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UAPA: The Draconian Law, which should be repealed 

Introduction 

The Unlawful Activities (Prevention) Act (UAPA) was enacted in the Indian parliament in the year of 
1967, which has been curbing the democratic rights of the citizens till now. A large number of 
innocents falsely implicated in terror cases by this act, are languishing in various jails in different parts 
of the country. The basic reason for the illegal arrest and subsequent detention of these innocent 
victims is the existence of the very UAPA. The original act was amended thrice in the years of 2004, 
2008 and 2012. By adding new clauses to the original law by these amendments, it has become more 
vulnerable and inhuman than the previous terror laws. 
 
Evolution of the Act 
 
To understand as to why these stringent amendments to the UAPA are especially dangerous, we need 
to return to the debate in the parliament when this law enacted, in 1967. 
 
The sixteenth amendment of the Indian Constitution paved the way for the enactment of the UAPA. 
Though the UAP Bill was tabled twice in the Parliament, during the third Lok Sabha and then again 
during the fourth Lok Sabha, in both cases it was withdrawn due to opposition. Finally, it was passed by 
the fifth Lok Sabha in 1967.  
 
The Unlawful Activities (Prevention) Bill - UAP Bill sought to empower the central executive to ban 
organizations, a right which until then had been the prerogative of the provinces under the Criminal 
Law Amendment Act of 1908.  
 
In the course of the debate in the Lok Sabha some members advanced arguments against the UAPA, in 
August 1967, which are as relevant today as they were then. That is why, I here wish to draw your 
attention. 
 
Jana Sangh (forerunner of Barathiya Janatha Party) MP Atal Bihari Vajpayee had called, 
 

“This law a donkey that had been made to look like a horse, while George Fernandes 
had “moved an amendment that the period of ban to be reduced to one year”. 

 
While opposing the UAP Bill, noted parliamentarian Nath Pai has termed it, 
 

“A measure introduced by a group of men who have lost faith in the people of India. 
Nath Pai had addressed the then Union Home Minister Y.B. Chawan and asked, “Will the 
baton of the police be the final guardian of the liberties, freedom and unity of this 
country? Can we trust the police to be the only fighter for the delicate fabric of our 
democracy?” 

 
Piloo Modi, who represented Godhra in the Lok Sabha had said that, 
 

“He was ashamed of the government”.  
 
J.B. Kripalani, who had been the chairman of the Fundamental Rights sub-committee, had said that, 
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“All these repressive laws violate the rule of law”. He had termed the UAPA 
“superfluous one’’ that “may be used by the executive for the purpose for which is not 
intended”.  

 
The Centre did enjoy the powers under the Constitution to restrict freedom of association, but as MP 
Dayabhai V. Patel pointed out, 
 

“By declaring as ‘unlawful’ a range of activities ‘which encourage or aid persons in 
unlawful activities or who undertake unlawful activities habitually’ extraordinary powers 
were being acquired by the executive. He also referred to Article 13(2) of the 
Constitution, which debars the Parliament from enacting such legislations (The State 
shall not make any law which takes or abridges the rights conferred by this Part and any 
law made in contravention of this clause shall, to the extent of the contravention, be 
void). 

 
It was C.C. Desai, the MP from Gujarat, who questioned the very rationale of the Bill: 
 

They talk about secessionism. Why should there be secessionism? Where is the danger 
to the integrity and sovereignty of this country today? It is not in the south, it is not in 
Assam, it is not even in Kashmir. ……… Look at Assam. The present situation in Assam is 
the direct creation of bad policies of [the] Government. At one time we had only the 
Naga problem, but now we have the Naga problem, the Mizo Hills problem, the Lushai 
and Jayantia Hills problem, the demand from Cachar for being a separate state, the 
demand for the constitution of Brahmaputra Valley as a separate State ……. Similarly 
take the case of Kashmir ……. Kashmir is an internal problem, but it is a problem in the 
sense that our writ does not run there and they do not have a government of the 
people, by the people and for the people. So what we want in Kashmir is not a 
draconian measure, not an unlawful Bill like this, not a Black Bill like this, but free and 
fair elections, freedom of movement, freedom of association and freedom speech to the 
people of Kashmir, so that they can have a government of their own choice and their 
own desire.  
 
