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Is live-in relationship, the escape route to aygjq ,,
commitments of marriage? e

-D’:/I)aja:hr,l"’ )

Introduction ‘

The era of globalisation and the development rel{dtcd to that js char,;.
concept of morality. The words, ‘right or wrong: 15 defined by ez ‘B8
according to his own understanding of t?le concept pf morzlity, . | R
marriage is still holding a sacramental place 1n Indian society. ‘

The word marriage sounds very attractive. But the responsibilise, .
commitments tagged along with that makes one to repel to the ., B
institution of marriage. The concept of family, as the basic unit of the 50 ..
withering away. The live-in relationship is developed as an zltermzr,,, B
marriage. It is considered as immoral and against the basic unit of the 1.8
At the same time considered as most convenient and comfortable.
Marriage

Marriage is a social institution, which is the foundation of any good soci= i
It is the basis for the family. Marriage is considered as very sacramentz]. Zig8
though marriages are between two individuals, it binds two families tozez
The society and the Indian Legislatures, attempt to protect marriage.

reproduction, nurturance, protection of children, socizlization, consumptizi}
and passing on of the race’.

Hinduism é F
: f;

Grahastashram, Vanaprasta and Sanyasa. The second stage Grahasta shramzz|
marriage. Marriage is very important for 2 Hindu man as without wife &2}
cannot conduct many rituals and also w?thout marriage one cannot have 2 So= |
who helps him to attain moksha and rebirth as a human being. As divorce iso? |

an acceptable event in Hinduism, marriage gives social security to the who?
family.
Christianity |
Marriage in Christians js the covenant ot(”j love. The bonding of love berwess |
2 man and a woman becomes strong and sccurc:’ with the marriage, They
consider God himself is the author of marr;agc nd marriage is ncedeg 1o g
many benefits and to achieve many purposes.

Islam

Marriage |
fessor, SDM Law College, Mangalore. D.K. Ksmataka, Indiy —=""~
€80T, ¢
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| Islam is to give rise to family. The offspring vy
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\ is 0ot respf"i’te;i‘hm ﬂl;el?ocwty. They claim marriage for spiritual
and peace. They believe marriage is a divine mandate which
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“ lr‘ﬂcltlgttcl:ls cooperation and partnership between husband and wife in life.
v

Qe

udiciar)’

\di““‘] " r
1 | definition of marriage can be given in Hyde v Hyde and

The leg? ) :
oY o nansee where Lord Penzance defined marriage as the ‘voluntary union
3 ﬁ(rlifc ofone man and one woman, to the exclusion of all others .
\ I\ . /
o Live-in Relationshlp
bl The birth of live-in relationship, its origin, can be traced back to the western

! countries where the yomlgs_ters were sharing the accommodation and other
pcilities in 8B af:comn}odatmn only to cut down the cost of living. This cost
| yttingmeasureis considered as the new trend and is followed by India.

The lack of commitment, the disrespect for permanent social bonds,
- oconOmic freedom, lack of tolerance in relationship has made its transition
fommarriage to love marriage to live-inrelationships’

In western countries live-in relationship is common as the marriage is not so
sacramental and considered as contract between a male and female only. There
\nmarried male and female live under one roof for their happiness. The USA,
Sweden and Denmark are given equal rights to couples in live-in, as marriage.

UK, live-in is governed by Civil Partriership Act, 2004. But in 2010, it is
2| given by House of Commons that, the couples do not get right in each other’s
facto relationship between a

.} bouses if they break up. Australia considers de- _
| manand a woman even ifthey are not married and justliving-in to gether.

In India, 2 male and a female start . living together to check their

' compatibility before getting committed to marriage, before taking up the .
responsibilities of family. Whatever reasons are given, this relationship is still N\

. not recognised easily by the society as it is considered as immoral act. Live-in
relationship is mainly practiced in metropolitan cities and is difficult to have in
.| ‘malltowns as people are not broadminded and most of them are known to each
other. But it is seen that, there is a gradual transition in India from the sacrament
! :f amanged marriages to love marriages and ultimately to live-in relatioqshnps,
“U¢ lo many reasons like lack of tolerance, financial insecurity, commitment
“%. The trend is good or bad, only time can decide as any other revolutionary

’.j’dnr L :
geshappened in India.

