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PRIVY COUNCIL.

ANNAMALAI CHETTY (Praivtirr),
V.

MURUGASA CHETTY axp ANOTHER (DEFENDANTS).

[On appeal from the High Court of Judicature
at Madras.]

Jurisdiclion—TForeigner carrying on business by agent—Civil Procedure Code (Act
XIV of 1882), s. 17~-Suit in Court in British Indic on judgment of French
Court—Efect of order in insolvency of French Court-—Business carried on by
munaging member of joint family.

Quere, whether a non-resident foreigner can, by carrying on business within
the jurisdiction of a British Court in India by an agent, subject himself to the
jurisdiction of the Court nuder section 17 of the Code of Civil Procedure (Act
XIV of 1882).

Girdhar Damodar v. Kessigar Hiragar, (I.L.R., 17 Bom., 662), distinguished.

In this case it was found by the Judicial Committee on the evidence that the
agency was not proved, the alleged agent being mercly the manager of joint family
property, of which the defendant owned a share; and they held that such a
person is not the agent of the members of the family so as to make them liable
to be suned as if they were the principals of the manager. The relation of such
persons resembles that of trustee and cestwi que trust, rather than that of principal
and agent, or of partners.

The defendant was a French subject and had been adjudicated an insolvont by
the Court at Pondicherry.

Queere, whether o suit brought against him in a British Court in India on a
Jjudgment of the Pondicherry Court obtained alter the order of adjudication in
insolvency took ellcct was barred by the proceedings in insolvency, as held in
Quelin v. Moisson ((1827) 1 Knapp. P.C., 265). The High Court held that the

suit was so barred ; but in the view of the case taken by the Judicial Committee
1t was nol necessary to decide the point,

ArpraL from a judgment and decree (26th January 1990) of the
High Court at Madras which reversed' a decrce (8th November
1898) of the District Court of South Arcot, and dismissed the
appellant’s suit with costs.

The suit was brought to recover a sum of money due on a
decree of the French Court at Pondicherry. The facts of the case

are sufficiently set out in the report of the appeal to the High
Court in I.L.R., 23 Mad., 458.

% Present; Lord MscNaanIiy, Lord Linpney, Bir ANDREW ScoBLm, and
Sir Aptnur WiLson.
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The questions which arose in the case are shown by the issucs
sottled by the District Judge which werc as follows :—

1. “Is this Court prevented from entertaining the cnit by
reason of the cause of action not having arisen, and defeudant
not heing resident or carrying on business within its jurisdiction ¥

2. Did or did not the defendant reside or earry on hnsiness

_ within the jurisdiction of this Court on the date when the cause of
action arose ?

3. Was the French judgment, on which the snit hes Tieen
brought, according to Frenel law null and void on the date of
suil, and is the present elaim based on the Frvench judgment,
thercfore, not sustainable in this Court P

4, Is it open to the defendant to raisc the coulention in this
wuit that the promissory note, on which the French judgment was
passed, was obtained from the defendant by the plaintifl fraudn-
lently ¥

6, And, it so, was the promissory note obtained hy the
plaintiff from the defendant frandnleutly ?

6. What is the velief, if any, {hat the plaintifl is entitled to 77

. On these issues the District Judge held as to (1) and (2) that
the first defendant was carrying on business at Cuddalore, within
the meaning of section 17 of the Civil Procedwie Code (Act XTIV
of 1882), ab the date of the suit, and was therefure snbject to the
jurisciction of the Court in which the suit had heen filed. On issue
(8) he Lield that “at the date of snit the French judgment was not
null and void.”  On issues (4) and (5) he held that it was nob
competent for Lim to go behind the French judgment and investi-
gate the ¢uestions invelved in theseissues, and he would not allow
evidence on them to be gono into, The District Judge gave a
deerce for the full amount claimed with costs lagaiuet the first
dotendant. ‘

Trom this decision the first defoudant appealed to tho Idigh
Comt. Tho appeal was heard by a Division Boneh of that Couxt
(Suzraumania Ayyan and Davins, JJ.) who veversed the decision of
the District Judge and dismissed the suit.  The judgment will e
found reported in LI, 28 Mad., at p. 470,

