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Abstract 

This study compares the Hindu Succession Act, 1956 and the Muslim Personal Law (Shariat) 

Application Act, 1937, analyzing their frameworks for inheritance rights in India. Governing Hindus and 

Muslims respectively, these laws reflect distinct legal and cultural approaches within India’s pluralistic 

system. The research examines their historical context, provisions and impact on gender equality and 

social justice. Using a doctrinal and socio-legal approach, it analyzes statutory texts, judicial 

interpretations and case law to highlight differences in heir treatment, property devolution and gender 

equity. The Hindu Succession Act, amended in 2005, grants women coparcenary rights, while Shariat-

based inheritance prioritizes male heirs, limiting reform. Findings show the Hindu law’s progress toward 

gender equity faces implementation challenges, while Muslim law’s stability raises constitutional 

concerns. The study advocates for reforms balancing religious autonomy with equitable inheritance, 

contributing to legal scholarship on pluralism and proposing policy solutions for gender justice in 

modern India. 

Keywords: Hindu Succession Act 1956, Muslim Personal Law (Shariat) Application Act 1937, inheritance rights, gender 

equality, legal pluralism. 

INTRODUCTION 

Inheritance rights in India are governed by religiously delineated personal laws. The Hindu 

Succession Act, 1956 (hereinafter HSA 1956) codifies intestate succession for Hindus (including Sikhs, 

Jains and Buddhists). In contrast, Muslim inheritance is governed not by a comprehensive codified 

statute, but by classical Islamic law as applied through the Muslim Personal Law (Shariat) Application 
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Act, 1937 (hereinafter Shariat Act 1937). This thesis provides a detailed comparison of the two regimes 

with an exclusive focus on inheritance. Key aspects analyzed include the historical background and 

legislative intent of each law, structural doctrines of inheritance, gender-based distinctions, regional 

variations in applicability, the mechanics of heirship and succession (classes of heirs, shares, testamentary 

freedom, disqualifications), recent legal developments and case-law and the socio-legal impact of these 

laws on equality and enforcement. 

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND AND LEGISLATIVE INTENT 

Hindu Succession Act, 1956: The HSA 1956 was enacted as part of Nehru’s post-independence 

Hindu law reforms (the Hindu Code Bills) to amend and codify the previously diverse Hindu laws of 

succession. It aimed to secularize and unify inheritance rules among Hindus, replacing traditional schools 

of Hindu law (Mitakshara and Dayabhaga) with a uniform comprehensive system. A crucial objective 

was to improve the position of women in Hindu society, the Act abolished the “limited estate” of 

Hindu women, converting their right in property into full ownership with powers of disposition. Prior to 

1956, Hindu women often held only a life interest (limited estate) in inherited property. The legislative 

intent, as reflected in the Act’s Statement of Objects, was to eliminate such discriminatory practices and 

bring all Hindus under one egalitarian framework of intestate succession. The enactment of HSA 1956 

was a milestone in codifying Hindu personal law, signaling a shift from caste and lineage-based rules to a 

modern law of succession grounded in constitutional ideals of equality. 

Muslim Personal Law (Shariat) Act, 1937: During the British colonial period, Muslim 

inheritance was sometimes subject to customary laws that varied regionally and often curtailed women’s 

rights (for example, in certain communities Muslim women were customarily denied a share in 

agricultural land). In response, Muslim leaders and reformers sought to restore Quranic inheritance 

principles. The Shariat Act 1937 was enacted by the British Raj as a policy measure to ensure that 

Muslim personal law (Shariat) would be applied uniformly to Muslims in matters of marriage, 

divorce and succession, notwithstanding any local custom. The legislative intent was twofold:  

(1) to affirm the identity and freedom of the Muslim community to be governed by their own religious 

law and  

(2) to secure women’s Quranic inheritance rights where customs had denied them.  

After independence, the act was retained as a vital part of Muslim identity, underscoring that independent 

India would not disturb the application of Islamic inheritance rules to its Muslim citizens. Unlike the 

Hindu law reforms, there was no analogous codification of Muslim inheritance law, the 1937 Act 

simply directs that the “rule of decision” in Muslim inheritance cases shall be Islamic law. Thus, Islamic 

doctrinal principles (as interpreted by Indian courts) continue to govern Muslim succession, reflecting a 

preservation of religious law rather than a state-led reform. 

Legislative Intent – A Contrast: The HSA 1956 was driven by a reformist intent to modernize and 

equalize inheritance within a religious community by legislative enactment. The Shariat Act 1937, by 
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contrast, was intended to consolidate religious law for Muslims rather than reform it, in fact, it repealed 

diverse customs in favor of core Islamic tenets. Notably, HSA 1956 was part of nation-building efforts 

to secularize and unify Hindu law, whereas the Shariat Act was (and still is) perceived as a guarantor of 

minority religious autonomy. These differing histories set the stage for the divergent doctrines and 

structures of inheritance under each regime. 

DOCTRINAL AND STRUCTURAL DIFFERENCES IN INHERITANCE 

The mechanics of inheritance under the HSA 1956 and under Muslim personal law differ 

fundamentally in doctrinal underpinnings and structure: 

• Nature of Estate and Succession Trigger: Under Hindu law, property is often 

categorized as joint family (ancestral) property or self-acquired property. The Mitakshara Hindu 

doctrine (prevailing in most of India) recognizes the concept of the Hindu Undivided Family 

(HUF) and coparcenary, a subset of family (originally consisting of a male line) who acquire an 

interest in ancestral property by birth. Succession to a Hindu male’s property upon death depends 

on whether the property is joint family property or separate property. If joint, the deceased’s 

interest would traditionally devolve by survivorship to other coparceners, unless the deceased left 

female heirs or specified relatives, in which case the HSA 1956 partially overrides survivorship by 

enforcing a notional partition and allowing succession to that share. In contrast, Islamic law does 

not recognize coparcenary or joint family holdings. Every Muslim’s property devolves upon 

death as an individual estate to be immediately divided among the heirs. The concept of ancestral 

vs self-acquired property is alien to Muslim law, all property, regardless of origin, is considered 

the deceased’s estate subject to succession. There is no notion of survivorship; rather, each death 

creates a new succession opening, with specific fractional shares vesting in the heirs at that 

moment. 