The livesin valag: .
fhir.-ndsh;’(’m relationship was prevale

2 s e

(== -

[

India too as ‘maitri-karar’

nt in ancient :
d into agreement to live

d a girl enter¢

P agreement), wh boy an :
ether , , where a boy ; or lIVEHTT

I alio;i;:pd take care of each other. There arc many lc‘,‘sﬁns lc:‘ﬁ.t;.kl /"f"\‘l-\\

a 4 X - . . . . J Sc > . \,,‘\/’/ N

- Ips than getting married, which s legal and soctally {3 ({‘\‘ )N}
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: \!:rﬁ?a[‘},k' 1P &D, 130
Weeyye 1e8oclo-Legal Dimenslons of Live
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ing to western countries for g
. The youngsters going . udy
| get igto this relationship for emotional or financij) ¢ Pu%x

. ¢ :

2. Some are trying to understand their partners befo pﬁ&n, " ..

| y Lo B
I

4§
(A 7

re
permanent wed lock.

3. Some are in love and want to spend more time Wil
may not be ready for marriage commitments duc ¢, var

4. The main reason is to avoid the responsibilitics ¢, R
. : o
marriage. o . | N

5. The new trend in the society is, economically ind. oh

hej

Ct 2
female have a tendency to show that they are moder ands, Wy,

[hCyf
westem culture,

Indian Judiciary on Live-in Relationship

In India, till date there is no specific legislation enacted to deal iy,
relationship. The Protection of Women from Domestiq Violence A,
provides some kind of protection to the aggrieved parties from an
atrocities faced by the females living in relationship in the nature
Act defines an ‘aggrieved person’ covered under this Act as “any
is, or has been, in a domestic relationship with the respondent and

= ‘:ﬁ—'

of mama

shared household, when they are relat
through a relationship in the nature o
members living together asa joint family”
restricted to marital context alone’, The
relationships as marriages. Supreme Co
relationship is neither a crime nor a sin
country. The decision to marry or not

Y. lhe ; to marry or to have g heterosexuil .;
relationship is Intensely personal’, '

maintenance. The NCW recommended that womey, in live
should be entitled to maintenance if the man desertg her.

On 23.03.2010 the Hon’ble SCj J

woman are living together without marriage, then it cg
offence. The court said even Lord Krishna and Radhg

to mythology. The court also held that living together js 5 Part ofthe righy ¢, 1if:
WAr.21 ofthe Indian Constitution anditisnota‘“criming ghttolife

loffence”
4 Nelasco Shobana, “'Stats of Women in India” (Deep and Deep Publications py. Lid, N i [)!,II
2010, 1 Qethi,
5 IndraSarmaV VKV, Surmu, AIR 2014 8C ( 309). =%
6 S Khushboo Vs Kannlanmal (2010)55CC 600 \ -+
58 A
L ¥

WK

=
=

king 8

ed by consanguinity, marriage, o&
f marriage, adoption or are famip}e
. The ‘domestic relationships’arepy
Supreme Court validated long-temf
urt opined Live-in or marriage [k}
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s prior to independence like A p
nthe cid Jown 8 general rule — if a man 5
eath or. the law will presume that they

inohamy v Blahamy', the Privy
nd a woman are proved to have

,the ) were living together with a valid
e = sndnotlike concubinage, unless the contrary is proved.

ot Jika v State an.}"’.' the SC observed
[n Ra in live in relationship, then they
ol “'Sglchild would be considered legitimate.

ll . . .9
i P asad v Dy. Director of Consolidation’, was the first case came up

independence. Here the S : .
court after 1ndepe! © supreme Court recognized live-
3 ip s valid marnage as partners lived together for 50 yefrz. .

¢
lor Superintendent Nari '

payal Katara v. duperintendent Nari Niketan Kandri Vihar Aera and
odfgﬁm'he Allahabad High Court ruled out that “a lady of 2] years ogge isa
T and therefore has the right to go anywhere and can live together with a

»
anorawoman

[ Patel and othqrs" case the apex court observed that live- in —relation
petween tWo adult without formal marriage cannot be construed as an offence.

