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ABSTRACT 

Legal analysis portrait that the provision concerning adultery is considerably more influenced by the social values of 

sexual ethical quality existed at the moment of planning the legal provision. Punishment identifies with adultery is 

given under section 497 of IPC. Adultery is an attack on a husband's right to his wife. It is a crime and an act 

against the sanctity of a marriage, which is committed by a man. This action is offensive and illicit. The Apex Court 

has recently seen that in limiting the category of offenders who are classified as guilty of adultery, it cannot be said 

that any constitutional provision has been breached. The antecedent attitude of the higher judiciary was that section 

497 of IPC isn't contradictory to Article 14, 15, 21. As of late, the law on adultery which was 150 years old has 

been whirling into debatable controversies such as its gender bias approach, questioning equality clause and solid 

contentions have been raised either for its preservation, alteration, or entire removal from penal statutes. Recently it 

has been proclaimed unconstitutional by the Supreme Court, which regards a husband as the master of his wife. The 

infidelity law offends the dignity of the woman as it is arbitrary. This paper has attempted to analyze the adultery 

from its legal base, its philosophy, object, and justification of legal guidelines. Section 497 of the IPC is wholly 

unreasonable, as it permits the husband to perform the duties of the wife, for that is surprisingly inflated and unequal. 

This article ends with the discussion on the recommendations made by different boards and committees and whether 

section 497 to be decriminalized. The conclusion in this is self-explanatory. 
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I. INTRODUCTION:- 

Under the law, adultery involves a united corporal relationship between two people who are not 

into married wedlock with each other, and who marry another person who has a spouse who lives 

with one or both of them.1 The standard meaning of adultery may vary in various districts, but the 

basic issue is having sexual intercourse outside of matrimony. Adultery is also undoubtedly an 

immoral mistake and practically all religions regard it as an act of infidelity, an act of betrayal, or 

fornication. However, there is a difference between strict, social, and lawful meanings. The 

dictionary definition of adultery defines sex with someone other than your husband or wife. In 

this manner, the dictionary reference significance of 'adultery' implies sexual equity and what’s 

more, it may be staunch by either of any sex. 

According to the social perspective, ‘adultery’ is considered objectionable it is commonly thought 

of as a violation of trust by the person who suffers from a disloyal relationship. In the monotonic 

social order, where the marriage ceremony is described as an elite correlation between two people, 

infidelity is intolerable. However, this doesn't infer that this ethical judgment is adequate to prevent 

individuals from indulging in extra-marital affairs. The lawful characterization of ‘adultery’ alters 

from state to state and ordinance to ordinance. While at numerous spots infidelity is the point at 

which a woman has deliberate sex with an individual other than her spouse, at other places adultery 

is the act in which a woman wilfully has sex with a third individual without her husband’s authority. 

In the United Kingdom, these were Episcopal violations and therefore not part of the common 

law. Only promulgate (open and notorious) coitus was viewed as a crime because it was a public 

nuisance or open disturbance. In rest of the western world and also western European countries 

like Spain, Malta, France, Italy, Austria, Greece have decriminalized adultery and also few major 

western countries like Belgium, Finland does not consider adultery as a crime but the Indian 

jurisdiction considers adultery as a punishable and atrocious crime. It is a breach of trust as well as 

a violation of the sacred conjugal promises, consistently and ethically held to be respected and 

does carry retribution under the pronouncement. 

The resolution of condemnation or interpreting in India does not give an established conception 

of philosophy built on the territory of the criminal statute. The provision of Adultery as defined 

                                                             

1 Adam Augustyn, Patricia Bauer (ed.), Adultery, Encyclopaedia Britannica (Encyclopaedia Britannica, inc, 2009), available 
at https://www.britannica.com/topic/adultery (last visited on April 18, 2020). 
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under Section.497 of the Indian Penal Code, 1860 provides punishment for Adultery.2 It seeks 

only to punish men for adultery, and treats women who are guilty and victimized the offence of 

adultery and having sex with another man's wife without the consent of the husband creates a 

criminal consent. The main point of this offence is that only a male offender is legally liable for 

the offence of adultery and is punishable by up to five years. If the act of sexual intercourse occurs 

between a married and unmarried woman, or with a widow, divorced, or married woman, the 

husband does not consider that the offence has taken place with the married husband, or falls 

under the guise of adultery. 

