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Armed Police Battalions and
Rapid Action Battalions
Armed Police Battalions Ordinance (in short 'The Ordinance') has given birth to (i) Armed Police Battalions
and (ii) Rapid Action Battalions. They are assigned the
duties under section 6 to: (a) internal security duties:
(aa) intelligence in respect of crime and criminal activities; (b) recovery of unauthorised arms, ammunition,
explosives and such other articles as the Government
may, from time to time, direct; (bb) investigation of any
offence on the direction of the Government; (c) apprehension of armed gangs of criminals; (d) assisting other
law enforcing agencies including the police for maintaining law and order, and (e) such other duties as the
Government, from time to time, assign. The Ordinance
requires Rapid Action Battalions along with other Battalions of the Force to perform all the duties described,
but no other battalions save the Rapid Actions Battalions shall perform any duty mentioned in clauses (aa)
and (bb). Rapid Actions Battalions have exclusive jurisdiction in this regard.
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The Independent, 11 March 2005

Armed Police Battalions Ordinance

A hybrid law
M. I. Farooqui

Jurists have attempted to classify laws in many ways.
While classifying laws, no attempt is said to be final. In
the area of Municipal law there are subdivisions of laws
into public and private laws. Public law includes Constitutional, Administrative and Criminal laws of the country.
We are not concerned here with private laws, which include among others, Law of Persons, Law of Property
(Contract, etcetra) and Law of Torts. Criminal laws may
further be divided into two classifications, the one applicable to civilians and the other to armed forces. In our
Constitution fundamental rights guaranteed to civilians
under Part III is modified by Article 45 of the Constitution, and the rights guaranteed are not available to the
armed forces. The Army Act describes criminal offence
committed in the country as "civil offence" trialable by a
normal criminal court. Under the Army Act "offence" is
described as an act or omission punishable under the Act,
and includes a "civil offence." Members of the armed
forces have their own mechanism of trial and punishment. Decisions by the armed forces tribunals and the
disciplinary actions by the authority in armed forces are
immune from challenge in writ jurisdiction except within
the narrow compass of want of jurisdiction, coram non
judice and malafide (see Jamil Huq Vs Bangladesh, 34
DLR (AD) 125.)
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Diarchy in the system
Under the Ordinance the superintendence of the Armed
Police Battalions and Rapid Action Battalions vests in
the Government. The Inspector General of Police is empowered to administer, command and control their activities under section 5 and any rules made thereunder
and such orders and instructions as may be made or issued by the Government from time to time. But it has a
diarchy system as the Rapid Action Battalions are specifically placed under the direct control and superintendence of an officer not below the rank of Deputy Inspector General of Police or equivalent in any discipline
force under section 3(6) as may be determined by the
Government, and such appointment shall be made on
secondment or deputation from among the persons who
are in the service of the Republic, including any disciplined force. It, therefore, appears that Rapid Action
Battalions have edge over the other Battalions of the
Force. They are controlled and administered by a separate officer other than the Inspector General of Police.
They have extra power and authority to intelligence in
respect of crime and criminal activities and investigation of any offence on the direction of the Government.
The Government may, at any time, direct the Rapid
Action Battalions to investigate any offence under section 6A, and in case of any such direction the Commanding Officer of the concerned Rapid Action Battalions shall assume the control of investigation of such
offence under the Code of Criminal Procedure or in
any law, as the case may be, for the investigation of
such offence, and such officer shall exercise all such
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powers and perform all such functions and duties as
may be exercised or performed by a police under the
Code of Criminal Procedure.
No guidelines
It appears that there is no procedure or guidelines in the
duties performing by the Armed Police Battalions and
the Rapid Actions Battalions in respect of clauses
(a)(b)(c), (d) and (e) of section 6. They have blanket
authority to act according to their whims and caprices
and without any obligation to the rule of law or due process of law. The Ordinance has provided under section
14 for delegated legislation, and it has also authorised the
Inspector General of Police to make such regulations
and orders not inconsistent with the Ordinance and the
rules made thereunder. But neither the Rules have been
framed nor the Inspector General of Police has issued
necessary regulations to control the activities of the Battalions. In complete absence of the Rules and Regulations the Battalions have gone into actions.