In Lata Singh v Stafe -of UP & Anr" the Apex Court held that live-in
¢lationship was permissible only between unmarried major persons of

heterogeneous Sex. If a spouse is married, the man could be guilty of adultery
punishable under section 497 of the IPC.

In Abhijit Bhikaseth Auti v.State of Maharashtra and Others" on
16.09.2009, the SC observed that it is not necessary for woman to establish
marriage in case of live-in relationship to claim maintenance under sec. 125 of
CrPC.

Joseph Shine V Union of India", The Supreme Court has declared that
Section 497 is unconstitutional. Adultery is not a crime. The court declared that
Section 497 of the Indian Penal Code - the adultery law - was unconstitutional.
The Section reads: “Whoever has sexual intercourse with a person who is and
whom he knows or has reason to believe to be the wife of another man, without
the consent or connivance of that man, such sexual intercourse not amounting
wiheoffence of rape, is guilty of the offence of adultery”.

Rights of the Children of Live-in Relationship

. Property rights refer to the inheritance rights of children. Under the Hindu
- ‘tession Act, 1956, a legitimate Child, both son and daughter form the Class-

that if for a long time a man
are treated as a married couple

1 s in the Joint Family Property. On the other hand, an illegitimate child

. C.185
' /'-"{]964 Madh
) P
J'l :‘l'!:i]{)?x SC ]557l‘a 307
If fz«xjk,,',fs‘.‘é."cf’-7§gpcal No. 16876 02001 Decided On, 17 May 2001
L)
1 065C5
¢ W['(”’AIRBOmZIZ
C1l)No.194/
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under Hindu Law inherits the property of his mother only apgq . |
0t 1},0

father. by

In the casc of SPS Balasubramanyam v. Sruttayan' the Sc
man and woman are living under the same roof as husbang
cohabiting for few years, there will be a presumption under Secy;,,, , Ve f
Evidence Act, of wedlock and the children born to them will not btqn J1g
This was o case wherein the apex court for the first time upheld 1?, e ;
of the children born out of a live-in relationship. The court intz Icgili;,;
statutc of such a child to be in concurrence with Article 39(f) of the ¢ Tty
of India which lays down the responsibility of the State to provide t}? Astiy, B
with adequate opportunity to develop in a normal manner and safe :Jchjlri- [
interests. 8uarqy,

Legitimacy has always formed a pre-requisite for the inheritance . |
under Hindu law. Consequently, the Courts have always ensured that ap, e
who is born from a live-in relationship of a reasonable period shou] d),: -
denied the right to inheritance and this practice is in sync with Article 39?!' i
the Constitution of India'®. The Supreme Court in Vidyadhari vSukhranaf{/ 1
observed a landmark judgment where the Court granted the right of inhen’n;. :
to the children born from a live-in relationship and ascribed them wit ¢}
status of “legal heirs”.

In 2010, live-in relationship suffered a setback, in a family dispute cz§-
Bharatha Mata V R Vijeya Renganathan'. Here Supreme Court held tha f
child born out of a live-in relationship was not entitled to the righis
inheritance in Hindu Ancestral Coparcenary Property. This appears to beff
general law but its root lies in the facts, specific to this case. This ruling canz [
be construed as a general law, as it is only justified in this peculiar case. If.:
case, itis applied to all live-in relations having long term, then it would resuli
gross miscarriage of justice. )

In his criticism of the Bharata Matha case” Justice Ganguly discusse¢df
the issue of live-in relationships and property rights of a child born out of sucti
relationship. He stated that the legislature has used the word “propert. R
Section 16(3) of the Hindu Marriage Act, 1955% and is actually siler’ g
whether such a property is meant to be an ancestral or a self-acquired pro} **

had g,
and ../ ¢

15 1994 AIR 133,1994 SCC(1)460 )

16 Atticle 39 (f) of Constitution of India - children are given opportunities and facilities to devele™®
healthy manner and in conditions of freedom and dignity and that childhood and youth ar¢ pro'="
against exploitation and againstmoral and material abandonment. ;

17 AIR2008SC 1420

18 (2010)INSC413

19 Ibld A

20 Section 16(3) of the Hindu Marrlage Act, 1955 - Nothing contained in sub-section (1)or sub-scf“;‘.r
(2) shall be construcd as conferring upon any child of a marriage which is null and void of whie f«
annulled by a decree of nullity under section 12, any rights in or to the property of ap P'é?%
than the parents, in any case where, but for the passing of this Act, such child would h‘“’c,l‘].!!' :
iqcapablc of posscssing or acquiring uny such rights by rcason of his not being thﬂ,cgitil a(cfh‘
his parents. [ ~§:/\' 1,’.