Even the so-called plebiscite front people, the so called secessionists, will come round if 
we tackle them in the correct way and persuade them to make common cause with us 
in our objective … The real danger to the country is from a movement started by my 
hon’ble friend himself [pointedly referring to the Union Home Minister Y.B. Chavan], the 
Shiv Sena, that is directed at the very heart of India in the city of Bombay, in the 
metropolis of the country - started by the present Home Minister here and carried on by 
the Home Minister of Bombay. That is the unlawful activity that has got to be curbed 
not the so called secessionist activity at which the Bill is supposed to be directed. 

 
Another MP, Surendranath Dwivedi likened the UAP Bill to colonial laws:  
 

‘The clauses of the Bill …… it reminded me of the year 1932 when the civil disobedience 
movement started in this country … You will remember in the year 1932 on 4th January 
before any formal announcement of civil disobedience movement was made the then 
Viceroy of India, Lord Willingdon proclaimed as many as 12 ordinances declaring 
unlawful every Congress organization, anybody helping or abetting any political 
offenders etc. and out of these atleast 4 were Emergency Powers Ordinance, Unlawful 
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Instigation Ordinance, Unlawful Association Ordinance, Preventive Molestation and 
Boycotting Ordinance. If one reads those ordinances and compares them with the 
present Bill one would fear that probably in the Secretariat of New Delhi those elements 
or persons …… still exist.’ 
 
He went on critique the Bill saying that it did not respect the principles of fair 
jurisprudence: ‘’They say that if they feel that in public interest, the reasons for which 
they are declaring such an association or group of individual as unlawful, are not to be 
disclosed, they need not disclose. ….. In this country, we want that you should prove 
that offence. If a man is really indulging in unlawful activities you can go to the court.’’ 

 
Another MP, K.M. Koushik argued against the Bill on similar grounds:  
 

‘In clause 4, the burden of proof has been cast on the persons. A notice is issued to him, 
he goes to the Tribunal. There he is asked to show cause as to why the Association 
should not be declared unlawful. This is running counter to the canons of jurisprudence. 
It is for you, for the Government to show that the organization is an unlawful one.’ 
Another member wondered, ‘Where does honest expression of opinion and 
mobilization of public opinion end and where does incitement begin?’ 

 
Another bone of contention was the designation of tribunals to review bans. S.M. Bannerjee pointed 
out,  
 

‘’Section 5 says, ‘The Central government may by notification in the Official Gazette 
constitute as and when necessary a tribunal to be known as the Unlawful Activities 
(Prevention) Tribunal’ constituting of one person to be appointed by the Central 
Government provided that no person shall be so appointed unless he is a Judge of High 
Court. This gave enormous powers to the executive to decide both the timing and 
composition of a tribunal, something which has come true in practice.”  
 

Tenneti Viswanathan warned,  
 

“Suppose a gentleman ‘A’ is prosecuted and the judgment does not satisfy the 
requirements of the Government. Next time they may appoint another [tribunal] judge.’ 
He also observed that a tribunal has always been a failure ‘because it is not a permanent 
institution. It can be changed according to the whims and fancies of the Home 
Minister.” 

 
When the issue of state notifications about bans not disclosing reasons for declaring an organization 
unlawful was raised, the home minister Y.B. Chavan said that when a tribunal would be in process, 
facts not disclosed in the notification would not be concealed from the tribunal. What Chavan did not 
say is that those facts need not be shared with the individual or association declared unlawful. In spite 
of such resistance to the UAP Bill, it became an act in 1967. 
 
UAPA enables the central government to impose ‘reasonable restrictions’ on the right to association. 
Though the UAPA gave powers to the central government to impose all-India bans on associations, the 
powers of the state governments to ban organizations were not affected, because ‘maintenance of 
public order’ had been read by the apex court to represent the lower end of ‘threat to security of 
state’. In other words, an organization can be banned by the central and state governments separately, 



4 
 

with no recourse to an appeal. Also, much like in the CLA, the UAPA too makes the process of banning 
associations into a simple matter of the government announcing them as such. 
 
2004 Amendment 
 
In the 2004 Amendments of UAPA, it was incorporated provisions from TADA and POTA, both being 
the terror laws that had led to severe rights violations. Among other issues, the amended 2004 UAPA 
made substantial changes to the definition of ‘unlawful activity’ included the definition of ‘terrorist act’ 
from the POTA, which lapsed, and also introduced the concept of a ‘terrorist gang’. 
 
2008 Amendment 
 
On 17 December 2008, another amendment of the UAPA was moved and adopted following the attack 
by armed gunmen in Mumbai on 26th November 2008. Barely a few days after the attack, the then 
Congress led UPA government pushed through an amended UAPA which accorded even more powers 
to the central executive. 
 
