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within time. We affirm the order-of the lower appel-r
late Court and dismiss: the appeal Wlth costs,

.

Order aﬁrmed
J. G R

APPELLATE CIVIL.

Before Mr.. Justice Batchelor and My. Justice Hayward.

USMANMIYA ABDULL"AMIYA AND ANOTHER ( ORIGINAL DEFENDANTS
“Nos.. 1 4Np 2 ) APPELLANTS V. VALLT MAHOMED HUSAINBHAT -4nD
. ANOTHER ( Or161NAL DEFENDANTS NO. 3 AND PLAINTIFF ) RESPONDENI‘S ¢

" Mahomedan law—Acknowledgment of son—Acknowledgment of lgggtzmate son-

ship—Inference of acknowledgment.

A Mahomedan cannot legally acknowledge as his son a person who is shown‘ ,

to be the son of anotlier man.« The acknowledgment must be not merely of
-sonship but "of legitimate sonship ;- but the fact that the acknowledgment

was of legitimacy as well as of SOnShlp may be inferred from mrcumstances

justifying that inference.

SECOND appeal from the decision of B. C. Kennedy,

" District Judge of Ahmedabad, confirming the deciee

7

passed by K. K. Sunavala Addltmnal Subordinate J udge

' at Ahmedabad

Suit to recover possessmn of certaln share in property '

fleft by one Husainbhaj. The plaintiff Sardarbibi

.cla1med to be This wife ; defendants Nos. 1 and 2 were
his brothers .and defendant No. 3 cla1med to be h1s”

,acknowledged son. - v

The plalntlﬁ alleged that as W1dow of the deceased ,

-her share wasone-fourth. She denied that defendant No:3-
-was the acknowledged son of the deceased. Defendants

Nos 1 and 2 supported the denial: St "'»_:"_"f —e

® Second Appeal No 494 of 1912
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The Subordlnate Judge held that the plaintiff’ was the

‘Wldovv of the deceased ; that defendant.No. 3 was .. his
acknowledged son ; that the share of the plalntlﬁ was

one-eighth ; and that defendants Nos 1 and 2 Were not »

| ,entltled to any shares.

i

- On appeal, this decree’was. conﬁrmed by the D1str1ct :

Judge The learned Judge held that defendant. No.. 3

- was validly acknowledged as a son by the deceased 6n-

fhe following grounds :—

’

“As for the third point it is of course the case that a Mussalman . cannot : by \

’acknowledgment make a person his son whom he knows not to be his son.
The acknowledgment must be the expressioh by, the acknowledger of an actual
paternity which: he believes to exist. The permission to acknowledge is
really due to the prevalence in Mussalman households'bof_ old times of female
slaves taken in war. The owner would use them as concubines, but they were

- not veiled and guarded like wives and might consequently become mother by )

-fellow slaves, or friends of the house. If the master really believed that ‘a
certain child was his by such a woman he might ackno'wledge it, and this
acknowledgment gave the slave a higher position ( Umm Walid.) In some of
the reigning houses there is no mamage and it is by this kind of descent alone
-that the succession is maintained. . But it appears :that in-mordern times "the
right of acknowledgment is somewhat extended and that a person can acknow-

ledge another as- his son and that such acknowledgment may not be questloned ‘

" as long as the acknowledgee is Majhul-ul-nasab, i.e., one whose descent is

unknown. - Nasab is generally} though not absolutely exclusively, confined’ to .

paternal descent, on the other hand, a man is prohibited from acknowledging a
man as his son even though the son acknowledged is certainly. the begotten ' of

~‘the assertor, in case the intercourse which led to the son’s .conception was .

_-such as would expose the father to the penalty of the hadd. Such 1ntercourse
is called zina and is best translated by whoredom, .

- It would seem then that a person can acknowledgs another to be his son if
the acknowledged’s paternity is unknown, or if the paternity be known to be

in the acknowledger provided the-acknowledged is not an Ibu-uz-zina. In’

- the present case the origin, both paternal and maternal, of ‘the defendant 3
is-absolutely unknown, he himself is in considerable doubts as :to his origin,
" but he has clearly acknowledged Hussainmiya as his father. His uncle defend-
ant 1, also professes entire ignorance as to the origin of the ‘defendant 3.
The disqualificafion, "zina, ' is, therefore, absent, and "the qualifications, un-
Kknown descent and congruity .of years, present. I think then the acknowledg-
ment- is good and that defendant 3 must be held to'be the son of Hussainmiya,

,
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Defendants Nos. 1 a.nd 2 appealed to the ngh Court