• Hierarchy of Heirs vs Fixed Shares: The HSA 1956 establishes a class hierarchy of heirs 

for intestate succession of a Hindu male. Class I heirs (e.g. widow, children, mother and lineal 

descendants of predeceased children) take simultaneously and to the exclusion of other relatives. 

If no Class I heir is alive, the estate passes to Class II heirs (organized by entries such as father, 

siblings, etc., who take in order of enumeration). Failing these, more remote agnates (kin through 

males) and cognates (kin through females) succeed in turn. This structure is flexible: the number 

of heirs can vary and all Class I heirs generally share equally (subject to per stirpes distribution for 

descendants of predeceased heirs). In Muslim law, there is no comparable “class” hierarchy; 

instead, heirs are classified as Quranic “sharers” (who receive fixed portions of the estate) and 

residuaries (who receive the residue, if any, after sharers) under Sunni doctrine. For example, a 

daughter is a sharer entitled to one-half of the estate if sole, or to two-thirds collectively if 

multiple daughters; a son is a residuary who takes the remaining estate after sharers are allotted, or 

in their absence the son takes the entire estate. Certain close relations (like father, mother, spouse, 
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children) always inherit either as sharers or residuaries in all circumstances. This means Muslim 

inheritance operates on a principle of fixed fractional entitlements: each eligible heir’s share is 

predetermined by Sharia, which can result in multiple heirs inheriting together according to 

complex formulas. By contrast, Hindu law’s approach is categorical, identify the highest priority 

category of relatives and distribute equally within it. 

• Doctrine of Representation: The HSA allows representation (per stirpes succession), 

children of a predeceased son or daughter step into their parent’s shoes and inherit that share as 

Class I heirs. For instance, if a Hindu male dies leaving two grandchildren from a predeceased 

son, those grandchildren collectively take the share their father would have taken, split between 

them. Traditional Sunni Muslim law does not recognize representation of predeceased heirs. If a 

Muslim dies leaving, say, a son and grandchildren from a predeceased son, the surviving son 

completely excludes the grandchildren, the share of the predeceased son does not pass to his 

children under intestate rules. (Many Muslim countries have introduced “obligatory bequests” for 

orphaned grandchildren, but India has no such statutory reform, meaning these grandchildren are 

omitted heirs under orthodox law.) The lack of representation in Muslim law can cause near 

relatives of a predeceased child (often grandchildren) to be deprived, a doctrinal difference with 

significant human impact. Hindu law, especially post-2005, strives to ensure no line of descent is 

totally cut off from inheritance due to an intermediary relative’s death. 

• Joint Family and Survivorship: Another structural difference is the continuing concept of 

the joint family under Hindu law. Even after HSA 1956, Hindu males (and now females) can be 

part of a coparcenary (joint heirs to ancestral property). The Hindu Succession (Amendment) 

Act, 2005 significantly modified this by including daughters as coparceners by birth with equal 

rights in joint family property. This means Hindu daughters and sons now have a similar birthright 

to ancestral property and when the father (coparcener) dies, his interest in the joint property is 

divided among all coparceners including daughters. In Muslim law, the moment of death is the 

moment of division, there is no concept analogous to an HUF continuing after the death. Heirs 

may mutually agree to keep property undivided for convenience, but legally each heir owns their 

share immediately upon succession. Thus, Hindu law historically blended individual 

succession with a familial joint tenancy concept, whereas Muslim law is purely individualist 

in allocation of shares. 

• Administration of Estate: Under HSA 1956, if a person dies intestate, the estate may be 

managed by an executor or administrator (under the Indian Succession Act, 1925 procedure) until 

distribution as per the Act, but the Act itself doesn’t prescribe an estate administration process, it 

simply identifies heirs and their entitlements. Muslim law, being largely substantive, also relies on 

general estate administration principles: debts and funeral expenses are paid first, then legacies 

(within the one-third limit) are fulfilled and finally the net estate is apportioned among heirs per 
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Sharia. Both systems ultimately achieve distribution, but the Islamic scheme is weighted by 

fixed shares and exclusions, whereas the Hindu scheme is weighted by family hierarchy and 

survivorship (now tempered by statutory equality between sons and daughters). 

In summary, HSA 1956 provides a codified, heir-class based framework for inheritance, influenced by a 

mix of ancient Hindu concepts and modern egalitarian principles. Muslim inheritance law, as applied via 

the 1937 Act, adheres to Islamic doctrinal formulas of shares and continues to operate as a religious law 

system within the Indian legal landscape. These doctrinal differences result in distinct outcomes in 

practice, especially in complex family situations. 

GENDER-BASED DISTINCTIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 

Under the Hindu Succession Act, 1956: One of the core aims of the HSA was to reduce 

gender discrimination in Hindu inheritance. The Act for the first time statutorily recognized the 

inheritance rights of Hindu women, including widows and daughters, in a male ancestor’s separate 

property. From the outset in 1956, daughters were included as Class I heirs, meaning a daughter 

inherited equal to a son in the case of a father dying intestate (for self-acquired property). However, 

significant gender disparities remained in the domain of ancestral (coparcenary) property: the 

Mitakshara coparcenary prior to 2005 consisted only of males by birth. Daughters, though they could 

inherit a share in their father’s interest upon his death, did not have a birthright in the joint family 

property as sons did. Moreover, certain provisions of the original Act were gender-biased, for example, 

Section 23 barred female heirs from claiming partition of a dwelling house wholly occupied by the 

deceased’s male heirs, until the males chose to divide it (this was to prevent daughters from disrupting the 

family home, but it effectively curtailed daughters’ property rights). Section 24 disqualified certain 

widows from inheriting the deceased’s property if they had remarried (targeting widows of predeceased 

sons or brothers). These provisions reflected traditional biases about women leaving the family upon 

marriage or remarriage. 

The 2005 Amendment to HSA removed these discriminatory provisions and advanced gender equality. 