Chemistry of the Law
It further appears that jurisprudence of the Ordinance is
based on The Army Act, 1952 (Act No. XXXIX of 1952),
which provides "civil offence" and "offence" under the
Act to be exclusively tried by the Court Martial. The
offences enumerated (not defined) in Section 8(a) (b)
(c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) (i) (j) and (k) of the Ordinance have
been adapted from sections 31,32 (a), section 24 (b) (c)
(d) (e), 29 (a) (e), section 42 of the Army Act; and the
Ordinance has treated "rape", one of the "civil offences"
as an offence under the Ordinance to be tried by a Special Court. The Ordinance has not prescribed the manner and formation of the Special Court to try the offences
under section 8 of the Ordinance. The Ordinance appears to be a hybrid law. It will be observed that "offence" is described in precisely the same language as is
used to describe the "offence" in the Army Act. The provisions from the Army Act have been copied even with
the word "enemy." A citizen may commit crimes. But he
cannot be termed as "enemy", the word used in International Law against the armed personnel of a belligerent
country in hostility. The following is the juxtaposition of
the two laws to understand the chemistry of the law:
Armed Police Battalions Ordinance 1979
The Army Act, 1952
8. Offences triable by Special Court(1) An officer or an Armed Policeman, Who- 31. Any
person subject to this Act who commits any or the
following offences, that is to saya) Beings, excites, causes or joins in any mutiny or sedition or, being present at any mutiny or sedition, does not
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make his utmost endeavour to suppress it, or knowing
or having reason to believe in the existence, of any
mutiny or sedition, does not without delay, give information thereof to his Commanding Officer or superior
officer; or
(a) Begins, incites, causes, or conspires with any other
person to cause, or joins in, any mutiny in the military,
naval or air forces of [Bangladesh] or any forces cooperating therewith; or
(b) Being present at any such mutiny, does not use his
utmost endeavours to suppress the same; or
(c) Knowing or having reason to believe in the existence of any such mutiny or any intention to commit such
mutiny, or of any such conspiracy, does not without reasonable delay give information thereof to his commanding or other superior officer; or
(d) Attempts to seduce any person in the military, naval or air forces of [Bangladesh] from his duty or his
allegiance to the Government of [Bangladesh];
b) Uses or attempts to use, criminal force to commit an
assault on his superior officer knowing or having reason
to believe him to be such superior officer whether on or
off duty; or 32. (1)....
(2) Any person subject to this Act who commits any of
the following offences, that is to say(a) Uses or attempts to use criminal force to, or commits an assault on, his superior officer, knowing or having reason to believe him to be such; or....
c) Abandons or delivers up any post or guard or wireless
station which is committed to his charge or which it is his
duty to defend; or
d) In the presence of an enemy or any person in arms
against whom it is his duty to act, casts away his arms
or his ammunition, or intentionally uses words of any
other means to induce any other subordinate officer of
Armed policeman to abstain from acting against the
enemy, or any such person or to discourage any such
subordinate officer or Armed Policeman from acting
against the enemy, or any such person; or 24. Any
person subject to this Act who commits any of the following offences, that is to say(b) In the presence of any enemy, shamefully casts
away his arms, ammunition, tools or equipment, or
misbehaves in such manner as to show cowardice; or
(c) Intentionally uses words or any other means to
compel or induce any person subject to this Act, or to the
Indian Air Force Act, 1932, 1[or the ... Air Force Act,
1953,] or to the 2[... Navy Ordinance, 1961], to abstain
from acting against the enemy or to discourage such
person from acting against the enemy; or
e) Directly or indirectly holds correspondence with, or
communicates intelligence to, or assists or relieves, any
enemy or person in arms against the State, or omits to
disclose immediately to his Commanding Officer or su-
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perior officer any such correspondence or communication coming to his knowledge; or
(d) Directly or indirectly, treacherously holds correspondence with, or communicates intelligence to, the enemy or who coming to the knowledge of such correspondence or communication treacherously omits to discover it to his commanding or other superior officer; or
f) Directly or indirectly assists or relieves with money,
victuals or ammunition, or knowingly harbours or protects any enemy or person in arms against the State; or
(e) Directly or indirectly assists or relieves the enemy
with arms, ammunition, equipment, supplies or money, or
knowingly harbours or protects an enemy not being a
prisoner; or
g) Without authority leaves his Commanding Officer, or
his post of party; or
h) Quits his guard, post party, or patrol without being
regularly relieved or without leave; or
i) Uses criminal force to, or commits an assault on any
person bringing provisions of other necessaries to camp
or quarters, of forces a safeguard, or without authority
breaks into any house or any other place for plunder, or
destroys or damages any property of any kind; or 29.
Any person subject to this Act who(a) Breaks into any house or other place in search of
plunder; or
j) Intentionally causes or spreads a false alarm in action,
camp battalion head-quarters or barracks; or
(b) By any means whatever, intentionally occasions a
false alarm; or...
k) Accepts illegal gratification from any person; or
l) Commits or attempts to commit rape on any woman;
Police Act
The Police Act, 1861 has created the police force, and
the law (S12) has authorised the Inspector-General of
Police Force, subject to the approval of the Government,
to such orders and rules, from time to time, to prevent
abuse and neglect of duties, and heaps of rules have been
framed to control the conduct of the police force being
Police Regulations, Bengal. The Police Regulations provide, among others, a full executive enquiry in order to
ascertain whether any firing was justified and whether
the regulations were obeyed as soon as it can possibly
be arranged under regulation 157 of the Police Regulations. Section 167 Criminal Procedure Code stipulates
that all arrested persons have to be produced within 24
hours. As well the Criminal Procedure Code, 1898 (Act
V of 1898) provides safeguards in Chapter V (of arrest,
escape and retaking), Chapter VI (of Process to compel
appearance), Chapter VIII (of security for keeping peace
and for good behaviour), Chapter IX (unlawful assem-
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bly) etcetra, Chapter XIV (information of the police and
their powers to investigate); that when a person dies while
in the custody of the police section 176 ensures of an
inquiry into the cause of death and on the inquiry report
the law takes its own course.
