which would result in prosecution andisicompelled to make
the statement But one more situation is there under section #1he
Criminal Procedure Code, 1973where the police officer may arrest a
person on the basis of suspicion that the accusasl iwolved in the
commission of a cognizable offence or he was hasingh weapon which
could be used for the commission of cognizablenafés. During the custody
if he makes some incriminating statement then iinsdmissible under
section 2% as well as section 260f the Indian Evidence Act, 1872 and
these provisions are prior to the Constitutionrafid. However, section 27
of the Indian Evidence Act says that, if the ardgterson makes confession
and narrates some relevant statement (such as titgoweapon used in the
crime) which leads to discovery of the fact the second part of the
statement is relevant whereas the first part ienfassional part is
inadmissible. But what will be the situation if tisgatement which leads
discovery was obtained under compulsi8nSection 24 of the Indian
Evidence Act says that all confession made unddudement threat or
promise are irrelevant. However there is no suchvipion under section 27
of the Act. So there is contradiction between secfi4 and 27. However,
Supreme Court in case ®amakrishna vs. State of Bomijagaid that
Article 27 was an exception of section 24, 25 afd %o, the section 27
allows that part of the statement made by the acttsthe police “whether
it amounts to confession or not” which relatesideity to the fact thereby
discovered, to be proved. Thus, even a confessistaéément before the
police which distinctly relates to the discoverythé fact may be proved
under section 2% But the Court made itclear in caseRaflukuri Kottaya vs.
Emperof* that the ‘fact discovered’ and ‘object producedhmat be treated
same. The “fruits of poisonous tree” doctrine whighs incorporated in
section 24, 25 and 26 of the Indian Evidence Adbifis evidence obtained
directly or indirectly as result of violation of @efendant’s constitutional

% M.P.Sharma v Satish Chandra 1954 SCR 1077 at 1088

% Section 41 of the Criminal Procedure Code

% gection 25 of the Indian Evidence Act providedo ‘confession made to a police

officer shall be proved as against a person adcofeany offence”

Section 26 of the Indian Evidence Act says; “Ndafession made by any person

whilst he is in the custody of a police officeress it be made in the immediate

presence of Magistrate, shall be proved as agsims$t person.”

% Supra note 9 p.3013

¥ AIR 1955 SC 104

0" Ram Jethmalani and D. S. Chopafhe Law of EvidengeThomson Reuters,
Legal 2013, p.434

1 AIR 1947 PC 67
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rights. It was said in the case M&ndani Satpathi vs. PL DdRithat the net
of privilege should not be spread out in such a a&yo misuse it.

Besides, the above discussed point another imgoidane in this
regard is whether the immunity under Article 20¢8) confined to the
statement made at the trial within the Court roanit @xtends to pre-trial
statement too? It must be noted that section 164{1Jr. PC empowers
police officer to ask the question to any persom\ighacquainted with the
facts but such person is not bound to answer tiqasstion which would
have tendency to expose him to a criminal chargeti& 161(2) castes a
wider protective net to protect normally accusexspe as well as those who
are examined as suspect and witness during thestigation stagé®
Therefore, right against self-incrimination protegterson who have been
formally accused as well as those who are examasesuspect in criminal
cases. Although, Article 20(3) uses the word aedusr this protection. So
a harmonious construction should be done betweditlé&r20(3) of the
Constitution and section 161(2) of the Criminal ¢e&ure Code and include
suspects of offences in the purview of its protettiSupreme Court in case
of M. P. Sharma v Satish Chandtasaid that the phrase used in Article
20(3) is ‘to be witness’ not ‘to appear as witneskich reflects that ‘to be
witness’ is not merely in respect of testimony givender compulsion before
the Court-room but testimony obtained previousbyfrhim.

