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ORIGINAL CIVIL.

. Before Mr. Justice Beaman. -

KARSON DAS DHARAMSEY PLAINTIFF, 9, GANGABAI AND OTHERS,
. DEPENDANTS.¥*

Hindw Law—Ancestral property—Doctrine of nucleus ~Difference between
Joint property, joint:family property and joint ancestral-family property.

The three notions—(1) joint property, (2) joint-family property and (3)
joint ancestral family property are distinguishable. In all three things
there is a common subject—property ; but it is qualified in throe different
wauys. The joint property of the English law, is property held by any two
or more persons jointly, and its characteristic is survivorship. Analogies
drawn from it to joint-family property sre false or likely to be false for
several reasons.. The essentisl qualification of the second class,is not
jointness only, but a good deal more. Two complete strangersmay be joint
tenants, aceording to English law: but in no conceivable circumstsnces
could they constitute a joint Hindu family, or, in that capacity hold property.
In the third case, proporty is qualified in a two-fold manner : it must have
been joint family property and it must be ancestral.

There must have been a nucleus of joint family property before
ancestral joint-famil& property can come info existence, because the word
ancestral connotes descent and therefore pre-existence. But because it ig
true that there can be no joint ancestral family property without a previoug

"nucleus of joint family property it is rot true that there cannot be joint.
family property without a pre-existing nucleus, for that would be identifying
joint family property, with ancestral joint family property.

Where there is ancestral joint-family property, every member of the

family acquires by birth an interest in it, which cannot be defeated by
individual alienation or disposition of any kind. This is equally true of
joint-family property.

Where it is known or admitted that some at least of the property of a
-_'\omt,-fa.mxly has come down fo them the presumption is that the whole
property is ancestral, and any member alleging that it iz not, will have to
prove his self-acquisition. _

Where property is admitted or proved to be joint-family property, it is
subjéct to exactly the same legal incidenis in every respect as property
which is admitted or proved to be ancestral joint-family property. Further,
this class of property in India differs radically in origin and essential
charactenstws from the joint propexty of the English law,

_* Suit No. 541 of 1904,
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The fundawental -principles of the Hindu joint-family is the tie of ’
Sapindaship, Without that it is impossible to form a joint-Hindu family. -

DEARAMSEY With it as long as a family is living together it is almost unpossnble not to

v.
(GANGABAL

form a joint lindu famly

. There is nothing- either in practice or ;heory which excludes the

) poss1blllty of members of the same family starting a family fortune holding

it as members of a joint.family, and thereby clothing it with all the legal
qualities and incidents of joint-family propeny, chief among which is that
every member born into the family after the property has acquired that
character, and before it has been divested by partition obtains by birth an

" interest in 1t

In th:s case the plamtxﬁ‘ prayed for a declaratxon tha.t he was
solely entitled to all the family properties moveable and immuve-
able, iucluding the share of one Mulji Jaitha in the firm of Mulji
Jaitha and Company. The plaintiff’s case was that in the year
1824 Mulji Jaitha, the great-grandfather of the plaintiff began to
trade in Bombay under the name and style of Mulji Jaitha and
Company, and soon after his son Soonderdas joinel him in the
business. Mulji Jaitha and Soorderdas Mulji acquired consider-
able properties, moveable and immoveabls, by their joint exer-
tions and enjoyed:the same as members of a joint Hindu famlly

By an Indenture dated 17th October- 1872- Mulji Jaitha’ and
Soonderias Mulji settled certain of their properties upon certain
trusts for the benefit mainly of Dharamsey, the son of Soonderdas
Mulji and such other sons as might thereafter be born to Scon-
derdas, Soonderdas died on 13th January 1875, leaving him

surviving his father Mulji Jaitha and two soas, Dha.ramsey and
Gordhandas, :

Soonderdes made a will dated 1st Decomber 1874 probate of
which was obtained on 21st May 1875 by two of the executors
who state “in their application that the deceased had mo
power to dispose by will of any of the properties which by
the will he purported to bequeath, After the death of Soonderdas, -
Mulji Jsitha and his grandsons, Dharamsey and Gordhandas, con~
tinued joint in food, worship, and estate as members of a joint
Hindu family, aud Dharamsey on attaining majority took a share
in tho management of the firm of Mulji Jaitha and Company -
and of all other properties belonging to the join fomily.
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 Mulji Jaitha died on 14th August 1889, leaving him surviving.
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his two grandsons, Dharamisey and Gordhandas; and one great-- Kamsompis
grandson the plaintiff, being the son of Dha.ra.msey Healso left a DH‘“““Y
will, ‘dated 80th Qotober 1848. By this will the testator be- . Ganorsar:

queathed all the family properties to his grandsons Dharamssy
and Gordhandas in equal shares. *As at the date of hig death .
Mulji Jaitha formed a joint Hindu family with his two grand-:
sons, and his great-grandson, the plaintiff, he had no power to.

make any valid dlsposmon of any part of the ]omt fa,mﬂy
property.

After.the death of Mul]r, Dhammsey and Grodhandas and the:
plaintiff contmued members ‘of a joint- Hindu-family and after.

the attaining of majority by Gordhandas, Dharamsey and GOF',

~ dhandas jointly managed all the joint family properties, 1nclud1hg
the share of Mul]l J aitha in the ﬁrm of Mulp J aitha and Oom-
pany.,

Dhara,msey dled on 28th February 1899 leaving h1m survmng
his son the plaintift, his brother Gordhandas and Callianji, the son
of Gordhandas, who died in April 1899. Dharamsey previously
to his death had duly executed a will dated 7th February 1899

- As Dharamsey. at the time of his death -formed a joint Hindu

family with Gordhandas and the plaintiff he had no power to '

validly dispose of any of the joint family properties. .

After thé death of Dharamsey, Gordhandas managed till hls
death all the joint family properties, including the share of Mul]l
Jaitha in the firm of Mulji Jaitha and Company. ~Such mannge-
mexdt _was, as manager, and on behalf of the joint family consist-
ing of the said Gordhandas and the plaintiff. In the year 1899
Gordhandas filed a suit being Suit No. 678 of 1899 agoinst the
executor of the. will of’ Dharamsey, the surviving trustees of the

Indenture of the 17th October 1879, the sole survwmg éxecntor -

of the W111 of Soonderdas Mulji, and the plaintiff for a declara-
tion among other things'that the Indenture of Trist was in-
operative and that Dharamsey did not by virtue of the Indenturé
become solely entitled to the properties, the subject matter
of the Indenture.  The plaintiff further contended that in so' far

a8 the findings. in- that sult were agamst any of the plamtlﬁ’s
B 835 -3 . ] .
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present contentions, he was not bound by them espeomlly as he

Kansoxpas Was not properly represented in the said suit as his guardians ad
DK“’:”"“ litem were two of the executors of the will of Dharamsey

GANGABAL -

The Court held that the Indenture of Trust was uever given
effect to and that no trusts had been created thereby and further
directed that the decree in the said suit was not to be sealed:

until Gordhandas obtained letters of administration to the estate ,
of Mulp Jaitha,

Gordhandas died on the 10th October 1902 without i issue,
leaving him surviving his widow Gangabai and the plaintiff his
nephew ; he also left a will whereby he appointed defendants 1-—4
aud one Naranji Tha.ekersey Mulp, executrxx and exeoutors
respeehvely '

The plaintiff also contended that, Gordhandas bemg amember
of s joint Hindu family had no right to meke any valid
disposition of or give any directions about the joint family
properties, and the plaintiff was solely entitled in the events
that bad happened to these properties, and was in no way bound
by any of the acts of the executors of Dharamsey, who, as
such executors, could not, and did not, properly represent him.

