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1920 deposited Rs. 100 with the applieant with the .object of doing
o gome business, that the business was mot carried out and'the
Guﬁﬁm applicant returned Bs. 85, and Rs. 65 is still due from him.
om0 It turned oub on the evidence of both parties in the courtbelow
Prassp.  that the business in respect of which the money was paid to the
applicant was in respect of saffa transactions, that is, wagering
contracts. The defendant applicant went into the witness-box
and stated that he had made wagering contracts on bebalf of
the plaintiff, the opposite party, with certain other firms, in which
losses had been sustained, and the deposit made by the plaintiff
“had been swallowed up by the losses. The learned Judge of the
Small Cause Court did not believe the defendant with regard
to the losses. However, it is common case of both the parties
that the money ‘was given on account of satfe transcations by
way of security. Section 65 of the Contract Act, under which
the decree of the lower court seems to have been passed, does not
apply: Dayabhat Tribhovandas v. Lakhmichand Panachand
(1). I think that under the law the claim of the plaintiff is not
sustainable. I allow the application, set aside the decree of
the court below and dismiss the claim of the plaintiff. Costs

are allowed to the defendant applicant throughout: .

Application allowed.

-

FULL BENCH.

Before Sir Grimwood Mears, Knight, Chisf Justice, Justice Sir
Pramade Charan Banerji and Mr, Justice Walsh.
1920 v IN THE MATTER OF A VAKIL. ¥

Maych, 3(_)__ Letters Patent, section 8—Legal practilionsr—Disciplinary powers of H‘Lgh.
. Court— Professional misconduct— Petition presented by a vakil purporting to '
be the patition of his clients, but which was in fact entirely the invention of

the wakil and conlained statements mads recklassly and w'nthau# any

reasonable grounds of belief.

A vakil was retained to defend in the Court of Sassmn cerfain. persons
accused of murder In'the course of suoh engagement he prepared and put .
befove the Sessions Judge a statementwhich purported to be & petition issuing

from higolients and drafted on their instructions, whereas in truth and in’
faet it was a petition-which ariginated with him and in respect of which+he
had received no instructions from his clients, and he put therein allegations o

* Civil Miscellaneous No. 104 of 1920
(1) (1885) i, L. R, QBom.. 348,
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which were made recklessly and without any reasounable grounds of belief ;—~
Held, that the vakil was guitty of professional migconduct, and in exercise of
the powers conferred by section 8 of the Letters Patent, the vakil was
suspended .from practising bis profess ion.

Tais was a mabter reported to the High Court under section
14 of the Legal Practitioners Act, 1879, by the Sessions Judge
of Farrukhabad. The facts of the case are fully stated in the
order of the Court, )

The Hon'ble Dr. Tej Bohadur Saprw, Mr. A. P. Dube and
Dr. Surendra Nath Sen, for the vakil.

Phe Government Advocate (Mr. A. E. Ryves), for the Crown.

Mgags, C. J., BANERJI and WALSH, JJ. :—The respondent, a

vakil of this Court, practising at Farrukhabad, has appeared
before us on a notice, dated the 10th of March, 1920, to show
cause why he should not be disbarred or suspended, in that :—

(a) On the 20th of January, 1920, he prepared and put be-
fore the Sessions Court a statement which purported to be &
petition issuing from his clients and. drafted on their instrac-
tions, whereas in truth and in fact it was a pebition which
originated with him and in respect of which he had received no
instructions ;

(b) that he knowingly prepared and filed the said petition
before the Sessions Court and put therein allegations which
were to his knowledge untrue, or, alternatively, which were
made recklessly without any reasounable grounds of belief ;

(¢) that by means of the aforesaid he intended to deceive
or mislead the court. ‘ . _

The facts which have given rise to this matter must be
stated by us in some detail in order that this case may be
thoroughly understood. On the night of the 5th of November,
1919, Pultu Singh, & zamindar, was sleeping in a room in
his house when he was attacked by thres men. Three servants
sleptin an adjoining room. They heard his cries and came
to his rescue, and by the aid of & light which was’ “burning and
also by the fact of its being a light night, the three servants
saw ole man on either side of the charpoy holding down Paliu
Smgh wn;h their lathis across him, whilst a third  man was
striking Pultu Singh with a chopper. The three . 'servants
gecognlzed each of the men, and they were eventually arrested.
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An examination of the premises resulted in the discovery,

