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APPELLATE GIVIL,

Before Shadi Lai C. J. and Gordon-Walker J.

SARDARI LAL (PranTirr) Appellant
rersus
Tae BHARAT NATIONAL BANK, Lrp., DELHI
| (DEFENDANT) Respondent.
Civil Appeal No. 3002 of 1926.

Hindw Law—Joint family—debt contracted by father for
his own benefit—liability of entire co-parcenary property.

Held, that when a Hindu father has contracted a debt
even for his personal benefit, the creditor may ohtain a decree
against the father alone and may enforce the decree by

attachment and sale of the entire co-parcenary property, in-
chuding the son’s interest therein.

Brij Narain Rai v. Mangal Prasad (L), relied upon.

Second appeal from the decree of Rai Bahadur
Lala Rangi Lal, District Judge, Gujranwale, dated
the 26th October 1926, affirming that of Mr. C. L.
Bannerii, Subordinate Judae, 2nd Class, Gujrat,

dated the 21st April 1926, dismissing the plaintiff’s
sut.

Dzv Ras SawnnEey, for Appellant.

Faxir Ceanp and Criransiva LarL, for Respon-
dent.

The judgment of the Court was delivered by—

Saapt T.ar C. J.—On the 2nd July, 1921, the

Bharat National Bank Limited. Delhi obtained a
decree against Bhagwan Das and his son Ram Kishen:

and attached in execution of the decree the houses in

dispute. The plaintiff. who is the son of Ram Kishen,
has brought the present action for a declaration that
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the debt, for which the decree was obtained, was not.
binding on the joint Hindu family, and that the pro~
perty, which belonged to the Hindu Co-parcenary, can-
not be sold for the realisation of that debt.

The Courts below have concurred in dismissing’
the suit, and it is contended on behalf of the appel-
lant that the manager of a joint family business has:
an implied authority to cantract debts for the ordinary
purposes of the family business, and that it is mot.
shown that the debt in question was contracted for any
family purpose. This rule, however, does not apply to:
the case of a father or grandfather, for the payment.
of whose debts the whole of the co-parcenary property
is liable, unless it is shown that the debts were contract--
ed for an illegal or immoral purpose. This rule of law’
has been firmly established and has recently been affirm--
ed by their Lordships of the Privy Council in the well--
known case of Brij Narain Rai v. Mangal Prasad (1).
Indeed, the law is clear that when the father has con-
tracted a debt even for his own personal benefit, the
creditor may obtain a money decree against the father
alone and may enforce the decree by attachment and -
sale of the entire co-parcenary property including the
son’s interest therein.

The property was rightly held liable for the pay-
ment of the decretal amount, and the appeal preferred
by the plaintiff is accordingly dismissed with costs.

4. N.C.

Appeal di’smiﬁsed, ’

(1) (1924) T. . R. 48 AlL 95 (P.C.).