The defendants in their written statement denied that any
property whether acquired by Mulji Jaitha or by him-and the

said Soonderdas jointly was ‘enjoyed by them as members of

a joint Hindu family. They denied that at the date of the will
of Soonderdas he formed a joint. Hindu family‘ with his father
and sons or that there was any joint property of such family,
that after the death of Soonderdas; Mulji Jaitha and his grandsons,
Dharamsey and Gordbandas, continued or were joint in food and
worship and estate as members of a Hindu family. They con-
tended that Dharamsey and Gordhandas were brought up and
maintained by. Mulji Jaitha as dependent members of his family,
but without their having acquired by birth or otherwise any.
interest in the properties of Mule Jaitha or those (if a.ny)
acquired jointly by bim and Soonderdas.

They further contended that Mulji Jaitha was the sole and
absolute owner of all the properties dealt with by his will, tha
he had full powers to dispose of the same, and they denied that
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Mulji Jaitha at the date of his death formed & joint Hindu family 1908
with his two grandsons and his great grandsqn the plaintiff, or Kizsonpas
that after the death of Mulji, Dharamsey, Gordhandas and the Dm“““
plaxntlﬁ continued or were members of & joint Hindu family or Gwamu BN
that any ]oxnt family properties were managed by Dharamsey '
and Gordhandas and said that Dharamsey and Gordhindas held
and enjoyed the residue of Mulji’s estate as-their own respective

_absolute properties as tenauts in common, and were as such
admitted in due course aspartners in the firm of Mulji Jaitha
and Company ; that Dharamsey at the time of his death did not
form a joint Hindu family with Gordhandas and had full powers to
dispose’of all the properties which had come to him under the
will of Mulji Jaitha, that after the death of Dharamsey, Gor. .
dhsndas only managed the immoveable properties which had

- come to him and Dharamsey under the will of Mulji Jaitha'in the
common interes's of himself and the estate of Dharamsey until
the same could be partitioned. '

* They further alleged that on the death of Dharamsey the ﬁrm
of Mulji Jaitha and Company was dissolved and the share of Dha-
ramsey therein ceased. As to the suit filed by Gordhandas in 1899
they alleged that the plaintiff having been a party to that suit was

- bound by the decision and findings therein and that he could not
maintain the present suit ; that he was properly. reprosented in
 that suit. ‘
. They denied that Gordhandas was & member of a joint Hindu
family, that any of the dispositions or directions made by or
contained in his will were invalid or that the plamtxff had any
_rights to or interest in the properties so dealt with by him ; the -
plaintiff was bound by all the actsdone on his behalf by the
executors of Dharamsey and that a valid partition of all the pro-
pertiesincluding the firm of Mulji Jaitha and Company was effected
‘during the Life-time of Fordhandas between him and the executors
of Dharamsey. - : :
- The followmg issues were raxsed and tried as preliminary
issues :— 4
(1) Whether assuming that the allegations of facts menhoned in the .
: plamt are correct, did the plaiutiff - acquu:e by bxrth any mterest in- the
properues menhoned in the plaint P
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. (2) Whether, if ‘the plaintiff, on the facts'mentioned in' thix plaint, did

K ARSONDAS not acquire by birth any interest in the properties mentmnd in the plaint,
Dxumusx! the plaint discloses any cause of action ? :

i - P
Gangapar

. (3) Whether having regard to the determination. declsnns a.nd ﬁudmgu
in Suit No. 673 of 1899 and the orders of the A ppeal Court and the any
Council made *herem, this Court can try this suit P i

(4) Whether, havmg regatd to the proceedings in Suit N 0. 673 of 1809
and to the events which have happended, the plaintiff can be allowed 1o
assert that he; by bu'th acquired any interest in the propertxes in the
" plaint P S .

(5) Wbether the plumtlﬁ was nob -properly represented m Sunt No.
© 673 of 1899 as alleged in paragraph 11 of the plaint P ’

'(6) Whether, having regard to the proceedings in Suit' No. 673 of ‘899
and- the orders made in the Appeal Court and Privy Council, the plamtxﬁ

can now be allowed to a.llege that he was not properly representod in the
smd suit P

- Strangman (with Setalvad and Weldon) for the pla.mtlff

Invemr:ty, Scott (Advocate-General), Raikes and Loumdes for
defendants 1—4 ; Bhauda: kar for aefendauts 9, 6, 7; Vzud lya for
defendant 8 Lcmg for defendant 9.

* Inverarity — They do not a]lege any nucleus of ancestral
property, they allege that a Hiudu father and son Jomtly acquired
prOperty Mulji Jaithe sprang from nothing and made a con-
siderable fortune. The genesis of the fortune is the trading which
was begun by Mulji. Soonderdas was not born till 1839, -There

’ is no allegation that trade began with ancestral funds.

~ The ‘question is whether the grandson of a father and son’
ca.rrymg on.business jointly acquired any interest in the property

. of his father and grandfather. ' If Mulji and Soonderdas had

‘ traded ‘separately what interest could the son have taken in the-

property of either ?- Does it make any difference that they trade
togother. See Mayne, p. 348 (7th edition}, and Chatturbbooj Meghji -
v. Dharamsi Naranji® ; Dharamsey and Gordhahdas took as tenants
in common, See suit of 1899. It would not have paid Karsondas to
raise his present contention and Gordhandas would have accepted it.
It would have got him rather more than he gets at present. On
issue 5 the onus of proving that he was not properly represented in -
« the former smt hes on the plaintif He" was living Wxth hxs step-

) (1884) 9 Bom. 438.
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mbtﬁer and paternal grandmother ; it was not ‘his interestthen  1gog
to set up the case he now makes in his plaint.

- K ARSONDAS

D
The Court then found in so many words that the plamhfﬁ mmusm

" @ordhandas” and Lharamsey were entitled in equal “shares. G‘NG“’“‘
Karsondas apphed for leave to appeal on the ground that he was

not property represented The appeal Court would not grant

Ieave and plaintiff applied to the Privy Counml _the matter'

is now res judwata See judgment. -

Seo issues 21, 22, 25 in suit No, 573 of 1899 If- anythmowas
- uncovered by those issues still it was decided because the whole
question in the suit was whether Mulji had not power to. dispose
of the whole property by will. Maulji got all his cash from the
firm ; the logacies loft by Maulji have been pald The point they
now raise otight to have beeh taken if true in the other case.
Gregory v. Moleswortbm Soorye jomones Dayee v. Suddanund . Molm-
palter@) . .
Strangman :—We must assume the faots stated in the plaint to
be correot. They say no nucleus of ancestral property is alleged,
therefore on authority of Mayne, p. 348 (7th edition), and the
passage in Birdwood’s decision in Chatturdhooj Meghji v.. Dharams
Naranji® the case fails. The property of Soondardas survived
to Mulji. See paras. 1—4 of plaint. The allegations are “that
they were joint in food, worship and estate, that is, were co.
parceners, not joint tenants. If co-parceners the property they
had was property they treated as ancestral property.

