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One sentence. It is set in large type at the top of your piece. If you cannot put your point in one sentence, the piece is not ready.

Abstract
About a hundred words: the question, how you went about it, and what you conclude.

The case and the majority
The facts, the question and what the majority held.

What the dissent said
The dissenting conclusion, in the judge’s own terms.

The reasoning, read closely
Take the dissent’s argument step by step, with pinpoint references.

What became of it
Whether later benches, Parliament or writers took it up.

Your assessment
Whether the dissent was right, and what follows if it was.

Notes for the writer (delete before submitting)
Scope of this entry. The dissent holding the Aadhaar Act unconstitutional as a money bill and disproportionate in its design.
Authorities to start from. These are places to begin, listed by the editors. Read each one in the original and check the citation before you rely on it.
•  K.S. Puttaswamy (Aadhaar) v. Union of India, (2019) 1 SCC 1 (Chandrachud, J., dissenting)
•  Rojer Mathew v. South Indian Bank Ltd., (2020) 6 SCC 1
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