On this appeal, Coken, K. C., and J. M. Parilh, for the

- appellant, contended that, vnder section 17 of tho Codo of Civil
Procedure (Act XIV of 1882), tho Distriet Court had rightly
docided that it had jurisdiction to entertain the suft, There
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was sufficient cvidence of the respendent’s residence and carey-
ing on husiness within the jovisdiction of the Court to salisfy
the District Judge az o his jwisdiction.  To Ining the ve-

gpondent within section 17, it was ot necessary for Jim to

<

carry on businoss personally ; that he did so by an agent was
gufficiont. Kandasami was shown to be the manager of a
business in which the respoudent liad 2 shave and which was
carried on by Kandasami within the jurisdietion of the Clowrt i
which the suit was 1.)1'011';[1‘;. Theso civcumstances, combined with
the fact that neither tho respoudent nor Nandasami had heen
called as a witness, wer, it was subimitted, suflicient to justify the
District Jwdge in holding that he had jurisdicion, The respond-
ent should have come forward and denisd on eath thatl he curied
on Dbusiness within the jurisdiction. Roference was made to
Girdhar Damodar v, Wussigar Iiragar(1), KMulhaya Chelli v,
Allan(2), section 17 of the Civil Proecdure Code of 1882, und
clamge 12 of the Letters Patent of the High Cowrt.  'Fhe respondent
moreover had acquicseed in the jurisdietion of the Conet, and by
the procecdings he himself had taken in tho District Court he way
estopped {rom now sotting up auy objcetion as to ity jurisdiction.
Venkate Viearagaen Ayypanyar vo Krishnasamd dyyenger(s), sud
seetion 20 of the Civil Procedure Code woere referved to.

It was also eontended that the adjadication of insulveney in
the French Court ab Pondicherry only temporarily suspended the
aredilors” vight of setion aguinst the debtor, but did not operate as
a discharge of the iusolvent’s debts. Such a discharge was only
created and the remedios of the credifor taken away, where
concordat or eomposition was agreed wpou by the crediters and
sonfivmed by the Court, which was nob the cuse heve.  Relerence
was made to Dicoy’s* Confiich of Laws,” page 481 3 Story’s < Conflief
of Laws,” pagos 387, 338, 839; Llls v. Mellcnry(4) ;‘ Thillips
vo Byre(b); the Code Framgais do Commeree of 1858, ay
amonded hy the law of 1889, wilicle 443; Dalloss ¢ Tupds-
prudence Generale,” Supplement, Vol. VIII, page 254, seetion
8, page 927, vorse 898 and page 498, verse 1078 ; Massi’s < Droit
Commercial,” Vol. II, pages 847, 892, 05, 896; and Goviand’s
* Freneh Commorcial Law,” pages 890, 400, 416, 424, (68, 670,

((1) LL.R., 17 Bora, (62 al . 606, (2) LL.IL., 4 Mad, 200,
3) L.L.W., 6 Mad, 34, (4) (1871) LB, 6 G.P,, 288 at , 20

: By G €1,y 228 at p, 284,
(8) (1670) T.R., 6 Q B., L at pp, 28, 29, 30, o ¥
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A party to a confract made and to he performed in Kagland is
not discharged from liability wader the contract by an order in
bankruptey under the law of a foreign country in which he is
domiciled : @ibbs v. La Sociclé Indusirielle ot Commerciale des
metaun(1). The case of Quelin v. Moisson(2) was relied on by the
respondent as deciding the eoffect of the order in insolvency in
his favour. But that case, it was submitted, was nob an authority
for tho proposition that by French law bankruptey discharges or
extinguishes the insolvent’s debts. It stated the opinion of twn
Freneh advocates thab if, by the order in bankruptey, such debts
wore extinguishod, and not werely the creditors’ remedies sus-
pended, then no action wonld lio for them. At most, that case
ouly decided that, under the Fronch law then (in 1827) prevailing,
imsolveney cifected n discharge of the insolvent’s debts. The onus
ol showing that such was the law now was on the vespondent, and
there was no evidence in which it eounld be found that that was
the cffect of the insolvency. A question of foreign law was
a question of fact to be decided by evidence in each case. The
law should have been shown by the evidenco of experts ( Colville
v. Gordon(3)). As to the adwissibility and relevancy of French
law books as showing what the law is, seetions 38 and 57 of the
Hvidenee Aot (T of 1872) wore referred to and it was contended they
were nob relevant.  Tho question as to the effect of the order in
iusolvency was ralsed for the first time in the High Court, and
under the Civil Procedure Code the case should have heen sent
back to the First Court for the decision of that question before it
was dotermined hy the Appcllate Court.

