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ABSTRACT 

The K.M. Nanavati case was a landmark case in the history of the Indian judiciary. The case received unprecedented media 
coverage and inspired several books and films. It was also the last case to be heard as a jury trial in India, since the Government 
abolished the jury system as a result of this case. The case involved Commander Kawas Manekshaw Nanavati, a Naval 
Commander, who was tried for the murder of Prem Ahuja, his wife's lover. Commander Nanavati, accused under section 302, 
was initially declared not guilty by a jury, but the verdict was dismissed by the Bombay High Court and the case was retried as a 
bench trial¹. This paper aims to analyse the media's influence on the K.M. Nanavati case and its modern Indian legacy. It's 
organised as follows: Section 1 offers an overview of the case and its historical context. Section 2 reviews the case's outcome. 
Section 3 assesses the media's impact on contemporary India. Lastly, Section 4 discusses media's implications for legal 
proceedings and public opinion. The case attracted unprecedented media attention and public interest, as it involved elements 
of love, betrayal, murder, and patriotism. The case also raised important legal and constitutional issues, such as the role of the 
jury system, the concept of grave and sudden provocation, and the power of the governor to grant pardon. The case had a 
significant impact on Indian society and culture, as it influenced the public perception of morality, justice, and gender roles to 
till date. 

INTRODUCTION:  

The K.M. Nanavati case is one of the most sensational and controversial cases in the history of Indian judiciary. It involved the 
trial of a naval officer, K.M. Nanavati, who shot and killed his wife's lover, Prem Ahuja, in 19591. The case attracted 
unprecedented media attention and public interest, and also raised important legal and social issues, such as the role of the jury 
system, the concept of grave and sudden provocation, the influence of media on public opinion and judicial process, and the 
implications of the case for contemporary India. The K.M. Nanavati case has been a topic of interest and debate for over six 
decades. It has inspired numerous books, movies2, documentaries, and academic studies that have explored various aspects of 
the case from different perspectives. Some of the notable works on the case are: 

- Nanavati: The Story of an Officer and a Gentleman by Gyan Prakash, a historical account of the case that examines its legal, 
political, and cultural dimensions. 

- Rustom by Tinu Suresh Desai, a Bollywood movie that dramatises the case with some fictional elements3 

- The State vs Nanavati by Shashank Shah, a web series that recreates the case with factual accuracy and provides insights into 
the personalities and motivations of the key players. 

- The Trial: A Murder in the Family by Pinky Anand and Gauri Goburdhun, a legal analysis of the case that evaluates the 
arguments and evidence presented by both sides and discusses the implications of the verdict. 

The K.M. Nanavati case had significant implications for the government and the legal system of India. The case was initially 
tried by a jury, which returned a verdict of not guilty by an 8:1 majority. However, the sessions judge disagreed with the verdict 
and referred the case to the Bombay High Court under Section 307 of the Code of Criminal Procedure, 1898. The High Court 
reversed the jury verdict and convicted Nanavati of culpable homicide not amounting to murder under Section 304 Part I of the 
Indian Penal Code, 1860 . Nanavati appealed to the Supreme Court, which upheld his conviction but reduced his sentence from 
life imprisonment to three years' rigorous imprisonment. The jury system was abolished in India as a result of this case, as it was 
perceived to be influenced by media and public pressure and prone to errors and biases. The government also amended Section 
300 of the Indian Penal Code, 1860, to clarify the definition and scope of grave and sudden provocation as an exception to 
murder. 

The K.M. Nanavati case was affected by various factors that shaped its course and outcome. Some of these factors are: 

- The media: The media played a crucial role in creating a narrative and generating public opinion about the case. The media 
portrayed Nanavati as a hero who defended his honour and family, and Ahuja as a villain who seduced his wife and betrayed his  

                                                           
1 Headnote: 1962 AIR 605, 1962 SCR Supl. (1) 567 
2Case Analysis: K.M. Nanavati Vs. State of Maharashtra By Surya Prakash (2021). 
3 Gokulsing, K. M., & Dissanayake, W. (2004). Indian Popular Cinema: A Narrative of Cultural Change. Trentham Books. 
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friend. The media also sensationalised the details of the case and influenced the jury's decision by publishing biassed reports and 
editorials1. 

