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‘ .Before M, Justtce C%andavarkarrand 2![1 Justzce Batcltelor.

.on

£ 1900, RAGHUNATHII 'I‘ARAC'HAND A an (APPLLLANTS AND D:‘FENDANTS) v.
Janeary 22, . Tug BA\YL OF BOMBAY* 'RESPONDENTS AND PLAINTIFFS) i
 Hindu law-Hzrdu famzly ﬁrm——-Trade-—Man'zger pussing p;omzssm _/ notes.
in the firm’s name without any advantage to the firm—Minor coparc ener—

Lmbzhty of minor copar coner in suit on promzssorJ notes. ‘

One H. pe1suaded N. who was- the only adult male member of a 30mt
Hindu firm carr ¥ing on an ancestral trade o sign certain promxsgox 'y notes in’
the name of his ancestral firm, N. signed the notes without : the knowledge - of -

the other member of the firm and without a.ny advantage .to the firm, The
notes were subsequantly endorsed by H. to B who advzmced monies on -
_ them to H. - '

. Ona suit by B. to recover the amounts duo on the notes from N 8 ﬁun Is. e
minor coparcener, pleaded that he was not linble. - ’

" Held, varying the decree of Heaton, J that the minor’s sha.w in tho ﬁrm \vas
liable, ) : _— . : . , 3
Per OHANDA VARKAR, J.:—Under Hindu law a joint fa,mlly, whieh carrxes R
on a trade handed down from its ancestors becomes. s trading family’; trade:
" being ome of its kulackaras (dusy .or pmctlce) it attxaets to itself f\ll the
necessary incidents of trade. .

. The rule of Hindu law that debts contracted by a mamcmg member of g
- joint family are binding on the other members only when they are fora family
purpose is subject to at least one important exception Where a family carries
on a business or profession, and maintains itself by me'ms’ of it, the member
who manages it for the family hasan imyplied authority to eonfract debts for its
parposes, and the ereditor is not bound to inquire into'the purpose of the debt -
in order to bind the whole family thoreby, beesuse that. power is necessary for
the very existence of the family. Lo . .

Where a minot is a coparcener in a joint f'mnly his slzme in the famlly
property js liable for debts contracted by his managing coparcener for, any -
Jumily purpose orany purpose incidental to it.  1f the family is a trading firm, )

" the same rule must apply with this d)ﬂ'erence that the telmsfttmzly purpose’ or

, pur. puses “incidental  to it must have gnen way for the explebsxon tmdwzy
pu pose O purpise ine ident-1 to it having repard to the nature and objects of
the family brsiness. ‘The cireulatirg of a negotiable ingtrument iy in the case
of a Jolﬂ* fam Iy, tnalm(r asa firm, nen,essary fol 1t=; ex1s enee and 1ts p\uposes.

* Ougmal Su.ts Nos, 60 zmd 90 of 1908. Appea.l No 2$ of’ 1908
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T hc minor’s shaxc is thclcfmc bound by 1t smce J.b co'ntxtutes an obhgo.tmu of

the ﬁrm s

Courts treat it as o' kind of partnership and, apply - the -prineiples of tha* law.
- The test to be applied inf cases of this kind is rather the appiront authority of
‘thé manager-than the actual necessity of the family, for while there is 1o
. absolute necessity for the family to trade at all, when once the family trade is

- admitted, all usual acts doné in the normal course of carrymg it on mny be-

'_ cons1deled necessny to the trade. -

THERE were two Summaly Suits ﬁled by the Bank of Bombayi

~“on two promissory notes or Hundls against the firm of Raghu-
nath_]l Tarachand in the name of which the notes were made
-and by whom they were dxshonoured and the heirs of the person

by name Hirabhai Ghellabhai to whom or to whose order the -

- notes were payabls, who endors:d them to the Bank of Bombay
-and obtained money f1om the Bank ' S

The lutter defendants dld not- appear. The ﬁlbt defendant

-obtamed leave to defend and pleaded in ‘substunce . that,

. though the-'notes were signed by one Narottam, the. son of
‘Gordhandas, who was the only son of the original founder of the -
ﬁrm Raghunath, yet that Narottam had no authority to sign with
the name of the firm, and did not-sign them for the firmg; that

‘the notes were swued by Narottam - on’y when entrented by

Hua,bhax that he recéeived no consideration ‘and did . not know

~he was incurring any liability ; that'they were obtained by fraud
and .that the Bank through | their agent had Totice of the fraud.

The firm of Raghunathji Talachand was the nume of a firm

belonamﬂ to a Hindu family, of which Narottam was the only.
-adult male member. = The two notes sued on were mgned by
Natottam in the name of the firm.. -~ . - - :

Heaton, J “found inter ‘alia that the notes in questlon wete

mgned by thc firm of Raghunathy Tamchand that the firm of

_Raghunathji Tarachand wis a Joint famlly firm ; that I\arottam,

" at the time he signed the notes, 'was the manager- of_the joint

family firm § that the-m:king of the notes-was a clandestine
~transaction in fraud of the firm of Rauhunatlgl Tarachand, . and

“that the makmg of the uotes was neither in. the ‘course: of the-
busmess, nor m the mteiest of nor in any wa,y connected w1th ‘

. 73

1009,
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the aﬁ“aus of the firm, bub thab Ehe 1omt famlly ﬁrm was - l able :

- RMW . under the notes swn\d by 1ba manawel. _
NATHIT . A Tl
TARACHAND 'lﬁe Cnurt pabs‘sd a dcelee agamst the ﬁrm ot aRanhuna h‘]l\

- {’I‘nﬁ %Auic .la.l achan and against the bLCODd dtft ndant as. thc representative -
L oF Bw”“j of Hirabhai Ghellibhai to the excenb of the funds of leabhal
(;hallabhu wblch had come to theu hands _ T _“.