‘amongst other things, of a piece of wood of an irregular triangu-

lar shape, about 2 inches long and blood stained. The Sub-In-
spector, who found it, took it away along with other things
diseovered on the premises, having no doubt, quite reasonably,
in his mind that it might possibly prove to be a material piece
of avidence in the trial. Apparently the police did not send it
up as an exhibit, and the chopper when secured by the police
did not show that any wooden part of it was missing, There-
fore, so far as the story of the prosecution went, the finding of
the plece of wood turned out to be a matter of no importance,

‘as it did not fit in with any police theory of the case which they

proposed to put forward. They rested their case upon the
identity of the three accused, as sworn to by the servants,
certain motives for the murder and the identification of the -
blade of the chopper by a blacksmith, named Khargu, who had
sharpened it a few hours before the commission of the murder,
at the instance of one of the accused men. The Magistrate took
the plece of wood and placed it in an envelope which he sealed
down, It was then handed over to the police and remained in
their possession in the envelope unopened, and at the sessions
trial (on the 19th of January) was lying on the desk of Mr.
BENNETT, the presiding Judge. There it remained throughout
the whole of the evidence of the prosecution, not being referred
to at all by the prosecution, until the last witness for the pro-
secution was in the box. That was the Sub-Inspector, Muham. -
mad Khalil, He gave evidence of his arrival on the spot. He
detailed what he saw, and spoke to statements being made to
him, of making a map, and then his examination-in-chief closed.
That is important, beeause after that, all that was goingto
happen was the cross-examination of the Sub-Inspeetor and the
reading of the medieal evidence. Then this vakil, whose con-
duch is called in question, rose to cross-examine, What posses-
sed him to bring this piece of wood into the case will never be
known; but he asked that the piece of wood should be handed
down to him, and that was done. He then cross-examined the -

_ Sub-Iuspector, and the Sub-Insepctor said in answer to his

questions :—** Below the corpse I found a piece of waod,” exhibit
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H ; (and then in brackets is a note, which is clearly a note by
Mr. BENNETT, which says that it was a “ blood-stained piece of
wood about 2 inches long, seems a bit of the charpoy ”). That,

as far as we see, is the only question in cross-examination which -

relates at all to this piece of wood, The medical evidence wag
then given and the court rose for the day. Probably some time
on the morning of the 20th the vakil drafted a petition. It is
quite certain that he did not have any communication wibh his
clients on the 19th, and it is cerfain that he never saw them on
the 20th until after the petition had been completely drafted by
him, It was suggested on Saturday last that he saw the brother
of one of the accused, but we think it is fortunate for him that
he did not pursue that line of defence, because it will be seen

in & few moments that that was a suggestion entirely ab variance

with the explanation that he gave Mr. BENNETT, the Sessions
Judge, and is not likely to have been the correct version. How-
ever, that is not before us now and it is not put forward in any
way as his defence that he in fact received instructions froma
brother or some relative of one of the accused, He drafted the
petition. Now it is important to see what he says in that
petition. And we may pause here for a moment to say this,
It is the duby of an advocate, if he himself thinks that there bas
been gome irregularity in the conducs of the police, or in the
conduct of any of the witnesses, to call that irregularity to the

attention of the court, and this vakil would have been perfectly '

within his rights and would have acted with the utmost pro-
priety in bringing the matter to the attention of the court, if
when he took that piece of wood in his hand on the afternoon of
the 19th of January he honestly thought that piece of wood had
been changed. Bup he should have brought it to the attention

of the court by saying :—“ I saw this pilece of wood in the -

Magistrate’s court. T have seen the piece of wood today. I
say that in my opinion these two pieces ‘are not the same, I
demand an inquiry—the fullest inquiry.” Anything less than

a demand for an investigation based upon his personal applica- .

tion would have been a failure by him in bis duty to his client.