Section 23 and Section 24 were repealed, thus allowing female heirs equal rights to residence and 

partition in family homes and removing the penalty on remarriage for widows. Most notably, the 

2005 amendment conferred coparcenary status on daughters, placing sons and daughters on equal 

footing in ancestral property from birth. Daughters now have the same rights to demand partition, to be 

the karta (manager) of the joint family and the same liabilities in respect of the coparcenary as sons. This 

reform effectively eradicated formal legal distinctions between Hindu men and women in intestate 

succession. The Supreme Court underscored this equality in Vineeta Sharma v. Rakesh Sharma (2020), 

holding that a daughter’s coparcenary right accrues by birth and is not contingent on whether her father 

was alive when the amendment came into force. Thus, under modern Hindu law, gender is largely 

neutral as to succession rights for any Hindu dying intestate after the 2005 amendment, all children 

(male or female) and the widow inherit equal shares per capita as Class I heirs. One lingering gender 

distinction lies in Section 15 of HSA (governing succession to a Hindu female’s estate), which prioritizes 



https://ijhce.com/ 

                   International Journal of Humanities, Commerce and Education                                (46) 

heirs related to the woman’s marital family over her natal family in certain cases (e.g. if a woman dies 

without children, her husband’s heirs inherit before her parents). This has been criticized as patriarchal 

(even the Supreme Court in Om Prakash v. Radhacharan (2010) noted the injustice when in-laws who 

may have ill-treated a woman stand to inherit her property ahead of her own parents). Nonetheless, the 

overall trajectory of Hindu law has been toward minimizing gender disparity, aligning with constitutional 

equality mandates. 

Under Muslim Personal Law: In Islamic inheritance doctrine (Sunni law as widely applied in 

India), gender-based differentiation is an inherent feature of the prescribed shares. The Quranic rules 

guarantee both men and women a share, but generally a male agnate receives twice the share of a 

female of the same degree of relation. For example, a son inherits double what a daughter does; 

similarly, a full brother gets double the share of a full sister and so on. The rationale given in Islamic law 

is that the male bears greater financial responsibility (maintenance of family), whereas the female’s share 

is primarily for her own security. Additionally, the spousal shares differ by gender: a widow gets one-

eighth of her husband’s estate if he left children, or one-quarter if no children, a widower (husband) gets 

one-quarter if his wife left children, or one-half if no children. In polygamous situations (permissible for 

Muslim men), multiple widows together share the one-eighth or one-quarter portion, thereby each widow 

effectively gets a smaller fraction. Muslim daughters, unlike under old Hindu law, cannot be entirely 

excluded by sons, they always inherit a share if they survive, but that share is half of a son’s by rule. 

Thus, while Islamic law was progressive in ensuring women do inherit (especially considering historical 

contexts where many systems gave women nothing), it nonetheless embeds a principle of asymmetry 

between genders. 

The implications of these gendered rules are significant: Muslim women are assured a portion of the 

inheritance, yet they invariably receive a smaller piece of the estate relative to their male counterparts. 

This has raised concerns under modern conceptions of gender equality. However, because these rules are 

rooted in religious doctrine, they have been largely insulated from judicial change. Indian courts have 

generally not intervened to alter Quranic share proportions, as that would amount to reinterpreting 

religious law, a step the judiciary is reluctant to take in absence of legislative mandate. There have been 

no legislative amendments to the inheritance portions in Muslim law akin to the 2005 amendment for 

Hindus. Consequently, disparities remain, for instance, even today a Muslim daughter inherits half the 

share of a Muslim son and a Muslim mother inherits half the share of a Muslim father from a deceased 

child’s estate (mother gets 1/6 while father gets 1/3 in presence of children). 

It is important to note that within each system, gender intersects with other factors. Under Hindu law, 

prior to 2005, the birthright of sons in ancestral property was a major gender inequality, now abolished. 

Under Muslim law, one mitigating practice is the mehr (dower) given to the wife at marriage and the 

expectation that males will spend their share to support the family – but those are outside the inheritance 

law per se. Another point is that under Muslim law, women cannot be completely excluded in the 

presence of certain males (e.g., a daughter will always get at least half if she is sole child, even if there are 
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sons of a son etc. and a mother or widow always gets her fixed share), whereas under uncodified Hindu 

customary law historically, women could be fully excluded. Thus, each system had its own logic: Hindu 

law has moved from a patrilineal primacy model towards equality, while Muslim law retains a 

complementary but unequal model. The constitutional guarantee of equality (Article 14) has spurred 

reforms in Hindu law; for Muslim law, reform proposals (like granting equal shares to daughters or 

abolishing polygamy) remain politically sensitive in India’s pluralistic context. 

In practical terms, the gender-based rules have real-life repercussions. Hindu women, especially after 

2005, have a much stronger legal claim to family property, though social pressures often deter them from 

asserting these rights (discussed further in the socio-legal impact section). Muslim women’s guaranteed 

shares mean they are legally entitled to some portion of inheritance, but the quantitative disparity 

reinforces economic dependence on male relatives and can be seen as contravening the ideal of 

substantive gender equality. The debate between preserving religious law versus ensuring gender justice 

is vividly at play in these inheritance regimes. 

REGIONAL VARIATIONS AND SCOPE OF APPLICABILITY 

Scope of HSA 1956: The Hindu Succession Act applies to Hindus, Buddhists, Jains and Sikhs by 

religion throughout India, except if overridden by certain custom or local law. The Act explicitly 

excludes Scheduled Tribes from its operation, unless the central government extends it by notification. 

This means many tribal communities follow their own customary inheritance systems. For example, the 

Supreme Court in Madhu Kishwar v. State of Bihar (1996) acknowledged that tribal inheritance 

customs (which sometimes disinherit women) are not directly struck down by HSA, as the Act doesn’t 

apply to tribes absent governmental action. In Surajmani Stella Kujur v. Durga Charan Hansdah 

(2001), the Supreme Court confirmed that a tribal woman could not invoke HSA for inheritance since no 

notification extended the Act to her community. Thus, region and community affect HSA’s reach, in 

tribal-dominated states or scheduled areas, customary law may prevail. 

Further, even among Hindus, there were historically regional schools of law: Mitakshara (across most of 

India) and Dayabhaga (Bengal and Assam) with differing principles (Dayabhaga lacked 

birthright/coparcenary concept). The HSA 1956 largely unified the rules of intestate succession, but it did 

not abolish the joint family system in Mitakshara regions (except where state legislation did so, such as 

Kerala). Kerala notably enacted the Kerala Joint Family System (Abolition) Act, 1975, abolishing 

coparcenary in that state, thus, even before the 2005 amendment, Kerala daughters and sons had equal 

intestate rights as there was no coparcenary to cause inequality. Other states like Andhra Pradesh, Tamil 

Nadu, Maharashtra and Karnataka had state amendments in the 1980s-90s to give daughters 

coparcenary rights, foreshadowing the 2005 pan-India reform. These regional amendments meant that in 

those states, the law was more progressive earlier. Apart from such variations, HSA is largely uniform 

across regions now. Another regional aspect is land laws: some states had separate tenancy laws for 

agricultural land that diverged from HSA (Section 4(2) of HSA originally allowed certain agricultural 

succession to be governed by local customs or enactments). The 2005 amendment deleted Section 4(2), 
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theoretically bringing agricultural land fully under HSA, but even today, in practice, state tenancy laws 

may influence inheritance of agricultural holdings in some areas. 

