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nineteenth defendant having been shown not to be dond fide and
valid it cannot be assomed that at the time of the execntion of the
renewed kanom thers wasan adjustment of rent up to that date
binding on the Devaswom. These second appeals are dismissed
with costs.

APPELLATE CRIMINAL.

Before Mr. Justice Davies and Mr, Justice Benson,

AN RE BALAMBAT (Secoxv Acvusen), PrrimioNmr,

Popal Codr—-Aet XLV of 1860, g, 408~—~"Entizing eway” awoman—Charge of
obetment against the woman enticed--VYalidity.

Where 2 man Las boen eonvicted of enticing away o woman, nudvr gection
408 of the Indian Penal Code, the woman who was enticed away by hiwm cannot Lo
wuilly ag an ahetbtor.

‘Whether o woman could be convicked of abetting the taking sway of herself
within the meaniog of scetion 498 —Quare.

Crarce (against fivst accused) of euticing away a manided
woman (second aceused) under seetion 498 of the Indian Penal
Code and (against sccond accused) of abetment of that offence
nnder seetions 498 and 109 of the Indian Penal Code. The Bub-
Magistrate of Gingee convieted both aceused, sentoncing first
sceuserd to six monthy’ ¥igorous imprisonment and 1o pay a fine
of Rs. 100, with one month’y further rigovous imprisomaent in
defanlt, and sentencing sceond accused to three months” simple
imprisonment. Thiy reference was made by the Distriet Magistrate
on the ground that as the second aceused wasibe woman whom fivst
accused was charged with enticing awavy, the second aceused could
not be punished as an abettor.

The Public Prosecutor in support of the refereuce.

Jupeaunr.—Whether a woman could he couvicted of abetting
“the taking away ”’ of herselt within the meaning of section 498,
Indian Ponal Code, we nesd not now decide, as that is not the
offence charged against her, hut we are of opinion that when a man

# (Criminal Bevision Case No, 86 of 1902.) Case referrod for the orders
of the High Court under section 485 of the Code of Criminal Procedure by
B, A. Elwin, District Magistrate of South Areot, in bis letter, dated 25th July
1902, Reference on Oriminal Revision Case Mo, 80 of 1802, ' ‘
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is convicted, us in this case, of “enficing away ” a wowman under
section 498, Tudian Penal Code, the woman cannot be guilty
as an abettor.

We set aside’the conviction of Balambal on a charge of ahotbing

_ the enticing away of herself, and divect that her bail bond be

1902.
Uciober 7.

discharged.

APPELLATE CRIMINAL,
Before Mr. Justice Davies and My, Justice Benson.

SINGARAJU NAGABHUSITANAM (Acousen), Perivonsr.*

Peral fode-—del XLV of 1860, 5, 500-—Defamation—~"True statement that complain.
ant Tad been conwicted of (heft and sent & juil -Conwiction— Validily.

An aceused, who was tho trustee of o bemplo, was eonvieted of defamation,
the alleged defamatory statement heing that the complainant, who performed the
worship in o femple, had heen convicted and sent to juil for the theft of idols
belonging to thir temple.  Af the time when the stalemeut was made, an appoint-
ment was in question in connection with the temple:

Held, on vevision, that the aecused was justificd in making the statement,
either in the intevest of bhe temple, or heeause the sfalement was nomore than &
publication of {he result of proccedings in a Courl of Justies,

Cranar of defamation nnder seetion 500 of the Indian Penal Code.
The ocomplainant was the priest performing the worship in the
temples of Agasthyswara Swany and Ramalingeswara Swamy in
Pedava. The alleged defamatory matter was written on a post-
card, which was sent to and received by complainant in the ordinary
course of pogt. The Mugistrate found that the signaturve on the
card was that of the accused. The writing stated that some
years previously the complainant had been sent to jailin eonnce-
tion with a casc of theft of idols in the temple of Ramalingeswara
Swamy. Complainant admitted that this was true.  The Magis-
trate held, however, that this was immaterial. Il eonvicted the
accased, imposing a fine of Rs. 25 with an alternative of one
manth’s rigorous imprisonment.

# Criminal Revision Petition No. 208 of 1202 prosented under seelions 4435 and
-138 of the Code of Criminal Procedure, praying the High Gourt to revise the
conviction and sentence passed on the petitioner (acoused) by XK. V. Brinivasan,
ITead-Quarters Doputy Magistrate of Kistna, in Criminal Case No, 7 of 1902,