Dicey, IL. C.,and W. O. Bonnerjee, for the respondent Murugasa
Chetty, contended that the District Court had entertained the
suit wrongly and without jurisdiction. There was no evidence to
show that the respondent was ab the $ime of the institution of the
suit suliject to the jurisdiction of the Court in whioh it was bronght.
The onus of proving this was on the appellant. The respondent
was a Hrench subject domiciled in Pondicherry, and section 17 of the
Civil Procedure Code wasnot iutended to, aud did not, apply to,
such a person. Kven assaming there was a joinb business in
which the respondent had a shave, he could not at the date of suit

(1) (1890) T.R, 25 Q.B.D., 390 at p. 411, (2) (1827) 1 Knapp. P.C., 205,
(8) (1854) 5 De. G.M. & G, 278. :
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have heen considered as carrying it on within the meaning of section
17 of the Civil Procedure Codle ; it must have been carvied on by the
syndics in baukraptoy at the time the plaiut was Bled.  Section
20 of the Civil Procedure Code has no veference to this case :
acquiescence cannot give jurisdiction to a Court, if it has wob
jurisdicsion to entertain a suit.  Zedgend v. Bull{1) was veferred
to. By his appearance to the summons the appellant did notb
consent to the jurisdiction: he objected fo it in his written
statement, following the procedure laid down in the Civil Proceduare
Code. The vase of Girdhur Dwmnudar v. Kussigor Hivugor(2),
though it way be corvectly decided as to a British sabject, did not
apply in this case whore the rospondent was a foreigner, aud uot
carrying ou business personally. A persou other than o British
subject cannot, by carrying on husiness by aw agent, subject himself
to the jurisdietion of the Court in the distriet where such husiness
was carvied on (Hrssowji Damodar Jaivam v. Khimgi Jairam(3)).
To show that the respondent was not a porson subject to the
jurisdietion of the Distriet Court, veference was also made to
‘Westlake's ¢ International Law,” 8rd edition, page 152, scckion 134;
Folliitt v. Ogden(4) ; Sulomons v, Ross(5) ; Jollel v. Depontlaen(G) ;
Russell v. Combefurt(7y; and 8t Gobani Chawiy aid Cirey Ou, v,
Hoyermann's Ageney(8).  The word “ dehbor ” must nol be cou-
strned in such a sense as fo foreigners as to give jurisdiction
more than ordinarily extensive, whatever might he the interpreta.
tion if the respondent were a British subject. Maxwell on * the
Interprotation of Statutes,” “rd eodition, page 204; He-parie
Blain(9) ; Ex-porte Pearson(10) ; and Cuoke v, Togoler Compary(11)
per Lioxd Halshury, L. C., were referred to.

As to proof of French law and procedure in such easos A livon
v. Furndoal(12) was referred to. Asto the power of the Govern-
ment of India to legislate for forcigners, referonce was wade to
[bert's ¢ Government of India,” page 451; Civil Procedure Uode

2

(1) (1886) L.R., 13 1.A., 134; LL.R., 9 All, 191,

(2) L.L.R., 17 Bom., 662 at p. 666, (3) LJ.R., 12 Bom,, S07.

(4) (1789) 1 H. Bluckstone, 124 nt p. 181, (5) (1764) 1 1. Uluckstone, 131 note,
{6) (1769) 1 H. Blackstone, 132 nute. (71 (IS8 LB, 3 Q0.0 536 al . 828,
{8) L.R., (1898), 2 Q.B,, 96 at p. 101,

(9) (1879) L.R., 12 Ch.D),, 322 ab pp, 526, 528, )

(10) LB, (1892), 2 Q.B,, 263 at p. 268, (11) L.k, (1901, A.C., LU2 ok p. 110
(12) (1834) 1 Cr, M. & R., 277.



VOL. XXV1.] MADRAS SERIES, 548

(Act XTIV of 1882), seetion 1; and the General Clauses Consolidas
bion Acts (I of 1868 and X of 1897).