Scope of Shariat Act 1937: The Shariat Act was originally applicable to all Muslims in British 

India, except it did not extend to the then princely State of Jammu & Kashmir. After J&K’s 2019 

reorganization, the central act now applies there as well. However, one major regional exception is the 

state of Goa. Goa (and Daman/Diu) continued to follow the Portuguese Civil Code (a Uniform Civil 

Code) even after joining India. As a result, in Goa, a single set of secular inheritance laws applies to all 

residents regardless of religion. The Shariat Act 1937 (and other personal laws) are not applicable in 

Goa, where instead the Goa Civil Code governs matters of succession. This means a Muslim in Goa 

inherits and bequeaths property under the same rules as a Hindu or Christian in Goa which is an 

important deviation. (Notably, under the Goa code, there is no gender discrimination in shares and a 

portion of the estate is reserved for mandatory succession to spouse and children, which is markedly 

different from Shariat.) Aside from Goa, the Shariat Act is in force throughout India, with no distinctions 

for Sunni or Shia, each Muslim is governed by their respective school’s interpretations. There are 

internal variations: Shia Muslims have some different inheritance rules (e.g., a Shia daughter can exclude 

distant agnates more fully than a Sunni daughter can) and courts apply those where appropriate. But these 

are sectarian, not geographic, differences. 

It should be noted that certain Muslim communities had their own customs historically. For instance, 

Cutchi Memons and Khoja Muslims initially followed Hindu succession customs until they were 

gradually brought under Shariat by legislation (the Cutchi Memons Act, 1938, etc.). Similarly, in parts of 

Kerala, the Mappila Muslim community had matrilineal customs (Marumakkathayam) which conflicted 

with Shariat rules. Over time, through legislation and community resolutions, most of these groups have 

embraced the application of Shariat, achieving the Act’s aim of uniformity among Muslims. Today, any 

Muslim in India who wants to opt out of personal law for inheritance must formally convert or marry 

under the Special Marriage Act, 1954. If Muslims marry under the SMA (a civil marriage), their 

succession is governed by the Indian Succession Act, 1925 (a secular law) rather than Shariat. This 

provides an individual route to avoid religious law, though relatively few use it for this purpose. 

Regional Customs vs. Codified Law: In summary, Hindu law’s regional variations have been 

narrowed by codification and subsequent amendments, though tribal and certain local laws remain 

outside its purview. Muslim law’s regional variations were largely eliminated by the Shariat Act’s 

mandate of uniform application of Islamic law, with Goa being a unique enclave where a uniform civil 

law overrides religious law. The scope of both laws is thus defined by religious community membership 

and geographic or community-specific exclusions (tribes for Hindus; Goa and special secular marriage 

for Muslims). This patchwork is often cited in debates about a Uniform Civil Code, as it leads to different 

inheritance outcomes based solely on religion or region, raising questions of fairness and constitutional 

uniformity. 
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STATUTORY MECHANISMS OF INHERITANCE 

This section outlines the operative rules and mechanisms for inheritance under HSA 1956 and 

Muslim personal law, comparing key elements like heir classes, shares, testamentary succession and 

disqualifications. 

Classes of Heirs and Shares 

• Hindu Succession Act (Intestate Succession): The Act draws up clear categories of heirs 

for a person dying without a will. For a Hindu male, Class I heirs take priority. These include: the 

widow(s), son(s), daughter(s), mother and certain specified grandchildren (children of any 

predeceased son or daughter). All Class I heirs inherit simultaneously and equally in their own 

right (subject to the rule that descendants of a predeceased heir share that ancestor’s portion). For 

example, if a Hindu man dies leaving a wife, one son and one daughter, each of the three gets one-

third of the estate. If a son had died before the father leaving two children, those grandchildren 

together take the son’s one-third share (dividing it equally between them). If no Class I heir exists, 

the estate goes to Class II heirs, who are organized into tiers, e.g., Tier 1: father; Tier 2: siblings 

and their children; Tier 3: relatives like uncles, aunts, etc., with the rule that if any relative in an 

earlier tier survives, they take the whole estate to the exclusion of later tiers. If no Class I or II heir 

survives, the property devolves on agnates (kin entirely through male links) and if none, then on 

cognates (kin with at least one female link). This framework is laid out in Sections 8 to 13 of 

HSA. Hindu females have a somewhat different lineage of succession under Section 15: first to 

her children (including children of any predeceased child) and husband, then to her husband’s 

heirs, then to her parents, then to her father’s heirs and lastly to her mother’s heirs. Notably, the 

shares for each heir are generally equal within the same class/category. The Act does not 

predetermine exact fractions for each relative except through the effect of class exclusion and 

equal division, the actual fraction any heir gets depends on how many others exist in the same 

category. For instance, if a Hindu woman dies leaving a husband and two sons, each of the three 

gets one-third. If she leaves only mother and father (no children, no spouse), each parent gets half. 

