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The fundamental conception of 4iba-bil-iwaz, ora gift for an exchange, as under-
stood in the Muhammadan Law, is that it is a transaction made up of two separate
acts of donation, Z.e., of mubual or reciprocal gifts of specific property between two
persons, each of whom is alternately donor and donee. T4 does not include the case of
a gift in consideration only of natural love and affection or of services or favours ren-
dered, Nor does sueh o gift fall under the category of Aibae-bil-twaz in its improper
sense of sale ; but it is an ordinary gift subject to all tha conditions as to validity which
the Mubhammadan law provides.

A gift of immoveable property not atany time in the possession of the donor, but
in that of a trespasser, and consequently never delivered by the donor to the donee, is
void under the Muhammaden Law. Kdsim Hossein v. Sharif-un-nisse (1), Salib-un-
nissa Bibi-v. Hafize Bibi (2), and Shaikh Ibkram v. Shailh Suleman (3) distin
guished. Mokin-ud-dinv. Manechershul (4), Mullick Abdool Guffoor v. Muleka (8),
and Skakasadee Hazara Begum v. Khajo Hossein Ali Khan (6), referred to.

oLho facts of this case are stated in the judgment of the Court.

The Hon, 7. Conlan, Lala Lalta Prasad, and Maulvi Meldi
Hagan, for the appellant.

.

¥ First Appeal No. 151 of 1887, from = decree of Maulvl Shah Ahmad- uﬂz&h
Khan, Subordinate Judge of Gorakhpur, dated the 20tk June, 1857.
(1) I.L. R, § AL 285. (4) I. L. R., 6 Bom. 650.
2 LI R 9 All. 218. (&) 1. L. R, 10 Cale, 1112,
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1888 Mr, G. E. A. Ross, Mir Zahur Husain, and Munshi Mallo

Ramix  Prosad, for the respondent.

BAI;::JSH # Mamyoop, J.—The facts of this ease are very simple, and the
&gﬁﬁg‘m decision of the appeal vests mpon the principles of the Muham-

madan Iaw of gift, which admittedly governs this case. The
relative position of the persouns to whom reference will be neces-
sary is indicated by the following table :—

Sultan
|
|
I\*ulmn Rahmu
e
Fatch AlR Kabi Bakhsiz
| {
Salkina Shalkurullah
(wife) (s0%)

It is admitted that the property to which this suit relates was
originally owned by Nabi Bakhsh, who died in the yepr 1876,
leaving a widow, Musammat Sakina, and a son, Shakurallah, as
his heirg under the Muhammadan law.

Sbakurullah died on the 12th July, 1881, leaving his mother
Musammat Sakina and Fateh Ali, who (as the pedigree shows) was
his father’s paternal uncle’s son,and as such entitled to mheut a
share in the estate of the aforesaid Shakurallah,

Tt appears that upon the death of Shakurullah, his mother Mu-
sammat Sakina, having a right of inheritance partly by inheritance
from her husband Nabi Bakhsh and partly by inheritance from
her son Shakurvllah, remained in possession of the entire prbperLy

up to the time of her death, which occurred on the 25th Marcl,
1883.

Subsequently, that is, on the 4th May, 1883, the aforesaid Frtels -
Ali (whose name appears in the pedigree) executed a deed of gift,
whereby he purported to gonvey all such rights of inheritance as
he might have in the property to Mubammad H'tsw, plaintifi-
respondent,

In consequence of this deed‘ of gift eertain quartels arose
between the plaintiff and the defendant as to the mutation of names
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in respect of the zamindari portion of the property, but the plain- 1888

tifl’s olaims wero rejocted by the revenue authorities on the 22nd —Rm
November, 1888, and the defendant appears to have maintained PAI;HS’I
his possession of the entire property, which, as before said, had -I\L?{I:STEAD
come into the possession of Mosammat Sfﬂ tina, widow of Nabi

Bakhsh and mother of Shakurullah, TFateh Ali died on the 29th

August, 1884,

The present suit was instituted on the 25th September, 1876,
by Muhammad Hasan, plaintifi-respondent ; and in order to e¢lear
the case of possible confusion it is necessary to state that the suit
rests entirely upon the deed of gift of the 4th May, 1883, and that
the plaintiff claims the property as the share which the denor
Fateh Ali is said to have inherited from Shakurallah and to have
gifted to the plaintiff under that deed ; that there is no allegation
in the plaint that Fateh Ali ever obtained possession of the share
which heglaimed te have inherited from Shakurailah; and that
therefore the plaintiff’s smt will fail if the gift upen which he relies
is found to be invalid under the Mubammad: an Law,

The prounds of appeal and the argumenits which have been
addressed to us on behalf of the parties raise only two main ques-
tions for determination :—

(1) Whether the gift of the 4th May, 1883, was a Liba-bil-iwgz,
or a gift for an exchange as understood in the Muhammadan Law,
rendering delivery of possession of the gifted property unncecessary
for the validity of such gift.