Things being what they are, between the good and legitimate situations on infidelity, the issue that 

emerges is whether “Is adultery a crime”? Additionally, should the law treat people in a different 

way for what it characterizes law liable to be punished by law? To inquire about the 

recommendation, this paper deals with the initiative of decriminalization of adultery by the 

Supreme Court in specific terms. 

 

II. HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE: ADULTERY 

Historically, adultery has been viewed as a serious and genuine offence in numerous cultures. 

Adultery is a crime from former age and ancient times followed by the modern time, from the old 

times the law concerning adultery has been evolving. In the past, the wife would be held 

responsible for the offence but in the current law the man who is committing adultery is bought 

under the scope of section 497 of the Indian Penal Code, and the wife is not held responsible. In 

ancient India, where the person commits adultery the wife would be mistreated, abused, or killed 

by the husband whereas the abettor was only punished in pecuniary terms. There is a reflection of 

the discriminatory approach and gender biases in The Hindu Law books. According to ancient 

Hindu laws, only the woman who was involved in infidelity was punished & killed while the 

husbands were considered the image of God and were left off with warnings only. According to 

old Hindu mythology, it means that a man should not speak indiscreetly of another's mate much 

less think of her to that end; for such a man will be punished with the reincarnation as a creeping 

creature in next life. Therefore the one who commits adultery is punished both in this life and life 

                                                             

2 Chandla Chhittar Lodha v. Mst Nandu AIR 1965 MP 268. 



 
 

afterward; for his days in this world are minimum in number, and when he is dead he falls into 

purgatory. 

According to Jainism under Acarangasutra verse 2.61, it expresses that a sensible man has 

nothing to do with desire. Covet is nothing but demise, and the absence of it is serenity. How can 

one entertain this lewd behavior who follows this sensibility? 

According to Buddhism Sutta Nipata 123, it illustrates adultery as whoever has unlawful illicit 

relationships with the wives of his family members or companions, either forcibly or through 

common assent, he is to be known as a pariah. 

Under Islamic law, adultery is considered as one of the most serious offences; known as Hadd sin, 

and also adultery has been specified as offences in the Quran. Adultery is explained under Quran 

verse 17.32 as Advance, not adultery: for it is a disgraceful deed and a malevolent, opening the 

way to different shades of malice. 

In almost all refined society on the globe, the premise of social contact is found through sexual 

relations. Therefore, at any random moment, there are severe social endorsements on the 

configuration, continuity, and control of sexual relations in the general public. History has 

confirmed that there is a series of regulating principles that govern and control a person's sexual 

activity. Legally recognized sexual intercourse within conjugal marriage is found to be the premise 

of marital foundations, which is believed to be an important institution for sustaining the general 

public. Aside from a couple of special cases of innate networks, the transformative improvement 

of the family establishment in India speaks to a man-centric model and, subsequently, a severe 

limitation on the sexual conduct of a wedded couple, particularly women. It requires social consent 

to set up satisfactory sex, and just polyandry kinds of monogamy, polygamy, and sexual relations 

have social acknowledgment. Depending on a variety of factors chronologically; The run of the 

mill society shows sensible power and anticipation of sex, which is represented by the worth based 

structure of sexual ethical quality norms, which acknowledges standards that allow or restrict 

sexual intercourse. 

Accordingly, we find that India follows the prevailing idea of considering infidelity laws important 

to preserve the holiness of marriage. “Society despises marital infidelity” indirectly entail that 

society approves of marriage and marital loyalty, thus alleviating the employment of state endorse 

against the individuals who threaten these qualities. The quirk of Indian offence is the exception 

for a lady from liability, which has been consistently sought to be removed. The exemption 

together with procedural limitations on who can initiate proceedings has prompted the view that 



 
 

only outsiders to the marriage must be hindered though the criminal law. The spouse can be left to 

their diplomacy. 

