
Indian Journal of Law and Legal Research                                                   Volume II Issue II | ISSN: 2582 8878 

                   

1 
 

DOCTRINE OF BLENDING 

Karan Phatnani, New Law College (BVDU), Pune & Soumita Bhattacharya, Bangalore Institute of Legal 

Studies, Bengaluru 

 

 

ABSTRACT 

The Doctrine of Blending postulates a coparcener intentionally throwing his 

independently acquired property into the joint family stock so as to form a part of 

it. This article projects that there is no presumption that a Joint Hindu Family 

possesses any joint family property simply because it is joint, or that if there was 

a nucleus, any acquisition made by any member of the joint family is joint family 

property. Despite the fact that a joint family does not have to own property, once 

the ancestral nucleus is established, all subsequent acquisitions, whether in name 

of a Karta or any member including the female acquired properties, are presumed 

to be joint family properties. The doctrine is a combination of two properties or 

the transformation of one property into another. It does emphasis on the fact that 

Hindu females have joint family status and does play the role of coparceners.  
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INTRODUCTION 

According to the Doctrine, a coparcener can intentionally and deliberately throw his 

independent property into the joint property of the joint family stock in order to become a part 

of it. The Hindu law allows for the theory of blending, which allows for a greater sharing of 

one's property. Members of a joint family have the right to share possession and enjoyment of 

such properties. When introducing a new sharer in one's property, one does not declare his own 

interest in favour of another. 

The Doctrine promotes the concept of sharing rather than surrendering one's interest in favour 

of another by excluding one's own.  

In Mallesappa Bandeppa Desai and another v. Desai Mallappa and Others1, the ‘Doctrine of 

Blending' was clearly demonstrated. The Doctrine involves converting one's property into 

common stock. The coparcener owns a separate piece of property. It is in the coparcener's best 

interest to combine his separate property with the coparcenary property. A coparcener must 

first hold a self-acquired property in order to throw into a common stock. The verdict also stated 

that the doctrine of blend would not be applied in the case of a Hindu Female's property. The 

property is only available to her. 

If a member of the joint family acquires a property in his name in the presence of an ancestral 

nucleus, that property will fall under the dimension of a joint family property. When a property 

is purchased from the Kartha of a joint family, it is supposed to be a joint property. Any joint 

property acquired by any member clearly does not summaries for a joint family property. An 

ancestor nucleus must be proven in order for the acquisition to be held jointly by any member 

or female member. It can be refuted by the person who established the aforementioned 

properties as his self-acquisition. 

The coparcener's transfer of his separate property to the common stock is an independent act, 

and neither family can reject or accept it. A Hindu's separate property loses its ability to be a 

separate property and takes on the characteristics of a joint family or familial property not 

through physical amalgamation with his joint family or ancestral property, but through his own 

decision and purpose by waving and conceding his separate rights in its separate property. 

 
1 Mallesappa Bandeppa Desai v. Desai Mallappa, 1961 S.C.R. (3) 779. 
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Under the doctrine of blending, the unilateral act does not stand a chance of being rejected or 

accepted by the family. It is an individual's autonomy to give up his individual right to property 

and treats it as family property. The property acquired as a result of such a denunciation takes 

on the characteristics of joint family property. 

The blending doctrine is unique to the Mitakshra School of Hindu law. While a coparcener is 

giving up his right to self-property, he is not permitted to make any gifts under Chapter VII of 

the Transfer of Property Act2. There is no donor or donee, and there is no question about their 

acceptance. 

As a result, in order to establish such abandonment, a clear purpose to give up separate rights 

must be established. Desertion cannot be conditional because other members of the family were 

allowed to use the property jointly with him, or because the income from the separate property 

was used out of generosity to support persons whom the holder was not obligated to support, 

or because separate accounts were not maintained. An act of generosity will not be considered 

an admission of legal liability. 

