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SPECIAL BENCH.

Before l ion 'b lc  E. H .  Gooiitnait l ioh cr ts ,  CliicJ J us t ice ,  M r .  Jns t ice  lhi}fti,Icy, a n d
Mr. Jnslicc Ba U.

1936 I n  t h e  m a t t e r  o f  a n  a d v o c a t e .*

May 11- A dvaca ie 's  m i s c o n d n d -  Convic iioit  o f  offence— M o ra l  i n r f i t n d c — Kcinovrtl  from  
the rol l Qj a d vo ca tcs — A p f l i c o d o i t  f o r  read in iss /o i i— Siibse(jtici it hoi ioirruble  
co n d u c t— Respoiis ibiliUes o f  ad-i'ocaU's— Rcqt'.irciiie ids o f  Jiislict'.

The position of an iiclvocatc in the Cdiirl: is one; o f ,ureaf d ign ity ruid 
responsibility, and au advocate w ho is convictcd ol an ofleiicc  involvinsj; moral 
turpitude, cannot, except in very exceptional circn n sta iices, ever hope to he 
again admitted as an advocate and practise am ong learned m em bers at tlie Bar. 
Advocates know that they are enrolled to fullil the responsibilities of the ol'tice 
w hich they take up, and to rule otherw ise would not o n ly  lessen  the dignity  
of the C,.’ouTt and destroy the (eeliiijj; w hich should exist in the couunuaity that 
justice is being adm inistered, but it would be a new  departure started by this 
Court before any other Court,

Bd So for the applicant. The applicant has 
atoned for his grave misconduct and has been living 
a respectable life as a journalist. People of position 
have recommended his readmission.

In re Ahimddin Ahmed (1) ; In the matter of 
Mathura Prasad (2) ; In re An Advocate (3),

G ood m an  R o b e r t s ,  C J .— We are all of the same 
opinion, namely, that this application must be dis
missed. The appUcant is an advocate who has been 
disbarred from practice, and is 42 years of age. He 
became an advocate on the 2nd January 1925, 
Subsequently a criminal charge was made against 
him and he was acquitted, but on the 6th September 
1929 he was struck off the roll of advocates. It was 
a bad case, because in addition to the matters which 
were complained of there was a long standing matter 

w hich subsequently turned out to be a criminal
* Civil Misc. Application No, 26 of 1936.

(U LUIS. 38 Cal. 309, 12) l.L.R. X Pat. 6^4.
(3) I.L.R. 46 Mad. 903.



offence of cheating under section 420 of the Indian 
Penal Code, and vve have read the judgment to see the i n  t h e

’ ■* P  m a t t e r  o f
circumstances under which that offence was com- a n  

mitted. Now the position of an advocate in the 
High Court is one of great dignity and responsibility, 
and an advocate who is convicted of an offence 
involving moral tux'pitude cannot, except in very 
exceptional circumstances, ever hope to be again 
admitted as an advocate and practise among learned 
members at the Bar- Advocates know that they 
are enrolled to fullil the responsibilities of the office 
which they take up, and to rule otherwise would not 
only lessen the dignity of the Court and destroy 
the feeling which should exist in the community 
that justice is being administered, but it would be 
a new departure started by this Court before any 
other Court. We have had other cases cited to us.
They are not really in point in this matter. It is 
satisfactory to note that one who has been an advocate 
and has had these unfortunate chapters in his life 
is starting again and building up afresh in a position of 
trust amongst those who know him ; and that he 
is believed among the public to be living a respectable 
life. If he can continue to do that it will be very 
satisfactory and we hope his efforts will be successful, 
but we are of opinion that he is not a proper 
person to be reinstated as an advocate of the High 
Court, and we therefore dismiss this application.

B a g u l e y , J.'— I a g re e .

Ba U, J.—I agree.
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