This approval or denial by socio-strict endorsement frames the premise of 'marriage foundation. 

However, situations like “slave keeping”, “keeping”, “Muta marriage” have likewise observed as a 

practice in a few societies. Relationship out of marital wedlock has pulled in socio- exacting assents. 

Standards of those driving sexual profound quality not just precluded the two-timing conduct of 

a wedded individual, however different exercises, for example, homosexuality, lesbian, 

interbreeding, the relationship had additionally been restricted. In spite of there is proof that such 

relations existed ever, yet it didn't have any social authorization all things considered. 

However, since the beginning of infidelity, a common all-inclination has not been observed, and 

it defies standards in both structures in every kind of society. It is well known that infidelity is 

placed on different types of criminal directives than any other offence referred to under punitive 

rules. Crimes such as murder, theft, dacoit, defamation, public tranquillity, grievous hurt, rape, etc 

are comparatively more heinous than Adultery which does not have the great impact on the general 

public; or on the other hand, rather it doesn't present danger to the tranquil presence of human 

progress. Discipline for infidelity is a comparable sort of thing. 

It can be contended that infidelity is not a sentence for a person who submits to infidelity and is 

not an answer to a person who is subjected to infidelity. The target of arrangement for infidelity is 

all the more regularly to arrive at a settlement with the guilty party at the hired soldier level and 

difficult to send the wrongdoer to jail. This was the very motivation driving why the offence of 

unfaithfulness didn't figure in the primary draft. 

Indeed, even these days to this extent the conditions are not entirely remarkable. There is no clear 

impact of the presence of Section 497 on society. Nonetheless, regardless of everything, it remains 

part of the conversation in this research paper that whether disloyalty will be made guilty at all in 

the 21st century or it will be overseen in the like mode, for example, other western nations by 

decriminalizing it. 

III. DEVELOPMENT OF LAW OF ADULTERY IN INDIA: 

Britishers implemented The Indian Penal Code in 1860, this was a time when men used to 

consider woman as their estate in India and the offence on Adultery under section 497 is a clear 

indication of this. Lord Macaulay, is the principal initiator of the Indian penal code and he is against 

the possibility of considering such a section in the underlying framework and needs to be kept 



 
 

outside the purview of the penal laws issued by the Indian Judicial Commission. 183. He felt that 

such inclusion was unnecessary and baseless and that the marital infidelity would be left to the 

community to take care that the parties were not a private mistake and a criminal offence. It was 

based on the wrong view that the husband had the sole right over the body of his wife and women 

are the possessions of the men. This viewpoint further became stronger by the fact that such 

activity refrains from being an offence if the misconduct is done with the approval of the husband 

of the woman. In this way, it is not the condemnation of physical relations outside of marriage 

that prevents the wife from infidelity without the consent of her "owner." 

In this way, similarly, as an individual isn't permitted or expected to be on the place where there is 

another without his assent, someone else isn't permitted or expected to engage in sexual relations 

with one's significant other without his assent. It utilizes a similar relationship to be utilized for a 

criminal offence. Infidelity, along these lines, isn't wrongdoing against a husband and not a 

conjugal household. At that point there is no vulnerability, this section looks at the woman as the 

object of the man. The principal reason for keeping 'infidelity' away from genuine enactment is 

that the current social standards, given the qualities and measures of managing such cases, as such, 

establish the fundamental proposed uncommon system of the Indian penal code. Be that as it may, 

these appraisal bases don't sustain the criminal thought of the show. A fundamental assessment of 

the penal code for infidelity, despite different types of criminalization, uncovers the absence of 

any proper reason and its significantly fanatic character, although none of the standards can be 

satisfied. 

