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gy CBWE to a decision npon the matters submitted to them pre-

vionsly to the letter withdrawing the submission. If no-
thing more existed the decision would be binding. The
arbitrators then drew up a fuir copy, affixing to it the same
date as that to the original rough draft, thereby smwing
the date at which they conceived their purely judicial fuac~
tions to have ended. We are of opinion that a valid award
having been made, its validity cannot be tmpeached because
the arbitrators chose subsequently to do an act reguired nei-
ther by the law nor the terms of the submission. The fact
that they did draw up the fair copy is merely evidentiary
that the oral determination aund the original rough draft
were not and were not intended by the arbitrators to be a
cdmpleted award. Lookingrat native practice in snch mat-
ters, we coasider that this fact is entirely ontweighed by the
evidence on the other side, that a valid award binding apon.
the parties was made, and that the judgment of the court
below is right.

This deciston npon the facts of the case renders it nunneces-

sary to notice several questious npon the pleadings and the
power of amendment which were ably argned upon both sides.

The resuls of our judgment is the dismissal of this ap«
peal with costs.

Appeal dismissed.

APPELLATE JURISDICTION (a)
Special Appeal No. 177 of 1861.

SRINIVASA AYYANGAR .ovvvvivnnrninnennnnes Appellant.
KurpaN AYYANGAR........ e .Itespondent.
Special Appeal No. 182 of 1861.

RAYAN KRISHNAMACHARIYAR ...... coerenenndAppellant.
KUPPANAYYARGAR ..ot vevvrevierinnanennenns Respondent.

A member of a Hindu family cannot as such inherit the property of
one taken out of that family by adoption.

The ssverance of an adopted son from his natural family is so com-
plete that no mutual rights as to succession to property ‘can arise bat-
woen them.

Special Appeal No. 15 of 1859 affirmed.
HESE were:special appeals from the decision of G. H.
Fullerton, the Officiating Civil Jndge ot Chinglepnt
in Appeal Suits Nos. 104 and 105 of 1861.

(a) Present Strange and Holloway, J J.



Branson for;t:b'e appellant the fourth defendant, +4n Spe-
cial Appeal No. 177.

Sadagopackarle for the respondent, the plaintiff in
both gppeals.

Tirumalickariyar for the appellant, the fifth defend-
ant in Specil Appeal No 182,

The facts appear from the following judgment, which
was belivered by

STRANGE, J. :—The property in dispute was vested in
one Jdoaki Ammdl. She mortgaged it to Chechappa Nayak-
kan the ancestor of the first, second and third defendants.
Jénaki Amm4dl adopted one Rigova Aiyan who died un-
married. The plaiutiff as brother of Ranga Aiyan, the na-
toral father of Rdgava Aiyan, sues to redeem this property
as heir of Rdgava Aiyan in default of issue from him.

The mortgagees offer no objection to giving up the pro-
perty to the rightful heir on discharge of their lien.

The fourth defendant claims to sncceed as consin of
Janaki Ammal’s husbaund, and the fifth defendant does so.a8
fosterson of Ranga Aiyan.

The District Munsif gave jadgment in the plaintiff’s
favonr, and his decision has been affirmed by the Acting
Civil Jndge.

The prominent question to be decided in this suit is
whether a member of the natnral family can succeed to one
taken out of the family by adoption? The settlement of this
question depends upon whether the severance of the person
adopted from his nataral family is so complete that no mu-
tual rights between them to property, in succession the one
to the other, can arise, or whether the severance is not so
thorough a one as to shut out sach succession the one to
the other.

In Special Appeal No. 15 of 1839(a), this question
came before the late Sadr Court, when it was songht to es-
tablish the succession of a person adopted to his natural
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brother. The pandits, relying on the reasoning of Crk
Réma Pandita(a), asserted Hat the right of succession did
exist. Buat the Court, after examining the basis of their
opinicn and other law anthorities, were satisfied that the
gift made of one for adoption created an entire and irsevoca~
ble severance of him from his natural family.

We are of opinion that the above decision is founded
npon a just appreciation of the principle of an adoption,
whereby the son of one man ceases to be such in the eye of
the law and becomes the son of another man, ioheriting
thenceforth in hisadoptive family and having no more rights
in hisown family. If it would be a violation of that principle
tp allow a person adopted to return to his natnral family
and take up their rights, it woald be a still greater violation
thereof to introduce to the rights in the adoptive family
the wnatnral kindred of the adopted person, who assuredly
never had any part or title in the adoptive family or ix
their possession.

e observe, furthermore, that in the Mitdkshard, the
great authority iu this Presidency on the law of inheritance,
no place has been given in the nataral family for the re-
introdaction into the line of heirs of one taken ont of that
family by adoption, aud nonein the adoptive family for
the admission of those in the nataral family.

We conclude, therefore, on all these grounds that the
plaintiff'has no title to represent the late Rdgava Aiyan,
and we consequently reverse the decrees below and dismiss
the suit with costs.

Appeal allowed.

Nore.~—S8ee Mann, IX, 142: Dattaka-Mindnsa, V1,6, 7: Dattaka-
Chandrikd, 11, 18, 19: Sutherland, Adoption, p. 229: Mitakshara, chap.
I, sec. X1. § 32: 3 Coleb. Dig. 147, 148: Vyavahara Mayulka, chap. 1V,
section V, §§ 21, 23: Crastnurao’s Cuse, Perry’s Or. Ca. 150,

When an adopted son dies without issue property which lhe has in-

herited from his adoptive father goes to the natural heirs of the Iatter
S. A. No. 71 of 1858, M. S. D. 1859, p. 265.