But he chose a crooked course and drafted a petition which on

the face of it makes ib appear to the court that the three priso-

ners, in whose minds there had never been any suspicion of any
- 33
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change in this plece of wood, are made by him to say i~ We
noticed this, we noticed that, we noticed the other,” each of
those statements being false statements. _

Now here is the petition, We shall refer to some only of
its relevany parts. But we must bear in mind throughout that
the first charge against this vakil is that, having no instructiouns
from his clients, he fabricated a petition which made it appear
that instructions had been given to him by his clients and that
he was he mere agent to pass on to the court the beliefs of the
men who were then standing their trinl for their lives. The
petition was addressed in form, as we have said, by the accused
to the Judge. It begins—

% Sir, In tha cafe noted above the piece of wood (Ex. H.) shown yesters
dny by order of the court, is not, in fact, the same weod which was produced by
the Sub.-Inspector, Khalil Ahmad, in the court of the Magistrate. Because
{1) that piece of wood was much thicker than this und was of a different shape,
The former clearly appeare1 o bea beoken piece of the handle of a ehopper.
We had seen it in broad daylight. **

Now that statement drafted by the vakil, and signed by
these men would convey to the Judge thatin the minds of those
three men there rested a conviction that the piece of wood which
they had seen in broad daylight inthe court of the Magistrate
was nof the same piece of wood which they had seen on the after-
noon of the 19th of January in the court of the Sessions Judge.
There was nothing in the prisoners’ minds at all in the matter
until this vakil put it into their minds in court on the morning
of the 20th, One will search in vain the evidence in the Magist-
rate’s court or in the court of the Sessions Judge to find any
suggestion pub forward by any witness that this piece of wocd
was In fact, or appeared to be, & broken piece of the handle of
a chopper. That the police may orginally have formed a theory
that it was possibly a brokeu piece of the handle of the chopper
1s, we think, quite likely, but they never formulated that theory
in words and it is important to remember this because there are
statements hereatter which deal with it.

The petition continues :—

“2. Inthe couxk of the Magistrate, where tha inquiry was held, the -
prosecution had tried ta prove that the biade of the chop per which has been
. produced wss the sams which was made by the blacksmith, Khargy, but the
hnnd)a or ke wooden par} was different, ”
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Now there it says that In the conrt of the Magistrate the
prosecution had tried to prove that the-blade was the same but
the haudle or the wooden part was different. Beyond the fact
that Khargu, the blasksmith, splis up his identification into two
parts and said, “ this is the same blade that I sharpened, this is
the same handle, ” the evidence went no further than that, and
we have examined every statement of fact that is conbained in
paragraph 2 of the petitioa by the light of every deposition that
bears upon it. The petition continues :— _

 This is clear from fhe statemant of Ram Sarup, Sub-Inspector of police,
station Thathir, made in the court of the Magisbrate, On the same day Sub-
Inspectors Khalil Ahmad and Rym Sarup were examined first and the blaok-
smith Khargn was examined after them, Therefore when the blacksmith
Rhargu was asked as to whether the handle of ths chopper was the ‘same to
which the blade was fitted when it was made, and he rveplied, tc the dizap-
pointment of the prosecution, that the handle was exactly ths same : the pro-
asouting Inspector put the sama question to him 3 ox 4 times, but each time
his reply was the samsa, »’ .

The Magistrate has been called, bub he has no recollection of
the prosecuting Inspector behaving in this extraordinary way and
being permitted to put the same question to Khargu 8 or 4
times and there is no record of iy in his notes, Then paragraph 2

concludes : —

 In this way the prosecution lost the mostimporiant piece of evidence
against us besauss the hanlle which 13 at present fitted to the blade of the
chopper isnot in any way sobroken as to allow the piess of wood produoed
by the Bub-Iaspector Khalil Abmad to it in, »

Then paragraph 3 deals with the conclusion that the three
accused men wished ‘the couxt to draw,—and we pass on o
paragraph 4.

« Tho piece of wood, Bxhibit H, bafore the court is apparently a pisce
of the leg of & cot, and no ona can call it & piece. of the handle of & chopper, *'

No one had called it the handle of a chopper until i occurred
to this vakil to draft this most disingenuaous petition.

# Wor thesa reaging wa fully believa bhat this piece of wood has beem put

in place of the former piece,”

We have already said the men had mo belief about the matter
at all ; they had never said one word abous this to the vakil, and
yet he had the audacity to drafs this pesition, setting up this
deceitful story and present it to the court as ema.nabmg directly
from his clients. The petition continues—
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« Fox these ressons we fully believe that this picss of wood has heen put
in place of the former piece. If the former piecs had been produced before
the eourt, the nature of the case would have besn entirely changed.”