The Second Law Commission suspected something and said to keep the offence out of the IPC 

would be inappropriate and recommended that solitary the man be punished, again remembering 

the state of women in the country. It was included later on. The sanctioned first penal legislation 

in India contained The offence of infidelity was mentioned under Chapter XX of IPC that deals 

concern the Offences Relating to Marriage. It contained four sections [494-498]. This provision is 

designed to create a sense of security in women by restricting adultery to only unmarried women 

at the same time that men do not have sex with other wives. 

The main aim for making infidelity a crime and making sure to confine the only man is to prevent 

women from being taken advantage of who are deprived of love and affection from her husband 

and deflect man from having any sexual oriented relationship with the wife of other. Given that 

men have this social image of being the wrongdoers and women were deprived of their husband’s 

affection and care, they were treated as people in question and not the creators of the wrongdoing. 



 
 

There were no systemized individual and matrimonial laws at the time of enactment of section 497 

yet they were inconsistent and out of order. 

Section 497 reads as ADULTERY. – “Whoever has sexual intercourse with a person who is and whom he 

knows or has reason to believe to be the wife of another man, without the consent or connivance of that man, such 

sexual intercourse not amounting to the offence of rape, is guilty of the offence of adultery, and shall be punished with 

imprisonment of either description for a term which may extend to five years, or with fine, or with both. In such a 

case, the wife will not be punishable as an abettor.”3 No one but a man can be proceeded against and 

penalized for the offence of adultery as the section explicitly regulate that wife cannot be punished 

according to this section even as an abettor.4 

The objective of the law is to inflict punishment on individuals who meddle with the sacred 

connection of marriage, and the council additionally believes it to be an offence against the sacred 

matrimonial tie. Adultery might, in any case, have some legitimate outcomes, especially in divorce 

cases even though under the law it is not a criminal offence. Besides, the wife of the philanderer 

has no locus standi to file a charge against her veered off husband. It is only that the right to file a 

complaint is in the hands of the husband of the (adulteress) wife upon whose complaint the court 

can take cognizance of the offence. The law regarding filing the complaint is provided under 

criminal procedure code section 198(2), where the husband of the (adulteress) wife is considered 

as a wounded party and on the other hand the wife of the (adulterer) husband is not considered as 

an aggrieved party. 

 

IV. WHAT AGGREGATE ADULTERY? 

It is even more appealing to know what comprises adultery and how adultery is being dedicated. 

To comprise an offence of adultery, the following elements must be established: 

1) The sexual association must be committed with the wife of another man; 

2) The individual must have information or has reason to accept that the woman is 

the wife of another man; 

3) Such sexual association must be without the consent or participation of the 

husband; 

                                                             

3  The Indian Penal Code, 1860 S. 497, P.189. 
4  W. Kalyani v. State, (2011) 13 SCALE 154: 2011 (8) SLT 711. 



 
 

4) Such sexual association must not add up to the offence of assault. 

If these conditions are satisfied, by then, the individual will be obligated for committing the offence 

of infidelity. 

Nonetheless, validation of intercourse is a fundamental part of the crime, although direct evidence 

is scarce and, in most cases, must be gathered from the totality of the conditions. Sexual relations 

with a living lady and consensual relations with a man other than her husband are covered by IPC 

S.497. Section 497 is therefore not appropriate under certain conditions. To begin with, the 

substance of S. 497 can only be supplemented if there is sexual intercourse. In addition, if the 

person who committed adultery has effectively raised the declaration of innocence concerning 

marriage. Third, you can appeal if you are protected by a simple exception and are free from 

criminal liability. 

However, the woman's consent under section 497 is very important. If the woman does not 

consent to sexual intercourse, such an act is considered a forced sexual act without the woman's 

consent, and therefore rape. The exemption only applies to spouses over the age of 16. In the case 

of a woman under the age of 16, sex with her husband is also the same as rape, but it is not raping 

for anyone under the age of 16. 

 

V. POSITION OF ADULTERY IN OTHER COUNTRIES: 

 

There is a standardized law relating to adultery in various nations. It differs according to attitude, 

culture, norms, and other many components. The provisions related to adultery in some of the 

nations are given underneath: 

1. United States: 

There are three major definitions of criminal adultery to be present under state law in 

different states of the United States- 

a) The customary law view; 

b) The canon or the standard (a law or doctrine of laws of a church);5 

c) The hybrid view. 

