IN THE LAHORE HIGH COURT, LAHORE.
PLJ 1992 Cr.C.(Lahore) 427 |

1992 lfCl'L.IZSSI (Lahore)
Present: MIAN NAZIR AKHTAR, J
Crl. Misc. No.2163-B/1992

l.
NASIR AHMED and another
Versus
THE STATE

POLICE STATION : Nankana Sahib, District Sheikhupura.

OFFENCE : Under Sections 295-A, 295-C & 298-C
of PPC.
PETITION :  Under Section 497 Cr.P.C. for grant of Post
arrest Bail.
DECISION : Dismissed on 02.8.1992
(1). Bail--
......0ffence under Section 295-A, 295-C and 298-C of PPC---Bail---Grant
of ---Prayer for —Contention that Darood ( ) printed on

Invitation cards in question was meant for Mirza Ghulam Ahmad, has not

been controverted by petitioners’ counsel—Held: There are reasonable
grounds for -=-===-—-cae—--.

——

——————




- Was vociferously urged by Mr, Nazir Ahmad Ghazi, the learned A.A.G, that the

* punishable with death or imprisonment for life and fine and falls within the
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Vs not allected o 1o his prophothood beeause ho wan none elss but Hazeat
Muhammag & B (i Zitlh or Brooed form), The Qadlanis who believe In the
teachings of Mirza Ghulam Ahmad reclte *Darood-o-8alam*® for him, which
necording to Muslima Is the entitlement of the Holy Prophet, Hazeat Muhammad
L7 31 ), By sending "Darood” on Mirza Ghulam Ahmad the Qadianis (reat
him equal to Hazeat Muhammad (- », v 41d* ) and thereby relegate the Holy
Prophet to the position of Mirzi Sahib, This act of the Qadianls, prima facle,
mounts to defiling the sncred and exalted name of the Holy Prophet Hazrat
Muhammad ( Fr o 1 J?)-which Is punishable under Section 295-C of the PPC, It

"Darood" in the form of (r-‘/y,gda:lg.'f) printed on the disputed invitation cards was
meant for Mirza Ghulam Ahmad but the said asscrtion was not controverted by
the petitioners’ learned counsel. The offence under Section 295-C of the PPC is

prohibition of Section 497 of the Cr.P.C.

10. For the fore-going di.scussion, Bashir Ahmad, Yousaf and Ijaz Ahmad,
petitioners No.4, 5 and 6 respectively are not entitled to the concession of pre-

arrest bail. The interim bail order dated 10.6.1992 qua them is, therefore, recalled|D

and their bail petition dismissed. The petition in respect of the petitioners No.1, 2,
3,7 and 8 is allowed and the interim bail order qua them is confirmed.

(MBC). o,éy }475 ) (Approved [or reporting) Orders accordingly.
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.Q/ ' - Present: MIAN NAZIR AKHTAR, J A
' %f NASIR AHMAD and anolhqr--Pcli_g‘ioners

THE STATE--Respondent
Criminal Misc. N0.2163-B; of 1992, dismissed.on 2.8.1992.

(i) Buil-- )
----Offence under Seclions 295-A, 295-C and. 298-C of PPC--Bail--Grant of--
Prayer for--Contention. that Darood ( £8 Jrs f ¥ 4 o ) printed on invitation
cards in question was meant for Mirza Ghulam Ahmad, has not been
controverted by petitioners’ 'couﬁgel--H\eld: There. are reasonable grounds for
belicving that. petitioners have committed an offence under Section 295-C of
PPC which falls within prohibitory clause of Scction 497 of Cr.P.C.--Held

{ further: Petitioners do not deserve concession of bail--Petition dismissed.

| [Pp.434&435|D&E
' (i) Constitution of Pakistan, 1973--

~--Art.200(3-B)--Qadianis and other followers of Mirza Ghulam Ahmad--
| Whether form a separate community of non-Muslims--Question of--Tcuchings
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v\
Jlirza
ﬁ‘:& Ghulam Ahmad show thut he considered only his own fo
e claim of

\lims and decl
ared all other. Muslims who did not dccept RIS
prophethood, to be kafirs and non-Muslims--Mirza Ghulam Ah ad did notl

attend funeral ceremony of his own son who did not believe 17 .' s
did not purllClpalc'l

Zafarullah Khan, first Foreign Minister of Pakistan, .
Held: There can no cavil Wi
cparalc

l'Unﬁl'ill_.pl’alyers of Quaid-¢-Azam--
proposition that ‘followers of Mirza Ghulam Ahmad belong 10 2 S[P.-BIIC

community and are otherwise non-Muslims in truc religious scnse.
Whether
nt as 3

jzance

(iii) First lnform:ilion Report--
s 295-A, 295-C and 298-C of ppC--F.LR. of--
' I.R. is incompete

..--Olfence under Section
of-—Contention that F.