Joint tanancy is unkhown to the Hlndu law. Jogeswar Naram
Deo v. Ram Chund Duti@ . Co

Beamay, - J. :—[You are confusmg ]omt-property a.nd ]omt ,
aucestral property 1 v
_ St; angman —The property was thrown mto the common. stook-
and thereby bedame of the nature of ancestral property.- The
question is whether our pla.mt does not make Mulji and' Sodn-
dardas co-parceners. If that is so all the results follow and each
of Soonderdas sons take an’ mterest by birth. o 5

C W (747)3 Atk.66. . @ (lssosBom 438.
. 12) (1873) Suppl. Vol I A, p. 212. () (1896) L R. 281, A. 37.°
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1908 My first answer is that-the plamt does not put forward joint

" Kamsonbas tenanoy it puts forward co-paroenary - with all the - results/ ‘
“Dasraussy. followmg from it. :

.
 Gaweamar, My next answer is that a Ma.yne and erdwood, J are wrongv -

they are mtroduomg an absolutely new conception. into Hindu
law. Defendant’s argument is only sound in English law ; it
-seems curious that property acquired by a father alone stands
on s different footing to property acquired by father and son,
Hindu law is different ; the father might say to the son when he
joined him, I won’t give you any interest in the property ; but
Mulji did not do this, he threw it all into the common stock :
and each descendant took an interest. Joint tananey is not
applicable to Hindu law. Property must either be ancestral or.

*self-acqulred By throwing it into the common stock they
treated it as ancestral property. The only- joint property known
to Hindu law is anceetral property,; directly a father says < I
am going {o throw this into common stock with my son”, he
treats it as ancestral : Sudarssnam Jllaistri v. Namsimbulu
Maistri,

Wego further and say that Mulji, Dharamsey and Gor dhan-
das were ]omt in food, worship and estate. -

As to res judicata :—The settlement only mentloned Dha
‘ramsey. Gordhandas claimed he was entitled underit. He claimed
all the trust properties, also the properties mentioned in clause (6)
of his will,_and made his will accordingly. Gordhandas filed
the suit No. 573 of 1899 and inadvertently méntioned the other
properties. The executors who wera the guardians took up the
wrong attitude. They accentuated all the differences between
Karsondas and Gordhandas, Warsondas was not. properly
- advised. Section 13 of the Civil Procedure Code refers to mat-
ters decided in a suit, and therefore it cannot refer to the
decision of Jenkins, 0. J., and the privy Council which was not
in a suit, Sée Dinkar Ballal Chakradev v. Hari Shridhar Apts®

" As to issue 8 we contend that the smt of 1899 was eonﬁned to
the consideration of the properhes in the trust deed and at

(M) (1901) 25 Mad. l49atp w o (1889)MBom 206. .) ;
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Byeulla and Karachi. The statements in the judgment are very .

conflicting.” 'We contend you must go.by the decree and issues.

487
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—_——
KarsoNDas

Our whole case now is inconsistent with the case put forward for Dmnmsn
Karsondas before Russeit, J. (1) The allegations in the plaint g, xoxpar.

amount to an allegation of co-parcenary ; (2) the joint tenancy
suggested by the defendants is unknown to Hindu law ; (3) the

allegation js that Mulji, Dharamsey and Gordhandas were joint

in’ estate. We ocould show on this that after the death of
Soonderdas, Mulji had thrown the property into the common stock
hetween himself and the sons of Soonderdas.

Inverarity in reply :—There is no statement in the plaint that
father and son threw any property into common stock or that
they ever agreed or acted as -if treating ptoperty as ancestral
Consequently there is no allegation bringing the case within the
Madras case cited. 'We do not give evidence as to the condiwst
of these two persons as there is no allegation made in the plaint.

According to the plaint there is no common stook into which
property could have been thrown. There is no allegation that

proporty was acquired by Mu1]1 J altha. and thrown by him into

the common stock,

"The proposition that Hindus cannot hqld property jointly
hag also been decided by the Privy Council or otherwise. The

.. result is the same if you hold them to be tenants in common-

- There is no case deciding that Hindus cannot be co-owners. See

William on real property for the meaning of co-parcenery. Two

Hindu sons on the intestacy of their father would be co-par-

ceners. Mulji and Soonderdas were both entltled o dispose of
their property

~ Asto res judicaln, the former suit dealt with all the pro-
pert1es now in dlspute "The order as to thé minor’s represent-
ation though made on an application was made in Suit No. 573 of
1899

BEAMAN, J.:—The plamhﬂ sues as & member of a Jomt un-

dividled Hindu family, -alleging that his great-grandfather -

Mulji Jaitha, with his son Soonderdas Mulji founded the family
fortunes, aoquiring ' great wealth, and that they were joint in
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1908 fbo‘d, worship and ‘estate ; that on the birth of Soenderdae{ eldest

“Karsoxpas son, Dharamsey, the joint family consisted of Mulji Jaiha, Soon™ -

D“‘“;“s“ derdas Mulji and Dharamsey Soonderdas ;.- that the various
- GaneamsL. seftloments and devises made by Mulp J mtha, Soonderdas Mulji
’ and. subsequenﬂy by -Dharamsey Soonderdas and “Gordhandas.
Boonderdas were all invalid and beyond their competence, as

" purporting to dispose of joint family property, in the first instance,

and afterwards of joint ancestral family property. That on-the

* birth of Gordhandas, he too acquired by birth a'right in the -

i joint family property, and after him his son, since deceased, and
-the plaintiff who is the eon of Dammsey Soonderdas. ,

-~ * The defendants, repreqentmg generally, the estate oi Gordhan- 3

das, demur, that the plaintiff ‘on his own showing acquired no
 ‘interest by birth, in ‘the family property or to so much of it as
. had come info thé hands of Gordhandas, and had formed the
subject of his will ; that this being so, the plaint . discloses no

7/

cause of action, and should be dismissed. Futher, the defendants -

plead that by reason of the suit brought by Gordhandas against
this plaintiff in the year 1899,.the contentions raised in that

suit, the decision thereon and the decree, the present suit is

- res gudicata. And to the plaintiff’s averment that he was not
properly represented '1n that suit, the result of which is mot
therefore res judicate, against him, the defendants reply that
thet, too, is rzs judicata by reason of the application for
leave to appeal, grounded on the same averment, which was

* heard, first in this Appeal Court, and again before their Lord-

ships of the Privy Council and rejected. This Appeal .Court and
the Privy Council held that the plaintiff had been properly re-
presented in the previous suit. -

The demurrer rests on tlns ground The plamhﬁ‘ does not
allege that when Mulji Jaitha started business he had any.
ancestral property, It is admitted that he built up his business

by his ‘personal exertions, and that it was ata much later stage

that he dssopiated hig .son Soonderdas with him in the business.
While therefore the defendants appear to admit, and it was so
found in the former suit, that Mulji Jaitha and Soonderdas

