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ABSTRACT  

Judicial accountability is not the same as the accountability of the Executive or the Legislature or any 

other public institution. This is because the independence and impartiality expected of the judicial organ 

is different from other agencies.” To say about judicial power to ordinary citizens, it is important to ponder 

the old analogy of the motor car. The distribution of power among the Executive, the legislature and the 

judiciary is like that the Executive controls the steering wheel. It decides which way the country will go. 

The Legislature regulates  the fuel supply. It votes the money to fund the policies which the Executive 

advises. The judiciary wing controls the brakes. It has the power to say no, when it feels  that the Executive 

or the Legislature have crossed  their limits as powers given under the Constitution. It is a very useful way 

though it is not a perfect one. The most significant point is, that it emphases on the fact that by and large 

the  power of judiciary  is a off-putting one. It should not be taken  like  a fear or threat  to the Executive 

but generally as a instructive authority. The judicial officers are the protectors of the Constitution. 

Key words: Constitution, judiciary ,power ,accountability ,instructive authority . 

INTRODUCTION  

The word 'accountable' as characterized in the Oxford Dictionary1 signifies 'liable for your own choices 

or activities and expected to clarify them when you are inquired'. Responsibility is the sine qua non of 

majority rule government. Straightforwardness encourages responsibility. No open organization or public 

functionary is absolved from responsibility albeit the way of authorizing responsibility may differ 

contingent on the idea of the workplace and the capacities released by the workplace holder. The legal 

executive, a fundamental wing of the State, is additionally responsible. Legal responsibility, 

notwithstanding, isn't on a similar plane as the responsibility of the chief or the lawmaking body or some 

                                                      
1 https://www.oxfordlearnersdictionaries.com/ 
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other public organization. Indian commonwealth is under serious strain. Confidence of the individuals in 

the quality, trustworthiness and productivity of administrative establishments stands genuinely dissolved.  

They go to the judiciary as the last stronghold of expectation. Yet, of late, even here things are getting 

progressively upsetting and one is sadly not any more in a situation to say that everything is great with the 

legal executive. The autonomy and unbiasedness of the judiciary is one of the signs of the popularity based 

arrangement of the public authority. Just an unprejudiced and free legal executive can ensure the privileges 

of the individual and can give equivalent equity without dread and favor. The constitution of India gives 

numerous advantages to keep up the freedom of judiciary. In the event that the Preamble to our 

Constitution be viewed as the impression of the yearnings and soul of the individuals, at that point one 

thing that even a layman will note is that among the different objectives that the Constitution-creators 

planned to make sure about for the residents, "Equity Social, Economic and Political" has been referenced 

before the rest." No individual, anyway high, is exempt from the laws that apply to everyone else. No 

foundation is excluded from responsibility, including the legal executive. Responsibility of the legal 

executive in regard of its legal capacities and orders is vouchsafed by arrangements for allure, inversion 

and audit of requests.  

Judicial accountability is disputable on the grounds that it strikes at the base of legal freedom. In past 

times of contention between the judiciary from one perspective and the leader and lawmaking body on 

different, conversations with respect to legal responsibility have been profoundly troublesome. After 

Indira Gandhi requested the supersession of Supreme Court judges decided during the Emergency, which 

encouraged the most intense legal emergency throughout the entire existence of free India, the judiciary 

and the public authority have kept an uncomfortable détente.  

In any case, business as usual couldn't keep going forever, especially considering the developing number 

of reports of legal indiscipline. The current legal responsibility rule in power, the Judges (Inquiry) Act, 

1968  , is a rickety law that propelled no certainty and bombed the lone time it was called upon. To replace 

it, Manmohan Singh's administration presented the Judges (Inquiry) Bill, 2006 in Parliament guided it 

through the seats and even past the Standing Committee on Law, however without much of any result. It 

was not ordered.  

The Judges Bill was gone before by huge endeavors by the Law Commission of India to settle, 

unequivocally, the bothering issue of legal responsibility and autonomy. In 2005, in a prefatory letter to 

the Union Law Minister that went with the 195th Report of the Law Commission (2005) that managed the 

subject, its Chairperson, Justice M. Jagannadha Rao, proposed no embellishment when he expressed that 

"no other prior reference to the Law Commission over the most recent fifty years has been as significant"2. 

However, regardless of the significance of this issue, no genuinely exhaustive authoritative exertion has 

been made to set up an administrative framework to train decided throughout the last seventy odd years 

since freedom.  