The principles of the doctrine of blending were explained in Ram Janam Singh v State of Uttar 

Pradesh and Another3 as follows:  

• Existence of a coparcenary joint family;  

• Existence of a separate and self-acquired property of a Hindu Coparcener; 

• A Hindu coparcener should acquire the property separately; 

• The coparcener should allow his joint family to use the property; 

• The coparcener must act of his free will;  

• The coparcener must intend to waive or abandon his claim to separate rights. 

 

WHAT IS A JOINT HINDU FAMILY? 

The notion of a Joint Hindu Family is an unavoidable and essential idea throughout Hindu 

family law, which is now controlled by the Hindu Succession Act, 1956. It is indeed a common 

 
2 See, Transfer of Property Act, 1982, §122. 
3 Ram Janam Singh v State of Uttar Pradesh, A.I.R. 1994 S.C. 1722. 

https://www.ijllr.com/
https://www.ijllr.com/volume-ii-issue-i


Indian Journal of Law and Legal Research                                                   Volume II Issue II | ISSN: 2582 8878 

                   

4 
 

occurrence in Hindu civilization. For a Hindu, it is indeed a never-ending process; if it has been 

brought to a halt in one generation by a division, it will immediately reappear in the next. This 

guideline lends credence to the notion that each and every Hindu family is a Joint Hindu family.  

As stated in Rukhmabai v. Lala LaxmiNarayan4, it is considered that the family remains to be 

a joint family if it is joint in matters of food, worship, and estate. Nevertheless, even though a 

family does not share meals and worship, i.e., if they live apart, they constitute a Joint Hindu 

Family if they share the estate. As determined throughout the case of Chhotey Lal and Ors. v. 

Jhandey Lal and Anr,5 a Joint Hindu Family is not a business nor a juristic personality since it 

lacks an independent legal existence from its members. It is a unit that is recognized in all 

things by the Karta6 of the family. 

The character of Joint Family 

Whatever the acquiring member's contribution from his self-acquired fund, if he takes the aid 

of any portion of joint or ancestral property in obtaining the property, however small that 

assistance may be, the property so acquired supposes the character of joint family property and 

cannot be asserted by him as self-acquisition. It was discovered that the extent of his 

contribution or that of the family property is sufficient to make the self-acquired property the 

joint family's property7.  

Burden to prove the Joint Status 

For more than a half-century, the law has held that where possession is obtained through an 

invalid sale, the vendee ipso facto acquires adverse possession from the date of possession 

itself, and in such a case, such person becomes the owner after the statutory period expires. The 

burden of proof is on the person asserting that it is his self-acquired property in this case8. 

It is far too well established that whenever the Kartha of a joint family purchases an item of 

property by selling an item of joint family property, the item so purchased must be treated as 

belonging to the joint family. 

 
4 Rukhmabai v. Lala LaxmiNarayan, A.I.R. 1960 S.C.R. (2) 253. 
5 Chhotey Lal v. Jhandey Lal, A.I.R. 1972 424. 
6 See, Hindu Succestion Act, 1956, §6. 
7 Bhimavarapu Subba Reddy v. B. Nagireddy, A.I.R. 1973 A.P. 184. 
8 Nakkalapu Annapurnamma v. Nakkalapu Narendra Kumar, 1997 (4) A.L.D. 97 (D.B.). 
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It is not necessary to use mathematical precession to prove that the sale proceeds were sufficient 

to purchase the new item or that the timing was correct as long as the sale of the joint family 

property and the purchase of a new item are contemporaneous9. 

Judicial Standing 

Not just in estate, but also in eating and devotion, a Joint Hindu family is commonplace. The 

presence of a joint estate is not required to form a joint family, therefore a family that does not 

possess any property might nonetheless be considered joint. The family ceases to be joint when 

the members of the family become separate in the estate. Simply separating eating and religion 

does not constitute a separation. 

As stated in Surjit Lal Chhabda v. Commissioner of Income Tax10, it includes of all male family 

members descended lineally up to any generation from a common ancestor, as well as their 

mothers, spouses, widows, and unmarried daughters. Until she marries, a daughter remains a 

member of her parents' joint family. She becomes a member of her husband's Joint Hindu 

family once she marries. 