(- \/
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| gnd 1 llfalrbitrﬂﬂly denied.

. vt of such an uncertainty,

.

the concerneg child’s right to property

conn®

' drcn : . .
ch]]l o the eyes_ofllhclla\_’v.' Thus, such discrimination against them and
chi -1 treatment of other legitimate children who are legitimately entitled to

uneque = i the property of their _ .

hts in the prop parents, both self-

A1 the f;ﬁn‘ to an amendment made to this section, Acquired and aicea
In. Parayan Kand{,zval E_ravath Kanapravan Kalliani Amma (Smt.) & Ors.

5. K. Devi and Ors” the judge observed that the /M4, 1955, a beneficial

S- . 4 .
egislation, has to be interpreted in a manner which advances the objective of

the law.

The intention of the- HMA -1 955 with respect to Section 16 and the
subsequent amenfiment 'ehmu;atmg Fhe distinction between children born out
of validvoid/voidable marriages is to bring about social reforms and
confermentof the social status of legitimacy on innocent children which would
sctually be undermined by imposing restrictions on rights guaranteed under
the said section. : ' :

Revanasiddappa & Anr. vs Mallikarjun & Ors.”, the court stated that
imespective of the relationship between parents, birth of a child has to be taken
independently. It is clear that a child born out of such relationship is innocent
and is entitled to all the rights and privileges available to children born out of
valid marriages. This is the crux of Section 16(3) of the amended Hindu
Marriage Act, 1955. X a0

Inthe modern days, cases like Tulsa v Durgatia™ have held that a child born
from such a relationship will no more be considered as an illegitimate child.

The crucial pre-condition for a child born out of a live-in relationship to be
not treated as illegitimate is that the parents must have lived under one roof and
co-habited for a significantly long time for society to recognize them as
husband and wife and “it should not be a “walk in and walk out” relationship, as
the Supreme Court has pointed out in its 2010 judgment of Madan Mohan
P ,

! Clouses (1) and (2) of Section 16 of HMA, 1955 - Legitimacy of children of void and voidable

| ”félfmgc,.

" Notwithstandi jage i i i hild of such marriage who
€ : rsection 11, any child o .
el i i o s ¢ legitimate, whether suchchild

would hs > : : id, shallb :
have been legitimate if the marriage hid hecn /28 (Amendment) Act, 1976 (68 ot

18 bom befo i i
T€ Or f the Marriage L ) i
97 € or after the commencement 0 o ii Lcspect of that marrioge under this Act

e than on a petition under thisAct.
i or section 12, any child
1d have been the legitimate child of the

Lgotten g i ‘ . ou .
orconceived before the docrec is made, pod n dissolved instead of being annulled,

Patties 10 gy marriage if at the datc of the decree it had bee

2 Shallbe . : b deereo of nullity.
;’ flf‘;’)(:;e]llgég."c"'cdlubcthcirlcgilimutcchildnolwnhstundmblhuduu.un e
) X b . /
% 301 13435, /
0480 113 -C) f:{ |
v\ WV
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Maintenance 1§ OFF
person. 1t forms a very jimportant

s{ten explained os the obligation to provide fo
aspect in the case of a child born OUIr oy
i Adoptions and Maintenance 4 C‘:f al, kv

in relationship. Un‘dcr the Hine | j
Section 21,0 legitimnte son, son of a pre cc'cascd' son or the ¢ |
h jsonofa pmdcccnscd son, so long hc is aminor or/and 3 lcg: T

|

pu\icccasm N

: Cor yter of a son or the : .
qnmarricd danghter or unmar icd dougl unmarrie( g |
of'a pw-dcccnsed son of n pre-dec

cased son shall be maintained as depent |
by higher tather or the estate of his/her deceased father. A child bory c,f] i

live-in relationships had not been covered under this Section of the giy, 1
and consequently had been denied the i ght to be maintained under this st.amf -

