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d Aoi8 olIHER YUH SIE 2013(0) GLHEL- Hon'ble Supreme Court of

India , Veer Singh V/s State Of U.P. ol U] ci¢i— 9 HI SUIH] 2419d

AUYAISal HIolAE &dlal def A dl - Legal system has laid emphasis on
value, weight and quality of evidence rather than on quantity
multiplicity or plurality of witnesses. It is not the number of
witnesses but -quality of their evidence which is important as there
is no requirement under the Law of Evidence that any particular
number of witnesses is to be examined to prove/disprove a fact.
Evidence must be weighed and not counted. It is quality and not
quantity which determines the adequacy of evidence as has been
provided under Section 134 of the Evidence Act. As a general rule
the Court can and may act on the testimony of a single witness
provided he is wholly reliable. (Vide: Vadivelu Thevar and Anr. V/s.
State of Madras AIR 1957 SC 614; Kunju @ Balachandran V/s. State
of Tamil Nadu AIR 2008 SC 1381, Bipin Kumar Mondal V/s. State of
West Bengal AIR 2010 SC 3638; Mahesh and Another V/s. State of
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Madhya Pradesh (2011) 9 SCC 626; Prithipal Singh and ors. V/s.
State of Punjab and anr. (2012) 1 SCC 10; Kishan Chand V/s. State
of Haryana JT 2013 (1) SC 222 and Gulam Sarbar V/s. State of Bihar

(Now Jharkhand) - 2013 (12) SCALE 504). (Para-17) d&l olIHER

JRId &IgSIE edRl G.LR.--2006(3), MOHAMMED SALIM IBRAHIM

QURESHI AND ANR. Vs. STATE OF GUJARAT, Page-2385 oil [S24114H]

WI—A<. 94 SUIHI A1Ad  AHAYAISol HiolA6 ilal AdIH] AHA1D d,
The law enshrined in Sec. 134 of the Evidence Act does not require
any particular number of witnesses to prove a certain fact. Under
Sec. 3, a fact will be presumed to have been proved when after
considering the matter before it, the Court either believes it to exist
or considers its existence to be so probable that a prudent man
under the circumstances of a particular case believes that such fact

existed. So in ordinary course of law, the facts to be proved, should
be proved in a manner which on A€ 2loGloll AUIR SRR
AHHAERY] €9RI Uldioll $%0ll GI213U &ldoll doslofl durRd Yef s3?
AU1xAe s3d & al Aol GipAIGULl €URI SAIHI AIAA BHdUIA

e2llol Adll objective basis satisfies the Court as in case of an ordinary
prudent man of the existence of fact. The underlying object of Sec.
134 is that it is not the number of witnesses nor the quantity of
evidence adduced by the prosecution that counts, but it is the
quality that counts. Further, the prosecution has always discretion
to give up examination of witnesses to avoid duplication of
evidence. A Public Prosecutor may give up witnesses to avert
proliferation of evidence which could save much time of the Court
unless examination of such a witness would achieve some material
use. If examination of a witness would only have helped in

duplication of the same category of evidence as the other eye-
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witnesses, the Public Prosecutor cannot be blamed for adopting the

course of not examining him. (Para 18.1),
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