                                                             

5 K.D Gaur, Textbook on Indian Penal Code 1054 (Lexis Nexis, New Delhi, 6thedn. 2016).  



 
 

As per precedent-based law view or a custom- based law, infidelity happens just 

when the lady is aggressively committed and both a couple are considered legally 

responsible. 

Under canon law or a gathering law when there is an intended sexual association 

of a wedded person with an individual other than guilty parties spouse or wife and 

just the wedded individual is held in the wrong is adultery. 

The hybrid rule is the rule that is enforced in twenty states in the United States, 

whereby two partners violate infidelity if a partner hosts a romance with a third 

party. 

2. England and France: 

Adultery is not considered a criminal offence in the United Kingdom. In some 

European countries, though it is moderate, is a trespass. For example, in France, the 

wife is liable to punishment for up to a quarter of a year for two years for causing 

adultery. However, the husband who has been convicted by the wife may apologize to 

her and accept her as his wife again, taking her back and ending her sentence. A guilty 

person who is an adulterer is sentenced to equal punishment. 

3. Canada: Oxford:  

In Canada, there is a case of Oxford v. Oxford,6in this case, the Canadian courts have 

held that a surrogate mother is liable for adultery and can be granted if the husband 

files a petition against the adulterer rather than divorce. 

4. Germany: 

In Germany, if the consequences of adultery end up in dissolving of a marriage, then 

the guilty spouse, as well as the collaborator with whom the spouse was involved, 

would be held liable for punishment with imprisonment of not less than six months, 

but the aggrieved party has to initiate the prosecution utilizing a petition. 

5. Pakistan and Islamic Countries: 

In Pakistan, adultery is considered an atrocious offence and both men and women are 

exposed to the punishment which may stretch to capital punishment. Mohammad 

Sarwar:7 Court of Sessions in Pakistan condemned a couple to be entombed up to their 

necks and battered to the point of dying out in the open for committing adultery. Saudi 

                                                             

6 58 OLR 251 (1921). 
7  Delhi edn, “Mohammad Sarwar, aged 35, had eloped with Shahida aged 26, a few years ago and a couple were later found to 

be living together in Lahore. Police on a report from Shahida’s husband, Khushi Mohammad, arrested them and were 
prosecuted”. Hindustan Times, November 10, 1987. P.11. 



 
 

Arabia, Egypt, Iran, etc are some other Islamic nations where adultery is punished 

severely just like in Pakistan. 

6. Malaysia, Singapore, and Hong Kong: 

Malaysia’s prime religion is Islam which makes it a Muslim country, under the penal 

code adultery is not an offence. It may be because of the effect of Singapore and Hong 

Kong, where adultery is not punishable. 

7. Philippines: 

It is of interest to see that in the Philippines, where a catholic Christian dominates the 

country, it is not the husband but the married woman who is legally liable for adultery. 

 

VI. SECTION 497- CONSTITUTIONAL CHALLENGES TO 

ADULTERY LAW: 

 

It is astonishing that the criminalisation of the act that breaches the holiness of an unadulterated 

social institution such as marriage, by way of dishonesty and misrepresentation, is facing challenges 

in the past and time and again the constitutional validity of section 497 of the Indian Penal Code 

has been tested. Straight away after the initiation of the Constitution of India, Section 497 IPC was 

assailed on the ground that it conflicts with the soul of equality embodied in the Constitution. 

Adultery has pulled in a decent measure of consideration from numerous circles of the general 

public for being such a contentious issue. We would bring into the center around how both the 

courts and the Government have seen it. The Supreme Court upheld the legality of prostitution 

through three different challenges of the statute, and in each case, upheld the rule. The 

administration fought that the sacredness of marriage would breakdown as the institution of 

civilization at large if the offence of adultery is decriminalized. Though, a three-judge Bench 

recommended that the provision shall be declared unconstitutional, which prescribes a jail term 

for as long as five years or fine or both for being biased, unauthorized and adverse and arbitrary 

of citizens’ fundamental rights, with this, the offence of infidelity is just to be considered as a 

ground for divorce and not as a criminal offence. 