That is a sentence which demonstrates in our view that this
valil was acting dishonestly in the matter. The petition goes
O (== -

i1t ig thavefore prayed with folded hands, that in order to prove thess
faghs the prosecuting Inspector, Pandit Chandvabhan Pande, who had exami-
ned the Sub.Ingpector Khalil Ahmad and the blacksmith Khargu, may he
called forthwith inovder to prove the piccs of wood in the conrt of the Magis-
trate and the following guestions may be put to him,”

Then there were four questions seb out, which were proper

"questions on the hbasis of it being part of the case (which of

courseit was nob), that this was a piece of the handle of a
chopper. Then the petition concluded —

t If nacessary our pleader mry bo permibted to cross-examine him (e,
Pendit Chandrabhan Pande). Becwvuse, Sir, the courb is being clearly duped

in this matbter and an efford is being made to sectire our oxesution by means of
an unfair and cunning ach.”

Now it is difficult to conceive greater rubbish than this, and
the vakil cannot be so incompetent as o have believed a word of

it. The fact all too clearly appears that he was acting dishonour-
ably in the presentation of this pebition and hoped to mlslead

~ the court,

We pass over the questions which he suggested should be
pub to the Magistrate. Again, they were proper questions on
the hasis of it belng part of the prosecution that this broken
piece of wood in fact formed parb of the chopper. Lt continues—

s As no question was aglted by the prosecution in thiy court about the
piece of wood which was enclosed in an env2lope, and we the three meoused
were fully believing from the day it was producsd in the Magistrate’s court
that it would save our lives, it was absolutely neccesary for our vakil to inquire

of the last prosecution wituess, Sub-Inspactor Khalil Ahmad, about this piece
of wood.”

Now, follows 1his ;e

“When the cover was opened our vakil was busy w1ﬁh erosg-examination,
We could have, therefore, no opportuniby to inform our vakil of this fact and
to pub in this application, And as soon as the cross-ezamination of Sub-In-
spector Kbalil Abmad was cover, the hearing of the case. was cloged for the

day, we wera ordered tobe taken out. This application could not, therefore,
ke put in yesterday”

That of course is des1gncd to bring to the mind of the

Sessions  Judge and to convince him that the three men
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immediately on seeing the piece of wood were satisfied that the
piece of wood had been changed and that if they could, they would
on that afternoon of the 19th, havecommunicated with their vakil
and made the application instantly. The truth being, as we have
reiterated, that this application originated in the mind of the
vakil alone, and he put all these statements, partly falsehood and
partly nonsense, into the mouths of the three men,

The last prayer is : —

“ That by these questions suggested by us, the court should satisfy itsell
about thoe identity of the piece of wood, and this oan be done only if the court
takes tho trouble of asking these questions, whercby the facts will bLecome
clear. As itiis a question of life and death to thros pevsons, it is, mosb respeot-

tully and with folded hands, prayed that the court may take this trouble
and pardon us for giving this trouble,"

Then this precious document is slgned by the three accused
men and witnessed by the vakil.

That documenb was laid before the Sessions Judge, and he
acted with admirable promptitude, and we are greatly indebted
to him for the course he took which we commend to the con-
sideration of every judicial officer in this provinee, What he
did was to call the Magistrate and’ Sub-Inspector and examine
them on the basis of the petition being a genuine one-~genuinely
emanating from the three accused and laid before the court by
the vakil in his capacity as vakil, And then of course it turned
out that the story was a fabrication, and thereupon the Sessions
Judge very wisely asked a few questions of this vakil and most
sensibly made the vakil sign what he said—a very necessary
precaution wnen dealing with a person of shifty character. In
the result we get this following note from the Sessions Judge:—
« An application in regard to a piece of wood, Exhibit H, was

handedin by . . .  vakil for the accused, signed by the
accused, on the commencement of the proceedings on the 20th of
January, 1920. The statement of the vakil . . , is as
follows 1= '

. 4 The idea thab this piece of wood was changed atter being exhibited Lefore
the committing Magistrate was present in my mind in a ha,zy form when
Bxhibit H, was produced hefore the Hessions Judge y:sterday. I am not
qmte gute whebthar I gpoke fo the accused or not on the sub;eob.yestardny;?'