 

 

                                                      
2 The Report of Law Commission of India,2006 

http://www.ijcrt.org/


www.ijcrt.org                                            © 2017 IJCRT | Volume 5, Issue 4 December 2017 | ISSN: 2320-2882 

IJCRT1133895 International Journal of Creative Research Thoughts (IJCRT) www.ijcrt.org 48 
 

THE JUDGES (INQUIRY) ACT, 1968  

In 1964, a Bill to organize a procedural system to eliminate decided for demonstrated mischief or 

insufficiency was postponed in Parliament. It was established under forces given by Article 124(5) of the 

Constitution 3in 1968 and went into drive one year later.  

The Judges Act, with just seven segments, didn't give a far reaching instrument to eliminate wayward 

adjudicators. The Judges Act attested the arraignment technique after a joint advisory group of the two 

Houses of Parliament endeavored to cleanse the Bill of leader impact by vesting insightful forces with a 

legal committee. In spite of the joint panel's defensive concerns with respect to legal autonomy, Parliament 

held a part in the prosecution cycle through the ability to decide on the legal gathering's suggestions. The 

Judges Act was summoned just a single time to endeavor a reprimand of Justice V. Ramaswami 

somewhere in the range of 1989 and 1993. The experience completely uncovered its constraints as 

likewise the dangers of political control. 

Notwithstanding being prosecuted by the legal committee, Parliament neglected to convey its last vote to 

eliminate Justice Ramaswami after the Congress Party chose to keep away from casting a ballot. In a 

striking discourse, Kapil Sibal conveyed the arraignment movement its final knockout. "Break between 

terrible conduct and impeachable conduct" What can anyone do when an adjudicator is liable of 

wrongdoing that isn't, in the assessment of Parliament, adequate to reprimand him? Sibal's smooth guard 

of Justice Ramaswami before the Lok Sabha was commenced on an inadequate level of conceded legal 

unfortunate behavior. In September 1995, in C. Ravichandran Iyer v. Equity A.M. Bhattacharjee, the 

Supreme Court talking through Justice Ramaswamy underscored the requirement for an interior legal 

instrument to teach deviant adjudicators while perceiving the "break between awful conduct and 

impeachable behavior .4 

In 2002, the National Commission to Review the Working of the Constitution of India (NCRWC) led by 

Justice M. N. Venkatachaliah repeated the differentiation between mischief justifying expulsion and freak 

conduct pulling in disciplinary estimates shy of evacuation. The last essentially comprises of legal 

exchanges. The NCRWC battled that such exchanges ought to be made simply by a free 'Public Judicial 

Commission' with blended legal leader enrollment to guarantee both responsibility and autonomy. In 

January 2006, the Law Commission of India made a solid contribute favor of "minor measures" to train 

decided without arraigning them inside and out.  

MOVING ADJUDICATORS FROM PUBLIC RECONCILIATION TO DISCIPLINE  

Since the reception of the Constitution, legal freedom has distracted both the legal executive and the chief 

for various reasons. The Constituent Assembly in 1947–1949, the joint advisory group of 1966, the 

NCRWC in 2002, and the Law Commission in 2006, among numerous others, have unfalteringly 

underlined the significance of legal freedom. The Supreme Court has consistently held that legal autonomy 

is a piece of the "fundamental structure" of the Constitution. Be that as it may, the incessant exchange of 

judges by the leader has subverted legal autonomy.  

                                                      
3 The Constitution of India,1950,art.124(4) 
4 C. Ravichandran Iyer v. Equity A.M. Bhattacharjee, (1995). 
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Both the Report of Justice Fazal Ali's States Reorganization Commission in 1955 and the fourteenth 

Report of the Law Commission saw the exchange power as an alluring method for uniting 'public 

combination' by keeping up in all High Courts a specific extent of 'outcast' judges. This strategy turned on 

assent. Indira Gandhi utilized the exchange capacity to famous impact during the Emergency of 1975–

1977 to impact reformatory exchanges of judges who were incredulous of her administration or who 

governed against subjective confinements. Be that as it may, even after the Emergency devastated the 

assent rule, the rule of moves without assent has been kept alive in shifting measures.  