Killing spree
The Rapid Actions Battalions started their drive on 14th
April 2003 and 221 persons as on 8th February 2005 have
been killed in "cross fire" with the armed personnel of the
Battalions. There is an eerie similarity to the events preceding the 'cross fires' on enactment of the said Ordinance. In the early hours of 17 October 2002 the Government deployed army personnel under the perversely named
"Operation Clean Heart" through the country to roundup
the criminals. About 500 persons were picked up on the
first day. Reportedly 44 people died during the drive under
the "Operation Clean Heart" in custody or immediately
thereafter, the Operation Clean Heart wound up on 9 January 2003 with coverage of Indemnity Act, 2004.
The common story of "cross-fire" made by the Rapid
Action Battalions is more or less like this: The members
of RAB has arrested a notorious terrorist namely xxx on
yyy from mmm and on specific information provided by
him (xxx), they went to nnn for recovery of arms, on the
way to nnn the armed associates of xxx opened fire on
RAB members and tried to snatch away xxx, the RAB
members made counter fire, when xxx ran away to escape from RAB's custody and received bullet injuries.
Then and there he (xxx) was taken to ppp Hospital where
the doctor declared him dead.
In many cases the members of the victim's family have
denied the story of "encounter" and alleged that the RAB
members had killed the victim after he was arrested.
Besides that in no case of "cross-fire" or "encounter"
whatsoever no member of RAB, Police, Cheetah, or
Cobra has ever been injured or killed, which gives the
impression that the gun-fire was unilateral and it was
done by the armed personnel.
Historical Perspective
RAB’s men are dressed in black uniforms with black scarf
overheads with black-spectacled faces in imitation of
Mussolini’s Fascists, or that of NAZI’s Schutzstaffel or
SS men to terrorize the society. With this dress RABs
pose a terror posture and carry a historical background
how the infamous NAZI’s SS or Sturmabteilung (Storm
Battalions) known by initials SA in black and brown dresses
acted as storm troopers. One cannot stand the sight.
What Islam, the state religion says:
Killings in the name of "cross fires" have generated resentments and protests among the intellectuals, human
rights activities, politicians and right thinking people. The
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right to life, liberty and security of a person is specifically
guaranteed under Articles 31, 32 and 33 of the Constitution, and these rights are in consonance with Article 3 of
the Declaration of Human Rights. As the Constitution of
the Republic was amended by the Constitution (Eight
Amendment) Act 1988 (Act XXX of 1988), Islam, the
religion of 88 percent of the Muslims in the country was
incorporated in the Constitution as the state religion. Islam has also ensured this natural right to life. The Quran
says: "If one slayeth another, unless it be a person guilty
of manslaughter or of spreading disorder in the land, shall
be as though he had slain all mankind, but that he who
saved life be as though he had saved all mankind (Quran,
5:32), and do not kill anyone whom Allah has forbidden,
except for a just cause (Quran, 5:32).
The Prophet (SM) has also said, "The believer in God is
he who is not a danger to the life and property of any
other, (al-Fath al-Kabir, vol. III, p. 257), that your lives,
your property and your honour are as sacred as this day
(the day of Hajj) is sacred" (Shahih Bukhari, vol. 1, p. 21,
Delhi, 1375 A.H.), and your blood and your property are
inviolable till the last day (Shahih Bukhari, vol. 1, p.8).
Islam never allowed killings without trial and justice.
Conclusion
Armed Police Battalions and Rapid Action Battalions are
not the law enforcing agencies. They are subject to the
Ordinance, which prescribes "offence" under the Ordinance and the "civil offence" of rape only to be tried by
the tribunal. Police Act and Cr. Procedure Code are not
applicable to them. In Army Act if armed personnel commits crime under the Penal Code they are tried by their
Court Martial. These offences are described "civil offences" in the Army Act. The Ordinance has picked up
only one offence - the rape from the Penal Code to be
tried by their tribunal. It is clear that their own tribunal
for the offence under the Ordinance including the rape
shall try them.
What would happen if they commit other crimes under
the Penal Code? There are no guidelines in the Ordinance, or any Rules or Regulations as we find in Bengal
Police Regulations formulated under the Police Act. They
have unguided, uncontrolled and arbitrary powers. One
should be wary and watchful.
M. I. Farooqui: Senior Advocate of the Supreme
Court of Bangladesh
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The Daily Star, 14 March 2005

One and a half cheers
for Rab
Abu Abdullah

The Rapid Action Battalion seems to be a rare model of
super-efficiency. They get their man, and only their man
-- one never hears of an innocent passer-by being shot,
or of a regrettable episode involving mistaken identity
And they themselves appear to be invulnerable -- not, as
far I recall, a single death on their side.