Then there is a note by the Judge. * Nofe—Valkil said at first he did not
spenk to tha nooused on the subjech yesterday,” «I then drafted out the
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application this morning at my house befors coming to court and hefore sesing
the accusged,”

Now, he had not spoken to them on the afternoon of the
19th, and there we get it from him that the petition was written
before seeing the accused on the morning of the 20th in the
Court of Session,

@ All the statements in the applioation as to the piece of wood being
different from that in the Magistrate's court were written by me of my own
aceord and not dictated to me by any one. All the information in the applica.
tion is original and no informabtion was given to me by any one. I bad the
applioation written out ready and read it over fo the accused and asked them if
they agreed with it and gobit signed by them and presented it to court.”’

We have already referred to the fach that on Saturday this
vakil, even in this Court, seemed to be prepared to put up a
substantive case that the petition had been drafted on the
instruetion of a brother, or some relative, of one of the accused,
But it happened by good fortune that the court rose at 1 o’clock
and that matter was not pursued to day, or it might have led to
further and serious developments, because it is clear from this
document that when he was giving his explanation to the Sessions
Judge that explanation did not inelude any suggestion that any-
body on behalf of the accused had said anything to him in regard
to this matter, The statement continues—

¢ T asked the accused whether they agreed to what I had written and

,they maid they agreed to it. Then I asked whather it shonld be presented,
aund they said it should be. I handed it in. The piece of wood was not
handed to the accused yesterday it was only seen by them at the distance
from the dock to the court table (10 fest). I staled to the court this morning
that before handing the application I wanted to make sure and I asked that
the piece of wood should be handed to the accused to make sure that they
would persist in making the application.””

“ Persist in making the application” is a strange phmse when
the accused were as a fact mere puppets in the hands of this
unserupulous advocate,

¢ Tho reader handed the accused the pieca of wood and I do not know
what they said (and then said) —~wants to add * probably.’’

We do not quite understand what this means. It is put in
brackets and it is (then said) wants to add (“probably’’).

Then it econtinues.
"They said it was not the same.”

We should have been very astonished if they had said that ‘,
it was the same after seeing the petition drafted by their vakil,
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‘¢ After seaing this wood they #aid they do persish in making the applica-
tion, then I handed itim. Icannot say whether the aconsed have seen thiz
piece of wood clearly yesterday. They sald it was not the same piece of wood
when I saw them this moraing,”

Then Mr. BENNETT put the question, “Why was it necessary
for them to see it again this morning if they had seen it yester-
day in court ” and the vakil's answer was “ To make sure that
they will make the application.”

Question. ~Anything more to state ?

Answer,— My first intention waz bofore presenting this application ta
the court, I wished to request the court that the piece of wood sheuld be
shown to the azoused. The oourt asked mae to speak louder. The piecca was
gshown to acoused. Aftsr it was shown I'presented the application, I have
authority by vakalatrama to make the application.”

And here we find that by that time even this vakil had
realized that Mr. BexNETT had taken his measure, and we now

see the complete lack of moral stability when he continues,

«If the court think any improper conduot on my part, I would like to take
back the application, though I think I havae done nothing-wrong ; personally
I would like to take back the application, but I do not know whetherl
have authority to do so or not. Bafore I actually take it back I wish the
permission of my clients. That isall.” ‘

Now, having regard to the fact of this petition being made
and to the information which the learned Sessions Judge
obtained by asking questions of this vakil, it is small wonder
that he sent the matter up to this Court for our inquiry,

Now, the notice which was served on ‘him has been read.
On Saturday last the vakil appeared before us with the great
advantage of having as his advocate, Dr. Sapru. After what
really might be called persuasion on our part on Satﬁrday, the
vakil seemed to think that there was some slight cause for him
to express some slight shade of regret. Then there came an

alteration of mood on his part and he really thought himself

quite an honest man who would like to fight the matter out.

Ho had of course a porfect right to do that and the case contis

nued for a. short time on that basis. To day his point of view
has again changed and he has said through his learned advocate
that he has considered the matter very carefully, that he is
~ sincerely sorry for his conduct and admits that he is" unable to
substantiate practically all the allegations in the statement, and
he further unreservedly and without anyqualification withdraws
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every single allegation which is damaging to any -one interested
in the prosecution, and he desires Dr. Suprw to express his
genuine and sincere apology to this Court, to Mr. BENNETT,
Sessions Judge, and to the police, -