F.IR. is competent--Question

whole because it includes an offence under Section 295-A of pPC, cogh
whercof is barred under Section 196 cr.p.C-F.LR. includes ot .
under Sections 295-C and 298-C as well which ,fcq“i“’ no or der from :1my
official authority in matter of taking cognizance by Court--Held: Contentid?

authority does not allow Court 0 take
petent to take

has no force because even if competent
cognizance of offence under Section 295-A, Court would be com DISIA
cognizance of other offences alone. LR : [P.
(iv) Pakistan Penal Code, 1860 (XLV o‘I' 1860)--
-.--§.298-C--Qadianis or other [followers of Mirza ‘Ghulam Ahmad--Use of
expressions and Shiair-¢-Islam by--Offence of--No doubt, undcr Sccuion 298-B
' ' d by Qadianis OF other

\fic expressions cannot be usc ;
hulam Ahmad--Held: EXpress pro of said

ive licence (O Qadianis 10 Us¢ 0

hibition qua use
(her cxpressions Of
they would be

of PPC, some Spec
followers of Mirza G
‘expressions does not g
Shiair-e-Istam com
posing, themselves as

Mr.Mubashir Latif Ahma
Mr.Nazir Ahmad Ghazi, A
Mr.Rashid Munaza Quresh
Date of hearing: 15.7.1992.

Muslims which is {orbidden by Law.

d, Advocate for Petitioners.

A.G. for State.
i, Advocate for Complainant.

JUDGMENT

se registered against them and a few other

The petitioners seck bail in a ca
4 298-C of the PPC at P.S.

persons for offences under Section 295-A, 295-C an
Nankana Sahib, District Sheikhupura.
2. According to the allcgations made in the F.LR., Nasir Ahmad, petitioner

I?l(':.l. “-;lu (_)'ad:'yam and.oftcn propagates Qadiyani rcligion. In this connection a
(,”rln;mfj cuse s'lands registered against him alrcady. In the present casc, invitation
cards for marriage ceremony of the daughter of Nasir Ahmad petitioncr were gol

printcd and distributed by the acc

s

monly used by Muslims because by s0 doing,
[Pp.430&431]B _

used persons. The cards embody expressions:
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Shigir-e-Istam like el A féu 4l v -
)N ‘ ,

@m$wa,a-fﬂJﬂ~V’ ;

ds containing
which are used by Muslims. Thus by publishing the invitation car i

~{ Shigire-Islam the petitioners and their co-accused have poscdcthcmsclvcs

1 Muslims in \nolalmn of the provnsmu of Secuon 298-C of the PP

3, “The learned counsel for thc petitiofiers has raised the followmg points to

T R

o a2~

= A

5 clmm ball L

1: The F.I R. is incompetent as it includes the offence under Section 295-A

'- cognizance whereof is barred in the absence of an order

" zd‘:: {ll:: futhonty of the Central or Provincial Government or, from an
officer cmpowcrcd in this behalf by either of the two Govemmcnts as

) provxded undcr Section 196 of the Cr.P.C.. '

“The's oﬂ'enec undeér Section 298-C of the Cr.P.C. does not fall withinthe
roh'bmon ‘contained -under Section 497 of the Cr.P.C. There being no

o -def ling of the - sacred’ name ~of -the’ Holy Prophet ‘Muhammad
BRI ( Frd J‘ ) thc ol'l'encc under Section 295-C of the PPC was not made

out.

. | Thc meré usc'of words A_ fa Tigs
. 2 w ‘)l U’

b d ErENE
- did ot consmutc any offence and that the Qadlyams had the right to use

|
. !
B g " the same.
{
|
|
1

- o = A =
> o ‘<'U!Oh?-1

= N T LN R S

YT e T N g

4. Law mcrcly prolubus Qad:yauu' to use the words spccnﬁcd in Section 298-
" B of the PPC and not the other.expressions used in the invitation cards.