- The public: The public was fascinated by the case and sympathised with Nanavati. The public supported Nanavati's act as 
justified and demanded his acquittal. The public also participated in demonstrations, petitions, rallies, and campaigns to express 
their solidarity with Nanavati. 

- The Parsi community: The Parsi community was an influential minority group in Bombay that had close ties with Nanavati. 
The Parsi community rallied behind Nanavati and provided him with financial, legal, and moral support. The Parsi community 
also exerted pressure on the government and the judiciary to favour Nanavati. 

- The Sindhi community: The Sindhi community was another minority group in Bombay that had close ties with Ahuja. The 
Sindhi community felt aggrieved by Ahuja's death and sought justice for him. The Sindhi community also challenged the 
media's portrayal of Ahuja and accused them of bias and prejudice. 

The K.M. Nanavati case has remained relevant in contemporary India for various reasons. Some of these reasons are: 

- The case reflects the changing social norms and values in post-independence India, such as gender roles, marital fidelity, 
honour killings, adultery laws, etc. 

- The case illustrates the complex relationship between media, public opinion, and judicial process in a democracy, such as 
freedom of expression, right to fair trial, presumption of innocence, etc. 

- The case raises important questions about justice, morality, law, and society, such as the role of emotions, motives, 
circumstances, and consequences in determining guilt and punishment, etc. 

The K.M. Nanavati case can be compared with other similar cases in India and abroad on various parameters, such as the facts, 
the laws, the verdicts, the impacts, etc. Some of the possible comparisons are: 

- The K.M. Nanavati case vs. the Joseph Shine case , which challenged the constitutional validity of Section 497 of the Indian 
Penal Code, 1860, that criminalised adultery and discriminated against women. 

- The K.M. Nanavati case vs. the O.J. Simpson case2, which involved the trial of a famous American football player who was 
accused of murdering his ex-wife and her friend and was acquitted by a jury despite strong evidence against him. 

- The K.M. Nanavati case vs. the Oscar Pistorius case3, which involved the trial of a famous South African athlete who shot and 
killed his girlfriend and claimed that he mistook her for an intruder and was convicted of culpable homicide and later murder. 

The K.M. Nanavati case is a landmark case that has influenced and intrigued generations of Indians. It is a case that has 
transcended its legal boundaries and become a part of popular culture and collective memory. It is a case that has challenged 
and enriched our understanding of law, society, and human nature. It is a case that deserves to be studied and analysed from 
multiple perspectives and dimensions. 

OBJECTIVE: This paper aims to analyse the media's influence on the K.M. Nanavati case and its modern Indian legacy.  

THE CASE: 

The case of K.M. Nanavati v. State of Maharashtra4 is one of the most famous and controversial cases in the history of Indian 
judiciary. It involved the trial of a naval officer, K.M. Nanavati, who shot and killed his wife's lover, Prem Ahuja, in a fit of rage. 
The case attracted unprecedented media attention and public sympathy for Nanavati, who was initially acquitted by a jury, but 
later convicted by the High Court and the Supreme Court. The case also led to the abolition of the jury system in India. 

a. Facts: K.M. Nanavati, a commander in the Indian Navy, was married to Sylvia and had three children. In 1959, while 
Nanavati was away on official duty, Sylvia developed an illicit relationship with Prem Ahuja, a businessman and a 
friend of Nanavati. When Nanavati returned from his voyage, he sensed something wrong with his wife and asked her 
if she had been faithful to him. She confessed that she had an affair with Ahuja and that he did not want to marry her. 
Nanavati was enraged and decided to confront Ahuja. He dropped his wife and children at a cinema hall and went to 
his ship to get a revolver and six bullets. He then drove to Ahuja's office and then to his flat. He found Ahuja in his 
bedroom and asked him if he would marry Sylvia and take care of their children. Ahuja reportedly replied "Am I to 
marry every woman I sleep with?". Nanavati then shot him three times and killed him. He then surrendered himself to 
the police and confessed his crime. 

b. Issue: The main issue of the case was whether Nanavati shot Ahuja in the heat of the moment or whether it was a 
premeditated murder. This would determine whether he could claim the defence of grave and sudden provocation 
under Section 300 Exception 1 of the Indian Penal Code (IPC), which would reduce his offence from murder to 
culpable homicide not amounting to murder. 