Their main target -- almost the only target -- are the selfstyled "left" political parties, for the most part robber bands
pure and simple or miscellaneous urban terrorists who
had made people's lives a nightmare. They seem to be
still (touch wood) basically non-partisan. So, three cheers
for the Rab then?
That might be a bit premature. In fact, right now I can't
summon up more than one and a half. For these people
are being killed without trial. There seems little doubt that
the victims of Rab are indeed hardened criminals who live
by murder and rapine -- but, to judge by newspaper and
TV reports, this has not been proved in a court of law, the
death sentence -- the ultimate the state can mete out to
the individual -- has been passed and executed without
benefit of judge and jury. The due process of law is being
subverted, the most fundamental and precious human right
of all, the right to life, is being violated.
This is persuasive, but not conclusive. It is argued, with
reason, that the ordinary citizen in village and town, and
aspiring entrepreneurs who produce the wealth of the
nation, also have a right to the undisturbed possession of
their life, liberty, and the pursuit of their occupation. It is
alleged the normal institutions of law enforcement are
incapable of handling the problem because they are inefficient, under-manned, over-burdened, and corrupt, court
proceedings thrive on faked evidence and false testimony,
and are easily manipulated by people with financial or
political power.
To let known criminals roam free from a nice regard for
their right to life and liberty and the due process of law is
the height of quixotry. It is one among many examples at
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an uncritical application of a Western ethical code to a
society and economy at a very different stage of development. Surely all these safeguards against arbitrary
state power will make it impossible to maintain law and
order and jeopardize our development, and, as pointed
out above, deny the rights of ordinary citizens to a quiet
and secure life.
It would seem, therefore, that there are persuasive arguments on both sides. A principled ambivalence, acknowledging the inherent messiness of social and political reality and refusing to take sides, may be the only intellectually honest stand. But that is not very helpful in selecting
policies. A skeptic, as Bertrand Rusell said, must still act
on the assumption that the consequence of the action is
known with certainty and can be evaluated without (too
much) disagreement.
It is undeniable that one of the most fundamental objectives of state policy, indeed, arguably the raison d'etre for
the state, is the maintenance of law and order, the right
of every citizens to life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness. Hence, when crime has become so endemic that it
seriously compromises this right, crime prevention takes
priority and your right to open trial in a court of law loses
ground to my right to security of life and livelihood. Some
human rights must be (partially and temporarily suspended, in the interest at the long-term sustainability of
equally or more important rights. This would seem to
provide an acceptable moral foundation for the Rab.
Could one restrain Rab (or other such special forces)
without curbing its efficacy? This is the fundamental
dilemma that confronts rulers the world over. In more
general terms, how does one apply the state's coercive
authority effectively, and yet ensure that the agents do
not abuse their power? Or that under the protection of
the moral case made our above the real agenda is not
more sinister?
There are no simple solution -- perhaps there are no solutions at all. At any rate, solutions are not to be found in
the cloud-cuckoo-land of perfect social harmony based
on the brotherhood of man or the sisterhood of woman.
Nor is it to be sought in the advent of Superman (or Superwoman). It is to be found -- or rather, a partial, very
imperfect approximation to it may be found in plodding,
patient, painful and potentially dangerous social engineering, accepting and accommodating trade-offs, making
inevitably contentious judgments about the rates at which
two freedoms can be substituted for one another. In this
process, something very like the Rab may be an inevitable accessory.
What is troubling about this particular operation is the
extent to which transparency and accountability are being sacrificed in the interests of law and order. It is quite
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likely that the people who are being thus eliminated richly
deserve their fact. The point is that the operating procedures leave a wide latitude for the Rab to pursue an
agenda different from the one declared. The Rab combines the roles of judge, jury and executioner -- a breach
of the most fundamental principle of democratic practice, the separation of powers.
So we return to the question, can the Rab be made more
transparent and accountable without losing its efficacy?
The key point here is the execution without due process.
The "accused" is in fact never formally accused (let alone
having his rights read to him) in a court of law, never tried
(therefore denied the right to defend himself), never sentenced. What is really going on? There are two possibilities, one is that the deaths are indeed, the inevitable "collateral damage" attendant upon a gunfight in the dark. The
forces of law and order must have the right to shoot in
self-defense, otherwise they are operating under an impossible handicap. And if this is the claim, as it seems to
be, then it would be pretty near impossible to prove otherwise, in a court of law. But the quite remarkable similarity
of the episodes, specially the rural ones must give one
pause -- a cadre of a "revolutionary party" is wounded and
captured, the Rab team takes him to guide them to their
hideout or anyway to other gang members, there is a firefight during which the informer, and possibly one or two
more revolutionaries, are killed "in a cross-fire." One or
two Rab members may sustain minor injuries.