If a daughter's husband abandons her or she becomes a widow and returns to her father's house 

permanently, she rejoins the Joint Hindu family. However, her children remain in their father's 

Joint Hindu family and do not join the mother's father's Joint Hindu family. Even an illegitimate 

offspring of a male descendent would be a member of his Join t Hindu Family, according to the 

case of Gur Narain Das v. Gur Tahal Das11. 

The estate of a Joint Hindu Family may not immediately stop to be Joint Hindu Family property 

essentially even though the family is represented by a single male representative who acquires 

rights that an unmitigated owner of a property may possess. It might even include two female 

members. A Hindu family must have at least two members to be considered a joint Hindu 

family. 

In the case of Anant v. Shankar12, it was found that a Hindu joint family is not permanently 

ended when the single surviving coparcener dies if it is conceivable in nature or law to add a 

male member to it. There might also be a joint family consisting solely of widows. 

 
9 Raavi Nookaraju v. Kotaru Latchayyamma, 2012 (3) A.L.D. 423. 
10 Surjit Lal Chhabda v. Commissioner of Income Tax, 1976 S.C.R. (2) 164. 
11 Gur Narain Das v. Gur Tahal Das, A.I.R. 1952 S.C. 225. 
12 Anant Bhikappa Patil v. Shankar Ramchandra Patil, A.I.R. 1943 P.C. 196. 
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INTER-RELATION BETWEEN THE DOCTRINE OF BLENDING AND JOINT 

STATUS 

As previously stated, a property may be acquired separately or independently by a member of 

a joint family. It is their choice to convert the same property into common stock in order to 

invalidate the entire self-claim over such property. Soon after rejecting such power, the property 

shifts to the realm of joint family, and the entire process culminates in the Doctrine. The 

concern now is what the joint status of a property is and how it plays a role in the constitution 

of the particular doctrine. 

When an individual declares his intention to do so, the property's character changes 

accordingly. First, we must comprehend the status of a joint family and its legal precedent. The 

law governing the blending of separate property with joint family property is thoroughly 

explained. Any properly self-proclaimed member of a joint Hindu-family property may assume 

the personality of being a joint family property only if the owner of the self-acquired property 

arrests his rights by creating his specific intent to waive off his separate rights. Judicial 

precedents have established that any contribution made to the self-acquired fund with the aid 

of any portion of joint or ancestral property, the property falls into the column of joint family 

property and cannot be rescued as a self-acquired one. It is necessary to deduct the aid from 

any portion of joint or ancestral property. 

DISSOLUTION OF JOINT STATUS 

It is an indisputable fact that in order to operate as a separate entity of joint status, the intention 

to separate one must be expressed in a definite and unequivocal manner. The above guidelines 

were cited in the case of Mudigowda Gowdappa Sankh & Ors v Ramachandra Ravagowda 

Sankh & Anr13. If the expressed intent is merely a ruse or a sham, the law recognizes no 

separation in joint status. It should not be assumed that a joint Hindu family will own any 

property jointly simply because any member of the joint family acquires it. It shall be obtained 

as one only when a presumption can be drawn and the burden of proof shifts to the person 

claiming the property as a self-acquisition. It is the party's responsibility to demonstrate self-

allegiance to a property and that the property was previously possessed by a joint family formed 

 
13 Mudigowda Gowdappa Sankh v. Ramachandra Ravagowda Sankh, A.I.R. 1969 1076, S.C.R. (3) 245. 
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by the centre from which the property was acquired. The preceding theory was derived from 

the case of Rajendra Nath Majhi v Tustu Charan Das & Anr14. 

JOINT FAMILY HYPOTHESIS 

The law governing the Doctrine of Blending is well-established. Property of a separate nature 

or acquired by a member of a joint Hindu family may be imbued with the character of joint 

family property. A person who voluntarily relinquishes his right to the self-proclaimed property 

must demonstrate such abdication and a clear intention to waive separate rights. In Lakkireddi 

Chinna Venkata Reddi v Lakkireddi Lakshmama15, it was held that the mere fact of other 

members of the family being allowed to use the property jointly with him, or the income from 

the separate property being used out of generosity to support a person whom the holder was not 

obligated to support, or the failure to maintain separate accounts, abandonment cannot be 

implied, because an act of gratitude is not ordinarily regarded as an admission of a legal 

obligation. Over time, it has been assumed that a Hindu family is jointly affiliated in all cases 

ranging from lifestyle to estate, and in cases where no proof of division has been provided, the 

same presumption or custom shall continue.  