c. Quorum: The case was first tried by a jury of nine members in the Sessions Court of Greater Bombay, presided by 
Judge R.B. Mehta. The jury returned a verdict of not guilty by an 8-1 majority, which was accepted by the judge. 
However, the judge referred the case to the Bombay High Court under Section 307 of the Code of Criminal Procedure 

                                                           
1Anonymous. (n.d.). A case study on the trial of K.M. Nanavati v. State of Maharashtra. 
2 State of California v. Orenthal James Simpson CHI. L.J. 455 (1995)  
3 Director of Public Prosecutions v Oscar Leonard Carl Pistorius (950/2016) [2017] ZASCA 150 
4 1962 AIR 605, 1962 SCR Supl. (1) 567 
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(CrPC), as he felt that the verdict was perverse and contrary to the evidence. The High Court bench consisted of 
Justice P.B. Gajendragadkar, Justice D.K. Chainani and Justice V.M. Tarkunde. The High Court set aside the jury's 
verdict and convicted Nanavati under Section 302 (murder) and Section 304 Part I (culpable homicide not amounting 
to murder) of the IPC, and sentenced him to life imprisonment. Nanavati appealed to the Supreme Court, which was 
heard by a bench of Justice K. Subba Rao, Justice S.K. Das and Justice Raghubar Dayal. The Supreme Court upheld 
the High Court's conviction and sentence1. 

d. Arguments: The arguments of both sides were based on the evidence, witnesses and circumstances of the case. 

i. The prosecution argued that Nanavati had planned to kill Ahuja after learning about his wife's infidelity. They 
pointed out that he had lied to his ship authorities about his reason for taking the revolver, that he had 
loaded it before going to Ahuja's flat, that he had locked the door behind him when he entered Ahuja's 
bedroom, that he had fired three shots at close range without giving any warning or chance to Ahuja, and 
that he had shown no remorse or regret after killing him. They also argued that there was no grave and 
sudden provocation2 for Nanavati, as he had enough time to cool down between his wife's confession and 
his confrontation with Ahuja. 

ii. The defence argued that Nanavati had acted in a fit of rage after being provoked by Ahuja's insulting reply. 
They contended that he had not intended to kill Ahuja, but only wanted to talk to him about his wife's future. 
They claimed that he had taken the revolver for his own protection, as he did not know what kind of person 
Ahuja was or how he would react. They also claimed that he had fired in self-defence, as Ahuja had tried to 
grab the revolver from him or attack him with some object. They also argued that Nanavati was a loyal and 
honourable officer who had served his country with distinction and deserved sympathy and leniency. 

e. Principles: The main legal principles involved in the case were: 

i. Section 300 Exception 1 of the IPC: This section provides that culpable homicide is not murder if it is 
committed by a person who is deprived of self-control by grave and sudden provocation given by the 
deceased or by another person, provided that the provocation is not sought or voluntarily provoked by the 
offender, and that there is no interval between the provocation and the act which would allow the offender 
to regain his self-control. 

ii. Section 302 of the IPC: This section provides that whoever commits murder shall be punished with death or 
imprisonment for life and shall also be liable to fine. Section 304 Part I of the IPC: This section provides that 
whoever commits culpable homicide not amounting to murder, with the intention of causing death or 
causing such bodily injury as is likely to cause death, shall be punished with imprisonment for life or 
imprisonment for a term which may extend to ten years and shall also be liable to fine. 

iii. Section 307 of the CrPC: This section provides that in any trial by jury, if the judge is of opinion that the 
verdict of the jury is erroneous owing to a misdirection by him or to a misunderstanding on the part of the 
jury of the law as laid down by him, he may refer the case for the decision of the High Court. 

f. Order of court: The order of court was as follows: 

i. The Sessions Court: The jury found Nanavati not guilty of murder by an 8-1 majority, which was accepted by 
the judge. However, the judge referred the case to the High Court under Section 307 of the CrPC3. 