And yet, it is difficult to see what motive the Rab by
itself could have to cold-bloodedly shoot down perfect
strangers, who moreover can shoot back. And, as I said
earlier, as far as we can tell, there is no significant political bias in the choice of target -- with the major exception of an apparent blind spot for Islamic, militants, and
even that seems to have been corrected, or so my Daily
Star of February 23 informs me.
I conclude with some suggestions on how to improve Rab's
transparency and accountability without doing real damage to their rapid-response-qualities. I propose that the
Rab (or any similar body) be explicitly mandated to "bring
then back alive" and perhaps be offered a bonus for doing
so. The detainees can be held under the Special Powers
Act, (or a revised version) and tried before a special anti
terrorist Tribunal if normal courts are overloaded.
Secondly, the constitution of bodies like the Rab may be
made subject to parliamentary approval and subsequent
oversight. This is on the assumption that Parliament actually works, which is unfortunately seldom the case in
Bangladesh.
Thirdly, the government could try offering amnesties to at
least some of the leftist groups. I imagine many of them
would like nothing better than to come in from the cold.
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Fourthly, journalists may be invited to accompany Rab units
on their missions in an "embedded" capacity, they should
naturally be warned not to get caught in a cross-fire.
The above may seem to be a recipe for introducing delays in the working of the system, specially given the
state of the legal system. Of course nothing can replace
a strong and independent judicial process. The Rab must
not be seen as a handy substitute for one. One may liken
them rather to temporary diversions on the highway to
democracy, bumpy and dark and dangerous, but the only
means of continuing on our journey while the breaches
in the highway are being repaired.
Abu Abdullah: Eminent Economist

hv‡”Q| wKš‘ wbh©vZbwe‡ivax mb` Aby‡gv`b K‡i‡Q evsjv‡`k,
A_P bvMwiK I ivR‰bwZK AwaKvi, Av_©mvgvwRK wel‡q wbqwgZ
wi‡cvU© †`qv n‡”Q bv| evsjv‡`k †hme mb` Aby‡gv`b K‡i‡Q,
Zvi cÖwZwU †¶‡ÎB wKš‘ wKQy wiRv‡f©kb †i‡L‡Q, †hgb wm‡Wvi
†¶‡Î `y‡Uv Lye ¸i“Z¡c~Y© wiRv‡f©kb Av‡Q evsjv‡`‡ki| d‡j
Avgvi g‡b nq, evsjv‡`k wjwLZfv‡e wKQyUv ¯^xKvi K‡i‡Q e‡U,
wKš‘ †mUv wKQyUv we‡`wk‡`i †`Lv‡bvi Rb¨ Kiv n‡q‡Q, †`Lv‡bv
n‡”Q †h evsjv‡`k fv‡jv wKQyi Ici wek¦vm K‡i| wKš‘ ev¯—evq‡bi
†¶‡Î miKv‡ii A‡bK e¨_©Zv Av‡Q| Z‡e gvbevwaKv‡ii c‡¶
wKQy ivq Avevi wePvi wefvM †_‡K cvw”Q| hLb Rb¯^v_© wb‡q
gvgjv Kwi, ZLb wePvi wefvM †_‡K wKQy w`K-wb‡`©kbv cvw”Q|
bvixi AwaKv‡ii †¶‡Î Av`vjZ †_‡K Avgiv wKQy fv‡jv
w`Kwb‡`©kbv †c‡qwQ|
cÖ_g Av‡jv: Avcwb ej‡jb Avš—R©vwZK mb‡`i e¨vcv‡i wKQy wKQy
†¶‡Î wi‡cvU© †`qv n‡”Q, wKQy †¶‡Î †`qv n‡”Q bv| GUv wK
Ae‡njvi Kvi‡Y?
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cÖ_g Av‡jv, 3 GwcÖj 2005

mš¿vmx‡`i †Zv †Kv‡bv bv †Kv‡bv
MWdv`vi wQj
Zviv †Mj †Kv_vq?

nvwg`v †nv‡mb: †hgb wbh©vZbwe‡ivax mb‡` AvB‡bi e¨vcv‡i
A‡bK¸‡jv cÖkœ Av‡Q| mb‡`i g~j aviYvi m‡½ AvB‡bi cv_©K¨
Av‡Q wK bv, GUvi †Zv cwi®‹vi DËi †`qv hvq| †`‡k Kx Kx
NU‡Q, gvbevwaKvi j•N‡bi NUbv wKfv‡e NU‡Q, Gme wel‡q
wi‡cvU© miKvi w`‡Z PvB‡Q bv; KviY AvBb-k„•Ljv cwiw¯’wZi
†¶‡Î weivU GKUv f~wgKv _vK‡Q ¯^ivóª gš¿Yvjq, cywj‡ki| MZ
K‡qK eQi a‡iB †Zv †`‡L AvmwQ, wKfv‡e †ndvR‡Z g„Z¨z n‡”Q|
cÖ_g Av‡jv: Gme e¨vcvi miKvi †X‡K ivL‡Z PvB‡Q, cwiw¯’wZUv
Zvn‡j Lviv‡ci w`‡K?
