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Bofore Mr. Justice Banerji.
DAULAT RAM (Prarveirr) v. RAM LAL (DErenpant). ®
Hindw Law—Addoption—ddoption during wife’s preguancy,

Held that the fact that at the time of making an adoption the wife of
the adopting father is pregnant doos not affect the validity of tho adoption.
Nagablushanam v, Seshammagare (1) snd Hunmant Ramehandra ¥, Rlhima~
charya (2) followed, Narayaena Reddiv, Vardechala Reddi (3) dissented from.

THE plaintiff in this case sued for a declaration that the de-
fendant’s alleged adoption by one Murli was invalid and for reco-
very of possession of certain land. The Counrt of first instance
(Munsif of Koil) decreed the claim, finding as to the adoption
that it was invalid because at the time the wife of the plaintiff’s
adoptive father was pregnant. Ou appeal this decree was reversed
by the Additional Subordinate Judge of Aligarh, who found the
adoption to be valid. The plaintiff thereupon appealed to the
High Court.

Babu Satya Chandra Mukersi, for the appellant.

Babu Jogindro Nath Chaudhri, for the respondent.

Baxersr, J.—The only question in this case is whether the
pregnaney of his wife is a bar to the right of a Hindu to adopt a
son. The suit in which this question has arisen was brought by
the appellant for a declaration that the respondent Ram Tal was
not the adopted son of one Murli. The Court below has found
that Murli did adopt Ram T.al, but it ccems to be of opinion that
at the time of adoption Murli’s wife was pregnant, It has, liow-
ever, held that the existence of pregmaney did not invalidato the
adoption. The learned valkil for the appellant contends that bas
view is erroneous and in support of his contention has referred
to an old ruling of the Madras Sudder Court in Narayuna Reddi
v. Vardachala Reddi (3) in which it was held that an adop-
tion is invalid if at the time of the adoption the adoptor’s wife
is pregnant, This ruling was considered by that Court in the
later case of Nugabhushanam v. Seshammagury (1) and was
dissented from, The learned Judges alter reforring to the author-
ities on the subject came to the conclusion that an adoption by a
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Hindu with knowledge of his wife’s pregnaney was not invalid.
.The same view was held by the Bombay High Conxt in Hanmant
Ramehandra v. Bhimacharya (1). T may also refer to Mayne’s
Hindu Law, 7th Edition, p. 137, and Sircar’s Tagore Law Lec-
tures, 1891, p. 190. No original authority of Hindu law has been
cited on behalf of the appellant in support of the conbrary view,
which seems to be opposed to general principles. I accordingly
dismiss the appeal with costs. :
Appeul dismissed.

Befoec 8ir John Stanlay, Kinglt, Ohief Justice, and Mr. Justico Sir William
Burkitt,
SHAMRATHI SINGH axp ormers (DercNpawTs) . KISHAN PRASAD
AXD ortunng (PLAINTIFER).®
Hindu law—Jvtnt Hindu fomily—TFomily business—Suit to recover & debl
due to the firm—Partics o sueh suil.

Held that the managing members of a joint Hindu family eavrying on
o joint family business are not entitled to mainfain a suit in their own
names against debtors of the family without joining with them in the suit
either as plaintiffs or defendants oll the other mombers of the family.
K. P, Kanna Piskarody v. V. M, Narayeven Somayajipad (2), DBallrishnz
Moroshwar Kuntev. The Municipality of Mahad (3), Bamseluk v. Bamlall Koou-
doo (4)y Kulidas Kevaldes v, Nathw Bhagvan (5), Tnaw ud-din v. Liladhar (6),
Alagappa Cholés . Vellian Chetti (7) and dnyamuttu Pillei v, Kolandaeels
Diblai (8) veferved to. Pubeshii Purbup Narain Singh v, Budie Navain Singh
(9) distinguished.

Tuis was asuit to recoyer a sum of Re. 9,240-7-0 alleged to
be due to the plaintiffs by the delendants on an account stated
on the 9th of August 1901, The plaintiffs, Kishan Prasad,
Bishan Prasad and Jamoa Prasad, sued as managers of a joint
family business styled Manorath Bhagat Dhana Ram earried on
in the District of Ballia, The suit was filed on the 3rd of June
1904, The debt sought to be recovered represented, aceording to
the plaintiffs, the balanee upon various mouney dealings beiween
them and the defendants, and it wasalleged that the account
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