The defends b ﬁrm of Raahunathjl Ta,mchand uppealed
. Baikes (with him Padshal) for the appellants.. v T

' Lowndes with Strangman, Advocm‘e-General and Imemn&y for
the respondents. : : :

CHA\IDAVARhAR J -—The facts ot thxs case, materxal for the:
pu1poses of -this appeal are undlsputed and may be shot,ly
sta.ted — ¢ , B

“One Rawhunathp Tarachand started a ﬁxm in Bombay in that‘. '

: name for earry ing on business in cloth.. On hisdeath in 1902, his
~'son.Govardhandas continue ! the busmvss ‘Govardhandas has ing '-
died in March 1904, leaving his widow Pamatlbal two minor sons »v
- Narottam ard Keshavlal; arid five da.ughters, the cloth business.
was calued on for some. time by the Munim of the firm under the )
‘orders of the widow, When Nar ottam came of age, he looked -
after the business. Namttam was a friend of one Hirabhai
‘Ghellabhai,a pearl merchant who had been in the habit of getling
others to draw promissory notes in his favour for the ‘pur poses
. of his business and negotiating them. Towards the end of 1907,
"the' friends, who had so” acconimodated him, baving refused to
. give notes in that way ary further, Hirakhai peisuaded Narottam
to sign the p1om1asoxy notes now in dispute and two mere in the
name of - his ancestrai firm, Raghunathji Turachand. Narottam
“signed. them without_ the knowledge of his mother and of Lis
+ Munim and without any advantage to his own firm. The’ notes
~were “endorsed by ‘Hirabhai to the Bank of Bombay, who there- E
: upon advanced moneys to the former, . : ’

The no*es having been dxsbonoured the suxt was brouuht Toy )
the Bank to recover the moneys ‘of the two notes from the firm'of -
Baghunathp Taraohand The ﬁrst pomb made before us.in. sup-: :
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pox t of this appoal from Heaton 3% decree is of apmely techmcal
‘character.. Tt is umnd that the-suit was wrong'y brought against
the. tnm Ragl. unathji Tarachand, and th: at, having regard 1o the
Rules of this CourL it should have been tiled against the 1nd1v1~
dualsreonstituting the firm, ~Sec ion 578 of the old Code of Civil
Frocedure, replacid by section 99 of the néw Code, is a sufficient
answer to the objection. - It provides that. no decree shull be
reversed or moditied in appeal for error or irregularity ‘not
aﬂ'ectmg the merits . of the case or the jurisdiction of the Court
‘which passed the deeree” : -

" The second poi nt urged is conceded by l\h Lowndes counsel
for the respondent "Heaton, J., has given a decree against the,
firm Rarrhunathy Tarachand, and the result of that is a per-onal
decree against the minor Keshavlal, who is a partner in the firm;
entitling the Bauk to atrach and sell i satsfacticn of the

- decree any property -of the minor apart from -his share in the

firm.- Mr. Lownies agrees that the decree goes further than the -

law warrants and nust be moditied accor dingly.

- The really Jmportant question argued in this 'xppeal is as to
the liability oi the minor in respect of his share in the firm. - It
-is conceded by. the learned counsel for the respondent that the

_ notes in dispute were given by Narottam i in fraud of his firn,

~ Heaton; J., has found on the evidence that the p]amtlﬁ ‘Bank are.

indorsees for value in gootljaz #, and that finding is not impugned
- on appeal. At the same time it is ¢lear and ‘conceded by Mr.

- Lowndes that the Bank had made no inguiry. as to the constitu-

_ tion of the firm and the purpose of the liability."

© On. tlxese facts the argument for the appellant is, shortly/
tlue ~Tue defendant tirm is not « partnership in the legal sense

- of the term, because 15 consists’of the members of a joint family, ‘
governed not by the Indian Cuntract Act, but by the Hindu law.

" Those members were coparceners, who carried on ‘an ancestral
 trade in the name of the family firm. Their relations, whether
‘dnler s¢ or with the outside world, must be regulated by the rules
~ of ttindu law applicable to the joinv family systew.  One of

. those rules is that laid down by the Judicial .Committee of the -

any Oouncﬂ m the leadmg cuse of . ]Izmoomanpermurl v,

. 1909, -

———
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- Mussumat Babooee- Mum aj Koomm e , \7 There it was held thaﬂ

no debt contracted by the mana,omg member of a 1omb famxly,

consisting among others of minor eoparceners can- bind " the

. winor members, unless it was for some family purpose, or unless
at least the creditor is able “to prove that on proper enqu1ry he “

‘honestly believed that it was for sach purpose it

* Applying that rule to the facts of the case, it is urged that the ,
Bank are. not entitled to a decree even against the share of the”
minor Keshavlal i in the family firm, smce the promissory notes -

in question were given by the other partner, Narottam, in fraud

of the firm, and the Bank had made no enquiry as tAo the necessity -
.‘for, or purpose of, the notes before becoming indorsees for value.