The Indian judiciary used its power to achieve gle ends of social justice j;
Jandmark case of Dimple Gupta v Rajiv Gupta held that even an il ]Cgirinz
child who is born out of an illicit relationship is entitled to maintenance ;-
Section 125 of the Cr P C (Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973) which prm-;':L
maintenance to children whether they are legitimate or illegitimate while )
arc minors and cven after such a child has attained majority if he/she is un: |
to maintain himself/herself. Even though there have been quite some cases |
have upheld the maintenance rights of live-in partners where the statutes -4
interpreted in a very broad manner to include female live- in partners §

“legally wedded wives”.
However, in the case of Savitaben

-

- o< DD D omDo? SR

Somabhai Bhatiya v State of Guirzf
made an exception where the live-in partner had assumed the role of aseccf
wife and was not granted any maintenance, whereas the child born out it
said relationship was granted maintenance. |

The denial of providing maintenance to a child born out of a I"*§
relationship can also be challenged under Article 32 (Remedie:
enforcement of rights) of the Constitution of India amounting to a violati>™ f
the fundamental rights which guarantees under Article 21 which provid :°§
the Right to Life and Personal Liberty. Such a denial can deprive an indiv <4
of his/her right to lead his/her life with dignity, and this has been upheldt
Kerala High Courtin P V Susheela v Komalavally.™

The unequal treatment of a child born out ofa live-in relationship anda+*
born out of a marital relationship even though both are perceived as legiti §
in the eyes of law can amount 1o a violation of Article 14 which ;1}t“"?“ ]
Lzquahity before Law™ Adding feather to the cap, the Supreme Court of Inid

RS ES e

b, b ey

ro

24 AIR20105C 63) '

2, AN 20105 230 S
PR 2005 50 1509 /‘\: 4
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N\
. Wy
paschaiammal” differentiated hatvenas wre. - Y
v DI . " f‘i between “live-in relationship™
™ in the nature of mamage” and laid condirianc ¢
S hif A L oon didd conditions for women
L e in Ly e-n-relationship. In the ;
3T intens ! _ : - the judgement Justices
et ™0 g and T 8 Thakur opined that in order 1 i
o oy et et REY 1o Gl i ¢r to get maintenance, ¢
N en it ot ‘“‘l ] i W the following four requirements:
N " uple qust ho sy SCIVES Ol:! 1o society as being akin to spouses
A PN . YAy noe N y Ay . Py
O st e of legal age to I;lzm (3)They must be otherwise qualified to
G ey age Inc \ .
Je -'\\;n 4 legal marmage nciuding being unmarried ()They must have
A\ \ ' thimted and held themselves out to the world as being akin to
N At n N SN N N 4y 2N 3
N R E‘r 4 significant period of time. The court further stated that a
) S yyy ¢ \ at? S N H
SIS i in the nature of mamage under the Domestic Violence Act 2005
TG flfl the above requirements, and in additions the parties must have
~a It _— " ' . . ’ ~
1S e in a “shared houschold™ as defined in Section 2(S) of the Act.
E.v-‘:“\‘_ “wending weekends together or a one night stand would not make it
& :“‘*';:;;'ﬁlstionihi}-‘- Justice Katju further elaborated, “In our opinion not all
N i‘w‘:;}\lsﬁonships will amount to a relationship in the nature of marriage to
%5 “‘f.s:.-bensﬁtof the Act 0of 2003. To get such benefit the conditions mentioned
» \e\we must be satisfied, and this has to be proved by evidence. If'a man
| i 2 “keep” whom he maintains financially and uses mainly for sexual
| ~oseandoras aservant, it would not, in our opinion, be a relationship in the
=1 of marriage. No doubt the view we are taking would exclude many
| semeawho have had a live-in relationship from the bcx}?lxt of the 2005 Act,
~ | e enitisnot for this court to legislate or amend the law™.
) . _ n
-~ | LiveinRelationship and Marriage—Socio-Legal Impact
nd | Ace
VL. . 'Y o .
“*| People in live-in relationship arc very young when they cnter nto
h rl:tonship, but as they grow old, relationship fades away unlike the case ot
~i | numiage, where people are committed and will be together for the fear of the
for f sciety,
'Y Compatibilj
: ility
for N B
us! . Normally a man and a woman are living together to hpvv: good cl:;mt\l““‘l“l“}‘
the i'j“\ccn them, so that they can think of getting married in llltller. l utas “10 (t)'l\‘r:
’ . 3 AQ o L S W
‘nr;rfcct, after some the partners will lose interest in cach other anc
ild \ "gnegative aspects of the behaviour of cach other.
2 ptance
N2 ‘vlr’h ‘ = + heartedly
_ Mever oot 2 g o 3 whole heartedly
i 'thc:icl:cr said and done, live-in relationship is not odate the freedom
ihe - ¥ the Indian society, it is just tolerated, to accomm !
cople, B o  1ared very sacramental and gets sociely’s_
Yoy Ut marriage is considered very N A !
4 \ _____ RN ’\\ l \ \\\
'v‘mlo I ‘
| 'DM)'OSCC469 \ \ \ | v
ay, Ly ' /
| MEve-In-Relattonship (Yking Books, Jaipur.2011)
' 63
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Children o