Mulji were ]omt in all respects, joint in food worship and estate,
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that means no more than that thay -were "joint ~tepanfs; 1908
and that “on the death of Soonderdas before his father; Kimsonpas
the . latter took ‘the whole estate by -survivorship,” as. his ownsDHAMMBEY“
self-aequired property, over Whleh he ‘had full. powers of Gmaum
dispositiorr. . The basis of this argument is what T may
call the doctrine of pucleus, a doctrine which I' canunot help
thinKing has involved the simple theory of. the Hindu law, -
applicable, - to the  joint-family estate,. in a. ' great deal -
of confusion. Briefly it amounts fo, oris used as-amounting
to -this, that where there has been no nuclens of joint -
family property, that special .estate ~ does not come into
- being until there hes been at léast one’ unimpaired descent.
Or .in other words to throw it into a concrete from, if a father
and ‘son, or two brothers, start upon nothing, and make a
fortune, which they use in common to the end of their livess
children being born to them in the meantime, that fortune has
the character; rather, of what in England would be called joint
estate, than' of what in this country would be called joint-family
- property.. The important consequence is that in the former
. case; the children would take no mterest by blrth whlle in the
latter case they would. ,

. The.demurrer was admirably argued by Mr.‘Stranvman for
the. plaintiff : it was supported strenuously by .the leading
advocate at this bar Mr. Inverarity, and after attentively
listening to all that could be said on either side, and giving

full. weight to the rival contentions, and examining much at
least of the voluminous case law on the subjeef, I think I-
might help ‘a little to simplify it by sta.tmg as shortly as I can.
" the reasons on which I rest my conclusion. .

If we want to get a clear and sound understandmg of this-

vexed question the best way, is to look direct, :in the first
instance, at the fundamental principle, underlying it; not, I.
think, to approach it, through the medium of innumerable cases, :
but taking, the terms, which :in those cases, are overloaded:

with definitions and dxstmctlons, and trying to find out which

are and which are not appropriate, rejecting after this separa--
tion, :the. latter, and getting as well as we can at the real sense

. 3835—-4 L
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of the former. Thm needs on dlﬁieult reflective enalysis. We

Kapsonmas must disentangle the English and the Hindu notions which,

Dmun

MPEY owing to a likeness of names, have spread quite a little net- .

Gmauux work. of fallacies, aud bad argument over ths subject. And

s

whien the names are separated, it becomes. comparatively easy
to look clearly at the underlying concepts, and. keep them, -
again, apa.rt ‘We have joint property, denoting a very special
legal idea.in England, and wa have joint family property.
denoting a very special legal idea in India. Arguing from the
one to the other, because they have the term * joiut” in common
hes: 1 believe given rise fo whatever -difficulty, Indian Qourts

' vmay have experxenced ia dea]mg with this class of case.. -~

Whilethe Enghsb joint estateis wholly unknown to Hindn Law,
it is still more emphatically true that Hindu joint-family estate is

- wholly unknown’ to Xnglish law. But observe how loosely the

terms are used, and to what further confusions such use may give
rise, in such a proposition, for example, as that in a Privy Council
case, that joint property is unknown to the Hindu law except be-
tween co-parceners in a joint undivided Hindu family.: First, as -
though it were known, in that form; in other words as though
the ¢ co-parcenary ” of an undivided Hindu family holding proper-
Ly, ‘were identical in its legal incidents with, either co-parcenary
in England, or joint tenancy there; second, as suggesting that o
property holding joint Hindu family could only be constituted in
this country in the same way as a co-parcenary in England. For.
want of terms ready to their hands English lawyers and Judges

" not unnaturally apply, those English terms with which they are
familiar, and the connotations of which appear on the surface

best to fit the case. Thus in this country “co-parcenary ” is
almost uniformly vsed as synonymous with joint family; end, in

- this oase, that loose and misleading use of the technical term of
- the English law has afforded Counsel an argument, amounting
~in effect to this, that, as in England the state of ¢2-parcenary’

depends upon devise, so there can be no Hindu co-parcenary or
joint family property, which has not come by its character in the.
same way. lt cannot be seriously contended that the Courts of:

" this country do not use co-parcenary, and joint-family, -as vir-



VOL. XXXIL] . . ﬁoMBAY'SERIES - 491

tually interchangeablo terms a.nd I think it is ‘s nnposmb\e to 1908
deny that in doing so it has never ‘been thought to impress the ", conpas
notion with the condition preoedent of special divise. It mDHARmH!
still more~ inacourate, in my opinion, to say that the English Gmaum
concept of joint tenancy is represented in this country only in
the form-of the joint famﬂy property - _There is an absolutely -
- contradictory prmmple at the root of the legal notions, and alto-
gether different incidents distinguish them. -
There are, then, three things to be examined, desorlbed as (1)
Joint property ; (2) Joint-family property ; (3) Joint ancestral-family
* property. In all three things there is & common subject, property :
but it is qualified in three different ways. The joint property of
the English law, is property held by any two or more persons
jointly, and its characteristic is survivorship. Anslogies drawn
form it to joint-family property are false, or likely to be false,
for several reasons.. Qne clearly is that they neglect the addi-
tional qualifying term “family.” I would make what at first
may appear. an almost absurdly simple suggestion to clear
away a very great deal of the confusion in which discussions of -
this kind seem to get inevitably obscured. If we insist upon
joining the ‘words joint and family, by a hyphen, we shall be
helped to realizé on each occasion that the essential qualifica-
- tion of this kind of property in India, is not jointness only, but
& good deal more. 'Two complete strangers may be joint tenants,
according to English law, but in no conceivable circumstances
could they constitute & joint Hindu family, or in that capacity -
hold property. Although I am well aware that there is author-
ity. against me, I have always thought and I still think with .all
proper submission to the learned Julges who have held otherwise,
that the simple expedient I have suggested, with all that is
necessarily implied in it, would have averted a great deal of
- exceedingly for fetched reasoning and uosusteinable analogy
in desling with Hindu esfates.
In the third case, property is qualified in a twofold manner 1t
must have been joint fa: ily property, and it must be “ancestral. ?
It is here.for the first time that we come in touch with the nuc-
leus doctrine, the extension of which ‘beyond its proper sphere,
is o fertile - source of bad argument. It is obvious that ther_e
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1908 roust. hava béen a nucleus of joint. fmmly property before ances-
Ramsonpas 118l Joint-family property can come into existence.” Because the
DHABAM“Y word ancestral connotes descent and’ therefore of course pre-
Gavaapar. existenco.  But because it is trus -that there. can be no' joint