5. Invitation cards were’ got pubhshed by Sarfraz Ahmad, co-accused who
y was not Qadlyam e
-'f 4. On the other hand, Mr.” Naz:r Ahmad Ghazi, the learned AAG
2r strcnuously opposcd the prayer for bail and urged that Mirza Ghulaf Ahmad and

S. 1 his followers bclongmg to' Qadiayani or Lahori groups are Non Muslims and .-
consmute‘a separate: communily and were’ not entitled to pose themsclves as
' Muslims in any mannet. In this connectfon he referred to several extracts from the

:; | | Tollowing bOOLs/Pamphlcts of Mirza Sahib -

n j 1. Hagecqat-ul- Vaiu, 2. Roohani Khazam Volume XVIII, (a compxlanon

" : of Mirza Sahib's writings) 3. Tohfah Golarvia. 4. Taryaq-ul-Qalub, 5.

s 4 Zamcema Anjaam-c-Athum, 6. Aik Ghalli Ka Azalah, 7. Albushra, 8. |

‘ Tazkira, 9. Dafi-ul-Bala, 10. Durr-e-Sameen, 11. Kashti-c-Nooh, 12 :
i Tableegh-i-Risalat, 13. Nazool-e-Maseeh. ’
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» written by

bzadan Mirza Bashir Ahmad (o urge that the Qadiyanis 'trca
Muslims who do not accept Mirza Ghulam Ahmad to be (he promise Miceb-ur
Prophet, as Kafirs and Non-Muslims. He placed reliance on the casé of g)l ik
Relman and others vs. Federal Govemment of Pakistan (1% ,,5:4 ymad V5
Jehangir M. Joia vs. The State (PLD 1987 Lahore 458) and Kfiursit

0
The Govemment of Punjab (PLD 1992 Lahore 1) to urge that follO\::l';sms and by
Ghulam Ahmad belonging to Qadiani of

Lahori groups ar¢ Non-Ml

ed to -pose
virtue of provisions of section 298-C of the PPC, are st Shiair-e-Islam
themselves as Muslims dircc

dy or indi
embodied in the invitation cards

extended the invitation or :
(o attend) are Muslims. Morcover, the Qadian

Ahmad  trcati him equal :
;'\ and in this way, defile the sacr | PPC, Mr. Rashid

/?-{lso relerréd to some passages from the book 'Kaluma-lul-Fasal
ahi

Prophet ((»

Murlaza Qureshi, learned counsel for the comp
the learned AAG and added that the pc(_ltloncrs hish
mentioned in the FIR. and deserved mz'ml.num pun y m g
pointed out that petitioner No. 1 was a hiabitual offender 3§ g
criminal case stood registered. He submillcd' that the petition¢ :
themselves as Muslims and sent the invitation cards to severa
and thus injured their feelings. He controverted the assertion ©

i lim n
| that the cards were got printed by a Mus
' I:;::: ::: nlf:s p ' f the affidavit of Sagheer

laced on the record a cOPY (] ,‘ : ;
Sheerazi, proprietor of Sheerazi Printing Point Jat.'gnwala in which he deposed
that the cards were got printed by Nasir Ahmad, petitioner No. 1.

5. The first contention raised by the petitioner’ carned counsel that the
FLR is incompetent as a whole merely because it includes the offence u/s 295-A
of the PPC, cognizance whereof is barred in the absence of an order by the
Central or Provincial Governmeat of an officer authoriscd by cither of the two,

des other offcnces u/s 295-C and 298-C of the

has no substance. The F.LR inclu ] Cal
PPC as well which require no order from any official authority in the matter of
A | taking of cognizance by the court. Moreover, the sfage of taking cognizance of the

offence by the court has not yet reached so as to attract the provisions of section
196 of the Cr.P.C. The police can conduct’ investigation into the offences

mentioned in the FLR and su
jurisdiction. If the order of the competent authority
cognizance of the offence u/s 295-A of the PPC is not rece
would be competent to take cognizance of other offences alone.’

6. A bare reading of the invitation cards, prima-facie, gives an impression

allowing the court to take
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bmit a challan in- the court of competent

ived, then the court ;

B | that these have been got published and sent by Muslims. No doubt, u/s 298-B of
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“the PPC, so |

] m 1 H ]
1 Momineen Khal?l specific - expressions like - Asmirul-Momineen, Khallpha-tu-
1 Qadianis « ‘Phatul-Muslimecen, Suhabi or Ahail-c-Bait cannot be used by the
rohibid or ather followers of Mirza Ghulam Ahmad. However, the express
| Bt on qua use of the 39id cxpressions does not give a licence to the
4 anis to use other expressions or Shiair-e-Islam commonly used by Muslims