(2) If not, was the gift of ths 4th May, 1£33, valid nnder the
Mubammadan Law in view of the circumstance that the donor Fateh
Aligwas never in possession of the gifted property either at ths
time of the gift or at the time of his death, and that, as & matter of
fact, the plaintiff, donce, never obtained possession of the property
shich he claims under the gift?

The view®of the law which I entertain upon thess two questions
renders it unnecessary for me either to consider the question as to
the exact .extenb of the share which the donor Fateh Ali may have
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inherited from Shakurullah, or to decide the question of fact raised
in the seventh ground of appeal relating to the house in Jafra Bazar,
which is alleged by the appellani to have been built by himself.
Nor is it necessary to consider the question raised by the plea that
the defendant-appellant had spent a large sum of money in perform-
ing the several ceremonies of Shakuvullah, and that such money
was a charge upon the estate which the plaintiff was bound to pay
before claiming any share in the estate. ’

In dealing with this case I shall confine myself to the two
points above mentioned, because according to my opinion the deci-
sion upon those points will be fatal to the plaintiff’s whole suit.

In considering the first of those points it is necessary to- exa-
mine closely the terms of the deed of gift, dated the 4th May, 1883,
executed by the deceased Fateh Aliin favour of the plaintiff-res-
pondent Mubammad Hasan. That deed, after making certain
recitals as to the manner in which the donor felt himseif entitled
to inherit a share in the estate of Shakungullah, goes on to say :—

“ 1, the executant, have now become old and weak and have
no issue. Sheikh Muhammad Ilasan, a near relative of mine, has
all along, with cordial affection and love, rendered service to me,
maintained and treated” me with kindness and indulgence, and
shown all sorts of favours to me. Besides the above the executant
cannot attend even to the necessary management of the said share.
Therefore for this reasen, as also in consideration of the natural
love and affection which Muhammad Hasan bears, as well as for
all the past favours and indulgence shown by him, I, the executant,
have, with my free will and consent, and in sound state of body
and mind, without coercion or restraint, transferred and given
away to Muhammad Hasan my entire share in the estate of Mu-
hammad Shakurullah specified below, which devolves upon me as
a residuary heir, together with all the zamindari ughts apperiain-
ing thereto. For my heirs have now no connection with the afores
soid share.  Bheikh Mohammad Basan is the absoldie owner of
the said share from this date, and he is authorized to ‘get his name
evtered in the revenue department on the strength of this deecl
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and take possession of the property transferred. He should spend 1883

out of his own pocket what is necessary for the purpose of bringing T Rama

any suit in connection with the share. I, the executant, shall not B“"“ H

be liuble for it nor have 1 any claim in respect of the share trans- M’CEUIMDI
. . Hasgw,

ferred. If in present or in future, any claim in respect of the said

share be made under the Muhammadan law or otherwise by me or

my heirs, contrary to this deed and to the transfer in favour of

Sheikh Muhammad Hasan aforesaid, it will be held false and

unentertainable. The walue of the property iransferred is Rs.

7,500. These few words have therefore been written by way of a

deed of transfer that they may be of uwse in time of need.”

In interpreting this document, the lower Court has held that ¢ it
“is a deed of gift evecuted in exchange of services > and that * the
word iwae (exchange) includes service, and a gift in exchange of
service cannot be revoked.,” Upon this ground the Court has held
that @ Fateh Ali, not being in possession of the subject of gift,
which had been left by Shakurullah, could not deliver the pos-
session thereof to the plaintiff,”” but that this circnmstance would
nob render the gift invalid:

I am of opinion that the learned Subordinate Judge has taken
an erroneous view of the Muhammadan law in holding that the
. transaction of the 4th May, 1883, was a hiba-bil-iwaz, or gift for an
exchange. - The real nature of a hiba-bil~iwaz is fully deseribed in
Chapter VI of Book VIII on Giftin Mr, Baillie’s Digest of
Muhammadan Law, which is only an abbreviated reproduction of-
the Fatwa Alamgiri; but I need only refer to such passages as’
have an immediate bearing upon this ease. The fundamental con~
ception of a Aiba-bil-iwaz in Muhammadan law is that it is a
tradsaction made of two separate acts of donation, that is, itis a
transaction made up of mutual or reciprocal gifts between fwo
persons, each of whom is alternately the. donor of ome gift and.
the donee of the other. ¢ The iwaz, orexchange, in gift, is of two
Lmds—-—one subsequent to the contract, the other stipulated for in

—.” (Baillie’s Digest, 2nd ed,p 541). “ When the exchang-
. ihg takes ,place subsequent to the gift, the iwas ‘is, without afy:
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difference of opinion between our masters, a gift ab inttio. So
that it is valid, where gift is valid, and void where gift void,
there being no difference between them except as to the dropping
of the power of revocation in the case of the iwag, while it is estab-
Yished in that of the gift. And after possession has been taken of
she fiwaz, the power to revoke drops also with respect to the gift. So-
that neither party can reclaim from his fellow what he has beconro
possessed of, whether the éwaz were given by the donee or by a
stranger, with or without his direction. All the conditions of gift
are applicable to the twaz ; and the transaction does not come within
the meaning of a contract of mooawuzut, or mutual exchange,
either in its inception or completion”.—(Baillie’s Digest, p. 543).

Now, such being the rule of the Muhammadan Law the transaction
of the 4th May, 1888, canudt be regarded as a hiba-bil-twaz, or a
gift for an exchange, unless it can bo shown that the congideration
for which that transaction took place was a previous gift passing
from the phintiff, the donee of the deed of the 4th May, 1883, to
Fateh Ali, the donor. 1In other words, does the eonsideration men-
tioned in the deed of the 4th May, 1883 represent any gift made
by the plaintiff to Fateh Ali ona former occasion ? The answer to
this guestion must be in the negative, because all the deed mentions
as the eonsideration of the gift is ¢ natural love and affection,”
which induced the plaintif}, donee, to render services to the donor, to
maintain him and treat him “ with kindness and indulgence,” and
to show him “all soris of favours”” This being so, the next step
in the reasoning is whether such natuaval love and affection, services
and favours, could be made the subject of gift by the plaintiff to
Fateh Ali, the donor of the deed of the 4th May, 1883.

The law upon the subject is perfectly clear, for the very natare
of gilt under the Muhammadan Law requires that the subject there~
of must be a right of property in something specific without an ex=
change.—(Baillie’s Digest, p. 515), "The Hedaya defines gift in
the same sense :—* Iibu, in itsliteral sense, signifies the donation of
a thing from which the donce may derive a benefit : in the langaage
ofthe law, it means a transfer of property, made immediatoly, and
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without any exchange.,”—~(Hamilton’s Iledaya, Vol III, p. 673,
Grady’s Ed., p. 482). It is therefore impossible to hold that the natu-
ral affection, kindness, services and favours mentioned in the deed of
the 4th May, 1883, can be vegarded as a Aiba-bil-iwaz, or a gift for
an exchange, as understoed in the Mubammadan Law.

- There is, however, another aspect of this point to which I should
like to refer, because it may have led to misapprehension of the
Muhammadan Law by the learned Subordinate Judge, The term
kiba-bil-iwaz is often misused by the Indian Muhammadans in res.
peot of transactions which either amount to exchange or sale, Mr.
Baillie has explained the matter at page 122 of his Digest in the
following terms i— v

“ Hiba-bil-iwaz means, literally, gift for an exchange 5 and it is
of two kinds, according as the 4was, or exchange, is, or is not,
stipulated for at the time of the gift. In both kinds there are twe
distinet acts; first, the original gift, and second, the {iwaz, or ex-
change. Buf in the kiba-bil-iwaz of India, there is only one act;
the twaz, or exchange, being involved in the contract of gift as its
direct consideration. ¢ And all are agreed that if a person should
say, ‘I have given this to thee for so much,” it would be a sale;
for the definition of sale is an exchange of property for property,
and the exchange may be effected by the word * give ” us well as by
the word ‘sell” The transaction which goes by the name of Ziba-
bil-iwas in lodia is, therefore; in reality not a proper hibe-bil-iwaz
of either kind, baf a sale ; and has all the incidents of the latter
contract. Accordingly, possession is not required to complete the
transfer of it, though absolutely necessary in gift, and, what is of

great importance in India, an undivided sharein prbperty capable.

of division may be lawfully transferred by it; though that cannot
be done by either of the forms of the true Aiba-bil-iwaz,”

Even in the light of this explauation, I cannot hold that the

learned Sabordinate Judge was right in holding that the transac-

tion eviddheed by the deed of the 4th May, 1883, wasa hiba- bzl—éwaz‘
amounting to sale, there being no ‘exchange of property for
property” in the sense of the Muhammadm Law of sale, nor “a.