• Muslim Law (Intestate Succession): Islamic law specifies fixed fractional shares for 

certain “Sharers” and provides that the residue (if any) goes to the Residuaries. Key sharers and 

their Quranically assigned portions include: husband (1/4 if children, 1/2 if none), wife (1/8 if 

children, 1/4 if none), mother (1/6 if children or two or more siblings of deceased, otherwise 1/3), 

father (typically 1/6 plus he may get residue), daughter(s) (if one, 1/2; if more, 2/3 collectively), 

uterine siblings (if any, 1/3 collectively if more than one, or 1/6 for one), etc. After assigning these 

shares, any remaining portion of the estate devolves to residuary heirs (usually the closest male 

agnate). For example, if a Muslim dies leaving a wife, two parents and a son: the wife takes 1/8, 

the mother 1/6, the father 1/6 (the father in Sunni law often takes both as a sharer and as residuary, 

here he would actually take the remainder as well, effectively giving him a larger share) and the 
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son, as a residuary, takes the residue which in this case would be the bulk after those fixed shares 

(often the son ends up with twice the daughter’s share if daughters were present).  If the fixed 

shares add up to less than 1 (which is common), residuaries get the balance; if they exceed 1 (an 

awl situation), all shares are proportionately reduced. There is no concept of classes that exclude 

others entirely (except that the existence of certain sharers can prevent more distant relatives from 

inheriting at all, e.g., the presence of any child usually excludes siblings of the deceased). Islamic 

law also distinguishes between agnatic heirs (related through males) and uterine heirs (through 

females) and between Sharers, Residuaries and Distant Kindred (distant blood relatives who 

may inherit only in absence of closer sharers/residuaries, recognized in Shia law more so than 

Sunni). The practical upshot is that Muslim intestate succession follows a detailed formula 

approach: each eligible heir gets a predetermined fraction or share of the estate and the outcome is 

determined by an immutable formula rather than judicial discretion. The administrating court 

simply applies the formula based on the surviving kin. 

Testamentary Succession (Wills): A crucial difference in mechanisms is the freedom to bequeath 

property by will: 

• Under Hindu law, a person has full testamentary freedom over his property (subject to certain 

formalities in the Indian Succession Act 1925 for making a valid will). A Hindu can will away the 

entire estate to strangers or one heir to the exclusion of others if so desired. The only constraint 

was that before 2005, a Mitakshara coparcener could not dispose of the entire ancestral property 

by will since his interest was undivided – but he could will his own share in it. Now, with 

daughters as coparceners and the abolition of survivorship, even ancestral property is effectively 

considered as shareable estate of the individual for will purposes. In short, HSA 1956 imposes no 

restriction on the share of property that can be disposed by will (aside from any restriction 

under other special laws, e.g., some state tenancy laws or the Goa regime). 

• Under Muslim law, testamentary freedom is restricted. A Muslim cannot bequeath by will 

(wasiyat) more than one-third of the net estate if he has legal heirs, unless the other heirs consent 

to the excess after the testator’s death. The remaining two-thirds (or more) must pass by intestate 

succession to the Quranic heirs. Moreover, a will cannot benefit an heir (one who is already 

entitled under intestacy) beyond the one-third limit without other heirs’ consent, this prevents a 

testator from upsetting the ordained shares and disinheriting some heirs by will. For example, a 

Muslim man with children can only give away one-third of his property in his will (to, say, a 

charity or a particular favorite relative); the other two-thirds will necessarily go to his wife, 

parents, children, etc. as per fixed shares. If he attempts to will more than one-third to a non-heir, 

the will is valid only up to one-third. If he wills any portion to an heir (say he wants to give an 

extra gift to one child), that also counts within the one-third limit and requires consent of the other 

heirs after his death to be effective. This limitation emanates from Islamic law’s philosophy of 

ensuring the relatives’ rights are protected and curbing deathbed caprice. In contrast, a Hindu is 
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free to favour one child entirely in a will at the expense of others (though such action can be 

challenged if it results from coercion or fraud). The difference means that intestate rules are 

more of a default for Hindus (easily avoidable by making a will), whereas for Muslims, the 

intestate scheme is inalienable for at least two-thirds of one’s estate. In practice, Muslims 

sometimes employ inter vivos transfers (gifts or settlement) to circumvent the one-third will limit 

if they wish to benefit someone particularly, since lifetime gifts are unrestricted. 

Disqualifications from Inheritance 

Both systems recognize certain situations where an otherwise eligible heir is barred from 

inheriting, although these come from different sources: 

• Hindu Succession Act Disqualifications: The Act (as originally enacted) disqualified 

heirs on a few grounds, some of which have been removed by amendment. Section 25 disqualifies 

a person who commits murder of the deceased (or abets the murder), a principle of justice that a 

killer should not profit from his victim’s estate. Though Section 25 is not explicitly quoted in the 

Act, it is a settled rule of public policy that murderers are barred. Section 26 deals with 

conversion: if a Hindu converts to another religion, they themselves remain eligible to inherit 

from their Hindu relatives, but any of their lineal descendants born after conversion are 

disqualified unless they reconvert to Hinduism. The intent is to penalize the progeny who were 

never raised in Hindu culture, preventing them from claiming Hindu family property. For 

example, if a Hindu man’s son converted to Islam and then that son has children, those children 

cannot inherit from the Hindu grandfather – though the convert son can still inherit from his 

father. (This provision has been criticized as being at odds with modern secular values, but it 

remains on the books.) Another disqualification (now repealed) was Section 24, which denied 

inheritance rights to certain widows of the family if they had remarried by the date of succession. 

Specifically, a widow of a predeceased son or of a predeceased brother etc., who remarried, could 

not claim the deceased’s property as a widow heir. This was based on an archaic notion that 

remarriage forfeited the connection to the deceased’s family. The 2005 Amendment repealed 

Section 24, so remarriage is no longer a disqualification. Aside from these, the Act in Section 28 

abolished all other grounds of disqualification based on notions of unchastity, disease, etc., that 

existed in old Hindu law. Thus, no distinction of caste, sex, or any other civil disability (other 

than murder or certain familial changes) bars inheritance under HSA. Even the stigma of 

illegitimacy has been mitigated by courts, while technically an illegitimate child cannot inherit 

from the father under Hindu law (unless acknowledged and brought within scope via subsequent 

marriage under the Legitimacy Act), an illegitimate child can inherit from the mother as if the 

relationship to mother is legitimate and now even from the father for maintenance or if permitted 

by personal law interpretations. 
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• Muslim Law Disqualifications: Classical Islamic law also recognizes a few disqualifying 

factors. A foremost one is homicide (qatl) – a person who unlawfully causes the death of 

someone is disqualified from inheriting from that victim, based on the Prophet’s saying “the 

murderer does not inherit.” Indian courts have applied this principle to Muslims, so an heir who 

murders (or wrongfully causes the death of) the propositus is barred. Another disqualification is 

difference of religion: under orthodox rules, a non-Muslim cannot inherit from a Muslim and 

vice-versa, since inheritance is considered a function of the law of the religion of the deceased. In 