. The reason of the rule that partners in trade have authority,

s regards third pGISODS, to bind the firm by bills of exchange
or a promissory note is stated in Tudor’s Seléction of Leadmg _
~ Cases on' Mercantile and Maritime Law (8rd Edn., p. 477) to be

that, in the case -of mercantile partnerships, the clrculatmg of

. negotiable instruments is necessary, The drawing and aceeptmg :
~ of bills and the giving of promissory notes is “ part of the ordinary

course of such a-partnership,” because, having regard: to its -

nature, that power is essential and is incidental ro its purposes
see the judgment of Cockburn, C. J., in Nickotson v. Ricketts @,

) The rule has been adopted and enforced in the case of trading

partnerships in the interests of trade and the necessities of
commerce, and has become a rule of the trade.

, It is true that neither any Smrltl nor authomtatlve commentaty :

on Hindu law exprescly recognises any such law. with reference
:to a joint Hindu family carrying on a trade in the capacity of a
ﬁrm or to any other trading firm. But it follows, I think; from '
, certam general prm(:lples laid down by someof the Smriti wutcrs
“and-their commentators that, where such a iamﬂy embarks on a
‘trade for the purposes of its livelihood, it is, bound by all the

rules and laws applicable to that trade. -

- According to Hindu lu\vgwers frem Manu downwards traders .
formed a part of the Hindu polity, and the plofessmn of trade

was meant for the thlrd and last of. the twlce-born castes, namely,»_;

‘ (I) (1856) 6Moo.1 Aebd SRR (2) (1860)2E &E 497 qtp 523
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‘?'-Valshyas ‘The Brahmms and the Kshatrlas were allowed. to
) Itrade ‘only-in case of | necessity and.in times of distress. There
- are special rules laid down for traders, Where & caste or a joint
* family takes to. trading and. that is handed down virom one

- generation to the next and.so on, it is called a trading caste or a’

“trading family and tiade becomes, its  duty or practice,.:In
‘that case the duty or practice is called kulachara. - The Smriti

writers' and the commentators all lay down the i injunction that.
- the king should see that #uiachars; meaning the duty of every
' famxly or cnste, is properly preserved. [Sec Smriti No. 818 of.
: ~Yq]mavalkya in the’ Acharadhaya of the Mltal\shara Monhe s

8rd Edn, p. 100

These preliminary cons1de1atlons of Hmdu laW must be borne‘

' in mind at the outset in the present case, because, in- my opinion,
. they show that a joint family,” which carties on a trade handed
‘down from its ancestors, becomes a tradmg famlly, trade being

one of its /mlaclmae it attracts to itself all the necessary.
incidénts of trade,. The meémbers of such a family may indeed

»:not be partners in the strict, sense- of the' term because their
-.1elat10m inter s¢ are those of coparceners; But the definition

- given of partnership both.in the Vyavabdra Mayukha and the

) Mztékshara is that where several persons, such as traders, ete. »
T carry on business jointly it is- sembhuya. samu‘/za,mzm, 1.¢., partner«

b]p ‘Vijnaneshvara uses the same _expression, ' sambhuya

.9amul?1anam, 4.6,y partnershlp, in ' explaining Ya.]nyavalkya,s
~ swriti relating to an undivided family. The smiriti is that “i
. the common stock be improved, an equal dwlsxon is ordained.”

- On this’ Vijnaneshvara’s gloss: in the Mitdkshara (as translated.

in- Stokes’s Hindu Law Books) is 1= Among unseparated
+ brethrep, if the common stock be improved or augmented by any

one of them, through agriculture, commerce or similar means, an.’
_equal distribution nevertheless takes place ; and a double share is’
" not allotted to the acquirer.”” ~(Stokes’s Hindu Law Books,

. page 390, s. 31.) This translatlon, I venture to think, does not
bring out the force of the orlglnal It ought to be as follows:—

N If the common stock- of undmded brothers be' collectlvely
augmentedm partnerslup for (the purposes of) agriculture, tmde,

_ "or the hl»e, by oneg- of them, the partmon shall be equal anda,.
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" by those who know those pursuits.” (Man ilik’s Tr Ansl'tt1<)n,~
" p.6.) The reason of this must be that it is msfchants alone who .
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‘ douhle share sha.ll not. be fﬂ]otted to the pexson augmentmw
The gloss shows. that ‘coparceners-in a joiut . family become.[
partuers, when they trade in u»nion..,\I_ say ‘it shows that becuuse.:
Vijuaneshvara speaks of their union in that respect as sambluya
“Samethanan,. which “is. also the.expression - used in- hls L hapter»-,

on Partnership at p.. 253 of Moghe’s-8rd Edn.