1 because b : i
i y so doing they would ‘ (il ¢
! forbidden by the Iaw.g y would be posing themsclves as Muslims which is

T,

-
)

: 7 The argument raiscd by the learned AAG and the complainant’s learned
! counscl that Mirza Ghulam Ahmud and his followers are Non-Muslims and
; l:;:gng o a, l;;s_eparau: community not forming _part of t!ae Muslim Ummah
,j " odies nothing _bul the whol? truth. The teachings of Mirza Ghulam Ahmad
3 show that l.lc considcred only his own followers to be Muslims and declared all
4 other Muslims who did not accept his claim of prophethood to be Kafirs and Non-
3 Muslims. In Kalmat-nl-Fasal, Mirza Bashir Ahmad had made detailed discussion
i, in Chapters 2, 3 & 6 on the basis of teachings of Mirza Sahib to show that all
+ those who did not believe in the claims and teachings of Mirza Ghulam Ahmad |C
| were Kafirs and Non-Muslims-and that the Qadianis/Ahmadis should not attend
1 their marriage or death ceremonies. Mirza Ghulam Ahmad did not attend the
! funeral ceremony of his own son Fazal Ahmad who did not believe in him. Ch. |
{ Zafar-Ullah Khan the first Forcign Minister of Pakistan did not participate in the
{ funeral prayers of Hazrat Quid-i-Azam, the founder of Pakistan. Thus there can
1be no cavil with the proposition that followers of Mirza Ghulam Ahmad belong to
{a separate community and are otherwise Non-Muslims in the true religious sense.
! They have been so declared by virtue of the provisions of Sub Article 3-B of
e Article 260 of the Constitution of Pakistan. '

. 8 Mr. Nazir Ahmad Ghaz, the learned AAG has referred to a large
%number of books, pamphlcts and writings of Mirza Ghulam Ahmad to §h°,§‘f that
1he was "planted” by the British Imperialism. He rcfc'rred_to lh-e. apph'catloy_qf
FjMirza Sahib (sent to the Licutenant Governor of Punjab) in which he described
ipimsclf as a tay 22K of the British Government (Tableegh-i-Risalat Vol. VII,
gpage 88). He contended that the basic object of tc.achings Pl' Mirza Sahib was to
i persuade Muslims of the Sub-continent to bow their headg in complete obedience
;lo the British Government, [0 considcr obedience to the British Govcrn!nel,lt asa
ipart of Islam, Lo treat Jehad as Haram in future, and to brcalflthc‘h:iushms.bonc:‘ :
iof love for Hazrat Muhammad ( ,’ S ) througha/L-/! d.f/(lc shgmg :A ;

. iprophethood with Hazrat Muhammad ( #s & 3 J*)- He has also Ul'gci d at :he

iteachings and beliefs of Mirza Ghulam Ahmad relating to, Ahmght);h ':(}:l'm:

iHoly Prophet and finality of his prophethgod, the Holy QEl[an, Hc. 2 ;m .
'Tayyaba, the traditions of the Holy Prophet, the concept of Eiman, Haj,

e for | i i i hri ct for Ahl-e-Bait and the
Irespect for the carlier Prophets including Christ, respect OF AR o

" {Holy places of Makka and Madcena are diametrically OPPO-"‘fdﬂmblc o
‘Muslims throughout the world. The above arguments have copstlb ot i

'but since | am dealing with a bail matter, | nced not enter In

i
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J ission on the said points. However, 1 may briefly réfer to some of the bﬂh&{‘
'and teachings of Mirza Ghulam Ahmad for the limited purpose of dispos 0‘ this
bail petition and to sce whether the Darood printed on the dispﬂlcdd[ﬂ““":

irectly

cards is meant for Mirza Ghulam Ahmad or not and whether it can o
indircctly have the effect of defiling the sacred name of Hazrat Muhamm

( r' {b }' J‘ )t
Y. According to Muslim
Prophet Hazrat Muhammad (

Holy Quran:--

s, Darood-o-Salam is the entitlement of the Holy
1o s J) by virtue of the following verse of the

k"h.,b}'?w_wwg@lh,u AL,

Darood-o-Salum is the highest act of virtue which fosters the M
love and respect for the Holy Prophet (12 J’). The question. Td
Mirza Ghulam Ahmad ever claimed that he W : eserved