1883
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transfer of ownership in exchange for a price paid or promised or
part paid and part promised,” within the meaning of 5. 54 of the
Transfer of Property Act {IV of 1882),

1 have no doubé that the transaction evidenced by the deed of
the 4th May, 1783, is nothing moré or less than an ordinary gift
under the Muhammadan Law, and that it is therefore subject to all
the conditions as to validity which that law provides in respect of

- such gifts.

This leads me to the consideration of the sscond point in the
case as enunciated by me, namely, whether the facts that at the
time of executing the gift of the 4th May, 1883, the donor Fateh
Ali was not in possession of the property which he purported to.
convey by gift, that he naver acquired possession of such property
during his life-time, and that the plaintiff, donee, has never acquired

- possession of the property, ate circumstances which render the gift

jnvalid under the Muhammadan Law.

The answer to the question is not fraught with any difficulty,
because the rule of the Muhammadan Law upon the subject is per-.
fectly clear.  Under that law delivery of possession to the dones is
a condition precedent to the validity of a gift ; for, to use the
language of the Hedaya, ¢ the Prophet has said, ¢ A gift is not.
valid without seisin,’ meaning that the right of property is mnot
established in a gifs until after seisin.”—{Hamilton’s Hedaya by
Grady, p. 482.) ¢ Tender and acceptance are necessary, because
a gift is a contract, and tender and acceptance are requisite in the -
formation of all contracts, and seisin is necessary in otder to estab-
lish a right of property in the gift, because a right of property, ac-.
cording to our doctors, is not established in the thing given merely
by menns of the contract without seisin”.—(Hedaya, vol. iii, p. 291.) ¢
The same is the effect of the Fatwa Alamgiri as represented in .
Mr. Baillie’s Digast :— The legal effect of gift is mnot. complete
until possession is taken of the thing given, and, in this respect, a
stranger and the child of the donor are on the same- footing when
the child is adult”—(Baillie’s Digest, p. 520) It has, indeed,

. never been doubted that under the Muhammadan Law of the Hanafi’
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school, which governs this case, actua) delivery of possession of the 1855
gift of property is a condition precedent to the validity of the Tamrr
transfer of ownership to the donee, and, indeed, it is in conse. ~ Bausu

quence of the stringent requirements of that law on this point that Mesvinris
gifts of property held in joint co-parcenership (musha) have been Hasax,
held to be invalid, because perfect and exclusive possession of joint
undivided shares capnot be given to the donee—(vide Note No. 4
at p. 520, Baillie’s Digest).
Buch then being the rules of the Muhkammadan Law as fo the
indispensability of possession by the donee, it follows, a fortiori,
that property of which the donor himself is not in possession, and
never acquived possession thereof, so as to deliver it to the donee,
cannot be made the subject of a valid gift. The exact effact of the
rule in respect of property which by its very nature is not capable
of actual possession being delivered to the donee need not be consi-
dered, bheeause such question does not arise in this case.  Here all
the property consists of immoveable property, and the donor Fateh
Ali could have taken possession of his alleged share upon the death
of Shakurallah from whom he elaimed to inherit that share. - The
property was susceptible of possession, but it was in the possession
of a trespasser, according to the statement in the deed of the 4th
May, 1883, itself, and the case now set up by the plaintiff under that
deed.