India, this plays out in contexts such as, if a Muslim person has a relative who left Islam or who 

was never Muslim, that relative is generally not entitled to inherit the Muslim’s estate. For 

instance, if a Muslim woman marries a Hindu man (without him converting), that husband would 

not be her heir under Muslim law (and indeed their marriage itself would not be recognized under 

Muslim law). As another example, if one member of a Muslim family converts to Christianity, 

upon the death of a Muslim relative, the convert might be seen as no longer a “legal heir” under 

the personal law. Indian inheritance cases have upheld that apostasy from Islam leads to 

exclusion from inheriting Muslim family property, essentially the mirror of the HSA’s conversion 

rule. There is also a bar on illegitimate children (walad ul-zina) inheriting from the father under 

Islamic law – an illegitimate child (born outside wedlock) is only entitled to inherit from its 

mother and maternal kin, not from the biological father or his relatives. This is a strict rule in 

Muslim law that contrasts with some modern statutory laws; it can be mitigated only if the father 

acknowledges the child under specific circumstances or via will (again within one-third limit). 

Additionally, slave status was a disqualifier in old Islamic law (no longer relevant today) and 

pregnancy of a widow by illicit relations could raise questions in historical law but has no 

practical application in modern statutory context. 

In sum, both laws prevent inheriting in bad faith scenarios like murder and both have had rules regarding 

change of religion affecting inheritance (Hindu law disqualifying descendants of converts; Muslim law 

disqualifying the convert themselves vis-à-vis Muslim kin). The practical incidence of these disqualifiers 

today is rare, but they reflect the moral and social considerations ingrained in inheritance law. Notably, 

while Hindu law has reformed or removed many old disqualifications (bringing it more in line with 

constitutional principles of non-discrimination), Muslim law’s disqualifications stem from religious 

doctrine and thus remain unless reformed from within. 

RECENT LEGAL DEVELOPMENTS, JUDICIAL INTERPRETATIONS 

and AMENDMENTS 

Hindu Succession Act Developments: The most transformative development in recent decades 

has been the Hindu Succession (Amendment) Act, 2005, which came into effect on September 9, 2005. 

This amendment, as discussed, conferred equal coparcenary rights on daughters and removed gender-

discriminatory provisions like Section 23 and 24. Initially, there was uncertainty whether the daughters’ 
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new coparcenary rights would apply retroactively (i.e., to daughters whose father had died before 2005). 

The Supreme Court delivered landmark judgments to settle this. In Prakash v. Phulavati (2015), the 

Court held the 2005 amendment was not retrospective and that a daughter would have coparcenary rights 

only if the father was alive on 9/9/2005. However, this was reinterpreted in Danamma @ Suman 

Surpur v. Amar (2018), where daughters were granted shares even though the father had died in 2001 

(creating confusion). Finally, a authoritative 3-judge bench in Vineeta Sharma v. Rakesh Sharma 

(2020) overruled the earlier view and clarified that the daughter’s right is by birth and is not 

dependent on the father being alive in 2005. The Court ruled that any partition or disposition of 

coparcenary property after the 2005 amendment must treat sons and daughters equally and even pending 

cases or past notional partitions could be reopened to give daughters their due share. This judgment 

cemented the constitutional vision of equality in Hindu succession. 

Another area of judicial attention has been Section 15 of HSA (succession to a female Hindu). In Om 

Prakash v. Radhacharan, the Supreme Court highlighted the unjust result where a murdered woman’s 

property was poised to pass to her husband’s relatives (the very family accused of her murder) rather than 

her own parents, due to the statutory scheme. The Court urged the legislature to reconsider Section 15 to 

give primacy to the parents of a deceased woman in such cases. Though no amendment has yet been 

made, this critique underscores evolving views on gender justice. The judiciary has also interpreted that 

even fathers can be Class II heirs to a married daughter’s estate (if she dies without husband or kids) and 

has underscored that the law should adapt to changing social norms. 

Additionally, courts have dealt with issues of stridhan vs. joint property, recognizing that property 

given to a woman (stridhan) remains her absolute property under Section 14 of HSA (which converted 

any limited estate into full ownership). This has empowered widows and daughters-in-law to claim 

property in their possession as their own. High Courts have also navigated the interface of personal law 

with secular law – for example, where a Hindu married under the Special Marriage Act, it has been held 

that the succession would be governed by the Indian Succession Act unless both spouses declared intent 

to be governed by HSA as allowed by a 1976 amendment to SMA. 

Muslim Personal Law Developments: In contrast to the Hindu law, Muslim inheritance law has 

not seen direct legislative reform in independent India. The Shariat Act 1937 itself has not been amended 

in relation to succession. As such, changes have come only through judicial interpretation or external 

influences. The judiciary generally sticks closely to traditional Islamic authorities (like Mulla’s Principles 

of Mohamedan Law) for determining shares. There have been cases clarifying Shia vs. Sunni rules when 

applicable and recognizing rights of acknowledged illegitimate children to maintenance if not 

inheritance. A significant development in the Muslim law context has been in some personal strategies to 

equalize, for instance, the use of gifts (hiba) to daughters to compensate for smaller Quranic shares, 

which the courts have upheld as long as valid delivery is shown. There have also been pushes from the 

community and scholars for adopting the Pakistani model of inheritance reform: Pakistan’s Muslim 

Family Laws Ordinance, 1961 introduced a rule that orphaned grandchildren (whose parent predeceased 
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the propositus) would receive the share their parent would have gotten, as an “obligatory bequest.” In 

India, no such law exists, but there have been academic calls and even a few court observations about the 

hardship faced by orphaned grandchildren under Muslim law. Some high courts, in intestacy disputes, 

have expressed sympathy for these excluded heirs but ultimately had to apply the traditional law in 

absence of legislation. 

One must note the broader context of personal law reform debates. The issue of Uniform Civil Code 

(UCC), enshrined as a directive principle in Article 44 of the Constitution, often resurfaces in political 

and judicial discourse. For example, while praising Goa’s Uniform Civil Code (which governs all 

communities in Goa for succession), the Supreme Court and even the Chief Justice of India in 2021 

pointed out that Goa’s system is what “the framers envisaged” implying the rest of India could consider 

uniform laws. However, the Law Commission of India in its 2018 consultation paper opined that a UCC 

is neither necessary nor feasible at the moment and suggested focusing on reform within personal laws. In 

line with this, for Muslim law, suggested reforms include enhancing the share of women or at least 

mitigating extreme cases (like providing for orphaned grandchildren). So far, no concrete amendment has 

been made by Parliament in this field, but courts have intervened robustly in related matters of gender 

justice in Muslim personal law (notably, the Supreme Court outlawed triple talaq in Shayara Bano v. 