Darood (55) like the Holy Prophet?/ -

10, Muslims throughout the world uphold the cherish .
- ' ¢ Muhammad (s & & &) Tm:g

hgod.of Hazra

i 3 he
and unqualified finality of prop et { arrival of any new Prophet

- firmly and contemptuo |
#1 5P ). Accarding to

Hazrat Muhammad ( ) :
Hazrat Muhammad ((", sHp)is 'd.i:)l dd (last of the pmpbcts) who hmi.‘:elf
declared in unambiguous words that_there could be no Prophct after him.
However, Mirza Sahib claimed to be a Prophet and advanced the idea that Hazrat
Muhammad (¥ & 31" was not the final seal on Prophethood but was the holder
of seal for approving Prophets in future (Haqccqat-ul-‘Val_ﬁ pages 27-28). He
advanced the novel idea of second appearance ( < =%y ) of Hazrat Muhamma.d

azrat Muhammad ( Frae P )had again

(2 &) and claimed that in him H

* appearcd in the world in Bnuzi form and added that in his first appearance in
Arabia he was like " Jif * (moon of the first night) and that in his second
ough him (Mirza Sahib) he was like * J¥os

h but superiorily over the Holy Prophet

appearance thr
way, he not only -claimed equality wit

Frasd (S i) | - .
1. Following the reachings of his father, Mirza Bashir-ud-Din Mehmood

declared that any person can progress and achieve the highest status and can even

excel Hazrat Muhammad (s & ¥ &, (Alfazal 17th July, '1972), (M5 it 3w,

 12.Itis the firm beliel of Muslims that after Allah, the highest position in the
universe is enjoyed by Hazrat Muhammad Frd i) and that no Muslim can
 imagine to be equal to him. What to speak of the Holy Prophét, no Muslim can

claim to be equal to a companion ( J¥* ) of the Holy Prophet. However, Mirza

Sahib has venturcd lo claim complete equality and identity with Hazrat

Muhammad ( /s ¢ A1 ). He asserted (in Khutba Ilhamia) th
. nac ’). He : that any pe h
differentiated between him and Mustafa (i.e. Hazrat Muhaznm':ld, 12)';"- jo;'wt}'c;

neither saw nor recognized him (Mirza Sahib) 5 o 34 5 - He claimed that he got

the Holy Quran the 1’1'_Ophi=t '

* (full moon). In this

Lk,

et st MA LGS -.,.“',J ’
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" the name of
of Muhammad 1 31 J¢) and Ahmad 1 A J* along-with the status
foly Prophet. In his

tof
| pa.s:ff\'l’:fg“!"‘ bc“‘use'he wus lost in the love of the F
ptioned as ‘Aik Ghalti Ka Azala’ he wrote as underi=-

S B o S e F S & S (P 52

| Strangely enough, Hazrat Abu Bakar Siddique whose love for tho Holy Prophet

§ Ve exemplary and matchless did not acquire the status of a Prophet. The rcason

| ' obvious, The door of new prophethood was closed for ever. Hence, any degree

1 of love for the Holy Prophet cannot fructify into prophcth However, other
5 SP“'lmal. positions short of prophclhood\ can be attained by Muslims. The

| companions of the Holy Prophet who had profound love for the Holy Prophet
o B warned by Allah not to raise their voice above that of the' Holy Prophet.

Cog failing which their good deeds were to be lost imperceptibly. Allah’s warning was

| meant to keep Muslims within certain limits so that they should not show equality

{ with the Holy Proph‘et'cven‘in respect of > yolui oice. Due to love for.

| the Holy Prophet Muslims love : aces where he lived .

1 and moved about. They love the sand, dust, dates and cven strects of Makka and

(Roza-i-Rasool) is loved and

| Madeena. The burial place ©
of Jannat in view of the tradition of the Holy

B respected b Muslims as a part itig
{ Prophet ;Jll SuS 4y 7 - & et (Siraj-ul-Munir, Sharrah Jame-al Sagheer,
| page 246). However, Mirza Gholam Ahmad has ventured to show disrespect to

{ Hazrat Muhammad ( /) & &' & ).by claiming equality and identity with him. He
| also showed disrespect to the Holy places of Makka and Madcena by declaring
! Qadian as Haram like: Makka and Madeena and by saying that a visit to Qadian

| was superior to; and better than Nafti Haj. He went to the exent of using

| } derogatory language about burial place of the Holy Prophet Hazrat Muhammad

" (% Hd). Apparently in his zeal to show superiority of the Holy Prophet over

diate the idea of ascendance. of Christ from heavens, Mirza

| Christ and to repudia
| Sahib, wrote as under:-- .k
f .;;.f..-..‘_o’lu'az.;14ukfo:‘;jd'/.5"f€;—/"fg_u‘g— Jw
T it LGS 5
:/u‘-fuz;Jé/?f’ﬁ+fﬂ“PJ4€&P¢’vV:»[VJJ”'z
} I'ZLLV:L.:«}TLJL:‘ 1 sl g 229 0SS e J4 J;’k}‘. -! 6/6;‘
i amet S S EB
'-yﬂ:é—d‘r;E“JU#)JJ'-GJ-'/“ﬁ{UV"If:a/‘.’
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W‘Cgl‘cvcr the worth or value of the argum