“There is a Smriti of Buhaspatl, according to Whlen compames-
" of tradesmen ¥ should adju-t . their - disputes according to the-
' rules . of thelr own profession.”” (Sacred” Books of the: East :
. Vol, 38, Part T, p: 281, para, 26). . Nilakantha in his Vy avahdra.
‘Mayukha cites Bhrigu as. ordaining that “traders, culbwators
“of land and artisans must be. made to pay (their debts), ac-’

cording to the custom of the country (M- andlik’s Translation,’
4 p.102) That includes mercantile usage. The same commentator -
cites Vydsa as laying ilown that  the decision of a-ispute among
merchants . . <., is impossible- to be .made by others (i.e.;

persons of-other persuasions) ; buh it should be caused to be made

know hest what the rules .of their profession, adopted in the

‘interests of trade, are. The implication is that such rales must -
be followed in the interests of trade. Nuwhere is it stated that-
" these rules do’ not apply to ajo. nt family carrying on a trade as

its kubackara or family business mercly because it occupies also

e

the status of a juint family. . If then our Coarts have h-1d that,.
in the interests of commerce, one member of a trading firin has

- power to hind the.other members, whether they be minors or

adults, by means of a negotiable instrument given in the name of |
the firm in favour of a lond fide holder for value, and if that rale -

“has beuome a necessary incident of that trade, or part of its,
mechamsm, the authority of the texts above-cited supports the-

view that all members of the firm are bound by a promissory -
note given by oue of them in the name of Qhe firms . o, .t

~The ruleof Ilindu law thut deb 8 conbrac ted by 8 mrmacmmi

- member of, a joint. fa.nnly are hmdmo' on the ‘other members}_
“only when they are for a farnlly purpase, is sub]ect to at least
“ one important. exception. - According to atext of Yajny avalkya, -

+ “among herdsmen, vmtners, _dancers, ashcrmen,_.and hunters,-
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the husband shall pay the debbs of his Wlfe,” and the reason B
is stated to be that.* the- livelihood of the family depends upon
[ the wife: - [Mandlik’s Translation of the Vyavahdra Mayukha,
p 114, 11,85 & 36.] In his gloss ‘upon this text Vijonaneshvara-
“in the  Mitskshara points out that the- reason assigned in the:
text for this exception shows:that the ‘ruls applies to ‘similar-
- cases. . Apararka® states that this is an exception to the general:
‘rule 1elatmg to families. - Balambhatta® in his _commentary on.
the Mitdkshara points out that, the specified cases in the text-

‘are not exhaustive but 1llusbratlve and that the principle applies

to.all ahke—-Bréhmms and others similarly situated. - That s,
-the term ¢ wife’ in the text stands for the karta or manaocr of:
,-the fd,mxly and the terms ¢ herdsmen, etc.,’ ,,’ stand for its members
" carrying on a family business, From this texb it follows that -
where a family carries on a busmess or profession, and waintains

 itself by means of it, the wember who manages it for the family

has an implied authority to coatract debts for its purposes, and -

the creditor is not bound to inquire into the purpose of the debb
“to. bind ‘the whole family thereby, because that power is

‘necessary for the very existence of the family.. ‘Whether tho
-debt was contracted for the purpose of the . iamlly professwn or",

nob it binds the members.

" And this is subsbantmlly in accordance Wlth the dmtum in-
Rmnlul Thakursidas v. Lakhmickand Munsram @, where it was

said at page 52: —A minor, ~who is & member of a joint Hindu

famlly carrying on an ancestral trade as a firm, is bound by such -
acts as are necessarily incident to the carrying on_of a trade,
According to the law merchant, the drawing of a bill of exchange '

~ or the giving of a promissory note is a necessary incident of the

- carrying on of trade. The dictum in Rumlal v. Lakhmickand @,
- strmtly speakmg, was not necessary for ‘the pur poses of its actua.l v

) Sea’ Avamrkas Ya;nyavalk)a . Smntx, A’nandzishrama Senes,'

Vyavahdradhyaya, p. 64,9
@ aa ufar leﬁaqmmuaﬁaer qraama:na qwn RG I

' \"T"quqﬂ'g":{" HE{ ﬁl’élgﬂa:’ﬂﬁ [Ms Copy of Balambhwtu whxch is
“in tlns Court 1B : .

3 (s) (1861) 1 Bom H C, R %ppx.1i,
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‘decision. "“And- the decxsxons of the Cdlcutta ngh Court m"'

Jokurra, Bibee' v. Sreegopal Misser® and Bemola Dossee v
- Mohun ‘Dossée @ and - Sakrabhai v. Maganlal @, in - ‘which-
Ramlal v. Laklmiockand ® is approved and followed, do not
exactly. touch. the point of law arising in ‘the present- casei
I should have declined. to act upon the. dicta.in these- casesle
had I found no: support for them in the Hindu law books.
T am of opmxon that they. correctly express the Hindu law on the -
subJecb having regard to the texts to which I. have referrpd:-:j
.in this judgment. In Samalbﬁaz Nat/}ubﬁaz v. Someshear ® -

. ib has been held by this Court that a joint family carrying
on busmess as a firm is not exclusively gov erned - either by the

prmmples apphcable to joint families as such ‘or by the Contract
Act.” It is, I think, a necessary inference from that decision

that those - “principles . will apply to such a firm only so far as
~ they are not opposed to but are consistent with the necessaryif

- incidents of trade and the paramount interests of commerce. - ~

 'We have been asked by Mr. Ralkes in. his’ argument for the :
appellant, not to apply this law to the facts of this case, because -

. the law, so" far as it has been applied to partnerships formed

under the Indian Contract Act or to partnerships fulling within,-
the English law, has its origin in-mercantile usage but xio such -
usage was pleaded by the respondent Bank and indeed it could
not be pleaded as the suit was filed as a summary action under
the rules of this Court. ‘The answer to this contention-is simple,

- “ The law merchant, it has been observed, forms a branch of the |

law of England, and those customs which. have been universally
ond notorxously prevalent amongsb merchants, and have been
. found by experience to be of public use, have been adopted as a

. part of it, upon a principle of convenience, and for the benefit of

-trade and commerce ; and, when'so adopted, it is-unnecessary to
_plead. and prove them. [Broom s legal Max1ms, 7th Edn ».Ps 705.]