ii. The High Court: The High Court set aside the jury's verdict and convicted Nanavati under Section 302 and 
Section 304 Part I of the IPC, and sentenced him to life imprisonment. The High Court held that Nanavati 
had deliberately killed Ahuja without any grave and sudden provocation, and that his act was premeditated 
and cold-blooded. The High Court also observed that the jury had been influenced by media publicity and 
public sympathy for Nanavati, and that their verdict was perverse and unreasonable. 

iii. The Supreme Court: The Supreme Court upheld the High Court's conviction and sentence. The Supreme 
Court agreed with the High Court that Nanavati had acted with intention and malice, and that there was no 
provocation or self-defence in his case. The Supreme Court also rejected Nanavati's plea for mercy on the 
ground of his naval service and family situation. 

g. Implications: The case had several implications for the legal system and society in India. Some of them were: The 
abolition of the jury system4: The case exposed the flaws and drawbacks of the jury system in India, such as its 
susceptibility to bias, prejudice, emotion, media influence and public pressure. It also highlighted the need for judicial 
expertise and objectivity in deciding complex legal issues. As a result, the Government abolished the jury system in 
India in 1960 by amending the CrPC. The role of media and public opinion: The case generated unprecedented media 
coverage and public interest in India. Several newspapers, magazines, books, films and plays were based on or inspired 
by the case. The media portrayed Nanavati as a hero and a victim of circumstances, while Ahuja was depicted as a 
villain and a seducer. The public also rallied behind Nanavati and demanded his acquittal and pardon. Several 
influential personalities, such as politicians, celebrities, lawyers and naval officers, supported Nanavati's cause. The 

                                                           
1Gaur, A., & Singh, A. (2017). *After nanavati: The last jury trial in India*. International Journal of Law, 3(5), 1-6. 
2K.M. Nanavati v State of Maharashtra, AIR 1962 SC 605. 
3K.M. Nanavati v State of Maharashtra, AIR 1962 SC 605. 
4 K.M. Nanavati v State of Maharashtra, AIR 1962 SC 605. 
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media and public opinion played a significant role in shaping the outcome of the case and influencing its perception by 
society. The impact on personal laws: The case raised questions about the status and rights of women in India, 
especially in matters of marriage, divorce and adultery. It also highlighted the differences between various personal 
laws governing different communities in India. For instance, under Parsi law (to which Nanavati belonged), adultery 
was a ground for divorce, but not for murder. Under Hindu law (to which Ahuja belonged), adultery was neither a 
ground for divorce nor for murder. Under Muslim law (to which Sylvia converted), adultery was a ground for divorce 
and also punishable by death under certain conditions. The case also prompted debates about the need for a uniform 
civil code in India1. 

METHODOLOGY: 

Doctrinal methodology is a type of legal research that involves the analysis of legal sources, such as statutes, case law, and legal 
commentary, to identify and examine the principles, doctrines, rules, and concepts that govern a specific area of law. Doctrinal 
research is also known as library or arm-chair research, as it mainly relies on existing legal materials and does not involve 
empirical data collection or fieldwork. 

The doctrinal methodology for this study consists of the following steps: 

1. Identifying the research problem: The research problem for this study is to explore the role of media in the K.M. Nanavati 
case, which was a sensational criminal trial that took place in India in the early 1960s. The case involved a naval officer, K.M. 
Nanavati, who shot and killed his wife's lover, Prem Ahuja, after discovering their affair. The case attracted unprecedented 
media attention and public sympathy for Nanavati, who was initially acquitted by a jury but later convicted by the High Court 
and the Supreme Court. The case also led to the abolition of the jury system in India and raised important legal questions about 
the concept of grave and sudden provocation, which was invoked by Nanavati as a defence. The research problem is to analyse 
how media influenced public opinion and judicial process on the case, and how media impacted legal discourse and reform in 
India. 

2. Reviewing the literature: The literature review for this study involves conducting a comprehensive and systematic review of 
the existing literature on the topic by searching and collecting relevant primary and secondary legal sources from various online 
or offline sources, such as databases, libraries, websites, etc. The primary legal sources include the statutes, regulations, judicial 
decisions, and official records related to the case. The secondary legal sources include the textbooks, journals, commentaries, 
dictionaries, encyclopaedias, etc. that discuss or analyse the case from different perspectives. 