Over the most recent twenty years, there has been a recovery of the arrangement of moving dubious 

appointed authorities for reformatory reasons, as a rule to courts in north eastern India that endure 

therefore. Notwithstanding, transporting decided around the nation has not and can't be a viable substitute 

for legal responsibility. The Correctional exchanges have now and then been constrained by, and met with, 

fights to make muddled circumstances. This lynch culture blocks fair treatment and frustrates important 

responsibility. 

FIGHTING FOR ACCOUNTABILITY  

The legal executive is worried that free discourse and public fights for responsibility undermines legal 

autonomy. Most likely fighting external courts and boycotting explicit adjudicators revels a lumpen 

nobility. Yet, it can't be viewed as an assault on the legal executive's freedom. The compromise of legal 

autonomy with the guideline of responsibility is prominently conceivable. The Law Commission's 195th 

Report made a nitty gritty assessment of legal autonomy with regards to eliminating judges. 5 

Notwithstanding, in 1995, the Supreme Court seemed to introduce an alternate view when it descended 

on open articulation for responsibility in the matter of a Bombay judge blamed for defilement. Autonomy 

is a higher priority than responsibility, the Court recommended in Justice Bhattacharjee's case.6 The Court 

guaranteed that legal freedom was undermined by open fights: Free legal executive is, along these lines, 

most fundamental when freedom of resident is at serious risk. It at that point turns into the obligation of 

the legal executive to balance the balances of equity unaffected by the forces (real or saw) undisturbed by 

the noise of the huge number.  

The Court went further. It decided that, besides in a prosecution continuing in Parliament: no other 

gathering or fora or stage is accessible for conversation of the direct of a Judge in the release of his 

obligations as a Judge of the Supreme Court or the High Court, substantially less a Bar Council or 

gathering of rehearsing advocates.  They are denied to talk about the lead of a Judge in the release of his 

obligations or to pass any goal for that benefit .  

India's endeavors at legal responsibility have been discontinuous and incapable. After the disappointments 

of the past, there is currently a developing agreement on the requirement for an institutional instrument to 

train judges and guarantee their responsibility. Though past measures to teach judges depended on a win 

or bust position – parliamentary prosecution or continuous insusceptibility – there is today an 

                                                      
5 The Law Commission of India Report 195th. 
6 1995 SCC (5) 457 
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understanding of the need to overcome that issue with suitable measures (Shah, 2011). The reprimand 

instrument in the Constitution. 

The Constitution makes an arraignment cycle to eliminate judges of the better legal executive and permits 

Parliament than authorize laws to direct the methodology of any evacuation including a proper fair 

treatment system. An appointed authority of the Supreme Court might be taken out from office after a 

parliamentary location with that impact is acknowledged by the President under Article 124(4) of the 

Constitution. Parliament can institute law to manage the way of researching an adjudicator for trouble 

making. An appointed authority of a high court might be eliminated likewise. 7 

Since there are no further arrangements for expulsion, judges of the unrivaled legal executive must be 

eliminated after the President acknowledges a location by Parliament where the two Houses have received 

goals with that impact by an uncommon lion's share. Subsequently, the commencement of a legal 

indictment lies exclusively with Parliament and not with the leader. No arrangement was submitted to 

make a questions component to empower residents or specialists other than Parliament to enroll 

noteworthy objections of legal wrongdoing or different complaints.  

ARRAIGNMENT IN THE CONSTITUENT ASSEMBLY  

An assessment of the early discussions of the Constituent Assembly uncovers that, a long way from 

initiating a grumblings component to make the better legal executive responsible than each resident, the 

Assembly was opposed to incorporate even meaningful measures for a standard evacuation instrument. 

Truth be told, individuals from the Assembly didn't really accept that that an instrument to eliminate judges 

would even be important.  

The Report of the Union Constitution Committee demonstrates little conversation of the legal executive, 

substantially less an instrument to eliminate its appointed authorities. Ayyar talked about the evacuation 

power that It doesn't imply that the force will typically be summoned. The best declaration to such power 

is that it has never been worked out. It is a healthy arrangement proposed to be a helpful keep an eye on 

trouble making, not expected to be utilized as often as possible, and  had almost certainly that future 

lawmaking bodies of India which are contributed with this force will act with that shrewdness and that 

temperance which have described the incomparable Houses of Parliament in different wards. 

This hesitance is amusing thinking about the inception of expulsion procedures, precisely one year later, 

of Justice Shiv Prasad Sinha of the Allahabad High Court.  