“Then comes the queqtlon 4s to the nature'and extent of the ;‘
llablhty of the mmor Keshavlal We ha.ve been referred by -

) (ls,o,vi(,a]. o, o ® (1901) 26 Bom. 206 TR
(@) (1850) 5CaL T2 ) (1861) 1 Bom, H. C. R. Appx - ‘
S T3 (1880) 5 Bom. 38, . -
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:.Mr Rfukes to- ‘the : decmon of the- Judlclal Commxttee of the
“Privy.. Councll in Mokori Bibes v.- Dhurmodas: Ghose W, that
a minor is incapable of contracting., 'And. he argues that section

'247 of the Tndian Contract Act is inapplicable - here, because the -

'7 mmor 1s governed by the prmclples of Hindu law."

Assummg that it is 50, what is the Hindu law on'the subJect? “

'Where a minor is a coparcener in a joint family, his skare
in the family property is liable for debts contracted’ by ‘his

“managing coparcener for any famzly purpose or any purpose‘

‘incidental to it. If the family is a trading firm, the same rule
musb apply Wlth this difference that the term family pu, ‘pose or
purposes incidental. to it must here give way to the expression
tradmg purpose or purpose incidental fo it having regard to the
‘nature and - objects of the family business. - The circulating of a
Znegotmble instrument is in the case of a Jolnb family “trading as

a ﬂrm, necessary for its existence and its’ purposes. It isa’
necessary incident of the carrying on -of the trade. . Without it

the ﬁrm could not gain credif in the market and prosper. . The
‘minor’s share is, therefore, bound by it, since it constitutes an

obligation of the firm, This conclusion arises, in my oplmon,;

from the - principles of Hindu law - with which I have dealt in
‘the earlier part of this judgment. It is unnecessary, therefore,

~-to invoke the aid of either section 247 or any other provision of

theIndmn Contract Aet, = - . T e

For these reasons I- am of opinion ' that the conclusion of law
arrlved at by Heaton, J., is ‘correct. -His decree, however, goes
_ further than the law warrants and must be modified by striking
‘out the words “against the firm of Raghunathji Tarachand”,

and. substituting for them' the words:—* Against-the share of
_ the minor defendant Keéshavlal “in the firm of Raghunathji

‘Tarachand.” In. other respects the decree must be ‘confirmed:

- As to costs, the variation we ‘have made ‘in the decree appealed
from appears substantial butin name.. It is ;admitted by Mr.

Raikes that the minor has no.property of his own. The respon--

~ dents . understood - the decree to apply only to the minor’s

 share, and when the appeal was opened ‘their counsel at once

(1) (1902) L. R 301 A, 114
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 conceded the point as to the personal liability of the minor, - The

argument in appeal “was confined - to - the niinor’s share in the*
firm, and on that point the appeal fails, .- The decree must, there-
fore, be conﬁrmed with costs, Lo TR R

BATCHELOR 3. :=This appeal raises a questlon of the hablhty.'
of the appellants in respect of two promissory’ notes executed by

. 'one' Narottam Gordi‘a.n’m favour of one Hirabhai Ghellabhai, Whé g

mdorsed them over to the Bank of Bombay and teceived the
money for them from the Bank.  The facts necebsaly for thev
decision of the appeal are e1ther admitted or are found and not-
‘contested. ~ Narottam was the adult manager of a joint Hindu

* family, the only other éoparcener being his “brothér, Keshavlal,

an infant, now about four years of age, Ameng the assets of the
undivided family was a joint firm trading in the name of Raghu-_
nathji Tarachand, who was the grandfatbier of Narottam and
the ormmal “founder of the business. The pronussory notes 1nf<
suit were executed by Narottam in the name of the firm, Raghu-~

. mathji 'Parachand, but no consideration passed from Hirabhai

Ghellabhai, Hirabhai was a friend of Narottam, who executed”
the notes on the faith of the mere assurance by Hirabhai that he

5 would not be-called upon to pay. In fact Hirabhai was unable‘
© to meet the notes and appears to have committed suicide. The

hotes were dishonoured, and the respondents, who are‘hol_ders'
for value without notice of any fraud, seek to come upon the -

" firm Raghunathji Tarachand, including the minor Keshavlal’s

share therein. The only material question -for decision is
whether the minor’s share in the firm is liable. It is admitted"
by Mr. Raikes that Narottam is liable, and it is admitted by-

" Mr. Lowndes that the decree under-appeal cannot be sustained -
. in so far as, bemg a decree against the ﬁrm, 1b would be enforce-"

able against the minor personally. -

- With regard to Mr. Raikes’ g preliminary _o'bjeét;"oﬁ to the frame -
of the suit, I agree with my learned colleague that a sutﬁcie'nt;
answer toit is supplied by «ection 578 of the Civil Procedure Code.