ancestral family’ property - without & previons nuoleus of joint-
family property, it is not true that there cannot be joint: -family
property withqut: a pre-existing nucleus.. - For that. would be
identifying joint-family property, with ancestral joint family pro-
perty. The distinotions arising under the cuse law between -the two
classes "of property, thus' designated are.well enough known,
though it would be hard to find any strietly logical justification.
for. them- Where there is ancestral joint family property,
~-every member of the family acquires by birth an interest.in it,
" which cannot be defeated by individual alienation “or diposition
~ of any kind. " ‘And this, in my opinion, with respect to auy judi-
cial decisions to.the contrary is equally true of joint-family pro-
perty. The contrary opinion is easily traceable to another ori-
gin, and is not, when rightly understood, a contrary opinion at
all. But there is n difference, though rather verbal then real,
and that is that' whereas in the case of joint ancestral propexty,
members of the family acquire a right to their shares by birth
¢ necessitate et vi termini, in the case of merely joint-family
property, the Courts have shown a very strong tendency to refuse
to'draw evenia presumption in favour of this peculiar incideut.
‘But that 'again is a logical, verbal, not a real-difference; for it goes
beyound the. ‘proposition that the property is joint-family property
at all, and demands that the person. so alleging shall prove it to
‘be so. ‘In the same way of course were there a bond fite dispute
- whether property was ansestral joint-family property or not, that
too would-have to be proved. The difference, such as-itis, must
be s"ought"t')etween first, the: character, uext, the strength of the -
» presumptlons which-the Courts are prepared to draw. Where 1t'
is known or admitted that some at- least of the property of a
joint family has come down to them the presumption is -that the
“whole property is ancestral, and any. member alleging that it is
not,” will haveto prove his self-acquisition.” But -where it is
admltted that when the. joint-family commenced - there Was -no
pmperty, there is not the same unanimity of 0p1mon There is
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plenty of auéhoritj for the proposition that mere * commensality- »

as it is called gives rise to no presumption that the property. hetd
under that condition, is joint family property. .There is likewise
plenty of authority for the proposition that if does. My present
point, however, is to strip away all this superfluous conflict, and
lay bare the identity between the two classes of property, called.
joint-family, and ancestral joint-family property.. Bating all
presnrnptmns, I state as my opinion, without much fear of
gerious contradiction that where property is admitted or proved
to have been Jomt-fannly property, it is subject to exactly the
same, legal. incidents in every respect, as property which is
admitted or proved to be aneestral joint-family property. - Further
that this class of property i in India differs radically in: origin and
essential charactenstms from the Jomt-pmperty of the Enghsh
law. .. - v -

The fundamental prmcxple of the Hindu jomt-faxmly is the

tie of sapindaship. - Without that it is impossible to form a joint- -

Hindu family, - With it as long as & family is living together,
it 18 almost nnpossxble not to form & joint - Hindu famlly It is
'the family relation, the sapinda relation; which distinguishes
the joint familv, and is of its very essence. The object of the
early Hindu ‘lawyears in' clothing this family relation with
special legal 'sanctions and far-reaching consequences, was quite'
dearly to preserve the continuity of the family and soems to
harmonize completely with so much * else” that " is peoulla,rly
oharacteristic of the Hindu law, and sentiment, similarly exem-
plified in caste restrictions, and indicative of the deep interpene:
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tration-of law by roligion. The first care of the Hindu law-giver -

was to perpetuate religious observances, to ~perpetuate thérefore
the family, as a permanent unit, of which each:succeeding genera-
tion was under 'sacred- obligations to perfor n religious obsequies
for the benefit of sucestors, Obviously. conneoted with this is
the need of worldly provision, and hence the legal attributes.of.
]omt-fam\ly property. There can be no alienafion or. delegation:

of spiritual duties. It the father could deprive his sons of the.

whole family property, he might render them incapable: of. duly |

discharging his appointed - obsequies; so that where a father_

and sons held pr0perty together, the sons, along thh religious
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1908 duties, acquired civil rights andin the samie manner their sons
%A!sonp‘g and-sons and sons, to the uttermost limit of the sapinda tie. That
- WHABAMSEY {g the theory of the joint Hindu family, and I have no doubt that -
Gavaamar until English lawyers took it in hand, introducing English notions
. often on an imperfect acquaintance with the Hindu system, that.
it was almost uniformly and consistently worked. I do not deny
that there were probably always exceptions in- favour” of special
sel-acquisitions, but these were excoptions, and the. general rule
was that where father and sons had lived in * commensality *’ with
property applied to the common uses, whether that property had
or had not in the first instance been acquired by the father, it
received the impress of joint family property and fell under the
law regulating its- descent, This shows how entirely misleading
it is to use technical English terms such as joint estate, into
which no notion of family enters at all, and co-parcenary, in -this
_domain of the Hindu law.. Mr. Strangman acutely pointed out
one radical difference, that whereas in the joint estate of English
.law, the inevitable consequence was the termination of the estate
with the lives of the joint tenants, the joint-family- estate was
created specially to be enduring and permanent. As I began by
" :aying, the two conceptions not only do not coincide but. are
radically opposed to each other in every . essential point. .The
accidontal incident of survivorship common to them both is their
single point of resemblance, aud that again is referable to a
wholly different theoretioal basis. . . . . . - . '

- 2% T return now to the demurrer itself. When it is remembered
. that not only does the plaint allege (and this must be assumed
_to bo correct here) but that Gordhandas in suit No.. 573 -of 1899
alleged that Mulji and Soonderdas at any rate were joint in food,

* worship - and estate, there is really an end of the matter. If that
were go in fact, then they were a,joint-family, and 'their property
was joint-family property subject to all the incidents of such
property in thg®eye of the Hindu law. For those words are
‘highly technical: words in the Hindu law, as administered in this
" dountry, being in short the formula for fully describing and.con-
"noting all the -contents of the Hindu jural conzeption’ of joint-
family property. Observe, the family is not only joint in food
and worship, it is also joint in estate, and being ex hypothest, a
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':famlly related by the tie of sapindaship, there can be no other ° 1908 .

joint estate between its members than the joint-family estate. Kursorvas

" Attempts have been made, feebly made I cannot help- thinking, Dranawszy

to -arvive at this conclusion, by such a proposition as that where Gawaasar.
there has been no nuclues of joint-family property, the property
of & joint-family, must be held to be joint-family property or not,
according as the intention of the members to make it so, or to

‘keep it ‘separate, is proved. But surely this is only another way =

of ‘saying that the person alleging that it was joint:family pro- .
perty must (in the present state of the law) show that the family
was joint in focd, worship, and estate; in other words -that the

_ members ‘had shown their intention to constitute a joint-family,

and to hold all their property as joint-family property. For the

purposes of this argument that must be conceded ILet me

guard myself against being supposed to think thatin the circum-
stances of this family- which have been fully parrated in a
previous judgment, and about which there is no dispute, it need
have necessarily followed that what Mulji Jetha made in trade

by his own exertions became joint-family’ property between
‘himself and his son Soonderdss. Indeed I think that had the

_estate.

matter come to the proof and had there been no admissions, such
facts as are undisputed clearly point to Mulji Jetha, and Soonder-
das too for that matter, having intended not to make this joint-
family property. But then I do not suppose that they would have.
been prepared to say that they were, as Russell, J., finds, joint in -
all respects, or as Gordhandas admitted ]omt in food worship and

It is true that the plaintiff adxmts that; Mulp Jetha had’ no

) liroperty, that he made his own fortune, and that be afterwards

associated  his son Soonderdas with him, ‘DBut that allegation
does not put the plaintiff out of Court as the learnet counsel for -
the defendants evidently thought that it did. - For the plaint