It was also contended that the order in Insolveney operated
by French law as a discharge of all the vespondent’s liabilities, and
the appellant was not entitled to maintain a suit against him, but
must come in under the msolvency proceedings s in fact he had
done. In this view the Trvench judgment sned npon was ab the
date of the suit void under Freuch law. 'The casa of Queldn v.
Moiyson(1) decided by the Privy Council in 1827 was relied
upon, as deciding this point on the French Dankruptey Taw in
favour of the respondent.  That law was fonnded on three enaet-
ments, one of 1807, another amending the law in 1838, and a
rule of 24th March 1889 ; and reference was made to the Code
Francais Commercial, 1838, chapter I, sections 443, 446. To
show what was the French law on the subject, Hrench Statutes and
Yiaw Books were, it was submitted, velevant, and they could be
taken judicial notice of hy the Court, Sectious 38, 57 and 84 of
the Kvidence Act (I of 1872) were referred to.

Cohen, K. C., in reply contended that foreigners were not ex-
eluded from the jurisdiction of the Courts of a country, when
they actnally subjected themselves to the jurisdiction by carrying
on busimess within it, as it was submitted the respondent in this
" case had done. Section 10 of the Civil Procedure Code (Act XIV
of 1882) cnacting that no person shall by veason of hirth be
exempted from the jurisdietion of the Conrts, was referved to.
And as to the power of the Government of India to legislate for
foreigners, reference was made to Ilhert’s ¢ Government of India,’
page 301; and the Indian Councils Act, 21 and 23 Viet,, ¢. 67,
section 22.

On the 25th May 1908 the judgment of their Lorflships wad
delivered by Lorv Lunprey.

Juvemen,~The plaintiff and the defendant in the action
which hes given rise to this appeal ave French subjects living and
trading in Pondicherry. The plaintiff sned the dofendant Mury-
gosa Chetby in Pondicherry on a promissory note, and on the 20th
March 1896 the plaintiff obtained judgment by defaunlt for Ra.
18,968 with interest and costs. Bxeention proceedings were taken

(1) (1827) 1 Kuapp. P.C,, 265,
43 %
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in Pondicherry on this judgment, bub nothing was recovered.
On the 20th July 1896 the defendant’s firm was declared insolvent,
at the instance of other creditors, by the Pondicherry Conrt; and
on the 23rd September the insolvency was declared to have offect
retrospectively from the 8th January 1856, which was anterior to
the plaiutift’s judgment and indeed to the eommencement of the
action in which it was obtained. In the insolvency prouecdings
Syndies wore appointed as usual, and the plaintil applied for
payment out of the cstate ; but it docs not appear that he ohtained
payment of any dividend.

On the 8th Dctober 1896 this action was conunenced in the
District Court of Soath Arcot, which is in the Macras Presidency,
and near Pondicherry. The action was ly the same plainbiff
against the same defendant, Murugasa Chetby, and was based on
the judgment already obtained against him in Pondicherry.  Tho
Receiver appointed by the Court in Pondicherry was also made a
defendant to xepresent the Syndics.

In order to get over any diffiecnlty which might arise as to the
juisdiction of the Arcot Court to ontertain the action, the plaintit
described the defendant Murugasa Chetty as residing in Dritish
Indian Territory, d.e., Cuddalore and other places, awd as having
housos of business and carrying on business there,  The defendant
put in an appearance to this action and a statement and snpple-
mental statement of defence, denying these allegutions and
denying the jurisdiction of the Court to entertain the action. e
also impeached the validity of the promissory note and judgment
by default, and, lastly, he velied on the insolvemcy proceedings
as a defence to the action even if the Court had jurisdietion to
entertain it.

The Receiver was also allowed to appear and put in a defoneo,
which he did. He denied the jurisdiction of the Court to entortain
the action ; and he further relied on the solvency proceedings
as invalidating the judgment, and also as fwmishing & defonce to
the action upon it, if still in force, and if the Avcot Cowrt had any
jarisdiction to enftertain the action. ‘

The following issues were settled :~— .

I Is this Comt prevented from entertuining the suit by
reagon of tho cause of action not having arisen and
defendant not being resident or carrying on husiness
within its jurisdiction ¥
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I1. Did or did not the defendant veside ox carry on business
within the jurisdiction of this Court on the date when
cause of action arose ¥

III. Was the French judgment on which the suit has becn
bronght according to Freneh law null and void on
the date of suit and is the present elaim based on the
French judgment, thorefore, not sustainable iu this

Jourb ?

IV. Is it open to the defendant to raise the contention in this
suit that the ‘promissory mote on which the Freuch
judgment was passed was obtained from the defendant
by the plaintiff frandnlently ?