Union of India (2017) on grounds of gender equality, though that case was about divorce, it reflects a 

willingness to examine personal laws under the Constitution). Were a similar challenge brought for 

inheritance discrimination, it would pose complex questions of freedom of religion vs equality. 

A few other judicial decisions worth noting: C. Muhammed Yunus v. Syed Unnissa (1961), Privy 

Council (pre-independence, but often cited) on the validity of Wills beyond one-third for Muslims (held 

invalid without consent of heirs), Bibi Khaver Sultan v. Shehzadi Zainab Sultan (1960s) regarding 

Sunni-Shia differences in inheritance and Rajeshwar v. Sushma (2001) where a Hindu marrying under 

Special Marriage Act led to application of secular succession law, illustrating the elective nature of law. 

These cases, while technical, emphasize that the judiciary has been navigating dual systems and their 

overlaps. 

In conclusion, Hindu inheritance law in India has undergone substantial modernization via legislative 

amendment and active judicial interpretation, aligning it more with constitutional norms. Muslim 

inheritance law remains largely as it was ordained, with courts enforcing traditional rules and only 

incremental changes coming from the community’s practices or broader judgments hinting at reform. The 

dynamic is thus asymmetric: one system is codified and evolving through statute and case law; the other 

is uncodified in content and changes primarily through persuasive advocacy or indirect pressures rather 

than direct amendment. 

SOCIO-LEGAL IMPACT AND EQUALITY CONCERNS 

The dual regime of inheritance rights has profound socio-legal implications in India, affecting 

gender equality, social justice and the uniformity of citizenship rights: 
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• Women’s Property Rights and Empowerment: Legal reforms in Hindu law (especially 

post-2005) have theoretically placed Hindu women, daughters and widows on an equal footing 

with men in inheritance. This has the potential to economically empower women and change 

patriarchal family structures. In practice, however, enforcement remains a challenge. Social norms 

and familial pressures often dissuade women from claiming their shares. There are many reported 

instances of daughters formally signing release deeds or settlements to relinquish their inheritance 

in favor of brothers, either due to coercion or the internalized notion that “married daughters 

should not take from the natal family.” While the law now supports them, awareness and 

implementation lag behind. Still, anecdotal evidence suggests a gradual increase in women 

asserting their rights, particularly in urban and educated families, using the 2005 amendment as 

justification. The presence of legal rights has also improved women’s bargaining power within the 

family, for example, a daughter might be given some compensation or a gift in lieu of her share if 

she agrees not to partition a family home, whereas earlier she might have gotten nothing. 

Statistically, women in India continue to hold a small fraction of total property. Various studies 

indicate that only around 12–15% of landholdings are in the name of women (despite comprising 

~48% of the population). This highlights that de facto equality in inheritance is far from achieved. 

Among Muslims, the fact that women have a guaranteed share (even if smaller) means that almost 

every Muslim family will have some property going to female heirs (unlike old Hindu custom 

where daughters got nothing if sons existed). However, the smaller quantum and the practice of 

giving mehr/dowry in lieu of inheritance can undermine their long-term security. In some 

Muslim families, daughters are persuaded to forego even their Quranic share, on the rationale that 

dowry or gifts at marriage have “already given them their portion.” Such customs, though not 

sanctioned by law, persist and are difficult to regulate. 

• Equality and Constitutional Debate: The existence of different inheritance rules based on 

religion raises constitutional questions. Article 14 (right to equality) and Article 15 (non-

discrimination on grounds of sex or religion) are often invoked in debates about personal law 

reform. On one hand, personal laws are shielded under Article 25 (freedom of religion) and the 

historical understanding that courts will not strike down personal law as “laws” under Article 13. 

On the other hand, as India evolves, disparities such as a Hindu daughter getting equal share 

whereas a Muslim daughter gets half the brother’s share become harder to justify morally. This 

tension fuels the Uniform Civil Code discourse. Proponents of UCC argue that a secular 

democratic republic should not tolerate gender injustice in the name of religion and that uniform 

inheritance law would ensure equality. Opponents or cautious observers argue that reforms should 

come from within communities to be effective and that imposing uniformity could backfire and be 

seen as an assault on cultural identity. The higher judiciary has trodden carefully, it has nudged 

the legislature to enact a UCC or reform laws (as seen in cases like Sarala Mudgal (1995) and 

recent comments praising Goa’s UCC) but stopped short of invalidating religious inheritance rules 
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judicially. The Law Commission’s stance in 2018 was to recommend piecemeal equality-

enhancing changes (like expanding rights of Muslim women, addressing issues in Hindu law like 

Section 15, etc.) without scrapping personal laws entirely. 

• Practical Enforcement Issues: Both systems face practical hurdles. Under Hindu law, even 

though daughters are now coparceners, obtaining an actual share may require filing a suit for 

partition if the family does not voluntarily accommodate her. Legal action is time-consuming and 

can rupture family relations, which many women avoid. The Supreme Court in Vineeta Sharma 

tried to simplify matters by ruling that no fresh partition deed is needed for a daughter to claim her 

share; her right exists inherently. Yet on the ground, unequal power dynamics in families mean 

many women still don’t get an equal piece of ancestral property. Under Muslim law, distribution 

often happens promptly after a death within the family itself according to known rules. One issue 

is that the rules are complex; families may make mistakes or male heirs may take advantage if 

female heirs are not well-informed. However, because the shares are fixed, it can actually 

empower a woman to know “I am entitled to one-eighth” and demand it. If denied, she can 

approach a court for her share and courts do enforce Quranic entitlements strictly. The limitation 

on wills sometimes results in hardship, e.g., if a man has strained relations with some heirs, he 

cannot disinherit them entirely. But conversely, it protects dependents from disinheritance. Estate 

planning differs as a result: Hindu families may use wills, trusts, gifts freely to favor certain 

members, whereas Muslim families often rely on gifts or pay attention to the default rules because 

wills are constrained. 