In contrast to at least some members casting doubts on the UAP Bill during the debate in Parliament in 
1967, only few voices were raised in 2004 and 2008 against the abridgement of fundamental rights and 
the expansion of the executive’s powers over citizens.  
 
With this, the UAPA became an omnibus and permanent act that provided the government with the 
grounds to ban associations under two provisions: under Sec. 2 as an ‘unlawful association’ and under 
Sec. 35 as a ‘terrorist organization’. Indeed, some of the provisions of the existing UAPA are far worse 
than POTA. For 2008 amendment, obviously, the Government was using the scary atmosphere created 
in the wake of terrorist attack on Mumbai. 
 
When we discuss about the enactment of POTA by the then BJP Led NDA government in 2002 and the 
Amendment of UAPA in 2008 by the then Congress led UPA government, it should be noted that we 
could not dismiss the statement of RVS Mani, the then Under Secretary of the Union Home Ministry 
that “Both the terror attacks were set up by the governments with the objective of strengthening the 
counter-terror legislation. The incumbent governments of ‘orchestrating’ the terror attack on 
Parliament and the 26/11 carnage in Mumbai. The 13.12.2001 (attack on Parliament) was followed by 
Pota (Prevention of Terrorist Activities Act) and 26/11 2008 (terrorists' siege of Mumbai) was followed 
by amendment to the UAPA (Unlawful Activities Prevention Act)”. If it so, then it was the crystal clear 
about the intention of the government for amending the UAPA in 2008. 
 
The safeguards of those statutes, TADA and POTA, however insignificant, were not incorporated in the 
Amendment. Further, unlike those laws, however, the UAPA is an ordinary law, and thus binding 
indefinitely, till repealed. 
 
Several provisions that were assimilated into UAPA were criticized globally as repressive and hugely 
open to misuse. These provisions enable the State in the enforcement of its whims and fancies, and 
can, and have led to numerous human rights violations. The urgency with which the Amendment Act 
was passed did not allow time for public censure by civil rights groups. Further, this Amendment was 
harshly condemned by various international institutions  for failing to comply with international human 
rights conventions and treaties ratified by India. 
 

http://www.amnesty.org/en/for-media/press-releases/india-new-anti-terror-laws-would-violate-international-human-rights-stan
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This 2008 Amendment defined terrorism in an imprecise and vague manner, including under the ambit 
of ‘terrorist act’ damage to property and “disruption of supplies or services essential to community”. 
The covert purpose of this amendment is arguably to enable the State to brand as terrorists  even 
those engaged in peaceful protests such as rail strike. With no restraint on the scope of such a 
provision, this clearly infringes on the fundamental right of citizens to demonstrate, which has been 
held to be a component of the fundamental right to speech and expression.  
 
While the State must prove its case before a tribunal, the State has the right to withhold evidence from 
the incriminated organisation on grounds of public welfare. This effectively disables the functioning of 
any association towards which there is State antipathy. Several other disturbing provisions were 
integrated into the act; these included empowering the police to search, seizure and arrest without 
warrant or court order, the power to detain an accused for 180 days without filing charges against him, 
including up to 90 days in police custody and provisions regarding in camera hearings, secret witnesses 
and it is nothing but the illegal license given to the police, which will have freedom to extract 
‘confessions’ through torture of arrested persons. The amendments to UAPA provide the police ample 
powers to misuse the provisions to the maximum extent possible.  
 
Another provision creates a rebuttable presumption of guilt on the basis of certain evidence. Thus, the 
onus of proof is on the accused to prove his innocence when weapons believed to have been used in 
the commission of the offence are seized from her possession. Some human rights activists have noted 
that the real possibility of planted evidence has passed unremarked.  
 
As a common law country, India follows an adversarial justice system, one of the basic tenets of which 
is a presumption of innocence of the accused. Unlike the civil law inquisitorial system, an adversarial 
system has a neutral judge giving a reasoned judgment after the presentation of arguments for both 
sides. Thus, the notion that the prosecutor must prove the case (beyond reasonable doubt in criminal 
matter) is fundamental to the notion of an adversarial justice system. Further, Indian courts have 
always strongly endorsed the human rights notion of a presumption of innocence, with the Supreme 
Court noting  that proof cannot ever be displaced by suspicion, not the matter how strong. 
 