VI. Rationality and Right to Remain Silent

As discussed in the preceding paragraphs of therpap ‘right to
silence’ is an essential safeguard in the crimprakcedure. Its underlying
rationale broadly corresponds with two objectiviésstly, that of ensuring
reliability of the statement made by an accused,satondly, ensuring that
such statement are made voluntafilyf an accused is compelled to testify
there is every likelihood of such testimony beia¢sé. Right against self-
incrimination is also a check upon the working &k tpolice during
investigation against torture and other third degreethods adopted against
the accused. If this right is not available theestigators would be more

2" AIR 1978 SC1025

43 Section 161(1) of the Criminal Procedure Code/318ays “Any police officer
making an investigation under this Chapter, or paljce officer not below the
such rank as the State Government, may by genesglexial order, prescribe in
this behalf acting on the requisition of such aficmay examine orally any
person supposed to be acquainted with the factgiasuinstances of the case.
(2) Such person shall be bound to answer #lilguestions relating to such case
put to him by such officer other than questionsahswer to which would have
tendency to expose him to a criminal charge orpersalty or forfeiture.

* AIR1954 SC 300

5 Supra note 39 p.373
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inclined to extract information through such congpah as a matter of
course’® These concerns have been recognized in India ksisvia foreign
countries. Supreme Court of India in cas&tiHdte of Bombay vs. Kathi Kalu
Oghad’ has said that “if it is permissible in law to olstavidence from the
accused person by compulsion why tread the harth pétlaborious
investigation and prolonged examination of othernmenaterials and
documents? An abolition of this privilege would & incentive for those in
charge of enforcement of law “to sit comfortablysimade rubbing red peeper
into a poor devils’ eyes rather than to go aboetsitn hunting up evidence.”
And also if this right is abolished the accusedspes may be induced to
furnish false evidence against themselves undeesgurSimilarly, in
Nandany Satpathy’s ca8ehe Court opined that the refusal of Article 20(3)
of the Constitution of India is to convert adveighsystem in inquisitorial
system. Not only this but in the USA and Canadza# been provided that
no adverse opinion can be drawn against accuskd iemains silent and
fails to testify.

VII. Conclusion

Right to silence is not really a right but a prge which provides
immunity to the accused. So the accused shouldbactorced to testify
during trial. Although English law permits adverisdéerence being drawn
when the accused remain silent both at the stageve$tigation and at the
stage of trial but this inference is subject to memditions: (i) there is prima
facie case against the accused and (ii) accuseaciass to lawyer. As far as
the Indian context is concerned it is difficult tomply the English
conditions. It is also difficult to expect a prinfecie case being established
before investigation is complete. However, suctbfenm will not arise if the
accused is questioned during the trial after chisdeamed®® The latter is
done only after investigation is complete and staig of withess and other
relevant materials are collected and the Couraisfeed that there is prima
facie a case. So far as access to lawyer is coedétris also not difficult
because the accused is entitled to take the assistaf a lawyer of his
choice. But the Court should ask the question uigtfo discover the truth
without affecting such right of accused. The primrisdoes not protect the
right of accused to remain silent but only proteictgoroper method of
interrogation. But it is very difficult to createfair state-individual balance
by allowing accused to remain silent in criminabe&s The basic objective
of criminal justice system is to ensure public sand the right to remain

¢ ibid

47 AIR 1961 SC 1808 Para 30

48 AIR 1978 SC 1025

Committee on Reform of Criminal Justice Systenpdte Vol. |, March, 2003,
p.53
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silent protects guilty at the cost of such utilgar objective. Right against
self-incrimination does not deter improper practiering investigation
instead it encourages the investigator to make fadpresentation before the
Court because they are under pressure to deligettréMoreover, we must
recognize the constitutional value in all brancbétaw. There should be a
positive obligation imposed by law on the witnesgesassist in the
investigation and if so required by the Court teegevidence. If accused is
silent then Court should be allowed to draw prdapé&rence by amending
the Criminal Procedure Code of 1973. Also, in haserime and terrorist
related activities the accused should not haverghy to remain silent and
refuse to answer the question. However, no chamggarding adverse
inference should be drawn otherwise it willldgavires.
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