3. Analysing the data: The data analysis for this study involves applying logical and critical methods to extract and synthesise the 
relevant information from the legal sources. This may involve comparing and contrasting different legal sources, identifying and 
classifying different legal principles, doctrines, rules, and concepts related to the case, examining their evolution and application 
in different contexts and jurisdictions, evaluating their merits and demerits, etc. 

4. Interpreting the findings: The interpretation of the findings for this study involves answering the research question by 
drawing conclusions, making arguments, providing recommendations, suggesting reforms, etc. based on the data analysis. The 
interpretation should also address the limitations and implications of the study. 

5. Reporting the results: The reporting of the results for this study involves writing a clear and coherent report that follows the 
appropriate format and style for legal writing. The report should include an introduction, a literature review, a methodology 
section, a data analysis section, a discussion section, a conclusion section, and a reference list. 

DISCOURSE: 

The K.M. Nanavati case was a sensational criminal trial that took place in India in the early 1960s. The case involved a naval 
officer, K.M. Nanavati, who shot and killed his wife's lover, Prem Ahuja, after discovering their affair. The case attracted 
unprecedented media attention and public sympathy for Nanavati, who was initially acquitted by a jury but later convicted by 
the High Court and the Supreme Court. The case also led to the abolition of the jury system in India and raised important legal 
questions about the concept of grave and sudden provocation, which was invoked by Nanavati as a defence. The role of media 
in the K.M. Nanavati case has been widely discussed and analysed by various scholars and commentators. The literature review 
reveals some key themes, debates, and gaps in knowledge on this topic. One of the key themes is the influence of the media on 
public opinion and the judicial process. Many authors have argued that the media played a crucial role in shaping the public 
perception of Nanavati as a hero and Ahuja as a villain, and in influencing the jury's verdict in favour of Nanavati. Some of the 
factors that contributed to this media bias were: 

a. The socio-cultural background of Nanavati and Ahuja. Nanavati was a Parsi, a minority community that was respected 
for its patriotism, integrity, and loyalty to the British Raj. Ahuja was a Sindhi, a migrant community that was 
stereotyped as greedy, immoral, and opportunisti. 

b. The personal charisma of Nanavati and his wife Sylvia. Nanavati was a handsome and decorated naval officer who had 
fought in World War II and the Indo-China war. Sylvia was a beautiful and devoted wife who had borne three children 
to Nanavati. Their image contrasted sharply with that of Ahuja, who was portrayed as a rich and lecherous playboy 
who had seduced Sylvia. 

                                                           
1Nair, R., & Nair, R. (2017). *Case compilation on article 142*. Pro Bono India, 1-9. 
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c. The political context of the case1. The case occurred at a time when India was undergoing a transition from colonial 
rule to democracy, and when there was a growing disillusionment with the Congress party and its leader Jawaharlal 
Nehru. Nanavati's case became a symbol of resistance against the corrupt and elitist establishment, while Ahuja's case 
became a symbol of exploitation and injustice. 

The media also influenced the judicial process by creating public pressure on the judges, lawyers, witnesses, and politicians 
involved in the case. Some examples of this are: 

a. The jury tampering by Blitz, a tabloid newspaper that supported Nanavati and published biassed and sensational 
reports on the case. Blitz also paid money to some of the jurors to sway their opinion in favour of Nanavati. 

b. The witness intimidation by Blitz and other media outlets that threatened or bribed some of the witnesses to change 
their testimony or refrain from testifying against Nanavati. 

c. The judicial interference by Blitz and other media outlets that criticised or praised the judges depending on their 
rulings on the case. Blitz also launched a campaign to impeach Justice S.T. Desai, who presided over the High Court 
trial and convicted Nanavati. 

d. The political intervention by Blitz and other media outlets that appealed to Governor Vijayalakshmi Pandit, Nehru's 
sister, to pardon Nanavati or commute his sentence. Blitz also mobilised public demonstrations and petitions in 
support of Nanavati. 