'ot 1882 ; section 99 of the present Code is to the same effect.

" This brmgs me to the principal _question whether the minor’s -

share in the firm is liable on ‘the obligations underl_;aken_‘ by
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- Nalottam in the name of the ﬁrm7 Mr. Lowndes has mx’ited \1s
- to decide the question on the ‘principles - of the law merchant
~and - has “urged in forcible. language. that- the reversal of the
~decree would bave the effect of paralysing a very - important
»branch of trade throughout the length ‘and -breadth of the. Pre-

; SIdency “But these considerations, though undoubtedly of great -

’consequence in their. proper place, do not, I think, assist a
‘Court of Justice.. It is our business to ascerta,m and declare
‘ what the law is; we have no’ concern Wlth what it ought to be
in re_felenc‘e to one standard - on_r,another. Thevlaw here and

_now actually is one way or the other: if itis’in favour of -

‘the ‘decree made, well and good: but if it is not, a Court
cannot, I think, make it the law by showing. that it would

be for the convenience of merchants to have it so. As I .

' ndelstand the matter; no degree of commercial convenience
can convert bad law into good. It is of course a satisfaction to a
judge to find that the law, as- he ascertains it to be, meets the
_requirements of an important class of the community ; but
further .than that I do not see how the srgument ab inconvens-
enti can properly be pressed. It may be observed, moreover,

that herein India we are governed by our Codes, Whi(_:h‘are‘ ’
subjécted to fairly frequent amendment whenever amendment

is considered to'be required; sothat there should be the less

temptatxon to judges to encroach upon the province of the -

legislature, And Iam aware of no authority for supposing
“that, side by side with the recognised law, there exists in India

today a separate. set of valid, ‘but - somewhat undefined legal,
principles describable as the law merchant. I should rather

suppose that those portions of the. law merchant . which the

Indian legislature has seen fit to accept are to be found embodied
in such provisions of that legislature as the Contract Actand .

 the Negotiable Instruments Act; and that it is not ‘competent
to us to leave this firm ground and explore the uncertain
reglons which are imperfectly defined by the pharse, ths law

‘merchant. Some reliance was placed by Mr. Liowndes on Gosd- .
win v. Robarts W; where Cockburn, C. J,, la.ys down that the law

‘merchant is not fixed and stereotyped but is capable of being

(Y] (1875) L. R. 10 Ex, 337 at D 346

. é

. ..1909. .

+ Raenu-
. NATHIL | ¢
TARACHAND -
Ve P
TuE Bavg
OF BOMBAYY



a0

1909,

" Raguo-

.- NATHJI
. TARACHAXD

. v,
TnE BANK

OF Bomnay,

THE INDIAN LAW“ REPORTS.; [VOL XXXIV ,'

~ expanded and enlarved S0 - as to meet the- 1eqmrements of_»"

" trade. in-the .varying- circumstances of ‘commerce. * But -in. the'f;
same-sentence the 'Chief” Justice explams that this expansion "
is effected by the usages of ‘merchants being duly proved and
so becoming .ratified by the decisions'of Courts of law ; and he -

 reférs to the dictum of Lord. Campbell in Brandao v. Barnett ¥; -
- that “ when a general..usage has .been- judicially ascertained and -
~ established, it .becomes a part of the law merchant, which Courts. -

of Justice are bound to.know and recognise.” In thls case no -
such usage was-even. pleaded; and ‘the ‘argument presupposes
that, in - the entire ‘absence - of evidence, we should pronounce;
presumably. of our own: knowledcre,«-tha.t the. interests of com-

~ merce require the rule of law to be in the respondent’s favour
~ and against the Hindu minor, Speaking for myself, I can only

say that Thave no such knowledge. There would of course have \
been no difficulty in giving effect to the alleged usage if it had.

* been properly pleaded and proved, but since that was not done,

I am of opinion that if the decrée is to be afﬁrmed, it must be :

. affirmed by reference simpiy {o the accepted principles of law,

as the law has thitherto ‘been! understood in this part of India. .
That of course - will still leave it open to us to refer for guidance -
to English decisionsi:where they are properly applicable, but I -
do ‘not think -that we can, by a stroke of the pen, apply a
principle of English law to a minor member of a Hindu joint
family.  Finally, on this part of the case, I am inclined to think
that the liability of the innocent co-partner depends rather upon’
the general principles- of agency than upon anythmrr pecuhar '

- to the law merchant,’

As tne learned J udge ‘below has pomted out, then, the problem ’

' is not to be solved merely on the authority of the law in England .
a3 to the liability of an infant partner, for the members of this -

joint, Hmdu firm ave, in strictness, certainly not mere partnersi
in the sense known to English law: The firm is not strictly a -

. partnerbhxp, ‘but-is-one of the assets of an undxwded Hmdu‘»

family in which Narottam and the-infant are coparcenels "On. ’
the other hand the analony between such a Jomb ﬁ1m in 1ts -

o (1846) 12 (,1 &F 7s7at1» 805, . <
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: relatlons with the outer world and an ordinary partnera}up isin .

- many respects extremely close. . It becomes necessary; therefore,. "

‘to consider how the: Courts have: in the. past dealt - with -these: -
joint firms, and to what - extent they have - been taken out of the.