All of these provisions cumulatively create an atmosphere where it is virtually impossible for an 
accused to defend or safeguard his rights. Justice Markandeya Katju, in a 2011 judgment of the apex 
court noted that the provisions of the UAPA must be read in consonance with fundamental rights and 
not in isolation, noting that “If there is a statute which appears to violate it (the constitution) we can 
either declare it unconstitutional or we can read it down to make it constitutional.” The recent 
invocations of the UAPA show that this is not being done. 
 
2012 Amendment 
 
In 2010, India became a member  of the Financial Action Task Force (FATF), an international body that 
combats the financing of terrorism through various counter measures. It was this membership that 
was used by the government to support its amendment  of the already draconian UAPA.  
 
The 2012 Amendment, the added provisions that only further the trend of State inhibition of human 
and civil rights. It added a provision that holds ‘person’ to include associations of people, whether 
incorporated or not. The Standing Committee report noted  that apprehensions had risen over 
whether the Bill would enable investigating officers to threaten and harass innocent people. The rather 
inane response of the Home Secretary to this was that since some unregistered ‘clubs’ in the North-

http://www.hrw.org/sites/default/files/reports/india0710webwcover_1.pdf
http://indiankanoon.org/doc/1218090/
http://www.jstor.org/stable/40278605?seq=3
http://www.lawcom.govt.nz/sites/default/files/adversarial_and_inquisitorial_systems_2.pdf
http://indiankanoon.org/doc/172217611/?type=print
http://indiankanoon.org/doc/172217611/?type=print
http://indiankanoon.org/doc/1525571/
http://www.fatf-gafi.org/countries/d-i/india/
http://www.thehindu.com/opinion/editorial/rethink-the-new-uapa/article4218425.ece
http://www.prsindia.org/uploads/media/Unlawful%20/SCR%20Unlawful%20Activities%20Prevention%20Amendment%20Bill%202011.pdf
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East procure and hold funds for terrorist groups, and these bodies would be covered by the 
Amendment. 
 
Concerns have been raised by Human Rights Watch that this amendment would allow the police to 
charge a person merely on grounds of contact with a suspect. Similarly, any group of friends could be 
deemed  to be in an ‘association’ by the police.  
 
Earlier, UAPA authorized the government to declare certain organisations unlawful for a period of two 
years. This Amendment increased the maximum ban allowed on proscribed associations from two 
years to five years. There is an immense possibility of gross misuse of this clause, especially as 
the State’s rationale for banning the organisation need not be revealed  to them. 
 
Economic offences, too, have been included within the ambit of terrorism. Thus, an economic offender 
would be subject to the harsh UAPA law as opposed to the other ordinary laws such as the Indian Penal 
Code. This has been strongly criticized  as redundant and unnecessary. The effect of such amendment 
is to make economic offences punishable with a sentence of five years to life imprisonment.  
 
The rationale behind this addition to the statute was that it had been noted that there had been high 
quality counterfeiting of Indian currency by “one particular country” to directly fund terrorism as well 
as to tamper with India’s financial well-being. It was to combat these “sovereign factories” that the 
provision was included.  
 
The possible indirect application of the clause to minor counterfeiters was believed to be efficiently 
neutralized  by the use of the term “high-quality counterfeits” in the Act. In reality, however, it can be 
seen that UAPA has been invoked in cases of intra-nation counterfeiting , which has been covered by 
the Indian penal Code, 1860 .  
 
Thus, domestic counterfeiters are being convicted under draconian terror laws, showing a decided lack 
of nexus between the application of the act and its primary objective. 
 
The lack of a single effective and substantive safeguard further enhances the possibility of extreme 
misuse of this statute by the state, a result that was foreseen by the legislators while drafting this law.  
 
The Standing Committee report noted that a need was felt by the members of the committee for some 
safety measures. In response to these concerns raised, the Home Ministry commented  that,  
 

“Where any person, any member of a firm or any member of a company is not 
associated with it, he can produce evidence for that purpose to show that he is not 
associated with that. That is the safeguard. He can produce evidence to show that he is 
not associated.”  

 
This argument is intrinsically flawed it speaks of a safeguard that makes an accused prove her own 
innocence- thus shifting the burden of proof away from the State and onto the shoulders of each 
individual accused. This cannot in any way be said to safeguard her rights- rather, it places a heavy 
burden on the accused. 
 
