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APPELLATE JURISDICTION / LANDMARK PRECEDENT

State of U.P. v. M.K. Anthony

Registry Status : REPORTED PRECEDENT -- OFFICIAL RECORD

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY & KEY HIGHLIGHTS

In this cornerstone ruling authored by Justice D.A. Desai, the Supreme Court laid down
classic, authoritative principles for the judicial appreciation of oral witness evidence and
the evaluation of extra-judicial confessionsin criminal trials. The Court ruled that human
memory is not infallible and witnesses are not photographic cameras; minor discrepancies,
normal omissions, and peripheral variations inevitable due to lapse of time or stress do not
corrode the credibility of anatural, truthful witness. The Court also held that an extra-
judicia confession, if proved voluntary, credible, and made to an unbiased person, is
substantive evidence that can sustain conviction without corroboration.

* Holistic Appreciation of Oral Evidence:Witness testimony must be evaluated as an
integrated whole to ascertain whether the core narrative possesses a 'ring of truth'.

* Minor Discrepancies Do Not Corrode Credibility:Peripheral inconsistencies and normal
errors of observation cannot be used by courts to reject natural eyewitness testimony.

*  Tripartite Classification of Discrepancies:Delineates between (i) normal human errors,
(i) material contradictions shaking the core case, and (iii) deliberate fal sehoods.

*  Extra-Judicia Confession as Substantive Evidence:An extra-judicial confession is not
inherently wesak; if voluntary and natural, it can form the sole foundation of conviction.

* Limits of Appellate Interference:An appellate court cannot overturn atrial court
conviction on trivial inconsistenciesif the foundational prosecution case is established
beyond reasonable doubt.

2. FACTUAL MATRIX & IMPUGNED PROCEEDINGS

The respondent, M.K. Anthony, was employed at the Central Food Technological Research
Institute, Lucknow. He was charged with murdering his wife Stellaand two infant children,
aged four years and eight months, on the night of 21/22 April 1978.

The alleged motive was acute financial distress, matrimonial discord, and Anthony'sillicit
relationship with another woman.

The prosecution relied on circumstantial evidence, neighbor testimony showing Anthony entering
and leaving the house around the time of the murders, and an extra-judicial confession made by
Anthony to his close friend and colleague, Mr. Nair (PW-4).

Anthony had confessed to PW-4 that he strangled his wife and children to escape unbearable
domestic and financial misery.

The Sessions Court convicted Anthony under Section 302 IPC and sentenced him to death. On
appeal, the Allahabad High Court acquitted him, citing minor discrepancies between witness
depositions and Section 161 CrPC statements, and treating the extra-judicia confession as
weak evidence. The State appealed to the Supreme Court.

5. POINTS OF LAW FRAMED & ANSWERED

Legal Issue Framed Supreme Court's Holding

How should criminal courts evaluate minor Evidence must be evaluated holisticaly. Minor,

discrepancies and contradictionsin oral peripheral discrepancies arising from lapse of

testimony? memory or individual observational differences do
not discredit an otherwise truthful witness.

Can an extra-judicia confession form the sole Yes. If an extra-judicial confession is shown to

basis of conviction in amurder trial? be completely voluntary, credible, and made to an

unbiased person without police influence, itis
substantive evidence capable of sustaining
conviction.

URBAN RIGHTS LEGAL CONSULTANTS | SUPREME COURT ARCHIVE -- CERTIFIED RECORD Page 1



State of U.P. v. M.K. Anthony | SUPREME COURT OF INDIA

What is the legal standard required to reject a Only material contradictions that strike at the

witness's testimony on the ground of root of the prosecution case and shake the core

contradiction? credibility of the witness justify rejecting
testimony.

6. STATUTORY FRAMEWORK & MODERN LEGISLATIVE ALIGNMENT

Precedent Reference / Former Modern Act (BNSS/BNS /BSA /
Statute CPA)
Evidence Act Section 3 BSA Section 2

(Definition of ‘Proved’)

Evidence Act Section 24 BSA Section 22
(Confessions)

Evidence Act Section 134 (Number BSA Section 135
of Witnesses)

IPC Section 302 (Murder) BNS Section 103

7. SUBSEQUENT JUDICIAL TREATMENT & LINEAGE

Doctrinal & Procedural Analysis

Definition of 'Proved’; Anthony
established that ‘proved beyond
reasonable doubt' does not mean
proof beyond a shadow of doubt or
mathematical certainty.

Confession caused by inducement,
threat, or promise; voluntary
extra-judicia confessionsfree
from coercion are admissible and
reliable.

Number of witnesses; quality and
credibility of evidence prevail
over sheer quantity of witnesses.

Murder provisions; circumstantial
proof and voluntary confession
sufficient to sustain conviction.

*  State of U.P. v. KrishnaMaster (2010) 12 SCC 324:Followed M.K. Anthony on the principle

that minor contradictions do not taint credible testimony.

* Rohtash v. State of Haryana (2012) 6 SCC 589:Applied the holistic appreciation test to
eyewitness evidence.

* Birbal Nath v. State of Rajasthan (2024) 3 SCC 419:Cited regarding the evidentiary weight
of voluntary extra-judicia confessions.

8. PRACTICAL LITIGATION PLAYBOOK & STRATEGIC CHECKLIST

* Defend Normal Discrepancies During Arguments:When cross-examination reveal's minor
date/time variances, cite M.K. Anthony to demonstrate that natural witnesses cannot
reproduce photographic memory.

* Corroborate Extra-Judicial Confessions with Conduct:When relying on an extra-judicial
confession, link it to the accused's post-crime conduct under Section 8 I[EA / Section 6
BSA.

* Emphasize the 'Ring of Truth':Present the narrative of prosecution witnesses as a
coherent, probable sequence of events.

*  Pinpoint Material Contradictions:Distinguish between minor discrepancies and material
contradictions that alter the identity of the assailant or the crime scene.

*  Cross-Examine on Extra-Judicial Confession Setting: Scrutinize why the accused chose that
specific confidant; establish delays in disclosure to police or close links between the
witness and police officers.

*  Confront Witnesses with Section 161 CrPC Omissions.Demonstrate that vital assertions made

at trial were significant omissions in police statements under Section 162 CrPC / Section
181 BNSS.
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