G. S. Rao for the appellants. —In this case the, :
deceased himself admitted in his deed of gift ( Bx. 142 )
that the parents of respondent No. 1had died leaving

- him about twenty, days old. Thus the deceased could not

acknowledge the respondent No. 1, who *was shown to

~be a son of other parents. Hamilton’s Hedaya, p: 439 ;

Baillie’s Digest, Vol. I, p. 408 ; Amir Ali,p. 252;:
Mussamut Jaibun v. Mussamut Bibee Nujeeboonissa®

" and Muhammad Allahdad Khan v. Muhammad

Ismail Khan®. Further, under the Mahomedan Law,

" mere acknowledgment of sonship will not do, there .

must be an acknowledgment -of legitimate sonship::
Khajah Hidayut Oollah v. Rai Jan Khanum ;®
Ashrufood Dowlah Ahmed Hossein Khan Bahadoor
v. Hyder Hossein Khan®; Sadakat Hossein v. Maho- -

- med Yusuf® and 4bdul Razak v. Aga Mahomed‘

Jaffer Bindanim.®.

- K. N. Koyajee, for respondent No. 1 :—Here no speoi- '
fic person is shown to be the father of the acknowledged

- “child, and thus the paternity of the child is doubtful :

see Muhammad Allahdad Khan v. Muhammad
Ismail Khan.® Whether respondent No. 1 is shown
to have been the child of any particular person is a
question of fact, which the lower Courts have decided’

-in the negative in spite of the supposed adnussmn in
Ex 142, .

- The Mahomedan Law does not requlre any express :

' acknowledgment of legltlmate sonship. It is enmough

if there are acts and conduct showing recognition of a
child as a son' : Nawab Muhammad dzmat Al Khan'

® (1869) 12 W. R. 497. " @ (1888) 10 All 289 at p. 340. %
'3) (1844) 3 Moo. 1. A, 295. . ® (1866) 11 Moo. I. A. 94 atp 115

) (1883) 10 Cal. 663 at p. 668. ) (1893) 21 Cal. 666.
_ ' (1888) 10 ALl 289 at p. 317 -
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V. Mussumat Lalli Begum® and Saiyad Waliulla v.
Miran Saheb.® In Abdul Razak’s case® there was

undoubted 111eg1t1macy which necessitated an acknovv .

ledgment of legitimate sonslnp

" BATCHELOR, J. :—The suit out of Whlch this appeal ©

arises was brought by one Sardarbibi as the widow of

*Husseinbhai Abdulabhai to recover possession of her
“one-fourth share of the deceased’s property. Hussein- .

bhai died in June 1904. He left no issue, but he left
. a widow, the present plaintiff, and two .brothers, the
".1st and 2nd defendants. The 1st and 2nd defendants
" did not dispute the claim of the plaintiff, but the 3rd
- defendant resisted the plaintiff’s suit and claimed to be
the acknowledged son of the deceased Husseinbhai. Both
-the lower Courts have acceded to the 3rd defendant’s
: contentlon and the present appeal is brought, not by

the plamtlff ‘but by the 1st and 2nd- defendants, who

are represented before us by Mr. Rao.
The learned pleader for the appelhnts has taken

‘, tvvo points in his clients’ interests. The first of those
- points is that a Mahomedan cannot legally acknow-

-ledge as his son a pers son who is shown to be the son of
another man. It appears to me that this legal proposi-
tion is well grounded, and among the numerous autho-

rities.which may be cited in its favour we may men-

tion Hamilton’s Hedaya at page 439, Sir Barnes Pea-

cock’s ]udgment in Mussamut Jaibun v. Mussamut

Bibee Nujeeboonissa® and the -elaborate judgments in
- Muhammad Allahdad Khan v. Muhammad Ismail
- Khan® . .

But the question' is, Whethe1 in the present case the .

3rd defendant is shown not to ‘have been the son of
Husseinbhai. Thati isa quesmon of fact and the decision
W8S L:R. 9L A8 <wu%@23HCR2% ‘

@) (1893) 21 Cal-666. . ® (1869) 12 W. B, 497,
‘. . ) (1888) 10 AlL. 289
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of it rests With theblovv'er; Courts. Mr. Rao however,,"

urges that one’of the necessary facts is the recital to -
be found in the deed of gift by Husseinbhai to the- 3rd .
defendant, Ex. 142, in which occurs this passage :

“The reason why these fields are given to you in gift is

that your parentsdied leaving you only about twenty
days old.” Tt is, therefore, urged that we have no
option but to infer that whosoevér may have been the
father of the 3rd defendant, that father could not have
been the donor, Husseinbhai. We think the answer
to this contention is that the admission which we have
set out is only one fact among many other facts upon.

