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Case ‘Against Mr. C. D. Nayagam
And Swami Shapmuganand,a

Madras, Oct. 26.

Hearing wasTesumed on Mon-
day last of the caseagainst Mr.
C. D. Nayagam and: Swami
da for abet t of
fore the Premier's,
Th
in connection with the anti- Hmd!
agitation, before Mr. Kunnikrish-
na Nair, Third _Presidency
Megistrate, Bgmore.

‘When thecase was takén up,
Mr. K. C. Subramaniam Chettiar,
Counsel, ' represented . .that he

examineithe Hon:
ﬁ:pYﬂfkutlgHusan, the: Hon: Mr.
V. I. Munuswami . Pillai, Minis*
ters _of the Grovstnmeni of
Madras, Mr. X. D i Pillai

pmkehng ¥

NISTERS CITED
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Alleged Promotign’ Of
Class Hatred.

CASE AGAINST MR. R.
SWAMINATHAN
Madras, Oct. 24. 2

Thbe complaint filed by  “the
Police against Mr. R. Swami-
nathan of - Chintadripet under
sections 1153/ (A) -~ (promoting|
enimity: ‘between classes) ‘and
505 (o) inciting any ' ecommunity
to | commit .voffence ' against|¢
‘another community) in respaet
0!

v
)
y

f

and others for the defence.

The Magistrate . asked the
Counsel how the ‘exramination of
the witnesses for the defence
could be relevent “in fhe case in
question.

Counsel submitted that he
proposed tn  prove to the court.
thad the first two witnesses, he
proposed to examime, themselves
advocited and encouraged.
picketing onanubnr cloves, and
bow the'very 'same _picketing
adopted by these ‘opposed tothe
mtroduohon of compulsory’
I[mdx was now characterised as
an “offence”.

thon proceeded  to
Mr, A. K. Venkatesa

| Counsel
eXamine

made :by ¢ him in
conneot;o(n with the nntLHmdt
agitation-in.: July: ‘last,” " was
heard to-day by Mr{ Abbas: Ali,
Chief Presidency '~ Magistrate,
Egmore.

When _the complaint.  was|:
taken up for hearing, the Magis- |
trate asked the acoused whether

@'or had any one to. defend
him.

A
The accused replied ~in \the

mnegative.

Examined for the prosecution
by Mr. S.  Anantaraman,
grown Prosecutor. Mr.:0. Vi

runagiri Mudaliar said that he !
was an Inspector attached to the
Crime Branch of the City Police.

Iyer, Reponer on the staff of
‘I'he . Hinduw”’, . who ‘reported
icketing activities in dennec-
fmn vnth Zauzibar ‘Clove Boy-
cott in the city of Madrason
May 7 last.

Witnesses stated that he sent
in the report under ‘the heading
“Zanzibar Clove Boyeott” on
page 12, column 2 of the issue of
May, 7. Twoother news-items in
the same" “column(' were not
Teported by him: The two 1tems
were - statements sent to  the
press by the gentlemen congern-

ed.

At Ghe time of tha p\cket-
ing, the Hon. Muniswami Pillai
was present his report was
liased ‘on pereonal knowledge
#nd the information gathered.

‘Witness was next asked by the
Counsel to see on page 14 of the
itisue of the “Hindu” of June, 17.

| Witness turned to'the page and
Isaid that he forind a report under
the caption “Anti-Hindusthani
Meeting.” He said that it was
not.a report sent by him, bat one
sent by the Dindigul Correspon
dent of the “Hindu.”” It was a
reiport of a meeting at which the
Hon. Mr.. Yakub' Hasan Sait
spoke. Witness also took two
photozraphs which' appeared in
the issus of the “Hindu” of May
7. In one of the two photos; the
Hon. Mr. Yakub Hasan Sait was
€een, and - in another, Mrs.
Reghuraj Bharathi. '

Cross-examined- by the Pro-
secutmg Tnspector, witness said
that he” could" ascertain ‘afthe
office, whether the negatives of
the photographs could ' bo avai- :
Iable.

Mr, Y. A. John, Asst. Photo-
grapher . on the staff .of the
“Madras. Mail”, = was, next

examined. He said that he took
a photo of “Mr. Ponnuswami,
picketing in front of the Pre.
mier’s house on June 3 last. The
photo was pubhxhsd in the next
day's issue of the “Madras Mail”

" Mr. Ponnuswami was seated at
» distance away from the gate
of the Premier’s house.
ihe photo while Mr. Pannnawaml
was pu:kedng.

Further.. hearing, of thecu-sﬁ
was then adjourned to Oct. 29.

He took ¢

He was instructed to lay a com-
plaint-against the accused by
the Commissioner of Police. The
prosecution was launched on the
orders ‘of the Government and in
pursuance of “the  Government
Order ‘No." 4819 Miscellaneous,
Home' Department dated Sth
October. 1938. 'The ‘orler was 's
signed by the'Secretary of the ™
Home " Department. . A free (D

translation ' of the ~ speeches I
delivered by the ' accused gnse
Tamil was received with ' the, 8
Government ° Order. Witness |1
next ‘identified the ‘complaint |8
signed by him and ‘ laid * before |d
the Court.

The Magistrate - then - asked
the accused whether e had
anything to ask of the  witness
by way of cross-examination.

Before' the accused could
question the witness, the Magis-
trate said :—He never said any-
thing against you.  You could
ask the next witness.
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The next witness to be exa-
mined for the prosecution was
Mr. Swaminatha Sastri. Mr.
Aiyer, exammed said that he
was a shorthand. sub: Tnspector
attached to the Vellore Short-
hand bureau. He had 'experi-
ongce in taking down speeches
made at public = meetings, in
Tamil . Shorthand = verbatim.
He attended s meeting
held in front  of Pada-
vatamman Koil Street, in Kondi-
thope at which the accused
spoke.' The meeting commenced
at abuut 630 p.m. Pandit Nara-
yani- Ammal presided ‘at the
beginning of the meeting ~and:
later Mrs. Meenambal Sivaraj
presided. The meeting ended at
10 45 p. m.

Continuing, Mr. Aiyer’ said
that he was there thfoughout
the meeting. About 700 people
attended the mesting. There
were aboat 50 ladies also pre-
sent.
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The Magistrate translated the
evidence of the witaess from
English to Tamil and asked the'
witness :—Whab 8ort of people
‘were they wao nttende@ the.
meeting?
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Witness: Some of them were ¥
Adi:Dravidas, labourars: nnd b!

osher low 'class people; 1. was'
1