Children are not welcomed in live-in relat.lonshlps as th.e Purpog,
relationship is enjoyment without any commitment. Even if Childre, "
they zre not sccured as both male and female BE Mot g,
resimonsmiliry. Kids from wedlock are recognised as legitimate and,
legal rights by birth.

Emotional Trauma

As there is no security in live-in relationship, partners develop .
emotional issues, if there is no compatibility between them. Becayse lh»
consent from the family and no acceptance from the society, they ..
discuss their emotional state with anybody and thereby get into ey,
instability. [n Marriage couple are supported by family and society ;.
emotional instability. "

Health Issues and Old Age Problems

As there is no commitment to take responsibility in live-in relationsb;'p‘:
parters are not bothered enough to take care of each other, on health 1ssuzs >
atoldage. In the case of marriage, whole family will take care of each other.

Legality
Law in.India has not recognised live-in relationship as a whole. Wome1
k!ds are given some protection under some legislation. But, as it is, there 53
directlaw on live-in and the male and female will not getlegal protection f-r4
the legal problems, unless they are able to prove their long term relatiorsi
and intention to stay together. ,
Analysis
Based on the judgements of Apex Court o live-in relationshi A
- S - t &
analyse that live-in relationship can be considered for the pmtzg';lgf f,}?fg;
in kids, only if the partners are able to prove certain aspects. He 3!
understand that in case a couple is not able to prove the relan: {1? ey don
get the security under law. But in many cases. |; onsitip, theydo

, live< X 4
considered far better than or equal to maﬁtalrelationshj‘];es I relationships

'
‘A
1z

Duration of living together

artners are not able to prove their livi :

!fthcp P ; ving together forSOme reasonabl?
period, then they do not get any security under law, A there i _ .
reasonable period is to be understood from case to case basig by ?}? specific law,

€ courts.

Shared household ‘

Living together means, sharing a household, and nq, any
meeting at a decided placc at spcciﬁc interval of time or oy Weeke n
there are many couples who for different reasons do not g, nds

Te the {4
but live together for years. [
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fic l.csponsibilil_y 15 given 1o wom
| happen both in _man'iage and li
plesare economically independ

omCSth
Ol“CS.l
s Wi
ouples
o hiccou
pooling of resources
supporting cach other and the kids financig]|

i immovable properties in joint names,
AcquIniiS hares in separate and joint names are

ysinesss S . . .
puwntim‘ of staying toge:th_el. But there are many i
in heron their individual income and do net

en or s!mred between both the
ve-n, In live-in sharing is more as
entorrespect cach other.