Another key theme is the impact of the media on legal discourse and reform. Many authors have argued that the media 
coverage of the K.M. Nanavati case had significant implications for the development of criminal law and justice in India. Some 
of these implications are: 

a. The abolition of jury system in India. The K.M. Nanavati case exposed the flaws and limitations of the jury system in 
India, such as its susceptibility to media influence, its lack of legal expertise, its inconsistency with constitutional 
principles, and its irrelevance in a diverse and complex society. The case prompted the government to abolish the jury 
system in 1960 by amending the Code of Criminal Procedure 

b. The clarification of grave and sudden provocation as a defence. The K.M. Nanavati case raised important legal 
questions about the concept of grave and sudden provocation, which was invoked by Nanavati as a defence to reduce 
his culpability from murder to culpable homicide not amounting to murder. The case challenged the traditional 
understanding of provocation as a loss of self-control caused by an external stimulus, and introduced the notion of 
subjective and objective tests to determine the gravity and suddenness of provocation. The case also highlighted the 
gender and cultural biases inherent in the application of provocation as a defence. 

c. A third key theme is the comparison of media with other sources of information2 on the K.M. Nanavati case. Many 
authors have compared and contrasted the media accounts of the case with other sources, such as official records, 
court documents, personal interviews, memoirs, and biographies. Some of the findings from this comparison are: 

d. The accuracy and reliability of media reports on the case. Some authors have pointed out the factual errors, 
exaggerations, distortions, and omissions in the media reports on the case, and have questioned their credibility and 
validity. Some authors have also suggested that some of the media reports were based on hearsay, rumours, or 
fabricated evidence. 

e. The perspective and agenda of media outlets on the case. Some authors have analysed the ideological, political, 
economic, and social motives behind the media coverage of the case, and have examined how they influenced the 
selection, presentation, and interpretation of information on the case. Some authors have also explored how different 
media outlets catered to different audiences and interests, and how they competed or collaborated with each other on 
the case 

f. The representation and narration of media stories on the case3. Some authors have studied the literary, rhetorical, and 
aesthetic techniques used by the media to construct and communicate their stories on the case, and have evaluated 
their effectiveness and appeal. Some authors have also compared how different media genres, such as newspapers, 
magazines, films, books, podcasts, etc., portrayed and narrated the case in different ways  

One of the gaps in knowledge that emerges from the literature review is the lack of empirical research on the role of media in 
the K.M. Nanavati case. Most of the existing literature is based on secondary sources, such as media reports, court documents, 
or memoirs, which may not reflect the actual views and experiences of the people involved in or affected by the case. There is a 
need for more primary research, such as surveys, interviews, or experiments, to examine how media influenced public opinion 
and judicial process on the case, and how media impacted legal discourse and reform in India. Another gap in knowledge that 
emerges from the literature review is the lack of comparative analysis on the role of media in similar cases across time and 
space. Most of the existing literature focuses on the K.M. Nanavati case is a unique and exceptional phenomenon in Indian 
history and society. There is a need for more comparative analysis to explore how media played a similar or different role in 
other cases involving adultery, murder, provocation, jury trial, etc., both within India and outside India. 

MEDIA'S INFLUENCE: 

                                                           
1After_nanavati_The_last_jury_trial_in_India 
2Kumar, A., & Kumar, A. (2020). *Media trial: A tool to sabotage the fair trial principle*. International Journal of Law Management & Humanities, 3(4), 1-8. 
3 Srinivasan, S., & Srinivasan, S. (2018). *The jury system in India: A historical analysis*. Journal of Indian Law and Society, 9(2), 1-21.  
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The K.M. Nanavati case was a sensational murder trial that took place in India in the late 1950s and early 1960s. It involved a 
naval officer, Kawas Manekshaw Nanavati, who shot and killed his wife’s lover, Prem Ahuja, in a fit of rage. The case attracted 
unprecedented media attention and public interest, as it involved elements of passion, betrayal, honour, and justice. The media 
played a crucial role in shaping the public opinion and influencing the judicial process of the case, as well as reflecting the social 
and political changes that were taking place in India at that time. This essay will analyse the media’s role in the K.M. Nanavati 
case, and discuss its implications for contemporary India. 

The media’s role in the K.M. Nanavati case can be understood from two perspectives: agenda-setting and framing. Agenda-
setting refers to the ability of the media to select and emphasise certain issues and topics, and thereby influence what people 
think about. Framing refers to the way the media present and interpret an issue or event, and thereby influence how people 
understand and evaluate it. Both agenda-setting and framing can have significant effects on public opinion and political 
behaviour1. 