Yusuf Abdul Aziz v. The State of Bombay & Husseinbhoy Laljee.8Was a case in which the 

constitutional validity of section 497 was discussed.  In this case, Yusuf Abdul Aziz was a 

                                                             

8 1954 AIR 321, 1954 SCR 930; 



 
 

petitioner; he was being prosecuted for adultery under section 497 of IPC. Section 497 of the IPC 

was challenged by him, arguing that the section was an ultra-virus to Article 14 and Article 15 of 

the Constitution of India. What is argued by the petitioner is that under Section 497 only a man is 

to be penalized for the offence of adultery and the woman goes without any penalty, and, therefore, 

according to him, the law about adultery does not operate equally upon all persons; it operates 

unequally as between men and women. He argued that the concept of equality as revere under 

Article 14 and Article 15 is violated in section 497. The constitutional forum held then that the 

right to equality as enshrined in Article 14 and Article 15 of the Indian Constitution is not infringed. 

The court pronounced that: - Any such limitation cannot be added to the clause, and the stipulation 

to deny the penalty is in accordance with the permit to commit the offence which excludes the 

penalty. 

The Supreme Court is of the view that Article 14 is a general arrangement and that in reading 

them, it is necessary to remember the different provisions which set out the fundamental rights 

exceptions or special cases. Sex is a sound order and despite the reality, there can be no 

discrimination on such accounts, Article 15 (3) is established itself by the constitution for special 

provisions concerning women and children. The petitioners argued that Clause (3) of Article 15 

was prepared for the assistance of the woman and not for the sanction of criminal offences. 

However, the court is of the view that they do not perceive such limitations. Finally, it was held 

by the court that whenever the two Articles read together i.e. Article 14 and 15 it certifies the 

challenge in section 497 of the Indian Penal Code. 

In the second case, Smt. Sowmithri Vishnu v. Union of India & Another.9, The petitioner 

(wife) filed a petition for divorce on the grounds of desertion against her husband. The petition 

was dismissed by the Supreme Court, saying that it was the petitioner herself who had deserted 

the husband and the husband was not at fault. Subsequently, the divorce petition was filed by the 

husband against the petitioner (wife) on two bases: firstly, saying that she had deserted him and 

secondly, that she was living with a person named Dharma Ebenzer in adultery. 

Then the petitioner filed a writ petition for quashing that complaint on the ground that the very 

provision which creates the offence of 'adultery', specifically, Section- 497 of the Penal Code, is 

unconstitutional. The petitioner battles that S. 497 of the Penal Code is contradictory of Article 14 

of the Constitution for the reason that, by making unreasonable classifications in men and women, 

and denying women the rights afforded to them. The Supreme court affirmed its earlier view by 

                                                             

9 1985 AIR 1618: 1985 SCR Supl. (1) 741: 1985 SCALE 960. 

https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1833006/


 
 

dismissing the petition challenging the provisions under section 497, IPC can’t be said to violative 

of Article 14 of the constitution on the basis that it makes an unreasonable allocation between 

men and women in that. This contention lays on the following three grounds: 

(1) Advices the husband that he has the right to put on trial the adulterer but it does not 

give any such privilege to the wife to bring to court the woman with whom her husband 

was involved with and has committed adultery. 

This was believed to be a guiding principle of the statute by the Supreme Court and 

the offence of infidelity is not contradictory to any constitutional provision if the 

offence is confined to men. 

(2) Does not give any privilege to the wife to accuse the husband who has a sexual 

relationship and has adultery with another woman. 

The Court held that if a wife is not considered to be the creator of the wrongdoing if 

she is involved in adultery and have a sexual relationship with someone and she will be 

considered as a victim in that crime and the governing bodies believed it to be the 

offence against the holiness of a marital home, and it was men who were considered 

to commit the offence. The procedure for who has the right to prosecute who is all 

laid down by the law itself. 