- sphere of ordirary Hindu law and brought within the- ‘operation

- of the law of pat‘tnershlp The leading decision .on the subject
- is Sausse C. J.’s Judﬂment in Remlai v, Lakhmichand @, which

- has-admittedly been accepted as good law ever since 1861, .There

"‘the learned - Chief -Justice in discussing the question “to what
extent'a minor member of an-undivided Hindu family will bo -

held bound by the acts of the family. manager with reference to

“an ancestral family trade” lays it down that “in carryingon -
such a trade, infant mmembers of the undivided.family will be:

- bound by all acts of the manager ... which are necessarily incident
to and flowing out of the carrying on of that trade.., The
power .of a manager to caury on a family trade neces-
sarily . 1mphes a  power to pledge the property and credit
of "the family for the ‘ordmary purposes- of - that trade.

“Third parties, in the ordinary course of Zond jfide trade .
deahn(rs, should ' not” be held bound -to mvestmate the-

.status of-the family represented by the manager whilst dealing-

~ with him on the credit of the family property.”” - And he goes on-

* to point out that in the interests -of the joint family itself, with-

““which otherwise third parties would be li_‘nwilling to ‘take.the

risk of dealing, it is necessary thus far to trench upon the pro-:

tection which the Hindu' law generally extends to the interests
of o minor, This decision was followed in Jokurra Bibee v.

Sreeqopal Misser @, where Pontlfezi, J., says that -persons -

carrying on a fa,mlly business in the profits of which all the
members of the family would participate must have authority

o pledge the joint family property and credit for the ordinary
_purposes of the business. Then there is fthe case of Joykisto
 Cowar v.. Nittganund Nundy ©, decided by Garth, C. J., and two

- other judges.  The Judwmenb was pronounced by Sir Richard

. Garth who after citing the provisions of sectmn 247 of the’
: Contlact Act observes thab “ “on pmncxple there ought not to be,,

.i (1) (1861) 1 B(*m n, C R App\ , 1i at pr. lxx lxxn (3) (1’76) 1 Cal 470,
@) (3878) BCal 188,
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: any - difference between the nature of the ha,blhty of an mfunt'

admitted by contract into & partnership business and ‘that of

. one on - whose behalf an ancestral trade is carried “on'by a’

manager.” - This was’ quobed with approval in this Coutt jn the-

- Full Bench case of Sakrabkai v. Maganial ®); where Jenkins, C.J.,

also afﬁrms the followmo' extract from Bemola ‘Dossea v, Mokun

 Dosseo® ;— In this case. Gour Churn certainly had an implied

power to borrow on the credit of the joint family as partners in the

 firm ; also we think, he had power to borrow on the credit of the

joint. famﬂy, asa joint family for the purposes ‘of the firm, A Joxnt
family carrying on a business is necessarily a peculiar kind of

- partnership”’: Ineed not pursue the cases further: “enough has

befin cited to show that in estabhshln« ‘the legal relations of a
joint firm the Courts treat it as a kind of partnership and apply

. the- prmmples of that law., Section 247 of the Contract Act.

appears to me to furnish distinet authority for this view; which
o far as I can gather, is not in conflict - with _any text of the
Hmdu law dealing spemﬁca.lly with the leoal position of  alr
ancestral firm in its dealings with the outside world of com-

. merce, It follows, I think, that the test to be applied in such’
~ cases is rather the apparent authority of the manager than the'
" aotual necessity of the family, ' And that to my mind is a pet-.

fectly reasonable position, for while there is no absolute necessity -
for the family to trade at all,’ when once the family trade is
admitted, all usual acts done in the normal course of carrying
it ‘on' may be. -considered necessary to the trade.” ‘If this

‘reasoning is. right, we have taken what appears to me to be the h

really important step in the case, thatis, the step from- the

: ommary Hindu law us to a manager’s power of alienation to ‘the
" law of partuership ; and, that step taken, the decision of the
‘appeal does not seem. to present much difficulty. = The law of

“partnership is laid down in the borltract Act, and for any
further elucidation of its principles we are justified in referring -

, —indeed ‘counsel for’ appellant has insistently referred—to -

decisions of. the Courts in England.” The central facts are that
‘the Bank had no knowledge of any fraud ; that Narottam, who -

‘s1gned in the firm’s name, had in fact authority ¢ to do so; and that '

RO (1901) 26 Bom "06 atp 213, . (2) (‘880) b Cal 492 ab p.i‘SO%,
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‘Lthe eXecutlon of “guch notes is an'act necegsarv for, or usually =
" dome -in ‘the conduct-of such a trade as the family here was'
*?carrymg on; . Therefore, under section 251 of the Contract Act, I -
“am - of oplnlon ‘that Narotbam bound the firm ;* and that, as

‘Heaton, Ji, has pointed out, would be the law in England. - If,
,:..the’n‘; the firm as-a firm is bound, is Keshavlal’s share in thé firm
~exempt from liability because Keshavlal is an infant?  In Eng-
lila,nd if the proper steps in procedure are taken, the infant’s share
_becomes available for the benefit of the creditors: see Lovell &

Christmas v. Beauchamp®™* ~ But here occurs a difficulty which was
‘ urged upon us ‘with ,much force by Mr. Raikes: in Enfrland a
minor’s contract is merely. voidable at his election on attaining

full age, whereas in India a minor’s contract. is void. That was .