7
Hazrat Muhammad (¥, & 31 &) and Hazrat Eisa/Christ (/¥ one thin
ho burial place of the

that Mirza Sahib made highly disparaging remarks about |

Holy Prophet which a Muslim shudders to imagine. Mirza Suhib claimed t!ml he
was superior to Hazrat Imam Hasah and Imam Hussain s ) ﬂﬂf‘ slightc
them in his books Dalfi-ul-Bala, Nazool-ul-Mascch and Dur-c-Samin’ (Some

. g ; ndix- .d to the order). The
relevant extracts are reproduced in Appendix-A, attache J‘)ocmbo dy profound

traditions of the Holy Prophet Hazral Muhammad (/s 2 #'
‘love for Hazrat Imam Hassan and Imam Hussain but Mirza Ghulam fshmafl c(twflfll(: |
proclaimed himself to be ‘Muhammad’). has shown contempt and disrcspe A

Hasnain (/%' &) . N o » ]

ing | efer i :«h shock the min .

13. After expressing the above referred views which s o

- injure the feelings ‘of Muslims, Mirza Sahib has claimed !hat he dc;:oﬁ Dar% ,

o-Salam. According to him ‘Allah sends Darood on l.um.. The Immation .
containing revelations of Mirza Ghulam Ahmad contains follovdng reve

ent qua the comparative status of
g is cleat

In his book Arbacen No. 2 Mifza Ghulam Ahmad said as under:--

i g s P TG 1t ST e
Jluyufr"b/uffq_?ﬂjb’dl_q,rljt/gl,,luzL/uuﬁl
u"’:’-f&tﬂ—ﬁ’:c#»’»‘d‘-—/"’f,}‘u),g;pf

(U/‘L".'}»‘ ey
_ J:'Z/J'r“”ﬁf-—"ifd'
f;_faAé_,,z,»l?stﬂquJl
ud uz.ﬁ‘:;{ag sl ge UL L

&

o § hamed oy G S 2MILY
Lo e Vs P e f =P U2

rl.? 23! 2ok

s e i

lf:tr']
643272

ook Hageeqat-ul-Vahi (by Mirza Ghulam Ahmad) contains the

Again the b
lation in Chaptcr 4 page 75:--

" following rcve

Lo e G S V. :g'ﬁ".,vu.ﬁ,lmb-.)';.w

e e

e

P

The same revelation is also found at pages 242 and 631-32 of the book Tazkirah.
Mcaning thereby that Ashaab-i-Suffa (persons sitting on the platform) recite
D|Darood for Mirza Ghl!lam Ahmad. Thus it is evident that the Qadianis recite -
Darood-o-Salam for Mirza Ghulam Ahmad and thereby equate him with Hazrat

e e P
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| not believe in him) to be Kafirs. During the coursc of arguments it was firmly

" offence u/s 295-C of the PPC which falls within the prohibitory clause of section
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Muhammad ( &, . 21 §*). This, prima facie, amounts to dcfiling the sacred and
exalted name of the Holy Prophet Hazrat Muhammad f )+ 31 J ) because in this
manner his position is lowercd 1o that of Mirza Ghulam Ahmad who , on his own
showing was, is¢ =*¥ s70f the British Government, who considered faithfulness and
obedience to the British Government as a part of Islam, dcclared ‘Jchad’ to bc
Haram who slighted Imam Hussain ( (%) and who dcclared all Muslims (who did

asserted by the learned A.A.G that the Darood '/t Jrs f & /" printed on th'c
invitation cards in question was imeant for Mirza Ghulam Ahmad but this
assertion was not controverted by the petitioners’ learned counsel. Hence, there
are reasonable grounds for believing that the petitioners have committed an

S —

. 497 of the Cr.P.C.

14, For the foregoing discussion, the petitioners do not deserve the | g

" concession of bail. Resultantly, their bail petition is dismissed.

\
]
}
11
« o f
1
a9

(MBCj = — (Approved for reporting) Bail refused.
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