(3) A husband may have intercourse with unmarried women because he is freely licensed 

under the law, and cases of adultery with an unmarried woman are not obtained under 

section 497. 

It is up to the lawmakers to alter the penal law according to present-day times and it 

doesn't outrage Article 14 or 15 of the Indian Constitution. In Sowmithri case, the 

court did not discover any material in the contention of infringement of Article 14 & 

15 of women through S 497 which incapacitated women from starting any criminal 

proceeding for the act of infidelity. 

In the third case, V. Revathi v. Union of India10 In this case, the petitioner discussed the same 

argument earlier in the case of Sowmithri, which means that the Act does not allow the wife to 

prosecute her fornication husband as a section 198 (1) and Section 198 (2) does not allow her to 

do so. But at the same time, the husband is also not allowed to prosecute his wife for the offence 

of adultery as the wife is not legally convicted. The petitioner also did not fail to notice the 
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contention that even the wife of the adulterous husband is barred from taking any action against 

him. 

The verdict is considered as an administrative parcel intended to resolve the offence committed 

by an outsider in the marital unit, attacking the harmony and security of the conjugal unit and 

destroying the sacred relationship between two persons establishing the union of marriage. There 

is no harm to a married couple by attacking each other through criminal law. 

 

VII. JOSEPH SHINE V. UNION OF INDIA: SECTION 497 OF 

THE INDIAN PENAL CODE DECLARED 

UNCONSTITUTIONAL AND ADULTERY WAS 

DECRIMINALISED IN INDIA. 

 

A. The altercations raised in Joseph shine v. Union of India11: 

Section 497 of the Indian Penal code was struck down by the Five-judge bench of the Supreme 

Court in the case of Joseph Shine v. Union of India in 2017. In the Indian state, adultery is declared 

lawful but remains a tort and can be considered a ground for divorce. This ruling is additionally 

significant due to its consequences for the future. This was recently revealed when the Supreme 

Court published in December 2017 a notice to the Center regarding a petition challenging the 

established legitimacy of the adultery law. 

a) In Defence of Petitioner: 

The three challenges against the law of infidelity in India are: 

 Violation of Article 14 & Article 15 of the Constitution 

 Privacy infringement. 

 Holiness of Marriage 

 

 Infringement of Article 14 and Article 15 of the Constitution of India: 
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Accordingly, the claimant argued that Article 14 and Article 15 of the Indian 

Constitution were infringed and that adultery was restricted to cover the 

extramarital affairs of married women and married men. The contradiction section 

is based on the sex of the husband and wife engaged in extramarital affairs. 

 Privacy infringement: 

Adultery laws, like the intrusion into the privacy of people where the relationship 

is based on the mutual consent of the parties. After the Puttuswamy trial, the law 

on privacy was seen as our fundamental right and the invasion of privacy would 

make a person guilty of a similar consensual adult relationship. 

 The holiness of Marriage: 

To oppose the government’s contention that “decriminalisation of adultery will 

dissolve the sanctity of marriage and society at large”, the petitioner referred to the 

question of “what is the sanctity of marriage” and “what is capable of pulverizing 

it”. 

The reasoning given by the court is that the law for divorce and judicial separation 

law exists. It may be that divorce destroys the marriage and judicial separation that 

is separation from bed and food can harm a marital relationship, however, they 

don't have the capability of pulverizing the "foundation" of marriage or even the 

marriage. These two are the outcomes in the messed up marriage however this 

doesn't show that marriage as a foundation is being decimated. 