The UAPA has proven to be a deeply regressive legislation that has, and will continue to be used to 
promulgate police abuse of civil rights of Indian citizens. There is an immediate need for some sort of 

http://www.hrw.org/news/2012/12/14/india-reject-amendments-counterterrorism-law
http://kafila.org/2012/12/21/passage-of-amendments-to-uapa-further-erosion-of-constitutional-rights-jtsa/
http://kafila.org/2012/12/21/passage-of-amendments-to-uapa-further-erosion-of-constitutional-rights-jtsa/
http://kafila.org/2012/12/04/reject-amendments-to-uapa-an-appeal-to-members-of-the-rajya-sabha/
http://www.thehindu.com/opinion/editorial/rethink-the-new-uapa/article4218425.ece
http://www.prsindia.org/uploads/media/Unlawful%20/SCR%20Unlawful%20Activities%20Prevention%20Amendment%20Bill%202011.pdf
http://www.prsindia.org/uploads/media/Unlawful%20/SCR%20Unlawful%20Activities%20Prevention%20Amendment%20Bill%202011.pdf
http://www.dnaindia.com/mumbai/report-ats-achieves-conviction-in-19-of-24-fake-notes-cases-since-2006-2040426
http://indiankanoon.org/doc/367254/
http://www.prsindia.org/uploads/media/Unlawful%20/SCR%20Unlawful%20Activities%20Prevention%20Amendment%20Bill%202011.pdf
http://kafila.org/2012/12/04/reject-amendments-to-uapa-an-appeal-to-members-of-the-rajya-sabha/
http://kafila.org/2012/12/04/reject-amendments-to-uapa-an-appeal-to-members-of-the-rajya-sabha/
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checks and balances system that will safeguard the interest of any innocent accused while still 
enforcing the objectives and rationale behind the formation of such and act.  
 
A simple yet effective safeguard might be a periodical review of the Act and sunset clauses. Another 
possible step towards lesser abuse of the law would be to re-define terrorism with a reduced ambit. A 
clear nexus must exist between the objectives of the law and the implications of its provisions.  
 
Though internationally there has never been consensus of the definition of the term ‘terrorism’, the 
upcoming Comprehensive Convention on International Terrorism  has proposed a more reasonable 
definition of a terrorist act, including illegal and intentional acts causing death or grave injury to a 
person, serious damage to property, and damage resulting in major economic loss when the object of 
the act is either to intimidate a population or to compel a Government to do some act.  
 
This definition, while satisfying any duties India might have with respect to its membership in the FATF, 
also requires a terrorist act to be of sufficiently grave nature to warrant the application of its draconian 
provision. 
 
At the time of each Amendment, there were assurances  that there would and could be no misuse of 
the law. However, various situations have proven these guarantees untrue. As has been noted in a 
citizens’ petition against the Amendment ; “In delivering justice, laws cannot rest on assurances.” The 
lack of checks and balances create a system starkly biased in favour of the State. The State has received 
arbitrary powers through use of broad and sweeping definitions. 
 
The enactment of each Amendment drew cries of outrage from human rights groups and civil liberty 
associations in India; these subsided with unresponsive legislators and indifferent citizens. The case of 
Professor Saibaba demonstrates the active and immediate threat continuously presented by the UAPA 
even today. 
 
Former Chief Justice of Delhi High Court Rajinder Sachar in this context commented  the “Unlawful 
Activities Prevention Act (UAPA) under which he has been convicted is unconstitutional.” 
 
Debate during the passage of 2012 Amendment 
 
During the passage of 2012 Amendments in the Lok Sabha on 30th of November by a voice vote, the 
then Union Home Minister Sushil Kumar Shinde assured the House that the government will not 
misuse the provisions of the Act. Let us see, how the promise of the government will act in future. 
 
The Rajya Sabha also passed Amendments by voice vote on 20th of December, while several parties, 
including Left, JD(U), RJD and LJP walked out in protest. The discussion on the bill generated much 
heat. Besides protests by opposition parties, some MPs of the Congress and its allies, the RJD and the 
National Conference, warned the government against misuse of the anti-terror law, especially against 
Muslims. 
 