In the K.M. Nanavati case, the media set the agenda by giving extensive coverage to the case, making it a national sensation. 
The case was reported by newspapers, magazines, radio, and cinema across India, reaching millions of readers, listeners, and 
visitors. The media also framed the case in different ways, depending on their ideological orientation, target audience, and 
commercial interests. Some media outlets portrayed Nanavati as a hero who defended his honour and family against a villainous 
seducer. Others depicted him as a cold-blooded murderer who violated the law and morality. Some media outlets focused on 
the legal aspects of the case, such as the jury system, the evidence, and the verdict. Others emphasised the emotional aspects of 
the case, such as the love triangle, the confession, and the sympathy. 

The media’s agenda-setting and framing had a significant impact on public opinion and the judicial process of the case. The 
media created a wave of sympathy and support for Nanavati among the public, especially among the Parsi community, the naval 
officers, and the urban elite. The public opinion was so strong that it influenced the jury’s verdict, which acquitted Nanavati of 
murder charges. However, this verdict was overturned by the Bombay High Court, which convicted Nanavati of culpable 
homicide . The media also influenced the political intervention in the case, as several influential figures, such as Vijayalakshmi 
Pandit (the governor of Maharashtra), Jawaharlal Nehru (the prime minister of India), Ram Jethmalani (a prominent lawyer), 
and Russi Karanjia (a powerful editor)2, intervened in favor or against Nanavati at different stages of the case . The media also 
reflected the social and political changes that were taking place in India at that time. The case exposed the tensions between 
tradition and modernity, morality and legality, class and caste, community and nation, in a newly independent India that was 
undergoing rapid transformation3. 

The implications of the media’s role in the K.M. Nanavati cases for contemporary India are manifold. On one hand, the case 
shows how powerful and influential the media can be in shaping public opinion and influencing the judicial process in high-
profile cases. On the other hand, it also shows how biassed and sensationalised the media can be in reporting such cases, often 
compromising on accuracy, objectivity, and ethics. The case also highlights how public opinion can be manipulated by various 
actors with vested interests, such as politicians, lawyers, editors, activists, etc., who use the media as a tool to advance their 
agendas. The case also reveals how public opinion can be divided along lines of identity, such as religion, caste, class, region, 
etc., creating polarisation and conflict in society. 

The K.M. Nanavati case is not only a historical event but also a contemporary phenomenon. It has inspired several books , 
films , and web series  that have reinterpreted and recreated the case for new generations of audiences. It has also resonated 
with several recent cases that have involved similar themes of passion, murder, media trial ,and public opinion . The K.M. 
Nanavati case is thus a relevant and fascinating case study for understanding how media influence public opinion in India. 

CONTEMPORARY STANCE: 

The media's role in the K.M. Nanavati case and its implications for contemporary India is a complex and controversial topic. 
The media, especially the print media, played a significant role in shaping public opinion and influencing the course of the trial. 
The media also highlighted the issues of morality, justice, and patriotism that were involved in the case. The media's role in the 
Nanavati case was unprecedented and influential. The media, especially the tabloid Blitz, supported Nanavati and portrayed him 
as a hero who defended his honour and his family. Blitz also launched a campaign to collect signatures for Nanavati's pardon 
and mobilised public support for him. Blitz also vilified Ahuja and questioned his character and motives. The media's coverage 
of the case created a divide between the Parsi and Sindhi communities, to which Nanavati and Ahuja belonged respectively. The 
media also exploited the patriotic sentiments of the public by highlighting Nanavati's naval background and service to the 
nation. 

The media's role in the Nanavati case had several implications for contemporary India. One of the implications was the 
abolition of the jury system in India. The government felt that the jury system was prone to manipulation by the media and 
public pressure and that it did not ensure fair and impartial justice. Therefore, the government passed the 59th Amendment to 
the Code of Criminal Procedure in 19604, which abolished the jury system in India. 

Another implication was the emergence of trial by media as a phenomenon in India. Trial by media refers to the practice of 
media influencing or interfering with the judicial process by presenting biassed or sensationalised information about a case or a 
person involved in a case. Trial by media can have adverse effects on the rights of the accused, the presumption of innocence, 
the fairness of the trial, and the administration of justice. Trial by media can also create public hysteria, prejudice, and violence. 