nvwg`v †nv‡mb: GLb †Zv †X‡K ivL‡ZI PvB‡Q bv| Aš—Z wZbRb
gš¿x e‡j‡Qb, wePviewnf~Z
© nZ¨v gvbevwaKvi j•Nb K‡i bv| GLb
GUv Zv‡`i GKUv mvaviY fvlv n‡q †M‡QÑ †Kb cÖwZev`, Iiv
†Zv Acivax| AcivaxiI †h gvbevwaKvi Av‡Q, †mUv Zviv ej‡Qb
bv|

W. nvwg`v †nv‡mb
mv¶vrKvi wb‡q‡Qb: Avãyj KvBqyg I Rvnx` †iRv b~i

cÖ_g Av‡jv: ÔµmdvqviÕ...
nvwg`v †nv‡mb: nu¨v, ÔµmdvqviÕ, wK¬bnvU©, cywjk †ndvR‡ZI g„Z¨z
n‡”Q|

cÖ_g Av‡jv: A‡b‡K g‡b K‡ib, GKRb mš¿vmx nZ¨vmn A‡bK
Aciva K‡i wKš‘ Zvi wePvi nq bv, †m AvB‡bi duvK M‡j †ewi‡q
hvq| ZvB Ôµmdvqv‡iÕ †m hw` gviv hvq, Zvn‡j †Zv Avc` we`vq
nvwg`v †nv‡mb: evsjv‡`k KZUv K‡i‡Q? msweav‡b hv †jLv Av‡Q, n‡jv| GUv‡K gvbevwaKv‡ii `„wó‡KvY †_‡K wKfv‡e e¨vL¨v Ki‡eb?
†hgb Rxeb I e¨w³¯^vaxbZvi AwaKvi i¶Y, ev¯—‡e †mUv †Zgb nvwg`v †nv‡mb: GLv‡b Avgvi K_v n‡jv †h, Avgiv †Zv R½‡j
†`Lv hv‡”Q bv| gvbevwaKvi wel‡q Avš—R©vwZK †h `wjj Av‡Q, _vwK bv| R½‡j †Kv‡bv cÖvYx †Kv‡bv cÖvYx‡K nZ¨v Ki‡j †KD wKQy
†mUv evsjv‡`k Aby‡gv`b K‡i‡Q| G‡Z GKUv `vqe×Zv G‡m‡Q ej‡e bv| ZviciI R½‡ji GKUv wbqg Av‡Q| Zvn‡j evsjv‡`‡k
†h GUv Avgiv ev¯—evqb Kie| evsjv‡`k †hme Avš—R©vwZK mb` _vK‡e bv? †`‡k †Zv msweavb Av‡Q, Zvi evB‡i cyi‡bv AvBbI
Aby‡gv`b K‡i‡Q, †m¸‡jvi e¨vcv‡i KiYxq n‡jv, cÖ_g eQ‡i Av‡Q| AvB‡bi g‡a¨ hw` Î“wU _v‡K, duvK‡dvKi _v‡K, Zvn‡j
G¸‡jvi wel‡q GKUv Ges Gici cÖwZ cuvP eQ‡i GKUv K‡i Zv cwieZ©b Kiv †nvK| †`‡ki msweavbB hw` ûU K‡i cwieZ©b
wi‡cvU© †`qv| wKš‘ †`Lv hvq, bvix wel‡q wm‡Wv mb‡`i Ges wkï Kiv hvq, AvBb Kiv hv‡e bv †Kb? Avi hw` AvBb ev¯—evq‡b
AwaKvi welqK wmAviwm mb‡`i wi‡cvU© evsjv‡`k wbqwgZ w`‡q †Kv‡bv duvK _v‡K, Zvn‡j Ab¨ K_v| †Kv‡bv Acivaxi bvg nq‡Zv
cÖ_g Av‡jv: gvbevwaKvi wel‡q evsjv‡`k wK wKQy AR©b Ki‡Z
cvi‡Q?
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Avgiv ï‡bwQ, †m hv wKQyB K‡i _vKzK bv †Kb, Zv †Zv †Kv‡U©i
gva¨‡g cÖgvY Ki‡Z n‡e| AvB‡bi duvK‡dvKi w`‡q Giv cvwj‡q
hv‡”Q †Kb? miKvwi e¨e¯’vi gva¨‡gB †Zv †mUv †`L‡Z n‡e|
miKvic‡¶i AvBbRxexiv wVKfv‡e wePvi‡Ki mvg‡b hyw³ †`b
bv, e‡jb bv, G‡K Rvwgb †`qv hvq bv| Av‡iKwU e¨vcvi n‡jv,
K‡qKRb mš¿vmx‡K †g‡i †dj‡jB wK AvB‡bi kvmb Kv‡qg n‡q
hv‡e? G ch©š— 280i g‡Zv †jvK gviv †Mj Ôµmdvqv‡iÕ, G¸‡jv
†ndvR‡Z g„Zz¨| 280 Rb gviv †M‡jB wK †`‡k kvwš— G‡m hv‡e,
bvwK Avgiv e¨e¯’vUv †`Le? GB mš¿vmx‡`i †Zv †Kv‡bv bv †Kv‡bv
MWdv`vi wQj| Zviv †Mj †Kv_vq?
