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If a joint Hindu family separates, the family or any members of it may agree to reunite as a
joint Hindu family, but such a reuniting is for obvious reasons, which would apply in many
cases under the law of the Mitakshara, of very rare occurrence, and when it happens it
must be strictly proved as any other disputed fact is proved. In paragraph 9, the Privy
Council laid down following :-

“9. But the mere fact that the shares of the coparceners have been ascertained does not by
itself necessarily lead to an inference that the family had separated. There may be reasons
other than a contemplated immediate separation for ascertaining what the shares of the
coparceners on a separation would be. It is also now beyond doubt that a member of such a
joint family can separate himself from the other members of the joint family and is on
separation entitled to have his share in the property of the joint family ascertained and
partitioned off for him, and that the remaining coparceners, without any special agreement
amongst themselves, may continue to be coparceners and to enjoy as members of a joint
family what remained after such a partition of the family property. That the remaining
members continued to be joint may, if disputed, be inferred from the way in which their
family business was carried on after their previous coparcener had separated from them. It
is also quite clear that if a joint Hindu family separates, the family or any members of it
may agree to reunite as a joint Hindu family, but such a reuniting is for obvious reasons,
which would apply in many cases under the law of the Mitakshara, of very rare occurrence,
and when it happens it must be strictly proved as any other disputed fact is proved. The
leading authority for that last proposition is Balabux Ladhuram v. Rukhmabai (1903)
30 Cal. 725.”
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