The CPI(M) moved an amendment seeking to take trade unions out of the purview of this Act, but it 
was defeated. CPI(M) MP Sitaram Yechury likened the bill to POTA that the Congress-led UPA-1 
government had repealed. The Left parties were proving outside support to the UPA government then. 
"We repealed the POTA together... by bringing this bill, you have brought back the same draconian 
measures (of POTA) that we repealed together," Yechury said. The bill reverses the logic of 
jurisprudence by saying a person will be considered guilty until proven innocent, said Yechury. 

http://www.hrw.org/news/2012/12/14/india-reject-amendments-counterterrorism-law
http://www.un.org/documents/ga/docs/57/a5737.pdf
http://www.thehindu.com/news/national/offences-threatening-economic-security-now-under-uapa/article4222896.ece
http://kafila.org/2012/12/04/reject-amendments-to-uapa-an-appeal-to-members-of-the-rajya-sabha/
http://archive.tehelka.com/story_main48.asp?filename=Ne010111Nation_outraged.asp
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Member, after member cited instances where Muslims arrested in terrorist cases were released after 
years in jail when the courts called them innocent. In response, while the Minister of State for Home 
R.P.N. Singh assured the bill was not against any religion, Shivanand Tiwari of JD(U) said even POTA 
was religion neutral but the 'draconian' law was misused.  
 
D.Raja of the CPI asked the government to "defer the bill for wider consultation before passing it in 
hurry". Mohammad Adeeb, the Independent MP from Uttar Pradesh, cited instances of misuse of 
existing anti-terror laws and asked the government to ensure accountability of policemen who frame 
innocent people. 
 
Previous reports of cases under draconian laws 

The Act though essential from the point of national security, mirrors provisions of the lapsed TADA and 
POTA and provides the authorities with unbridled power to detain innocent persons and trample upon 
their human rights. It is reminiscent of the two draconian laws under which Gujarat had arrested 
18,686 persons followed by Punjab where 15,314 were detained. In both cases the detained persons 
belonged to minority communities, i.e., Muslims and Sikhs. During the same period 15,225 Muslims 
were arrested in Jammu and Kashmir and 12,715 in Assam. The total detainees amounted to 77,500 
but the conviction rate was only 0.81%. The TADA review committees had found that in most cases 
TADA was wrongly used. 
 
Manipur has highest number of UAPA cases, last year 

The latest National Crime Records Bureau figures state that out of the 975 UAPA cases filed across 
India in 2014, 630 are from Manipur, with 659 people from the small north-eastern State charged with 
offences under it. Manipur is home to just 0.2 per cent of India’s population, but accounts for nearly 65 
per cent of the cases filed under the UAPA in the country. Manipur is followed by Assam, which has 
recorded 148 cases under the Act. The two States account for 80 per cent of the UAPA cases. 
Meghalaya has recorded seven cases. 
 
Why the UAPA is to be opposed? 
 

Because UAPA contain the following rights violations:  
 

 An individual who has not physically committed a crime can be prosecuted 

 An organisation which is questioning government policies can be banned 

 Police gets excessive powers to arrest and torture  people 

 Allows prolonged detention of under-trials without granting bail 

 Not the prosecution, but the accused  has to produce proof 

 Infringes freedom of expression, assembly and association 

 Widely misused against tribals, minorities, political dissidents 

  

Conclusion 
 
It seems ludicrous that in a civilised democratic society like India, a citizen may be practically abducted 
by police, charged with perfunctory offences and incarcerated without bail on mere suspicion for an 
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indefinite period of time.  But this is indeed the situation in present-day India, with duly passed 
legislation sanctioning the inhumane state of affairs. 
 
UAPA is India’s foremost anti-terrorism legislation, which has been amended thrice in 2004, 2008 and 
2012; the law has become increasingly repressive, regressive and draconian. UAPA violates the norms 
of natural justice as it puts the onus of proof on the accused and not on the prosecution. The draconian 
act was also being used to detain poor tribals in West Bengal and Chhattisgarh, who were trying to 
stop the seizure of their precious farm land by mining companies.  
 
The amended UAPA will strengthen an already suspicious State, where anyone and everyone can be 
booked for terrorist acts, so broad are its definitions and sweeping its scope. Not only the UAPA, any 
law that is against humanity, can’t be a law in favour of people or the Constitution. 
 
It is warranted by the time that the social and human rights activists and organisations have to come 
forward as a mass movement to fight this injustice until this black legation is repealed or to be made it 
subjective to the periodical review of the Parliament as well as the people’s debate. Like the earlier 
terror laws TADA and POTA, this UAPA Act should also be allowed to lapse by considering the 
democratic and constitutional values. 
 

 
This paper was presented by Adv. Mohamed Yusuff, National Executive Member of Popular Front of 
India and Central Committee Member of People’s Movement Against UAPA in the convention “Combat 
the growing Communal and Fascist Terror” organised by Lok Raj Sangathan at Indian Social Institute, 
New Delhi on 20th September 2015. Mob: +91 94898-71185, 96 00 222 930. Email: 
yusuffmadurai@gmail.com 
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