 

(b) On Behalf of Respondent: 

The affidavit submitted by the government in the case states that the decriminalization of 

prostitution undermines the sanctity and sensitivity of the conjugal bond.12 However, should the 

government's contention that the sanctity of the conjugal bond be destroyed in light of the 

eradication of adultery is also meant to highlight the impact that decriminalization of infidelity has 

on marriage? Further, this argument is not supported by data/research showing the impact of 

decriminalization of infidelity on the sanctity of marriage. Additional Attorney General (GSA) 

Pinky Anand, for governmental purposes, argued that the issue of infidelity is an open question 
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as marriage is an open debate in India, so Judge Indu Malhotra asked how the two elders share. 

Marital conflict may be wrong against the general public. 

Decriminalization of infidelity was being placated for on the grounds that for pronouncing a 

demonstration to be a criminal offence must be contrary to society and adversely influencing it. In 

addition, adultery only integrates and has an impact on individuals and their famil ies. Even the 

family's contribution is not a contentious dispute to control the family's private overview. 

B. Judgement in Joseph Shine v.. Union Of India: 

Joseph Shine filed a petition in December 2017 challenging the legitimacy of IPC Section 497. The 

petition was sent to a constitution bench of five judges headed by then Chief Justice of India 

Deepak Mishra, which included Justice RF Nariman, Deepak Mishra, DY Chandrachud, Indu 

Malhotra and AM Khanwilkar.13 The law appears to be ancient. Upon hearing the issue, the Court 

noted that some of the Cultural Laws were established. In four independent and favorable verdicts, 

the court overruled the clause and declared that the husband should not be considered the master 

of his wife. However, despite all the arguments adultery remains a civil offence, it is a basis for the 

dissolution of marriage. 

Hence, Section 497 of IPC was considered unconstitutional as the very base for criminalising 

adultery was the presumption that a woman cannot have sexual relations outside of matrimony as 

she is measured as the property of the man. Similar restrictions, however, did not apply to the 

husband. The right to privacy is infringed under section 497 as freedom of woman by 

discriminating in opposition to married women and the husband. Therefore, the law of adultery 

was struck down for being violative of Article 14, 15, 21 of the Indian constitution. 

 

CONCLUSION: 

The Supreme Court has ruled that 150 old adultery laws are unconstitutional and serve a husband 

as a master. This article concludes that there has been a big change in society and that women are 

no longer seen as the property of their husbands. The Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of India 

at the time said: The law on adultery is arbitrary and undermines the dignity of a woman. Not long 
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ago, the Supreme Court drafted our nation's outdated and patriarchal law through the landmark 

2018 decision. The way of thinking of society is embedded in morality that changes and, to some 

degree, has to overtime. The declaration of the law of Adultery as unconstitutional has led to the 

discovery of the infringement of Articles 14, 15, and 21 which the adultery law was perpetuating. 

The Court submits that in the refinement of the Constitution of India it includes ‘I’; ‘you’ and ‘we’ . 

The Apex court declares that the important aspects of the dignity of a woman are autonomy, 

desire, choice, and identity. 

The court recognized the woman's conceptual equality and dignity, which cannot be reduced. 

However, Section 497 of the Indian Penal Code reduces the status and civil rights of women 

because it is based on gender convention. The apex court declared that there was no patriarchal 

monarchy over the daughter and no husband monarchy on the wife. In today's scenario, male 

dominance is unacceptable. Moreover, the Supreme Court has declared that the law on adultery 

can be used for civil issues such as divorce; It does not fall into the category of a criminal offence. 

If there is an adultery case, obedience is expected from the public through criminal law, which is 

the order but this order falls to the privacy status. 

What ought to be appreciated that, if reconciliation does not work, expecting the culprit to 

conclude an act based on consent is beyond the realm of nation, which is what the civil remedy 

that is divorce is for this judgment. If so, this ruling will have a varied impact on the establishment 

of marriage in India, from which some are positive and some are negative as socially it is a taboo, 

which cannot be ignored. Accordingly, the decriminalization of Section 497 of the Indian Penal 

Code 1860 may have had a far-reaching effect. This appears to be something that limits sensitivity, 

which suggests that there are legitimate barriers to sexual self-sufficiency. But then comes the 

liberal principles, its individual’s choice. Desecration is paramount in what is good and what is bad 

for you. 

 

 