In Adivappa v Bhimappa16, it was held that the burden is on the members who, after becoming 

a part of the joint family, later differ and claim the same property out of the same ancestral 

property as their self-acquired property.  

CONDITIONS REQUIRED TO BE DESIGNATED AS A JOINT FAMILY PROPERTY 

When a member seeks the assistance of any member of the joint family in acquiring a property, 

the property is presumed to be a joint family property and cannot be claimed by him as a self-

acquired one. In Bhimavarapu Subba Reddy & Anr. v. Nagireddy & Anr17., it was held that the 

mere participation or aid rescued from the joint family to acquire a self-property directly 

acquires the character of joint property and remains unchanged. It is a well-known fact that 

whenever the Kartha of a joint family purchases a property in exchange for or in exchange for 

the sale of an item of joint family property, the purchased property instantly gains the status of 

a joint property. 

 
14 Rajendra Nath Majhi v. Tustu Charan Das, A.I.R. 1979 Cal 105. 
15 Lakkireddi Chinna Venkata Reddi v. Lakkireddi Lakshmama, 1964 2 S.C.R. 779. 
16 Adiveppa v. Bhimappa, A.I.R. 2017 S.C. 4465. 
17 Bhimavarapu Subba Reddy v. Nagireddy, A.I.R. 1973 A.P. 184. 
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A joint family is not required to own property until the ancestral angel is well established and 

the property has evolved from such an ancestral nucleus. Once proven, the property will be 

acquired as a joint venture, with the said property designated as a self-property - Kolluru 

Sambasiva Rao v Kolluru Nagabhushanam Nageswara Rao and Others18. 

AUTONOMY AND BLENDING OF FEMALE MEMBERS 

Hindu female status has evolved over time, with various statuses being molded to support their 

autonomy in various cases. The doctrine of Blending was not in violation of the same. It 

entailed broadening the scope of one's property sharing by granting members of a joint family 

the license of general ownership and general enjoyment. However, the doctrine of blending 

does not cast a shadow over one's own interest in the property and does not encourage any slide 

in favour of relinquishing one's interest to the other. It is a unique power that is not drained by 

doctrine. The domain to exclusivity is well maintained. If a Hindu female from an undivided 

family attracts her entire constrained property with the character of joint family property, she 

creates a new exclusive of herself by not being able to claim a share in the joint family.  

A Hindu woman has property rights over her husband and his son, among other things. She has 

no ability to demand for a partition under Hindu Women's Right to Property and is only entitled 

to be maintained and demand a share in the joint family partition. Her right to partition in the 

Mitakshra joint family property arose as a result of her husband's death. The ‘Blending 

Doctrine' does not coincide with the Hindu female absolute right to a property in the joint family 

stock. The Hindu coparcenary is a narrow structure, and inheritance is only acquired by those 

who are born into it. The succession line is narrow and less widely publicized. The next three 

generations are of male descent and are unbreakable. As a result, a Hindu female is not 

recognized as a Coparcener, and the right to reunite is only in the hands of Hindu males. As a 

result, the Hindu female's rights are being eroded, as they are prevented from exercising their 

power of blending a property self-ownership and absolute to them with joint family property. 

The list of things in society hasn't been normalized and can be minimized with the small fact 

that the right prohibits women from making an investment or attempting to invest in their own 

family. Regardless of how many new statues arrive each day in formation, the trash has been 

everywhere. 