Y, sharing bank accounts,
long-term investments in
the few factors shows the
nstances where two people
e share any financ
h\LlOgc ) y €S.
sexual Relationship

The religious scriptures have validated marr
rclationship bctw;en husband aqd wif:e is
live-in relationships sexual relationship between a male and a female is for
pleasure. One cannot say that they do not have intimate, emotional relationship

and caring like m.arriage and it is known factor that marriage does not
cuarantee the emotional support to the partner.
o

Children

Children, in marriage are for long lasting relationship. But in live-in
relationship couple may decide not to have kidsor if they have kids law can say
that both the parents should maintain the kids as in western countries, even
though they do not live together later or.get married to different persons later.

Public socialisation oot

iage for procreation, Sexual
Promoted for getting offspring. In

Marriage gives the right to the couples to go out in public. But as it is the
globalisation era, one need not interfere in the matter of others. As such, even
live-in couples have right to public places as human beings and society need
notcriticise them for not getting married.

Intention of the couple

, As there': is no proof that marriage will last till the end, and as divorce cases
";e "ereasing on the basis of non-compatibility of the partners, one cannot say
" “!”{Hn relationship will not last long. In fact, it is said that the compatibility

;?Sd‘mlmacy is more in live-in than in marriage as the couples are free from any
‘nd of Tesponsibility towards each other.

“dfora Neyw Legislation

; ”::1(:;(: "84 nced to enact a law to govern live-in relationships. If the existing
b int, c{) “Wsare modified then the legislation need to consider the above factors

Crye m;";_idcr ation, It would be very difficult to incorporate all the matters in
o8 Tami)
’J‘/c& .
: ‘"L"g”‘ o the family laws.
0
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Y laws. Then al] the related enactments are also to be modified to:” ¢
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- marriage, domestic care, dlvo.rcc,‘ maintenang, y
eritance, succession, burial rights etc, neeq b s,

along with religion and impact on society. Again “Vﬁ‘-ip betw
eays too need to be looked in to. Once legal sanction i givey "4 |

relationship, the concept of marriage may bcat troublc.or it may "’lal‘;“ ) :
from the society. Itmay lead to all the ill-developments in socicty, ¢

drawbacks of live-in relationships. It can be said that marriage g, d “v‘c -

il
merge and become one. |

a family .
property rights, inh

1T
cen |, ’_L\t5 ._

Conclusion

Ruling by the court supporting live-in relationship shoyjy .4
misunderstood and wrongly interpreted by th? younger generatiop |, ',
advantage. Judiciary is not supporting the live-1n relatl.onship; it is Protey ’1
the rights of women and children of such happened relationships. {9

Marriage should not tur out to be a mirage to those who honestly g,y

it. Going by the number of cases- filed for divorce relentlessly and the pe“d}f_ pe
cases for divorce before different family courts, it can be predicted (hy 2!
institution of marriage is getting diluted and live-in relationship is gTO&;"; :
more rigorously than the institution of family.

The existing laws are not effective enough to protect the rights of fiveif:
relationship partners. In India, the concept of live-in relationship is
common. Itis a tendency to emulate the West. To marry or just to live togelhgy
without getting married is totally a matter of personal choice. In both cas:s
most essential elements are happiness, mutual understanding, tsfo

adjustments and commitment. Without these elements, no relationship, Leil
marriage, canrun in long term, '

; L JUEIEArY 1 erstanding of marriage uffe
the notion of live-in relationship has gradually moved from thge traditiona? vierlt

to the modern life of the changing society. Live.jp relationship is gaini;

momentum amongst the educated and economica]ly independent group

There are serious concerns about such changin : et ¢
1 1 { H g trends [h\
rights and obligation which such couples have towardlsn ;:: ;‘;‘:;;?;;d .

status of children born out of such atie is vague, No |

o abies .. y aw : 0
formulated. The judiciary is just accommodating CCHZTI}I:he subjectlla§ bt‘fin :
relationships. It also understood that there is no statute po aspects of l.n/e-.1
relationships are illegal. Stulating that live-!

Though the intentions in live-in relationships are noble ; .
more a disaster than a relief as the experiences frop the \e, In practicality 1 *,

that no arrangements are as worthy and binding as thy Of";{:lsrti clearly manifestf
age, :
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