                                                           
1 Srinivasan, S., & Srinivasan, S. (2018). *The jury system in India: A historical analysis*. Journal of Indian Law and Society, 9(2), 1-21.  
2 Karanjia, R. (1959). Nanavati: The Inside Story of the Murder Case that Shook India. Blitz Publications. 
3Modernism modernization and post-colonial India A reflective essay 
4THE CODE OF CRIMINAL PROCEDURE, 1973 



A LANDMARK ON THE INDIAN CONSTITUTION                                                                  

 

547 

Trial by media is still prevalent in contemporary India and has been observed in many cases involving celebrities, politicians, 
activists, or social issues. Some examples of trial by media in contemporary India are: 

a. The Aarushi Talwar murder case (2008)1, where a teenage girl and her domestic help were found murdered in their 
home. The media speculated on various aspects of the case, such as the motive, the evidence, the suspects, and their 
character. The media also accused Aarushi's parents of being involved in the murder and having an illicit relationship 
with each other. 

b. The Nirbhaya gang rape case (2012)2, where a young woman was brutally raped and assaulted by six men on a moving 
bus in Delhi. The media extensively covered the case and revealed details about the victim's identity, medical 
condition, family background, and personal life. The media also demanded harsh punishment for the accused and 
influenced public outrage and protests. 

c. The Sushant Singh Rajput death case (2020)3, where a popular Bollywood actor was found dead in his apartment in 
Mumbai. The media speculated on various aspects of the case, such as the cause of death, the role of his girlfriend 
Rhea Chakraborty, the involvement of drugs, nepotism, or politics. The media also harassed and defamed Rhea 
Chakraborty and other people associated with Sushant Singh Rajput. 

These are some examples of how contemporary India is coping with trials by the media. However, there are also some positive 
aspects of the media's role in contemporary India. Media can also play a constructive role in creating awareness, educating 
people, exposing corruption, promoting human rights, and facilitating social change. Media can also act as a watchdog of 
democracy and hold accountable those who abuse power or violate laws. 

Therefore, the media's role in contemporary India is not entirely negative or positive. It depends on how the media uses its 
power and responsibility to inform, entertain, or influence people. Media should adhere to ethical standards and journalistic 
principles while reporting on any case or issue. Media should also respect the rights of individuals and institutions involved in 
any case or issue. Media should also refrain from interfering with or prejudicing the judicial process or outcome. Media's role in 
contemporary India is crucial and challenging. Media has to balance its freedom with its accountability. Media has to serve its 
duty to society without compromising its integrity or credibility. 

CONCLUSION: 

The media role in the K.M. Nanavati case and its contemporary stance is a topic that has many dimensions and perspectives. 
The media role in the Nanavati case was unprecedented and influential, as it shaped public opinion and influenced the course of 
the trial. The media also highlighted the issues of morality, justice, and patriotism that were involved in the case. The media role 
in the Nanavati case had several implications for contemporary India, such as the abolition of the jury system, the emergence of 
trial by media, and the impact on the Parsi and Sindhi communities. The media role in contemporary India is crucial and 
challenging, as it has to balance its freedom with its accountability. Media can play a constructive or a destructive role in creating 
awareness, educating people, exposing corruption, promoting human rights, and facilitating social change. Media can also act as 
a watchdog of democracy and hold accountable those who abuse power or violate laws. Media should adhere to ethical 
standards and journalistic principles while reporting on any case or issue4. Media should also respect the rights of individuals 
and institutions involved in any case or issue. Media should also refrain from interfering with or prejudicing the judicial process 
or outcome. Therefore, the media role in contemporary India is not entirely negative or positive. It depends on how the media 
uses its power and responsibility to inform, entertain, or influence people. Media has to serve its duty to society without 
compromising its integrity or credibility. Media has to learn from its past mistakes and successes and evolve with the changing 
times and needs of the people5. 
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5McCombs, M. E., & Shaw, D. L. (1972). The agenda-setting function of mass media. Public Opinion Quarterly, 36(2), 176-187. 