- goes on to say that Mulji Jetha and his'son Soonderda.s firgt, and-

then, along with Dharamsey Soonderdas the son of Soonderdas
constituted a ]omt-famlly ‘What ‘seems to be overlooked by the
defendants is that the mere inclusion in the Joint-family of the
son of Soonderdas virtuslly dlsposes of the demurrer. For if not
only the father and the son joined their energzes and earnings
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1908 together, in-the manner of members of a ]omt-famxly, but the
Kizsoxpas grandson, by birth became likeiwise a. member of that joint-family
» D“‘Bv‘m“ and fook an interest in the property - by birth, it follows that
G'ANGABA,I there was a -joint-family owning' “joint-family property. The

nature of a demurrer involves, for the sake of that limited argu-
ment, the correctness of all the allegations in the plaint. - And if
the allegatmns in-this plaint are true, namely that there was
first a joint-family consisting of Mulji Jetha and - his son Soon-
derdas and that afterwards the joint-family was enlarged 80 as
to take in the sons of Soonderdas and their sons, and at the same

 time it is. alleged that nome of the members of this family had-

any right to dispose of. the joint-family property by settlement
* or devise, ete.; why, then it teems to me that there is:on the face

w

of these allegations.a very good cause of action? I have no

doubt whatever in holding that the demurrer fails- and must be
_ overruled. The sole ground on which if rests is that Mulji Jetha
~ and Soonderdas made their own money, or rather that Mulji

Jetha made it all ;. and what is implied in . this. ‘Plea is that in

- such clrcumstances thete; _cannot be. joint-family .property. -I
ha.ve, I hope, skown conolusrvery that that proposition is un-

“tenable, . There is nothing either in practme or theory which-

. excludes the: possibility of members of the same famxly, starting
a family- fortune, holding it as members of - a joint-family, and
thereby clothing it with all'the legal quahtxes, and incidents of

~joint-family property, chief among which is that every member
born into the family. after the property has. aequlred that charae
ter, and before it has been divested of it by partition, obtains by

" -birth an interest in it. Whether in any particular case that has

‘or has not been"-done would “depend upon evidence and w0u1d

* not fall within thq scope of a demurrer

+.The secoud . point «argued as a prehmmary 1ssue, namely
whether the present smt is not res judicata by the. decision and

deeree in su1t No. 573 of 1899, evxdently proves fatal to the plaint.

iffs Brleﬂy that.wag a suit by - Gordhandas to have the - family
trust gottloment £6t aside, to have the will of . Soonderdas set
aside, to.have the lel -of Mul]r Jetha construed; and for the

~ complete determination of all the rlgh{;s of the rparties to it, in
the estate of Mul]l Ji ethﬂ”
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* The present pla.mtlﬁ wis then & minor, and was defendant 8 1908
to the suit. He first contends that ho was not properly re- ¥, zeonis.
presented, and therefore that what was deoided in that suit does DHARAMSEY
not bar him. Here again he is met by a sacond objection, that G,yess AL
this contention too is res judicata. When he came of age he
applied for leave under section 5 of the Limitation Act to appeal
after the prescribed period on this very gtound, namely, that he
had not been properly represented That question was fully
gone into before this Appeal Court and the learned Judges held
that he had been properly represented, and. refused to extend
the period. He. then went to the Privy Council, where again
there was an elaborate and thoroughly exhaustive argument, in
the course of which-every point that could possibly be tuken was
taken, and. the result was that their Lordships of the Privy:
Ccuncil held again in eﬁeot that he had been properly repre-
gented. Ho now secks to raise the same question again, and
to evade the bar of ses judicata, by pointing out that the decisions -
of the Appeal Courts here, and the Privy Council - in London,
wore not decisions in a suit. ~ Whether they. teohmcally Wore or
not, I have not the least doubt that the question is ‘res, judicata.

If not under section 13, then upon a general principle of law..

Were authority needed for such an obvious proposition, I might

refer to the case of Ram Kirpal 8hukul v. Mussumat Rup Ruarih ),

It would be - indecent and impertinent for an inferior Court to go-
agsin into a questioh which upon full argument had been twice
decided by Courts superior to if, and on the last occasion by the

Supreme Court. Moreover, were there anything in this techni-

cality, the issue has been argued before me on the understanding

that all the materials upon which the plaintiff asks me to decide
it have already been accumulated in the records of those two

hearings - In oth'er words, he asks me to take the arguments

. used before this Appeal Court and the Privy Council, and then

‘to come to a different conclusion.. This I skould most empha-
tically decline to do. Holding then that the plaintiff was pro-

perly represented, I am next to consider whether ' the decision in

suit 573 const1tutes a res Jua’wata :

»

. SR u) (1883)L R. 111 4. 37
B £35~—b
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Again it is too plain toneed many wérds thatit does. Obse‘rvé

Y ARBONDAS especially the ﬁfth paragraph of the -supplementary written.
DHAMMS Y gtatément, the prayer F in the plaint, and the final decision.- It.
GANGAB“ did not suit the plaintiff at that time to set up the defence ho might

have set up, namely,” that neither Soonderdas nor Mulji Jetha

had any power to dispose .of the property by will or settlement,

as it was joint. family property. Becsuse as that litigation

stood the plaintiff might gain a great deal by supporting the
family settlement and Soonderdas’ will, and could apparently.
lose nothing by admit ing Mulji Jetha’s will. .I am not at all sure.
that he did mean to admitit. There is a note somewhure of a
remark by his counsel, Sir Griffith Evans, which indicates that
the plaintiff was then inclined to dispute that-will, and -the fifth
pardgraph of the supplementary written' statement points the
same way. But whether he disputed it or admitted it makes mno
difference. As I understand the judgment and the decree the

- result was this that the Court held that there was no joint-

family property ; that there wasa joint tenancy between Mulji
Jetha and Soonderdas Mulji-; that on .the death of Soonderdas.
Mulji, Mulji Jetha took the whole by survivorship ; that the
family settlement was void, and that Soonderdas’ will_was also
void. Finally, and. this is what is most importaut, that Mulji
Jetha’s will was valid and disposed of the entire estate with all,

“accretions, eto., That under it (not by sm_lrvivorship,' or as
‘members of a joint undivided Hindu family) Gordhandas and

Karsandas, .the present plaintiff, took the whole estate as it
stood up to that moment (except the charity property) in two =
equal shares. It was as I have said open to the present plaintiff

to set up in that suit by way of defence, what is now his case,

and that is what he not only might but ought o have done, as

~ heis now advised. He did not do it then, and. by the perfectly

well-known principles of res judicata, he is precluded from doing
it now. It is quite true, asMr. Strangman strenuously contended,

- {hat the more prominent features of the contest were the validity

of the- family settlement, and Soonderdas’ will ; but it is not the
less true that the Court was asked to say that both those instru-

ments were invalid, and that their subject-matter consequently
foll to be included within the scope _of Mulji Jetha’s will, and
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the Court was asked to construe that will and to determine on 1908
that basis the rights of Gordhandes and Karsandas, in all that it g o
purported to have disposed of; that is to say the entire estate, DHABAMHEY
with the exdepiion of the charity trust, as it then stood. Tbhat { Gwemu.
is what the Court did, using the plainest language. It is not
now open to the plaintiff to put forward a second claim to the -
whole or any part of that property on a different and inconsistent
basis. I hold that the snit is barred by res Judicata, and must be
" dismissed. :
.Costs on the plaintiff. To pay the Advoeate-General attomey:.
and client costs. . Defendants to pay the costs of the demurrer
when ascertained by the Taxing Mester.
- -Attorneys for the plaintiff: Mesers. Oragre, Lynch & me
~ Attorneys for . the defendantsx Mossre. Mansukldal Jamshelja
- & Hiralal. .
Attorneys for defenda.nt 2: Messrs. Danhtary, Torrewa &
Divan,

B.N. L

-

A_PE"ELLATE CIVIL.