In July 1948, following up on the solicitation of the United Provinces government, the administrative 

Governor-General alluded an objection against Justice Sinha to the Federal Court. Five charges were 

outlined against the appointed authority, including charges identified with defilement, and the Federal 

Court started its request. The Federal Court kept up fair treatment: it heard both the appointed authority 

and the public authority and even permitted an interrogation. Subsequent to maintaining a solitary charge 

dependent on conditional proof, the Federal Court suggested Justice Sinha's expulsion. The Governor-

General acknowledged the suggestion and the adjudicator was eliminated under article  220(2) of the 

Government of India Act, 1935. 

                                                      
7 The Constitution of India 1950, art 124. 
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TWO EVACUATION COMPONENTS  

What drew in the Constituent Assembly on 29 July 1947 was a short conversation on the benefits of two 

restricting models for eliminating judges of the unrivaled legal executive. Ayyar proposed a 

'parliamentary' model of evacuation whereby: An appointed authority of the Supreme Court of India will 

not be eliminated from his office besides by the President on a location from both the Houses of Parliament 

of the Union in a similar meeting for such expulsion on the ground of demonstrated rowdiness or 

inadequacy.  

Ayyar's model was acknowledged by K. Santhanam however not by M. Ananthasayanam Ayyangar who 

proposed an 'chief' model of two varieties. The first of these was: An adjudicator might be eliminated from 

office on the ground of trouble making or of sickness of psyche or body by a location introduced for this 

benefit by both the Houses of the, Legislature to the President, given that a board comprising of at least 7 

High Court Chief Justices picked by the President, examines and reports that the appointed authority on 

any such ground be taken out. 

The second variety of the leader model that was proposed as  a Judge of the Supreme Court might be taken 

out from office by the President on the ground of bad conduct or of ailment of brain or body, if on reference 

being made to it (Supreme Court) by the President, an extraordinary council selected by him for the reason, 

from among judges or ex-judges of the High Courts or the Supreme Court. report that the appointed 

authority should on any such grounds to be taken out.  

Henceforth, while Ananthasayanam Ayyangar's first recommendation proposed a council of sitting 

adjudicators selected by the President on Parliament's suggestion, his subsequent recommendation 

diminished the court to a board left to the President's attentiveness. Ananthasayanam Ayyangar's 

intentions in proposing the leader models were plainly his longing to set up an effective arrangement of 

legal responsibility, unrestricted by additional legal fair treatment.  The leader model for expulsions was 

first proposed by Tej Bahadur Sapru in 1945 however it didn't discover Ayyar's kindness. He expected 

that it would subordinate the main equity to the chief, decreasing the workplace holder to the President's 

benevolence. Ayyangar saw, in the two contending models introduced before the Constituent Assembly, 

a need to "think irately" as he was at chances with the parliamentary thought of judges being "eliminated 

by famous vote" along these lines exposing them to a "guideline which you are not set up to acknowledge 

even on account of conventional local officials".similarly disappointed with the chief proposition that 

setting a Judge who is blamed for misconduct in the dock before a Tribunal a portion of the individuals 

from which may have held positions subordinate to him in the legal pecking order of the nation. 

SORTING OUT LEGAL RESPONSIBILITY  

No doubt while the Constitution accommodated the evacuation of judges, it made no arrangement at all 

for legal offenses. At the point when the emergency encompassing Justice Ramaswami happened, the 

Supreme Court pretty much settled that it would manage the issue casually even as it quieted any 

conversations on legal wrongdoing. This casual methodology came to be tried in numerous cases of 

judges' mischief that followed. The casual methodology, regardless of whether by minor measures or 
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moves, doesn't officially authorize illicit lead or untrustworthy conduct; so, it should be dismissed as a 

suitable response to carry the higher legal executive to account. 8 

CONCLUSION 

A more vigorous methodology dependent on legal change is required. Legal change can't meddle with the 

rule of legal freedom which is essential to the Constitution. Judges should be protected from the chief and 

gave insusceptibility in regard of their work. In any case, freedom can't thwart responsibility, a point which 

has been consistently repeated including by the UN 9 in 1985 and the Bangalore Principles on Judicial 

Conduct, 2002. Legal responsibility should be implemented through an unmistakable, straightforward, 

and unsurprising arrangement of admonitions, reprimands, and disciplines; however, it can't be 

accomplished by moving appointed authorities around the nation. 

 

 

                                                      
8 Writ Petition (civil) 514 of 1992  
9 Basic Principles on the Independence of the Judiciary, 1985 
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