To such a state of things the rule of Muhammadan Law provides
no exception from the rale as to possession being a condition pre-
cedent to the validity of a gift. - Under the precedents of gifts
contaiged in Macnaughten’s work on Muhammadan Law, Case
“No, 6 seems to me to be closely applicable to the present case.
.Bhere a person had esecuted a deed of gift in favour of his.
nephew, conferring upon him the proprietary right to certain lands
of which the donor was not in possession, but to recover which
he had brought an action, during the pendency of which the donor
died, and #he dones claimed the litigated property under the: gift.
It was there held that “the gift of a thing not in the possession
the donor during his lifetime is null and void, and the deed con-
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taining such gift is of no effeet, because, in cases of gift, seisin is
5 candition. Gife is rendeced valid by tender, acceptance and
seisin ; butin gift seisin is necessary and absolutely indispensable to
the establishment of proprietary right. According to the Hedaya,
- Giifts are rendered valid by tender, acceptance and seisin. The

- Proplet has said, a gift is not valid without seisin. So also if the

thing given be pawned to or usurped by a stranger’. So also in the
Shurki Vigaye,— A gift is perfected by complete seisin’. As the gift
is, therefore, null, the claim of the donee is inadmissible, and the
deed is invalid, as far as regards the lands of which the donor was
never possessed.”

Relying upon this precedent, Moelvill and Pinhey, JJ.,, from
whom Kemball, J , dissented, held that even in a case where the
donor, being the owner of the proparty subject to the possession of a
mortgagee, made a gift of his right of ownership, such gift was
invalid under the Mubammadan Law for want of acbual possession
of the property by the donor at the time of the gift, The case
is Mohinuddin v. Muanchershah (1), and I may respectfully say that
it probably carries the rule as fo seisin too far, as is snggested by
a Mubammadan lawyer, Mr, Syed Amir Ali of the Culcutta Bur,
at page 70 of his Tagore Law Lectures for 1884, The question
arising out of tha rule of Muhammadan law as to possession being
a condition precedent to the validity of a gift was fully argued and
well considered by Garthy C. J., in Mullick Abdool Guffoor v, Muleke
(2), who in delivering his judgment has made observations in which
I concur, for they draw a clear distinetion b'etwe(m cases where
from the nature of the gifted property itself actual possession could
not be given to the donee, and cases where sach possession might
be given to the donee or actual possession held by the donor. The,h

~principle upon whicl the judgment of Sir Richard Garth in the

Calcutta case proceeded is scarcely consistent with the ratio desidends
of the Bombay ruling ubove cited, bat it is in accord with the prine
ciple of Sir Barnes Peacock’s judgmbut in Siahuzaleg Hazura
Begum v, Khaja Hossein Ali Khan (8) which, though a case of

1) L L. RB., 6 Bow. 650, (2 L . R., 10 Cale, 1112
) 12'W, T 498, S Hiz
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endowment, would, so far as the question of seisin is concerned,
be governed by the same principles as questions of gift under
the Muhammadan Liaw cn that poins,

~ Tt.is not necessary for the parposes of this case to diseuss these
rulings more minutely, and it i3 enoagh to say that their general
principle is that, for the validily of a gift under the .Muhammadan
Law, possession of the gifted property by the donor ab the time of
the gift, or at least at some time, so as to enable him to deliver
possession of the same to the donees; anl the actual delivery of such
possession o the donee, are conditions precedent to the validity of
gifts snch as the gift evidenced by ths deed execated by Fateh Al
in favour of the plaintiff on the 4th May, 1883.

The terms of that deed, however, clearly show, and it is proved
and practically admitted on all hands, that in the first place no
such possession ever existed in the donor Fateh Ali of the property
which he intended to convey by the deed as would enable him to
make. a valid gift of the property; and in tho next place it is
equally clear, and indeed admitted, as shown by the very form of
this suit, that the plain§iff donee never acquired possession of the
property to which the suit relates and which he claims under the
gift of the 4th May, 1883,

- The matter therefore comes simply to this, that the deceased
Fateh Ali, feeling himself entitlad to a share of inheritance in the

‘estate of the deceased Shakurallah, never having acquired posses-

sion of that share, executed the deed of 4th May, 1883, purporting

to convey to the plaintiff such chances of success ‘as the aforesaid

Fateh Ali may have bad in a litigation such as this, and, as a
matter of fact, the pluintiff never obtained possession of the ngted
ﬂhare in pursuance of the deed of gift,

Y

Under these conditions I am satisfied that the Iower Court mis-

apprehended the Muhammadan Law as to such gifts, and that the'
"gift of the 4th May, 1883, was invalid owing to the absence of -
» possession in the donor and the absence of the delivery of possession :

“to the doneo.