 
18 Kolluru Sambasiva Rao v. Kolluru Nagabhushanam Nageswara Rao, 1993 3 A.L.T. 256. 
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THE SUPREME COURT'S STANCE ON HINDU WOMEN'S AUTONOMY OVER 

PROPERTY AND THEIR RIGHTS UNDER THE DOCTRINE OF BLENDING 

I. The court ruled in Pushpa Devi v Commissioner19 of Income Tax that- 

1. The coparcener has the sovereign power to blend, and a woman in violation of customs 

and laws enacted over time cannot be one. As a result, their right to blend rather than 

be a member of the joint family is eroded. The distinction will not be made if the 

property in question is absolutely owned by the female or if she has a limited state in 

the property. Her position would remain unchanged indefinitely. 

2. The doctrine of Blending entails broad sharing of one's property by granting members 

of one's joint family the privilege of general ownership and general enjoyment of such 

property. The blending does not relinquish one's own interest in another's errand. It is a 

process that promotes sharing in general while not duly surrendering one's interest 

against the others. If a Hindu female impresses her limited right with joint family 

property, she will end up cheating herself by not being able to claim a share in the joint 

family. In the joint family, she has no right of survivorship, which prevents her from 

blending. Her rights are dependent on her husband's and son's rights (the male members 

of the family). A Hindu female does not have the right to property in order to file a 

petition. They are only permitted to be maintained if they claim a share of the joint 

family partition taking her place. 

3. The Hindu Women's Right to Property Act20 grants a Hindu female the right to demand 

a partition in the joint family property of the Mitakshra joint family upon the death of 

her husband. As a result, blending does not work as well for a Hindu female as it does 

for a Hindu male. 

The income of Rs. 21,544/- from Nishant Talkies is not available in the hands of a Hindu 

undivided family in this case because the appellant has combined it with joint family property. 

The appellant should have been considered to have made a gift of the items listed in her 

proclamation. The income from the property gifted to the Hindu joint family will be taxed in 

accordance with the law. The sole issue here is whether the female had a role as a member of a 

joint family and whether they could combine her separate property with joint family property. 

 
19 Pushpa Devi v. CIT, A.I.R. 1977 S.C. 2230. 
20 See, Hindu Women’s Right to Property Act, 1937, §3. 
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II. In the case of Mallesappa Bandappa Desai & Ors. v Desai Mallesappa & Ors21, the 

appellant had purchased a suit for partition of joint properties against their uncle and others. 

The case started when they and respondent 1 were each entitled to half of those properties. 

Except for a few points, the trial court issued a decision in favour of the appellants. The 

respondent 1 challenged the decree in the Madras High Court, claiming that the appellants were 

not entitled to the shares in the Jonnagri properties. The High Court accepted the argument to 

the point of changing the trial court's decision. 

III. In the case of Lakkireddi Chinna Venkata Reddi v Lakkireddy Lakshmama,22 according to 

the law, Lakkireddi (supra) may impress his self-acquired property into the joint property if he 

willingly throws it in the common stock with the clear intention of deserting his separate claim. 

The male members of the family allegedly impressed a character as to a will with the character 

of a joint family property. 

IV. In Rajani Kanta Pal & Ors. v. Joga Mohan Pal23, the main point of contention will be 

whether blending occurred among male members of a joint family and whether the Mitakshra 

rule of blending applied to brothers living together. The Dayabhaga School of Law formed and 

governed the joined family. The Privy Council offers additional blending space to Dayabhaga 

families. 

V. In Commissioner of Gift -tax, Delhi v. Munshi Lal24, the Delhi High Court ruled that one of 

the assesses was a female member of the Hindu Joint family, and the dispute was that she had 

intimidated her separate property by imbuing it with the characteristics of joint family property. 

The case did not address whether a female member could combine her property with joint 

family property. The proclivity to mix was assumed for both male and female assessors who 

were legal members of the Hindu Joint Family. 

To put an abrupt end to the process of wider sharing of one's own properties by granting 

members of one's joint family general proprietorship and enjoyment of such properties. 

Blending diminishes oneself by foregoing one's own interests in best interest of those of others. 

Blending is a dignified term for sharing with others rather than giving up one's interests in 

favour of others to the exclusion of oneself. 

