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joint interest, the offender will be Hable to punishment under - Quees.
section 353 of the Penal Code. ' E“”;RF‘SS

The order of discharge is set aside and the case must be Lamasur
re-tried.

APPELLATE CIVIL.

Before Mr. Justice Pavker and Mr. Justice Wilkinson.

NARASANNA (PraINTIvF), APPELLANT, A 1893 2.
ng. !
v, . T

GANGU awn avorrrr (Derexpants Nos. 1 AxD 6), RESTONDENTS.¥

Hindw law—Devy dasi-—Inheritanes.

On the death of a prostitute dancing girl hor adopted nicee, belonging to the

same class, succecds to her property, in whatever way it was acquived, in preference
to a hrother remaining in caste.
SEcoND APPEAL against the decree of L. Moore, Acting District
Judge of Cuddapalb, in appeal suit No. 73 of 1886, confirming the
decree of 8. Dorasami Ayyangar, District Munsif of Cudda,pah,
in original suit No. 484 of 1884.

Suit to rvecover certain land, alleged by plaintiff to have been
the property of his father, which, on his death, passed into the
possession of the plaintiff’s sisters. Defendant No. 1 was the
widow of XKonappa, the plaintifi’s brother, and defendunt No. 6
was her daughter, who claimed-title as the adopted daughter and
heigess of a dancing girl Pedda Lakshmi, the plaintiff’s sister.
The plaintift was divided from the rest of the family and had
received, from his father, his share of the family property.

The District Munsif dismissed the suit, and, on appeal, his
decree was affirmed by the District Judge.

The plaintiff preferred this appeal.

Rama Bow for appellant.

Sadagopacharyar for respondents. .

The further facts of the case and wgumen’cs adduced on this
second appesl appear sufficiently for the pm‘pose of this report
from the judgment.

Juvenwent :—The Aecting Distriet Judge has found that the
sisters, Pedda Narasi and Lakshmi, each took one-fourth share in

* Socond Appeal No. 652 of 1887,



NARASAND
NarasANNa
. Gaxeu,

134 PEE INDIAN LAW REPORTS. {VOL. XIII.

the plaint property, and, on the ground that the sistexs’ property
must revert to the surviving male member of the family, holds
that plaintiff is entitled to recover it. The respondeuts contend
that the case is governed by the peculiar law applicable to dancing
women and that plaintiff is no leir.

The two sisters were admittedly daneing women, though theiv

“brothers, plaintiff and Konappe, remained in caste. Af the divi- .

sion the two sisters were given shaves. There is now no dispute
that defendant No. 1 is entitled-to the share of ler late hushand
Konappa, but the question is as to the devolution of the property
of the two sisters. Pedda Narasi died frst and her dograded
sister Liakshmi was, therefore, her heir.  The question then is who
suceeeds to the property left by Liakshmi.

The contention is practically between lier brother the plaintift
and defendant No. 6, her niece, who, though not formallyadopted
hy Pedda Narasi, was intvoduced by her iuto the temple and has
become a deca dasis The decision of this Cowrt in Sirasangu v.
Minal(1) would, no doubt, govern the case were it clear thut the
property 1 had heen acquired by the gain oi plo.stmlhon but it is
nrged that the Plopuélt'y' was in its ovigin family property, which
should, thevefore, revert to the surviving male member of the
family.

Tt is mpossible for ug to say whether this contention is cven
well founded on fack. Unless part of the property divided in
1863 had been acquired by the sisters in the exercise of their pro-
fession, it is not explained how they came to be allotted « ~hare
at all.  They weve certainly not entitled to it wnder the ordinary
rules of Hindu law. However that may be, it appears {0 us that
it is immaterial how the property was %ﬁﬂ@g acquived. It
was at the deatl of Lakshmi, the property of a daneing girl, and
the question is who is the neavest heir to the dancing givl. The
general role is that the legal relation between a prostitute dancing
girl and her undegraded relations remaining in caste hecrmes

savered, and in this, view the defendant No. 6 is the only Tegal
heir to Lakshmi, -

Taking this view, we must hold that the plaintiff®s claim fails
with regaxd to the whole property. The second appeal is, there-
fove, dismissed with costs. '

(1), T LR, 12 Mad., 277,