Woell, that is making some amends, and Dr, Sapru whose
judgment in matters like this can well be relied upon, has
admitted on behalf of his client that he could donothing less,
that the facts which are proved, or admitted, bring this case
within- section 8 of the Letters Patent, and he referred to his
elient quite properly as a young man who had gone wrong,
hopelessly wrong. Those arc Dr Saprw’s own words, He has
also put forward the plea of inexperiemce. But a plea of
inexperience is not apposite to a case of this character.  You do
not want to be an experienced advocate to know that you musy
not tell lies or try to confuse or deceive the court, It is &
thatter of instinct,~a matter of right feeling. Bub heisa
young man and after a good many shiftings about in this case
he has at lagt made an apology, which in terms is a full "apology.
But of course that is not adequate at all,and we have got to
vindicate the power that is given to us under section 3, and we
have also got to exercise chsclplme for: people who stand so
much in need of it as this vakil seems to do. We are going
to take a course, which all three of us regard as lenient. Bup
it is not to be regarded as by any means the sort of scale that
will prevail in the future, Bub nevertheless the penalty must
be a substantial one, which will not be forgotten by this vakil,
and should be borne in mind by other people. And the order
that we make is that we find (A) that on the 20th of January,
1920, the vakil prepared and put before the Sessions Judge a
statement which purported to ‘be a petition issuing from  hig
clients and drafted on their instructions, whereas in truth andin
fact it was a petition which originated with him and in respect
of which he had received no instructions ; (B) that he knowingly
prepared and filed the said petition before the Sessions Court
and put therein allegations which were made recklessly and
without any reasonable grounds of helief, and we find him there:
by guilty of professional misconduct. And in those circumstan.
ces in exercise of our powers under section 8 of the Letters Pagent -
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we do order shat he be suspended from practising from this day
until the 1st day of January, 1921, We direct the vakil to y—
hand over his certificate of practice to the Registrar of this wmuzrer:or a
Court - VAKIL,

Suspension ordered.

Before Sir Grimwood Mears, Knight, Clicf Justice, Juslioe Siy Pramada
Charan Banerji and Mr, Juslice Piggott.
LALTA PRASAD (Puarstirs) v. SRI MAHADEOJI BIRATMAN TEMPLE Apﬁf%
AND oTHERS (DEFENDANTS)®, AN AN

Hindu low=Joint Hindu family—Partition—Suil instituted by mingr
mginber of family—Difference in effect of, as compared with suil
instituted by adult member~— Power of wmunager lo dedioate fomily
Dproperty for religious purposed.

Held that the institution of a suit by a niinor membel through his nsxb
friend for partition of joint family proparty has not the same effect as the
instibution of & similar suit by an adult member of the family, that is to say;

_the mere instibubion of the suit does not effect a separation of the family, bub
separation only takes place when the suib is decreed, Girja Bai v. Sadashiv
Dhundiraj (1} distinguished, Chelimi Chetty v, Subbamma (2) followed.

Held also that, although the managing member of a joint Hindu family
‘may bo compatent to dedicate some portion of the family property o religious
uges during his life-time, he cannot make such z dedication by will. Vitla
Butlen v. Yamenamma (3), Suraj Bunsi Koer v. Sheo Persad Singh (4),
Bathaam v. Sivasubramania (5) and Lakshman Dada Naik v, Ramchandra
‘Dada Nail (6) tollowed.

TuE facts of the case are fully set forth in the- judguwent,
They may be briefly stated as follows:—Gajadhar Lal and
his grandson Lalta Prasad, a minor, constituted a joint
Hindu family, Oua the 18th of November, 1914, a suit for
partition was instituted in the name of Lalta Prasad, who
was then about seventeen years of age, through his mother
acting as next friend. Cajadhar Tal, however, died on the
25th of November, 1914, and the suit for partition abated.
On the 22nd of November, 1914, Gajadhar Lal had exccuted
& will eontaining, infer alia, & bequest of a small portion of

the joint ancestral property in favour of an idol. In a suit

#*First Appeal No. 836 of 1917, from a.deores of Muhammad Husain, Addi.
tlona.l Bubordinate Judge of Cawnpore, dated the 81st of J uly, 1217.

" (1) (1916) L In R, 43 Calo,, 1081, (4) (1679) L L. B., Calo,, 148,
" {2) (1917) I I, B,, 41 Mad., 443, (%) (1892) L. L. R, 16 Mad., 853,
(8) (1874) 8 M. H, C. Rop,, 6, ~ (6) (1880) I. L. K. 5 Bom., 43.