 
21 Mallesappa Bandappa Desai v. Desai Mallesappa, A.I.R. 1961 S.C. 1268. 
22 Lakkireddi Chinna Venkata Reddi v. Lakkireddy Lakshmama, A.I.R. 1963 S.C. 1601. 
23 Rajani Kanta Pal & Ors. v. Joga Mohan Pal, 1923 50 I.A. 173. 
24 Commissioner of Gift -tax, Delhi v. Munshi Lal, 1972 85 I.T.R. 129. 
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A Hindu female member of an undivided family imbues her absolute, exclusive property with 

the character of joint family property; she introduces new claimants to her property to the 

exclusion of herself because she is not a coparcener; and she has no right to claim a share in 

the joint family property by requesting partition. She has no right of survivorship and is only 

entitled to maintenance from the joint family property. However, her right to demand a share 

of the joint family property is subject, among other things, to the partition taking place between 

her husband and her son. According to the Hindu Women's Right to Property Act25, the 

strictness in property demand is only available to women upon the death of her spouse. As a 

result, it can be correctly stated that the blending process is not for Hindu females and is not in 

accordance with any law pertaining to her rights. She has either absolute or limited ownership 

of a property. 

As a result, a Hindu female is not a coparcener, and the right to reunite is restricted to males 

under Hindu law. Hindu females are generally barred from the entire fundamental of blending 

rather than acquiring a separate property of which she is the sole owner. 

CONDITIONS FOR BLENDING OF PROPERTY 

Certain ingredients must be performed regardless of whether a specific schedule property will 

be blended with the joint family property or not. The doctrine of blending in various aspects 

was enumerated in the case of Ram Janam Singh v. State of Uttar Pradesh26 and others. 

It should be noted that a Hindu family is not a creature or the result of a contract. The doctrine 

has been most eloquently defined as the dumping of property into the "common stock" or 

"common hotchpots." Before proceeding to the next issue, we must first investigate this 

throwing procedure. The entire concept of ‘common stock' was explained in Malleshappa 

Bendeppa Desai v. Desai Mallappa27. It is the right of a coparcener who owns a separate 

property and has an interest in the coparcenary property. The right of coparcenary is absolute 

and essential in order to allow this throwing of self-acquired property into a "common stock."  

When a property acquires the characteristics of a joint property, its separate entity ceases to 

exist. The owner's volition and intention in voluntarily surrendering his separate right in the 

separate property resulting in mixing rather than physical mixing. Throwing into a 'common 

 
25 See, Hindu Women’s Right to Property Act, 1937, §3(2). 
26 Ram Janam Singh v. State of Uttar Pradesh, A.I.R. 1994 S.C. 1722. 
27 Malleshappa Bendeppa Desai v. Desai Mallappa, 1961 3 S.C.R. 779. 
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stock' is a unilateral action. The family has no basis for accepting or rejecting the proposal. It 

is the owner's voluntary choice to combine his property with the family's property. His interest 

in the same should be purely voluntary. He tends to declare the property to be joint family 

property and denounces his self-acquired right and property by presuming the property to be 

joint family property. For blending, no gifts are made under Chapter VII of the Transfer of 

Property Act. It is also unique to the Mitakshra School of Hindu law. There is no such thing as 

a donor or a donee.  

The doctrine of blending was well explained in Lakkireddi Chinna Venkata Reddi & others v. 

Lakkireddi Laksh28. It stated that any law relating to the blending of separate property with 

jointly owned property is done voluntarily by the owner with the intent of abandoning his 

separate claim over the same property. It is established that the owner's aim should be clear and 

knowingly waived off his rights. The mere fact that the same property is to be used by other 

members of the family, or that the income from the separate property was used generously to 

support the other person whom the holder was not supposed to help, or any such act of 

benevolence, cannot be admitted as a legal obligation. 

CAN THERE BE A PLEA FOR BLENDING? 