BefOre _Mr Justwe Batchelor and Mr. Justwe Chaubal

DATTO G—OVI\D KULKARNI AND OTHERS (ORIGINAL PrarnTires), 1908
AppELTANTS, v. PANDURANG VIHAYAK AND. OTHERS (omemu June 25

DErENDANTS), Rxsronnm'rs * . .

Hindu law—Arloptwn—-W'dow succeeding as a gotraja sapinda in a joint
_Hmdufam;ly to an estate not her kusband's—l’omr: of adapt on.

A and 8. were two joint Hindu brothers S. died in 1876 leavmga
widow 1", and two daughters him surviving. After S.'s death, I'. continved
tolive with A., who died in 1877, P. succeeded him as there was no issue
or nearer heir to A. P. adopted defendant 1 as a son. The plaintiffs, some
of whom were reversioners entitled to succeed to A, as his heirs after the
termination of P.’s life estate, sued to-recover possession of the property,
alleging that P. was not authorized to make the adoptxon sho d1d and it

was, therefore, bad

¥ Second Appeal No. 662 of 1907.



	Page 1 
	Page 2 
	Page 3 
	Page 4 
	Page 5 
	Page 6 
	Page 7 
	Page 8 
	Page 9 
	Page 10 
	Page 11 
	Page 12 
	Page 13 
	Page 14 
	Page 15 
	Page 16 
	Page 17 
	Page 18 
	Page 19 
	Page 20 
	Page 21 
	Page 22 
	Page 23 
	Page 24 
	Page 25 
	Page 26 
	Page 27 
	Page 28 
	Page 29 
	Page 30 
	Page 31 
	Page 32 
	Page 33 
	Page 34 
	Page 35 
	Page 36 
	Page 37 
	Page 38 
	Page 39 
	Page 40 
	Page 41 
	Page 42 
	Page 43 
	Page 44 
	Page 45 
	Page 46 
	Page 47 
	Page 48 
	Page 49 
	Page 50 
	Page 51 
	Page 52 
	Page 53 
	Page 54 
	Page 55 
	Page 56 
	Page 57 
	Page 58 
	Page 59 
	Page 60 
	Page 61 
	Page 62 
	Page 63 
	Page 64 
	Page 65 
	Page 66 
	Page 67 
	Page 68 
	Page 69 
	Page 70 
	Page 71 
	Page 72 
	Page 73 
	Page 74 
	Page 75 
	Page 76 
	Page 77 
	Page 78 
	Page 79 
	Page 80 
	Page 81 
	Page 82 
	Page 83 
	Page 84 
	Page 85 
	Page 86 
	Page 87 
	Page 88 
	Page 89 
	Page 90 
	Page 91 
	Page 92 
	Page 93 
	Page 94 
	Page 95 
	Page 96 
	Page 97 
	Page 98 
	Page 99 
	Page 100 
	Page 101 
	Page 102 
	Page 103 
	Page 104 
	Page 105 
	Page 106 
	Page 107 
	Page 108 
	Page 109 
	Page 110 
	Page 111 
	Page 112 
	Page 113 
	Page 114 
	Page 115 
	Page 116 
	Page 117 
	Page 118 
	Page 119 
	Page 120 
	Page 121 
	Page 122 
	Page 123 
	Page 124 
	Page 125 
	Page 126 
	Page 127 
	Page 128 
	Page 129 
	Page 130 
	Page 131 
	Page 132 
	Page 133 
	Page 134 
	Page 135 
	Page 136 
	Page 137 
	Page 138 
	Page 139 
	Page 140 
	Page 141 
	Page 142 
	Page 143 
	Page 144 
	Page 145 
	Page 146 
	Page 147 
	Page 148 
	Page 149 
	Page 150 
	Page 151 
	Page 152 
	Page 153 
	Page 154 
	Page 155 
	Page 156 
	Page 157 
	Page 158 
	Page 159 
	Page 160 
	Page 161 
	Page 162 
	Page 163 
	Page 164 
	Page 165 
	Page 166 
	Page 167 
	Page 168 
	Page 169 
	Page 170 
	Page 171 
	Page 172 
	Page 173 
	Page 174 
	Page 175 
	Page 176 
	Page 177 
	Page 178 
	Page 179 
	Page 180 
	Page 181 
	Page 182 
	Page 183 
	Page 184 
	Page 185 
	Page 186 
	Page 187 
	Page 188 
	Page 189 
	Page 190 
	Page 191 
	Page 192 
	Page 193 
	Page 194 
	Page 195 
	Page 196 
	Page 197 
	Page 198 
	Page 199 
	Page 200 
	Page 201 
	Page 202 
	Page 203 
	Page 204 
	Page 205 
	Page 206 
	Page 207 
	Page 208 
	Page 209 
	Page 210 
	Page 211 
	Page 212 
	Page 213 
	Page 214 
	Page 215 
	Page 216 
	Page 217 
	Page 218 
	Page 219 
	Page 220 
	Page 221 
	Page 222 
	Page 223 
	Page 224 
	Page 225 
	Page 226 
	Page 227 
	Page 228 
	Page 229 
	Page 230 
	Page 231 
	Page 232 
	Page 233 
	Page 234 
	Page 235 
	Page 236 
	Page 237 
	Page 238 
	Page 239 
	Page 240 
	Page 241 
	Page 242 
	Page 243 
	Page 244 
	Page 245 
	Page 246 
	Page 247 
	Page 248 
	Page 249 
	Page 250 
	Page 251 
	Page 252 
	Page 253 
	Page 254 
	Page 255 
	Page 256 
	Page 257 
	Page 258 
	Page 259 
	Page 260 
	Page 261 
	Page 262 
	Page 263 
	Page 264 
	Page 265 
	Page 266 
	Page 267 
	Page 268 
	Page 269 
	Page 270 
	Page 271 
	Page 272 
	Page 273 
	Page 274 
	Page 275 
	Page 276 
	Page 277 
	Page 278 
	Page 279 
	Page 280 
	Page 281 
	Page 282 
	Page 283 
	Page 284 
	Page 285 
	Page 286 
	Page 287 
	Page 288 
	Page 289 
	Page 290 
	Page 291 
	Page 292 
	Page 293 
	Page 294 
	Page 295 
	Page 296 
	Page 297 
	Page 298 
	Page 299 
	Page 300 
	Page 301 
	Page 302 
	Page 303 
	Page 304 
	Page 305 
	Page 306 
	Page 307 
	Page 308 
	Page 309 
	Page 310 
	Page 311 
	Page 312 
	Page 313 
	Page 314 
	Page 315 
	Page 316 
	Page 317 
	Page 318 
	Page 319 
	Page 320 
	Page 321 
	Page 322 
	Page 323 
	Page 324 
	Page 325 
	Page 326 
	Page 327 
	Page 328 