V. Aud, it s0, was the promissory nofe oblained by the
plaintitf from the defendant fraudulently ¢

VI. What is the reficf, if any, that the plaintiffis entitled 1o ?

The parties wore divected to file all the documents they velied

on; and French law books might be {iled at the hearing.

Congiderable evidence was adduced on both sides upon the

question of earrying on Tusiness in British Indian territory, but
there was no cvidence worth mentioning that the defendant ever
residled in British India ; nor was there uny evidence that the cause
of action arosc from any transaction which took place thevein.
It was proved that the defendant had rclutives and a share of
property in British India, and that a cousin named Kandasami
Chetby managed this property and paid money to the defendant.
On the other hand, there was no cvidence worth mentioning to
support the defondant’s eharges of fraud by which he sought to
impeach the promissory note snd judgment sucd upon, and this part
of tho case was subsequently abandoned by the defondant’s counsel.

The insolvency proccedings in Pondicherry were all put in

evidenoe, but no opinion appears to have been obtained from any
expert in F'ronch law as to the legal effect of those proceedings
either on the judgment recovered by the plaintiff in Pondicherry
before they in fact commenced, or on the discharge of the defend.
ant from liability to pay tho jndgment debt.

The District Judge states that the only issues really contested

before him were the first and sccond; no argument was put

forward on the third, but bo looked np the French law as hesthe -
could in the Code Napoleon and he came o the conelusion that the.

judgment sued upon was not null and void when the action in the
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Arcol Conrt was commenced, and he thevefore found the third issue
for the plaintiff. He decided that it wus not competent for Tim to
go behind the French judgment, and this disposed of the fourth and
fifth issues.  He found however as a fact that the defendant did
carry on business in Dritish India, viz., in Cuddalore, where the

action was commeneed, and he aceordingly gave judgment for
tae plaintiff with costs.

The defendant appealed from this decision to the Ligh Court
at Madras which reversed the jndgment and dismissed the action
with costs, on the ground, first, that it was not proved thai the
defendant did in fact carry on Lusiness in British India when tho
action was commenced ; and on the forther ground that the insol-
vercey procecdings were a bar to the action.  They came o this
conclusion on the anthority of a decision of this Board in 1827,
via., Quelin v, Moisson(1).

In both Courts 1u Iudia it was apparently assumed ihat the
guestion of jurisdiction turned on section 17 of the Code of Civil
Procedure, and that althongh the delendant was a forcigner; and
althougl the cause of action arose In a foreign coundry, anl
although the defendant did nol pm-srnm.ﬂy reside within the loeul
limits of the jurisdietion of any Cowrt in British ludia, and was
not even temporarily in Areot when sued there, yel he could
sued in the Arcot Cowrt if he carried on business through av agent
in the local Himits of that Cowrt’s jurisdiction,

This assumption appears to their Lordships to reqiire more
attenhrm than it has received.

ety Lovdslips see no veason for doubting the ecorreelness of
the decsion of the case of (ardhar Dainador v, Kassiger Hiregar ()
where the defendant was a native of Cuteh and the vuse of action
arose within the local limits of the jurisdiction of the British Tndian
Court in which the action was hrought. But that case does not
cover the present one.

It i not, however, neeessury to pupswe {his matter, for 16 is
admitted by all parties and it is plain that this appeal must fail
unless their Lordships agree with the District Judge in coming o
the conclusion that at the time of the ecumoneeent of this wail,,
viz, on the 8th October 1896, the defendant was hy hix agrent
carrying on husiness in Cuddalore or some other plave within the

(1) (lS‘)?) 1 Knupp, PG, 265 (2) €1803) LLJL, 17 Boow, G62 ab p. £66.
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jurisdiction of the Cowt. The burden of proving this is clearly
on the plaintiff; be has given ovidence bimself and called wit-
nesses, and his and  their evidence, until enrefully examined, seems
sufficient to establish snch trading, especially as the defendant was
within reach and was not ealled to deny or explain their state-
ments. This omission was naturally made the most of by the
appellant’s counsel.  But it must be remembered that the defend-
ant was a bankrupt and in great difficultics, and was natweally
very relnetant to expose himself to a long and hostile cross-
examination. After cavefnlly considering the evidence their
Lordships have come to the conelusion that the District Judge
fell into the crror of treating Kandasami Chetly as the agent of
bhe defendant. This mistake is clearly pointed ont ly the High
Comrt. Kandasami Chetiy’s acts and his payments to the defend-
ant are all attributable to his heing the manager of joint family
property, of which the defendant had a shave § and their Tiordships
entirely concur with the High Conrl in holding that such a person
i# not the agont of the members of the family su as to make them
liable to he sued as if they weve the prineipals of the manager.
The velation of such porsons is not that of principal or agent, or
of partners ; it is wueh more like that of trustee and ceslud gue drust.
Those wilnesses who say they saw the defendant trading in
Cuddalore do not speak of the critical time. An attewmpt was
made tn show that the joint property was divided long ago, and
that Kandasami Chetty was not acting as manager of family prop-
erty in which the defendant had an intorest. Bub this atbempt
failed, for although some money was divided, the st of the joink
property was not decreed to he partitioned ondil 1897,

