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Kerala puts new
libel law on hold

NEST ALY

- We will sjéek debate on amendment: CM

We are not intending to
implement the amended Act.
A detailed discussion will be held in

# Kerala puts new
- libellaw on hold
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Arch rivals Con%s and by Mr. Vijayan repeatedly.
BJP found themselves on the Instead, the ordinanc

the Assembly and further steps will
be taken after hearing views

from various gquarters

PINARAY! VIJAYAN, [Kerata Chief Minister

O 1t is unfortunate that the Governor
gave his assent to the amendment

,&i"? & Act, whichi curtails media freedom

SPECIAL CORRESPONDENT
THIRUVANANTHAPURAM

The Kerala government on
Monday decided not to put
into immediate effect an or-
dinance that sought to em-
power the police to prose-
cute persons disseminating
defamatory content.

Announcing the rollback,
! Chief Minister Pinarayi Vi-
~ jayan said various quarters
. had aired scepticism about
the recent revision to the
Kerala Police Act, 201L
Hence, the government had
decided not to implement
the ordinance signed into
law by Kerala Governor Arif
Muhammad Khan last week.

Alternatively, the govern-
ment would seek a consen-
sus by placing the amend-
ment for debate in the
Assembly, he said.

The decision came after
Mr, Vijayan held discussions
with members of the CPI(M)
State secretariat and the Left
Democratic Front (LDF}.

Earlier, CPI(M) general se-

MULLAPPALLY RAMACHANDRAN, Kerala Congress chief

cretary Sitaram Yechury in-
dicated in New Delhi that the
Kerala government would
“reconsider” the implemen-
tation of the contentious
amendment.

The LDF and the govern-
ment had come under criti-
cism from opposition par-
ties, journalists and civil

rights activists for promul- .

gating a “black law” that
threatened free speech and
the freedom of the press.
LDF convener and CPI{M)
acting State secretary A. Vi-
jayaraghavan said concerns
raised by progressive per-
sons had prompted the reth-
ink. The misuse of social me-
dia as a potent vehicle for
slander targeting women,
children and families had
necessitated the law, he said.
However, the scope of po-
tential abuse of the law
prompted its abandonment.
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same page -opposing the
newly introduced Section
118 A of the Act.

The amendment pro-
posed a three-year prison
termt and a fine of up to
{10,000 for those convicted
of producing, publishing or
disseminating derogatory
content through any means
of communicaton to intimi-
date, insult or defame any
person.

Opposition parties point-
ed out the law did not res-
trict itself to curbing “vile
and inhumane social media
posts against women and
children” alone, as claimed

stopped short of limiting t}
law to social media and le
the amendment open 1
broad and subjective inte
pretation by the police.

At a stroke, the amem
ment brought the conve
tional media and also tt
whole gamut of social med
posts and online comme:
tary under its ambit.

It also conceivably grar
ed the police untrammelle
authority to examine pr
blished and broadcast co:
tent and register cases ¢
their own and even in tt
absence of a specific cor
plaint, the opposition said