The issue of fact remains the blending doctrine's plea. A second stage of appeal cannot be 

considered in the absence of reasonable groundwork and evidence. There is no foundational 

fact pertaining to the Plaintiff's property blending. The suit property is directly transferred to 

the parties' joint family property. This stance was taken by Mallesappa Bandeppa Desai and 

others vs. Desai Mallappa and another29. 

THE DOCTRINE OF BLENDING’S JUDGEMENT’S 

1. In Ramaswami Nayakar v. Raja Padayachi30, it was held that it is a question of fact and 

essential to know whether any member of a joint family willingly threw his self-

acquired property into the stock with the other joint families. 

2. In Pearey Lal v. Nanak Chand31, a father who had no ancestral property started a 

business, and his son claimed it based on its connection with the joint family business. 

It was up to the son to establish a link between his father's separate business and the 

 
28 Lakkireddi Chinna Venkata Reddi & others v. Lakkireddi Laksh, 1964 2 S.C.R. 1972. 
29 Mallesappa Bandeppa Desai v. Desai Mallappa, A.I.R. 1961 S.C. 1268. 
30 Ramaswami Nayakar v. Raja Padayachi, A.I.R. 1926 Mad 963. 
31 Pearey Lal v. Nanak Chand, A.I.R. 1948 P.C. 108. 
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ancestral property, as there was none. He had to prove the preceding point in order to 

classify the business's association in order to raise a similar reference that his father had 

made the business as a joint family business rather than a separate entity based business. 

3. In Damodar Krishnaji Nirgude v. Commissioner of Income Tax32, it was held that any 

member of a Hindu joint family could throw his self-acquired property into the family 

business/property even if no joint property existed. 

4. The preceding lead was changed in Natesan v. Commissioner of Income Tax33. And any 

coparcener could throw his property into a joint venture with his family's property to 

his will and voluntary act. The existence of such a property as an ancestral property is 

not required. In the absence of joint property in a family, the concept of common stock 

is merely friction and an expression to describe conversion. The declaration by the 

owner of the separate property will be sufficient to change the property's nature to that 

of a joint family property. Blending self-acquired property with ancestral or joint family 

property implied the extension of a joint family property. 

 

TO CONCLUDE 

The Doctrine of Blending is a return of a unilateral act in which those properties are 

incorporated into a common one. As soon as he declares his actual intent, the character switches 

to the joint family. The intent to get away with such separate rights must be established, along 

with a clear intention to do so. The same intention cannot be cast aside simply because the 

owner allows other members of his family to use the property. Any act performed in the spirit 

of assistance and generosity cannot be misconstrued as a legal or entitled obligation. Any other 

presumption must be avoided for the doctrine to work. It is up to the individual to demonstrate 

their commitment to such blending and ensure that it endures over time under certain 

conditions. 

The Doctrine of Blending grants a person the chance to submit their self-acquired property to 

a joint family property, which he does voluntarily and with the express intent of deserting all 

claims to such property. By operation of the doctrine, such property becomes functional under 

the joint family property. The rule of blending under Hindu Law encourages a coparcener to 

throw his self-acquired property into the joint family property and agree to be a voluntary part 

 
32 Damodar Krishnaji Nirgude v. Commissioner of Income Tax, 1962 46 I.T.R 1252 (Bom). 
33 A. Natesan v. Commissioner of Income Tax, 1964 51 I.T.R. 386.  
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of it. It should be noted that it is not necessary for every joint family to own joint property, nor 

is any achievement made by any member of the joint family joint family property. 

It is the duty of the individual who claims the property as a self-acquisition to prove his claim. 

While the ancestral property is proven, all subsequent acquisitions, regardless of whether they 

are in the name of ‘Karta' or another member of the joint family, including female members, 

are alleged to be joint family properties. To recognize the consent of the owner of self-acquired 

property as neutral and independent, free of coercion. The doctrine should be clear about a 

person's right to blend when there is no joint property as such.  

Thus, the doctrine is a combination of two properties or the conversion of one property into 

another. As a result, the entire study reveals the fundamental structure of the doctrine of 

blending. The doctrine of blending could benefit from adding more emphasis to the fact of 

Hindu females' status in joint families and their role as coparceners. 
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