	Page 329 
	Page 330 
	Page 331 
	Page 332 
	Page 333 
	Page 334 
	Page 335 
	Page 336 
	Page 337 
	Page 338 
	Page 339 
	Page 340 
	Page 341 
	Page 342 
	Page 343 
	Page 344 
	Page 345 
	Page 346 
	Page 347 
	Page 348 
	Page 349 
	Page 350 
	Page 351 
	Page 352 
	Page 353 
	Page 354 
	Page 355 
	Page 356 
	Page 357 
	Page 358 
	Page 359 
	Page 360 
	Page 361 
	Page 362 
	Page 363 
	Page 364 
	Page 365 
	Page 366 
	Page 367 
	Page 368 
	Page 369 
	Page 370 
	Page 371 
	Page 372 
	Page 373 
	Page 374 
	Page 375 
	Page 376 
	Page 377 
	Page 378 
	Page 379 
	Page 380 
	Page 381 
	Page 382 
	Page 383 
	Page 384 
	Page 385 
	Page 386 
	Page 387 
	Page 388 
	Page 389 
	Page 390 
	Page 391 
	Page 392 
	Page 393 
	Page 394 
	Page 395 
	Page 396 
	Page 397 
	Page 398 
	Page 399 
	Page 400 
	Page 401 
	Page 402 
	Page 403 
	Page 404 
	Page 405 
	Page 406 
	Page 407 
	Page 408 
	Page 409 
	Page 410 
	Page 411 
	Page 412 
	Page 413 
	Page 414 
	Page 415 
	Page 416 
	Page 417 
	Page 418 
	Page 419 
	Page 420 
	Page 421 
	Page 422 
	Page 423 
	Page 424 
	Page 425 
	Page 426 
	Page 427 
	Page 428 
	Page 429 
	Page 430 
	Page 431 
	Page 432 
	Page 433 
	Page 434 
	Page 435 
	Page 436 
	Page 437 
	Page 438 
	Page 439 
	Page 440 
	Page 441 
	Page 442 
	Page 443 
	Page 444 
	Page 445 
	Page 446 
	Page 447 
	Page 448 
	Page 449 
	Page 450 
	Page 451 
	Page 452 
	Page 453 
	Page 454 
	Page 455 
	Page 456 
	Page 457 
	Page 458 
	Page 459 
	Page 460 
	Page 461 
	Page 462 
	Page 463 
	Page 464 
	Page 465 
	Page 466 
	Page 467 
	Page 468 
	Page 469 
	Page 470 
	Page 471 
	Page 472 
	Page 473 
	Page 474 
	Page 475 
	Page 476 
	Page 477 
	Page 478 
	Page 479 
	Page 480 
	Page 481 
	Page 482 
	Page 483 
	Page 484 
	Page 485 
	Page 486 
	Page 487 
	Page 488 
	Page 489 
	Page 490 
	Page 491 
	Page 492 
	Page 493 
	Page 494 
	Page 495 
	Page 496 
	Page 497 
	Page 498 
	Page 499 
	Page 500 
	Page 501 
	Page 502 
	Page 503 
	Page 504 
	Page 505 
	Page 506 
	Page 507 
	Page 508 
	Page 509 
	Page 510 
	Page 511 
	Page 512 
	Page 513 
	Page 514 
	Page 515 
	Page 516 
	Page 517 
	Page 518 
	Page 519 
	Page 520 
	Page 521 
	Page 522 
	Page 523 
	Page 524 
	Page 525 
	Page 526 
	Page 527 
	Page 528 
	Page 529 
	Page 530 
	Page 531 
	Page 532 
	Page 533 
	Page 534 
	Page 535 
	Page 536 
	Page 537 
	Page 538 
	Page 539 
	Page 540 
	Page 541 
	Page 542 
	Page 543 
	Page 544 
	Page 545 
	Page 546 
	Page 547 
	Page 548 
	Page 549 
	Page 550 
	Page 551 
	Page 552 
	Page 553 
	Page 554 
	Page 555 
	Page 556 
	Page 557 
	Page 558 
	Page 559 
	Page 560 
	Page 561 
	Page 562 
	Page 563 
	Page 564 
	Page 565 
	Page 566 
	Page 567 
	Page 568 
	Page 569 
	Page 570 
	Page 571 
	Page 572 
	Page 573 
	Page 574 
	Page 575 
	Page 576 
	Page 577 
	Page 578 
	Page 579 
	Page 580 
	Page 581 
	Page 582 
	Page 583 
	Page 584 
	Page 585 
	Page 586 
	Page 587 
	Page 588 
	Page 589 
	Page 590 
	Page 591 
	Page 592 
	Page 593 
	Page 594 
	Page 595 
	Page 596 
	Page 597 
	Page 598 
	Page 599 
	Page 600 
	Page 601 
	Page 602 
	Page 603 
	Page 604 
	Page 605 
	Page 606 
	Page 607 
	Page 608 
	Page 609 
	Page 610 
	Page 611 
	Page 612 
	Page 613 
	Page 614 
	Page 615 
	Page 616 
	Page 617 
	Page 618 
	Page 619 
	Page 620 
	Page 621 
	Page 622 
	Page 623 
	Page 624 
	Page 625 
	Page 626 
	Page 627 
	Page 628 
	Page 629 
	Page 630 
	Page 631 
	Page 632 
	Page 633 
	Page 634 
	Page 635 
	Page 636 
	Page 637 
	Page 638 
	Page 639 
	Page 640 
	Page 641 
	Page 642 
	Page 643 
	Page 644 
	Page 645 
	Page 646 
	Page 647 
	Page 648 
	Page 649 
	Page 650 
	Page 651 
	Page 652 
	Page 653 
	Page 654 
	Page 655 
	Page 656 
	Page 657 
	Page 658 
	Page 659 
	Page 660 
	Page 661 
	Page 662 
	Page 663 
	Page 664 
	Page 665 
	Page 666 
	Page 667 
	Page 668 
	Page 669 
	Page 670 
	Page 671 
	Page 672 
	Page 673 
	Page 674 
	Page 675 
	Page 676 
	Page 677 
	Page 678 
	Page 679 
	Page 680 
	Page 681 
	Page 682 
	Page 683 
	Page 684 
	Page 685 
	Page 686 
	Page 687 
	Page 688 
	Page 689 
	Page 690 
	Page 691 
	Page 692 
	Page 693 
	Page 694 
	Page 695 
	Page 696 
	Page 697 
	Page 698 
	Page 699 
	Page 700 
	Page 701 
	Page 702 
	Page 703 
	Page 704 
	Page 705 
	Page 706 
	Page 707 
	Page 708 
	Page 709 
	Page 710 
	Page 711 
	Page 712 
	Page 713 
	Page 714 
	Page 715 
	Page 716 
	Page 717 
	Page 718 
	Page 719 
	Page 720 
	Page 721 
	Page 722 
	Page 723 
	Page 724 
	Page 725 
	Page 726 
	Page 727 
	Page 728 
	Page 729 