1
1883
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The lower Court has, however, relied on two rulings of thig
Court, one being, Kasim Hossein v. Sharifunnissa (1), and the other
Salibunnissa Bibi v. Hafiza Bibi (2),in support of its view. So far
as these rulings are coucerned, I ne=d only say that the first of
these, which was a judgment of my brother Straight and Mr,
Justice Oldfield, only gave effoct to the ruling of the Lords of the
Privy Counecil cited in that judgment, and which was repen.ted’bjr'
their Lordships in Amegroonisse Khatoon v. Abadoonissa Khatoon
(8) to the effect that the rule of Muhammadan Law, that a gift of
musha or an undivided part in property capable of partition is

invalid, does not apply to definite shares of zamindéris, which are
in their nature separats estates with separate and defined rents ;
and that the second ruling, in which the judgment of the Court
was delivered by Edge, C. J., related to a class of property of
which the nature regulated by statute is vastly different from the
nature of the property involved in this litigation. Again, so far as
the lower Court has velied upon the Bombay raling in Skaik Zbhram
v. Shaik Suleman (4) it is endugh to say thab in that case possession
such as the nature of the property admitted of was given to the
donee, and in the case of ‘the house the property was already in
possession of the donee, Allthese cases are distingunishable from fhe
present, because here the donor Fateh Ali was inno sort of posses-
sion of the share which he alleged himself to have inherited from
Shakurullah, that the property was capable of being taken possession
of by the aforesaid Fateh Ali, that he never obtained such possession
either before or after the gift of the 4th May, 1883, and that the
plaintiff donee himself never acquired such possession under the
gift,

Under these circumstances I hold that the deed of gift, dated
the 4th May, 1883, was invalid under the Muhammadan Law, that.
it therefore did not confer upon the plaintiff any such right
as would entitle him to mainthin® an action such as this, and for
these reasons I would decree this appeal, and reversimg the

(1) 1. L. R, § AlL 285, (3) L. R. 2 Ind. Ap. 87.
(2) L L. R, 9 Al 213, (4) 1 L, R., 9 Bom, 146.
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decree of the lower Court, dismiss the suit with costs inp both the . 1838
Courts. Ramen
Srrateut, J.—I am entirely of the same mind. ‘ BM
Appeal allowed, Mr;g:;a:r
Before Mi. Justice Straight and 3ir. Justice Brodkurst. : JII&SS‘}.

uly

KIAM-UD-DIN AND ANOTHER (PLAINTIFFS), . RAJJO AND sAxorner {DEFEND-
ANTS). ¥ :
Aceount stated—Hy pothecation-bond for the amount due—Obligor preventing regis-
tration of bond by denying evecution—Suit on account stated—Civil Procedure
Code, s. 5386—Small Cause Court suit.

For the purpose of determining whether o second appeal lies or is prohibited by
8. 586 of the Civil Procedure Code, what must be looked at is not the shape fn which
*the case comes up to the High Court, buti the shape in which the suit was origiual‘ly
ﬁxstituted in the Court of first instance.

The plaintiff sued (i)~for registration of a hypothecation-houd executed by the
defendant, (ii) in the alternative for recovery of the amounst of the Lond upen an
account stated. The defendant denied execution of the bond, and that she had had
any dealings or stated any account with the plaintiff. The Courts below disallowed
the first claim as barred by Ihmitation, and disallowed the second on the ground that
‘the bond had effected a novation of the contract implied by the statement of accounts.

Held that under the eircumstances of the case the plaintiff was entitled fo resort
to the account stated and sue thereon. Sirdar Kuar v. Chandrawati (1) distinguished.

Where two parties enter into a contract of which registrotion is necessary, it is
essential that each should de for the other all that is requisibe towards such regis-
tration. .

The facts of this case are sufficiently stated in the judgment
of Straight, J. :
Mr, Hamidullah, for the appellants.
Munshi Madho Prased, for the respondents.

Srrateur, J.—This was a suit hrought by the plaintiffs for fwo
reliefs ; the first was for the registration of a bond, purporting to
be a hypotheeation bond executed by Musammat Rajjo Bibi, defend-
ant, for the sum of Rs. 247-8-6; the second relief asked was,

# Socopd Appeal, No. 504 of 1887, from a decreo of Munshi Monmehan Lal, Subor-
dinate Judge of Azamgarh, datéd the 17th December, 1886, confirming s decres of
Manlvi Mubammad Amin-ud-din, Munsif of Muha-mma.dabad, dated the 27th Augasty
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