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In the case of Jarnail Singh vs State Of Haryana decided by the Supreme Court of India on July 1,
2013, the appellant, Jarnail Singh, was accused of kidnapping and raping a minor girl (referred to
as the prosecutrix, VW - PW6). The case details include her abduction from her father's house and
subsequent recovery from Jarnail Singh's custody. The prosecution presented substantial evidence,
including medical and forensic reports, to support the charges against Jarnail Singh. The appellant
contended that the prosecutrix had accompanied him willingly and that their sexual intercourse

was consensual.

In view of the discussion, the court concluded-

We have given our thoughtful consideration to the above noted submission, advanced at the hands
of the learned counsel for the appellant. We, however, find no merit therein. It is not as if the
prosecution version is entirely based on the statement of the prosecutrix VW - PW6. It would be
relevant to mention, that her recovery from the custody of the accused-appellant Jarnail Singh from

the house of Shashi Bhan, at Raipur, is sought to be established from the statement of Moti Ram-



PW3. There can therefore be no room for any doubt, that after she was found missing from her
father’s residence on 25.3.1993, and after her father Jagdish Chandra- PW8 had made a complaint
to the police on 27.3.1993, she was recovered from the custody of the accused-appellant Jarnail
Singh. Thereafter, the prosecutrix VW - PW6 was subjected to medico-legal examination by Dr.
Kanta Dhankar-PW1 on 29.3.1993 itself at 3.00 p.m. Dr. Kanta Dhankar-PW 1, in her independent
testimony, affirmed that she had been subjected to sexual intercourse, inasmuch as her hymen was
found ruptured. Even though the visual examination of the prosecutrix VW — PW6, during the
course of her medico-legal examination did not reveal the presence of semen or blood, yet the
report of the forensic science laboratory (Exhibit PL) and of the Serologist (Exhibit PL/1) clearly
establish the presence of semen on her salwar, underwear and pubic hair. The serologist’s report
also disclose, medium and small blood stains on her “salwar”. In her own deposition, she had
mentioned that, when she was raped by the accused-appellant Jarnail Singh and his accomplices,
bleeding had taken place and she had felt pain, and her clothes were stained with blood. Her
deposition stands scientifically substantiated by Exhibits PL and PL/1. The suggestion put to the
prosecutrix VW — PW6 at the behest of the accused-appellant Jarnail Singh, during the course of
her cross-examination, that she had accompanied the accused-appellant Jarnail Singh, of her own
free will and had had sexual intercourse with him consensually, leaves no room for any doubt, that
she was in his company, and that, he had had sexual intercourse with her. The assertion that the
prosecutrix VW — PW6 had accompanied the accused-appellant Jarnail Singh, and had had sexual
intercourse with him consensually is completely ruled out, because as per the substantiated
prosecution version, the prosecutrix VW - PW6 was not taken away by the accused-appellant
Jarnail Singh alone, but also, by his three accomplices. All the four of them had similarly violated
her person. Additionally, in her statement under Section 164 of the Code of Criminal procedure,
the prosecutrix VW - PW6 had asserted, that in the first instance, after having caught hold of her,
the accused had made her inhale something from a cloth which had made her unconscious.
Thereafter, when the accused-appellant Jarnail Singh attempted to commit intercourse with her,
she had slapped him. He had then put a cloth in her mouth, to stop her from raising an alarm.
Thereafter, each one of the accomplices had committed forcible intercourse with her in turns. The
factum of commission of forcible intercourse by the accused-appellant, as also, his accomplices
was reiterated by her during her testimony before the Trial Court as PW6. Besides the aforesaid,

there is a statement of her own father, Jagdish Chandra (PW8) who also in material particulars had



corroborated the testimony of the prosecutrix VW - PW6. The prosecutrix VW — PW6, was not
subjected to cross-examination on any of these issues. Nor was the prosecutrix confronted with
either the statements made by her under Section 161 or Section 164 of the Code of Criminal
Prosecution, so as to enable her to explain discrepancies, if any. Therefore, we find no merit at all,
in the submission advanced by the learned counsel. In the above view of the matter, we are satisfied
that there was substantial material corroborating the statement of the prosecutrix VW - PW6, for

an unequivocal determination of the guilt of the accused-appellant Jarnail Singh.

No other submission besides those dealt with hereinabove, was advanced at the hands of the
learned counsel for the appellant. For the reasons recorded above, we find no merit in the instant

appeal and the same is accordingly dismissed.



