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The foll owing O der of the Court was delivered

These are two appeal s by a learned advocate who stands convi cted under
section 12 of the Contenpt of Courts Act for having committed the contenpt
of the court of a l'earned Magi strate before whom he was conducting a tria
for an accused person. Anpbngst others, one of the Charges agai nst the
appel l ant was that he had at a certain juncture raised the pitch of his

voi ce unusual ly high'to the annoyance of the Learned Mgistrate, and

besi des, had used derogatory | anguage agai nst him After the incident, the
appel l ant got published and circul ated certain posters and caused a
denonstrati on staged which got reported to the H gh Court whereupon action
was taken agai nst the appellant.

We have gone through both the judgnents of the Hi gh Court and have heard

| earned counsel. W have no reason to disbelieve the | earned Magi strate on
the actual happeni ngs, even though effort has been nmade by M. Anam

| earned counsel for the appellant (to question the sane. W are of the view
that when the appellant was warned of his unruly behaviour, he shoul d, have
stopped and gone in tune with the learned Magi strate and not retained a
defiant and aggressive posture. It should be borne in nind by one and al
that | awers were created for the courts, not courts for the | awers. The
happy conbi nati on, whenever an aberration occurs, should in imedi acy be
restored and put to an even keel. M. Anamwith all hi's sincerity has
expressed before us that the appellant is apologitic for his m sbehaviour
We regretfully will not be able to accept his apol ogy at this belated
juncture, but would rather adnmoni sh the appellant for his conduct under our
pl enary powers under the Constitution, which we do hereby. Having done so,
we woul d set aside the payment of fine. The appellant need not pay the

i nposed fine Rs; 2000 in Crimnal Appeal No. 678 OF 1991, However, the suns
of Rs.5000 and Rs. 10,000 which have been ordered to be paid by the

appel lant to the Kerala Legal Aid Board under orders under challenge inthe
respective two appeals are nmeant for a good cause and those orders we do
not upset. This course should set everything at rest.  The appeals are

di sposed of accordingly.