cÖ_g Av‡jv: G ai‡bi NUbv †Zv fviZ, B‡›`v‡bwkqv, _vBj¨v‡ÛI
NU‡Q| Ime †`‡kI wK GKB ai‡bi c×wZ AbymiY Kiv n‡q‡Q?
nvwg`v †nv‡mb: Avwg Rvwb DËi-c~e© fvi‡Z Iiv G ai‡bi NUbv‡K
e‡j GbKvD›Uvi, GLb †`wL Avgv‡`i ¯^ivóª cÖwZgš¿xI G fvlv
wk‡L †M‡Qb| wZwb GLb ÔµmdvqviÕ ej‡Qb bv, ÔGbKvD›UviÕ
ej‡Qb| K_v n‡jv, Ab¨ †`‡k GUv NU‡e Avi Avgiv Zv AbymiY
Kie, Zv n‡e †Kb? ÔGbKvD›UviÕ †Zv GKB wRwbmÑ
wePviewnf~©Z nZ¨vKvÊ| _vBj¨v‡ÛI †mUv N‡U‡Q| Avgiv Avm‡j
GKwU cywjwk iv‡óªi g‡Zv n‡q hvw”Q, hvi nv‡Z A¯¿, Zvi nv‡ZB
¶gZv †_‡K hv‡”Q|
cÖ_g Av‡jv: A‡b‡K e‡jb gvwK©b hy³ivóªB †Zv gvbevwaKvi j•Nb
Ki‡Q, Zviv Avevi evsjv‡`‡ki gvbevwaKvi wb‡q K_v ejvi †K?
nvwg`v †nv‡mb: wek¦vq‡b evsjv‡`k Ask wb‡”Q| A_©gš¿x A‡bK
mgqB e‡jb, GUv ÜM≠vevjvBRW c„w_ex, evsjv‡`k Gi g‡a¨ Av‡Q|
ivRbxwZI hw` ÜM≠vevjvBRW n‡q hvq, Zvn‡j Zv‡`i ejvi Kx
Av‡Q? Av‡gwiKv cÖwZ‡e`b ˆZwi Ki‡Q, GUv Zv‡`i e¨vcvi| wKš‘
†`‡ki †fZ‡i †Zv Avgiv mevB ejwQ| Avgv‡`i K_v †Zv †kvbv
DwPZ| RvwZmsN gvbevwaKvi Kwgkb GLb †R‡bfv‡Z em‡Q|
ZvivI †Zv wePviewnf~©Z nZ¨vKv‡Êi e¨vcv‡i cÖkœ Ki‡e miKv‡ii
Kv‡Q| gvwK©b hy³iv‡óªi gvbevwaKvi j•N‡bi e¨vcv‡i †Rbv‡ij
mvb‡P‡mi wei“‡× †Zv †mLvbKvi AvBbRxexiv gvgjv Ki‡Q| Zviv
wb‡Ri †jvK‡`i wePv‡ii e¨e¯’v Ki‡Q| gvwK©b hy³iv‡óªi
gvbevwaKvi j•N‡bi wei“‡× mviv wek¦ †mv”Pvi| wKš‘ ZvB e‡j
evsjv‡`‡ki gvbevwaKvi cwiw¯’wZ †Zv A¯^xKvi Kiv hv‡e bv|
(mv¶vrKv‡ii Askwe‡kl)
W. nvwg`v Ünvámb: gvbevwaKvi Kgx©, AvBb I mvwjk ÜKõ`™
(AvmK)-Gi c÷wZÙvZv m`m®
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RAB: 'rapid' or 'rabid'?
Extra-judicial killings continue
Nurul Kabir

The death of the latest of the RAB's (Rapid Action
Battalion) victims, a district-level leader of the left-leaning Workers Party of Bangladesh, has once again exposed, rightly, the so-called elite force to adverse criticism of the opposition political quarters, particularly the
left camp.
The RAB picked up the general secretary of party's
Chuadanga district unit, Shyamol Sarkar, a 53-year-old
leftist leader known for his commitment to the cause of
the poor for more than three decades, from his residence on December 9, 2004. The agency handed him
over to the local police on December 11, after two days
of ‘rough interrogation'. Since then he was in the
Chuadanga jail.
Sarkar reportedly fell seriously sick in the Chuadanga
jail on March 31, and was subsequently shifted to
Jessore jail the same day. The Jessore jail authorities
sent him to Jessore Hospital. There he died on April 2.