laid down by their Lordships of the Privy Council in. Mokori Bibee
" v. Dhurmodas Ghose®, and the cases of Jogkisto Cowar v. Nitlysnund
Nuidy® and Rampartab v. Foolibai® were decided before it was

settled -that a minor was incompetent to contract, and while the .
general current of Indian decisions was in favour of holdmg such”

_contract” only voidable. But the a.nswer appears_to me to ‘be
.that the statutory prov1sxon ‘contained in section 247 of the
"Contract ‘Act, thch after declarmg that the minor ‘shall not be
_personally liable, goes om, “but the share of such minor in the

property of the firm is liable for the obligation of the firm?” I
apprehend, therefore, that' when once. an obligation is held to
attach to the firm, the minor’s share in the firm must necessarily -
be liable. It may by a plausible conjecture, as suggested by Sir
Frederick Pollock and Mr. Mulla in their edition of the Contract -

Act, that in framing section 247 the draftsman had either

overlooked section 11 or. had taken the. eartlier, but now-

11np0581ble, view of-it, namely that a minor’s contract was mere-
1y voidable ; but, however that maybe, these are the words of the
statute, which, as I understand them, are not the less imperative
by reason of the now established intérpretation of section 11, If

this were & suit by the minor against the other members of the °

firm, say for an account, I can understand that some difficulty

might be caused by the c1rcumstance that under section 11 the-

(0 [1894] A.C. 607, . - (9 (1878) 3 Cal, T35,
® (02T R3O0L A4, . - ()(189) 20 Bow, 767,
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1909 mmor 1s not now competent to contract but I am unable to see;
" Raeuv-  -how, in a suit hke the present, this constructxon of sectlon 11 canf
(:"1‘ ;ﬁlﬂun " destroy the force of 'section 247,  Though Keshavlal is a minor,
; i - and as such not competent to contract, yet for the reasons
. or Bouzay. . already given, I thlnk that tha llablllty of his share is a questlon
: ' to be determined by“the law of partnershlp, &nd it 1s in the}

Contract Act that that law i is conta.lned

. On these groundq I agree with the learned Judge below that
the minor’s, share is liable to the Bank. It is ‘urged that this i is

- a harsh conclusmn _but considerations ‘of that na.ture do not
seem to me appropriate in such a case as this where unfortu-
nately either one innocent. party or another must. suﬂ'er for the
misconduct of a thlrd AU B A L

For these reasons I agree that the decree should be afﬁrmed'
‘subject to the slight ‘variation not contested, and that thxs
appeal should be dlsmlssed Wlth CODtS. :

Decree conﬁmed

Attorneys for the appellant: Messrs. Payne c}' Co. - -

: Attomeys for the respondents Messrs. Crawford Brown& G’o.
L A S L BN.L

: CRIMINAL ‘REVISION

Bef‘ore Szr Baszl Scatt, Kt Chief Justice, and My, Justwe Batchelor. ;

o6 - EMPEROR ». NAGJI GHELABHAL® - -

- July 2L Criminal Procedure Code (det 'V of 1898), sections 195, 478-—Sanc£zon to’

pro:ecute-—-Subseguent order to prosecute passed under section 478, =

The grant of a sanction to prosecute. to'a prlvate 1nd1v1dual under seotion 195 :
of the Criminal Procedure Code, 1898, is no bar to the subsequent 1nst1tutxon of
_ proceedings by the Civil Court itself under sectlon 478 of the Code

Queen-Empressv Skanlmr(l) followed

THIS was an apphcatxon to revise an ordex passed by Devdat f‘
D., Second Qlass Maglstrate of wadl. e

* Cnmmal Application for Revmon N 0 144 of 1909.
- (M (1888).13 Bom, 384,



	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 
	Page 730 
	Page 731 
	Page 732 
	Page 733 
	Page 734 
	Page 735 
	Page 736 
	Page 737 
	Page 738 
	Page 739 
	Page 740 
	Page 741 
	Page 742 
	Page 743 
	Page 744 
	Page 745 
	Page 746 
	Page 747 
	Page 748 
	Page 749 
	Page 750 
	Page 751 
	Page 752 
	Page 753 
	Page 754 
	Page 755 
	Page 756 
	Page 757 
	Page 758 
	Page 759 
	Page 760 
	Page 761 
	Page 762 
	Page 763 
	Page 764 
	Page 765 
	Page 766 
	Page 767 
	Page 768 
	Page 769 
	Page 770 
	Page 771 
	Page 772 
	Page 773 
	Page 774 
	Page 775 
	Page 776 
	Page 777 
	Page 778 
	Page 779 
	Page 780 
	Page 781 
	Page 782 
	Page 783 
	Page 784 
	Page 785 
	Page 786 
	Page 787 
	Page 788 
	Page 789 
	Page 790 
	Page 791 
	Page 792 
	Page 793 
	Page 794 
	Page 795 
	Page 796 
	Page 797 
	Page 798 
	Page 799 
	Page 800 
	Page 801 
	Page 802 
	Page 803 
	Page 804 
	Page 805 
	Page 806 
	Page 807 
	Page 808 
	Page 809 
	Page 810 
	Page 811 
	Page 812 
	Page 813 
	Page 814 
	Page 815 