In short, the moment the crrov of troating Kandasami Chetty
as the defendant’s agent is corrected, the vest of the evidonee all
crwmblos away.

This coneluwsion renders it nunccessary to consider the effoct of
the defendant’s insolveney cither on the validity of the judgment
sued on or on the insolveney affording a defence to the action if
tho judgment is il in force.  Quelin v. Moisson(l) goes far to
show that the imsolveney would afford a defence; but their
Tiovdships might have thought it right not to deeide this point in
the absonce of evidence of persons skilled in French law.
U

(1) (1827) 1 Kmapp. P.C, 205,
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ANNAMALAT Their Lordships will humbly advise Flia Majesty to dismiss the
G“iMT appeal and the appellant nwust pay the costs of the vespondent
Mélffﬂl‘ Murugasa Chetty, the other respandent not having apypeaved.
T Appenl desmissed.
Solicitor for the appellant: My, £ 1. Tusker.
Soliciters for the rospondent : Messrs. Lawford, i derfse and
Lewford.

APPELLATE CRIMINAL—TULIL BENCIT.

Before Mr. Justioe Subrahmanic Ayyer, Br. Justice Davies ond
My, Justive Benson.

1002. VIJIARAGHAVA CHARIAR (Tuiwn Acousey), PETIFIONER,
November 6. ‘
December 3. e,

18¢3. | . o et PrrrrTons 5
Fobraaty 20. EMPEROR (Comerarvant?, Counrn-Perrrionse.

Indien Penol Code—dAct XL of 1860, 55, 153, 206 — Wantmiy giving provocalion
with intent fo couse rivt—~Disturbing a veligious assombly—Religions provession
on highway—Legality--Chanting hymns by ordinary worshippers,

By o decrec in n civil suit, the Tengaled secl i a cortain dislvict wore
declaved enditled to bhold emiain oftices connested with o Lemple, and as sueh
office-holders it was s sr duby to recite certain hymms in processions. "The
rights of the Vadagalai seet as ordinavy worshippers were uol wifeelod by Lhe
decree, but tho Vadagalais were ordered nob lo interlers with the Teugalals in
the recital of the hymns otherwise thaw ag owdinury worshippers,  Subsequently
to this dacrie, o religions procession was beiny condneted alang . publiv highway
The Tengalais walked in fvont, chanting {iho hymns. Jw the roar, ab sueh o
digtamee that the Tongalais weve not likely lo hear them, bthe Vadugalais tol-
lowed, also chanting hymng, A complaint was in consequence laid by o membor
of the Tengalai scot, charging the Vadagalais (1) with wantonly giving provouu-
tion with inbont ro canse vioh awd (2) with voluturily dislorbing an asseantily
Jnwtully cugaged in veligious worghip

Ield, that neither offence had hecn commilted.

Per Daviss, I, (without deciding whether religious procossions in pbilic sbreets
in Indla wee “lawful* or nol)o—"ULe Vadagalais had nob exceedod theiy rights
a8 ordinary wovshippers and had not intended 1o provoken breach of {he pence,
and were consequently not guilty of an offence undme spetion 153, Moruver, no
* digturbanco™ hadt heon proved within the meaning of seetion 206,

* Criminal Revision Case No, 292 of 1902, prescubed undoer seations 455 and 430
of the Code of Criminal Procudive praying she Uigh Court 1o revise the judgmoent:
of A, G, Tate, Sosslons Judgo of Uhinglopmt, in Criminal Appueals Nos, 22 lo 24
of .1902’ presented againgt the couviction and sentemce pussod by 8, Bnssell,
Joing Magistrate of Chinglepat, in Griminal Case No, 258 of 1901,

-~