The Workers Party of Rashed Khan Menon, which has
claimed publicly that Sarkar died due to RAB's torture
and subsequent negligence of jail authorities in giving
him medical treatment, demonstrated across the country on April 7, protesting against the ‘murder'. The party's
allies in the left camp also expressed solidarity with its
protest programmes. Understandably, the parties have
raised, once again, the fundamental question of continued extra-judicial murders by the RAB, which was created a year ago to contain criminal violence.
The parties have reason to raise the question. Between
26 June, 2004, the day the RAB began its operation,
and 5 March, 2005, the day the Workers Party leader
died in police custody following RAB's interrogation,
the so-called elite force has reportedly killed, directly
or indirectly, as many as 98 persons. Notably, 86 of the
victims were killed in direct shoot-outs, which the RAB
recently described as ‘encounters with armed crimi-
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nals', and the rest 12 succumbed to RAB's ‘interrogation', torture in other words, either in police custody or
in the hospitals.
The RAB has killed people with a horrifying regularity.
It started by killing one in June, three in July, four in
August, 16 in September, 10 in October, 19 in November and 17 in December, 2004. Then again it killed 12 in
January, 2005, two in February and two in March. The
death after RAB's interrogation also occurred with almost similar regularity: one in June, five in July, and one
each in August, September and October, 2004. Then
again, two died in January this year and one in March.
Many in Dhaka these days call RAB, of course in privacy, the ‘rapid assassination battalion'. It is true that
many of RAB's victims have appalling criminal records,
ranging from murder and rape to extortion and intimidation. But it is equally true that some unquestionably
innocent people have also been included in the list of
victims. Take the example of Mayesha, a five-year-old
girl, who was killed in the shoot-out with a suspected
criminal on September 2 last year, or Mohammad Ali,
the 65-year-old deed writer who died within hours of
being shot by the RAB on July 12 the same year. By all
indications so far, Shyamol Sarkar's death has lengthened the list of innocent victims.
Innocent or criminals, all the 98 persons, including child,
youths and oldsters, have been killed without the minimum legal procedure that a democratic state requires
to observe to put an end to a life, let alone proving in the
court of law, and that too beyond doubt, that the persons were liable to death under the law of the land.
The media has recently reported that the government
has started working on a set of rules that the so-called
elite force has to observe in conducting its operations.
The move came, regrettably, after a year and about a
hundred extra-judicial murders since the so-called elite
agency came into being to improve the law and order
situation by neutralising the most rabid criminals.
The RAB, comprising officers from the armed forces,
Bangladesh Rifles and police, was created in March,
2004, after certain amendments to the Armed Police
Battalion Act 1979. The amended law empowered the
government to formulate rules for the RAB in order to
manage it, but the government has failed to do so over
the last 12 months. In the meantime, RAB has allegedly killed as many as 98 persons, criminals or innocent, without any trial in the courts of law.
The media reported last week that the Ministry of Home
Affairs, the ministry that governs the controversial battalion, proposed to the Ministry of Law to send four
judicial officers, on deputation, to work as law officers
to deal with legal matters related to RAB operations
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against violent criminals. But the Ministry of Law has
finally agreed, on March 28, to send only one, a joint
district judge, to the RAB.
The official decision to formulate a set of rules and appoint judicial officer/s for the RAB precisely amounts to
a clear admission on the part of the government that the
hue and cry raised by different rights and political groups
and the media on the indiscriminate RAB operations during the past one year was not without any legal and political basis. The government has, however, consistently
ignored the protests, claiming repeatedly that the human
rights of the thousands of innocent people are more important that those of a few hardened criminals.
The government's stance is quite contradictory to the
dictate of the state's constitutional provision that says,
‘No person shall be deprived of life ..... save in accordance with law.'
Moreover, when a government needs extra-judicial murders of a ‘few hardened criminals' by a special force to
ensure human rights of the thousands of ordinary citizens, it implies clearly that the country's entire justice
delivery system has collapsed. But where is the
government's move to streamline the regular law enforcement agencies and decontaminate the judiciary to salvage the justice delivery system and make it effective?
The current series of extra-judicial murders by RAB
reminds many of another infamous spell of extra-legal
killings of ‘crime suspects': the military, para-military
BDR, police and Ansars ‘jointly' killed, in the so-called
Operation Clean Heart, as many as 42 persons between
October 17, 2002 and January 9, 2003. Although it initially tried to argue that the ‘operation' was being carried out legally, the government eventually admitted that
it was not. It finally got an Ordinance promulgated by
the President on January 10 that year, indemnifying the
illegal actions of those involved in the killings. The Clean
Heart Operation earned legal legitimacy, with retrospective effort though, but it remains politically, and otherwise, illegitimate to thousands of democratic people, let
alone the near and dear ones that the victims of the
operation have left behind.
Notably, the relatives of the victims of Operation Clean
Heart were not allowed to lodge any case either with
the police stations or the court. Similarly, the relatives
of the RAB's victims have also not lodged any official
complaints so far, thanks to a culture of fear that has
already loomed large across the country.
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