‘which the lower Courts had to determine the. question

whether the 3rd defendant was shown not to be the son

. of Husse1nbha1 It cannot be said that the learned

Judges below have omitted to consider the admission
in the deed of gift, nor can it, we thlnk be said that -

by reason of that admission they were ‘bound to come:

to the conclusion in the appellants’ favour. What they"
have done is, we think, what they were bound to do..
They have considered this admission as one piece of

* evidence, but on & general examination of all the

evidence bearing upon this point, they have found that
the 3rd defendant is not shown to have been the son of
any person other .than Husseinbhai. That conclusion.
of fact being perfectly open to the Judges below on the
evidence is not, in our opinion, subject now to review
in Second Appeal. And since that is the conclusion - of
fact, the position in law seems to us to be premsely
that which, according to Mr. Justice Mahmood in
Muhammadd Allahdad Khan v. Muhammad Ismail
Khan®, invites the application of the Mahomedan
doctrine of ikrar or acknowledgment ; for, the learned
Judge says at page 335 of the Report: “ The doctrine

- relates only to cases where either the fact of the mar-

® (1888) 10 AlL 289.
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- riage itself or the exact time of its occurrence with

“reference to the legitimacy of the acknowledged child is .

“not proved in the sense of the law as distinguished

from disproved.” . So here, as we understand the judg- -
~ments, both Courts hold that the:probability is that
defendant 3 is the sonof ‘Husseinbhai by a union of -

,doubtful validity.

- The ohly other argument submitted on behalf of the
appellants was based upon the Privy Council decision
in Abdul Razak v. Aga Mahomed Jaffer Bindanim®

which followed their Lordships’ decision in Ashrufood
“Dowlah Ahmed Hossein Khan Bahadoor v. Hyder
Hossein Khan.® The argument was that for an ac-
knowledgment of sonship to be valid according to
Mahomedan law, it. must .be.an acknowledgment not
merely of sonship but of legitimate sonship. It is clear,
‘however, that the decision in the two cases which we
»haVe noticed must be read in the light of the facts
which were then before the Privy Council, and in both
of these cases the Court was concerned with a Mahomed-

" an son born outof \wedlock so thatgit was imperative

" to see that the acknowledgment relied upon was not a

nmere acknowledgment of ‘sonship as opposed to an:

~ acknowledgment of legitimacy. In our present -case
_ thdre is not any such special reason for insisting upon

- a clear expression of the acknowledgment of legiti--
niacy, and though the actual declaration of acknow- .

- ledgment includes only an admission of sonship, yet
that admission, when read according to the circum-
stances- of this case, must we think, be regarded as

tantamount to an acknowledgment of legitimate son- .

-ghip. That is the view which both the 'Courts have

taken upon the evidence as to the treatment which

‘Husseinbhai gave to the 3rd defendant, as to the con-
" duct which each of them pursued towards each other,
| () (1893) 21 Cal. 666. . (@ (1866)11 Moo, L. A, 94,
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~and as to the terms upon which they stood as disclosed

in the deeds of gift. "We are satisfied upon the same. "
evidence that the acknowledgment, though in express

~ terms only acknowledging sonship, must, in the cir- -

cumstances now appearing, be taken to have amounted
to an acknowledgment of legitimate sonship.

These being the only two points urged on the appel-
lants’ behalf and both of them, in our opinion, failing

for the reasons stated, we confirm the lower Oourt’
‘decree and dismiss the appea] with costs.

Appeal dismissed.
: ‘R. R.

APPELLATE OIVIL.

Before Sir Basil Scott, Kt., Chief Justice and Mr. Justice Shah.

MAJIDMIAN BANUMIAN (oR1GINAL DEFENDANT 1) APPELLANT v». BIBI-
SAHEB JAN, WiDow OF THE DECEASED NANUMIYAN BANUMIAN
SHAIKH axp OTHERS(ORIGINAL PLAINTIFFS AND DEFENDANTS 2 AND 3)..
RESPONDENTS.®

Mahomedan Law—Dower—Right to retain property in liew of dower— He emtable
" right.

The right which a Mahomedan widow, having a claim to dbwer, acquiregon
ohtaining possession of her husband's property is a heritable right.

It is a substantial right and if she is wrongfully dispossessed 'she can main-

tain a suit to recover possesswn

FIRST appeal against the decision of P. N Sanjana,

Joint First Class Subordinate Judge at Surat in Suit
No. 97 of 1909.

The facts were as follows :— -

One Nanumiyahn, a Sunni Mahomedan, the owner of
the house in suit, died in May 1907. He left him sur-

¢ First Appeal No. 191 of 1913,



	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 