• Social Change and Family Structure: The guarantee of inheritance for women has subtle 

effects on social practices like dowry. Ideally, strong inheritance rights could reduce the perceived 

need for heavy dowries (since daughters will anyway inherit property). In Hindu context, some 

scholars note that after 2005, there is an expectation in some communities that dowry might 

decrease if daughters are to inherit land, though evidence of this is not clear-cut. In Muslim 

contexts, the dower (mehr) is already a legal right of the wife and inheritance is separate; both are 

intended to provide security. Still, families sometimes treat mehr and inheritance as 

interchangeable, which legally they are not. The interplay of these obligations can be complex in 

practice. 

• Inter-religious and Inter-regional Families: In today’s India, interfaith marriages (when 

not under SMA) can create conflict of law issues in inheritance. For example, if a Hindu woman 

marries a Muslim man and does not convert, or vice versa, the question of which law applies to 

their children or spousal inheritance can be complicated. Typically, if no conversion, the marriage 

may not even be valid under personal laws, so the solution is often to marry under SMA which 

then subjects them to Indian Succession Act (where property goes evenly to spouse and kids 

regardless of gender). Similarly, Indians migrating between states may be surprised by local 
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variations (like a family from Delhi with property in Goa may find that Goa’s code imposes 

forced heirship unlike HSA). These scenarios are niche but increasingly relevant as society 

diversifies. 

Equality Concerns: Ultimately, the continued disparity between HSA and Muslim personal law in 

terms of gender equality is a focal point of critique. Hindu law (post-amendment) is often lauded for 

giving equal inheritance rights to women, considered a step toward compliance with CEDAW 

(Convention on Elimination of Discrimination Against Women) and other international standards. 

Muslim law’s gender distinctions are defended by some as a matter of religious freedom and a holistic 

system (with maintenance obligations balancing shares), but from a pure equality lens they are seen as 

discriminatory. Muslim women activists in India are divided, some demand a codified Muslim law with 

gender-just reforms, others prefer to keep the religious law untouched by state to avoid political motives 

and yet others endorse the idea of a UCC. On the Hindu side, one could argue that until 2005, Hindu law 

was not gender-equal either, but it has now been corrected. The socio-legal question is whether Muslim 

law will eventually see a similar internally-driven reform. 

Enforcement Mechanisms: To strengthen enforcement, legal services authorities and civil society 

have been conducting awareness campaigns about women’s inheritance rights. Family settlement 

agreements are sometimes reviewed by courts to ensure a female heir was not unduly deprived. 

Provisions like maintenance and residence rights (e.g., under the Domestic Violence Act for 

wives/daughters-in-law) also provide some relief when inheritance is denied, by giving women rights to 

stay in the matrimonial or parental home. These workarounds, however, are not substitutes for actual 

ownership. 

In conclusion, the coexistence of the HSA 1956 and the Shariat Act 1937 in India’s legal system mirrors 

the broader negotiation between modern egalitarian principles and respect for religious law. While Hindu 

succession law has largely harmonized with norms of gender equality and individual choice (testamentary 

freedom), Muslim succession law remains firmly rooted in traditional doctrine which has both protective 

and restrictive facets for women. The socio-legal impact is a mixed landscape – progressive in intent but 

still catching up in practice for Hindus and protective yet unequal for Muslims, all of which continues to 

fuel discussions on legal uniformity, reform from within and the role of the state in personal law. 

CONCLUSION 

Both the Hindu Succession Act, 1956 and the Muslim Personal Law (Shariat) Application Act, 

1937 serve as key legal frameworks governing inheritance in India, but they do so with markedly 

different philosophies. The HSA 1956, born out of a secular legislative reform, provides a codified and 

relatively flexible system that has evolved toward gender equality and individual rights. The Muslim 

personal law, given effect through the Shariat Act 1937, enshrines religious doctrine in civil law, ensuring 

fidelity to centuries-old principles of succession with only limited change over time. 
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Doctrinally, Hindu law’s use of heir classes and abolishment of the male-only coparcenary has moved it 

into closer alignment with constitutional ideals, whereas Muslim law’s fixed shares and male preference 

reflect a classical model that prioritizes family responsibility and predefined justice over absolute 

equality. Structurally, one could say Hindu succession has become de facto egalitarian (especially post-

2005), while Muslim succession remains consistently formulaic. 

Gender distinctions have been almost eliminated in the letter of Hindu law (with minor quirks remaining), 

but are inherent in Muslim law. Regionally, Hindus and Muslims in places like Goa experience a 

different reality under a Uniform Civil Code, highlighting that multiple systems can and do function in 

India. The statutory mechanisms – who gets how much and whether one can circumvent the rules by will 

– show perhaps the greatest practical divergence: full freedom in one, structured limits in the other. 

Recent developments demonstrate that the trajectory of Hindu law is one of ongoing reform and 

alignment with modern values through both legislation and court decisions, whereas Muslim law changes 

incrementally, often through internal community dialogues or indirect judicial remarks, but without 

legislative overhaul in inheritance. The socio-legal impact of these laws is profound: they affect the 

economic empowerment of women, the cohesion of family units and the very perception of justice and 

fairness across different communities. 

In summation, the comparative study reveals a classic legal paradox in India – the commitment to 

equality and uniformity on one hand and the commitment to cultural-religious plurality on the other. 

Inheritance rights lie at this crossroads. The Hindu Succession Act, 1956 exemplifies the former principle 

by striving to make succession rules common and fair for all Hindus, while the Shariat Act, 1937 

exemplifies the latter by preserving a distinct set of norms for Muslims as a matter of religious freedom 

and identity. Both laws have their strengths and criticisms: HSA is lauded for progressiveness but had to 

overcome patriarchal roots and Muslim law is praised for consistency and security but critiqued for 

gender bias. For legal practitioners, judges and policymakers, the challenge and opportunity lie in 

harmonizing these dualities – ensuring that regardless of the law applied, inheritance in India moves 

closer to the ideals of justice, equity and security for all. The evolution is ongoing and this comparative 

understanding provides a foundation for any future reforms or adjudications in the realm of inheritance 

rights. 

Synthesis of Key Findings 

The Hindu Succession Act, 1956, represents a significant legislative effort to codify and reform 

Hindu inheritance laws, introducing principles of gender equality and uniformity in property distribution. 

The Act’s recognition of the coparcenary system, coupled with its amendments, particularly the 2005 

amendment, has expanded the inheritance rights of Hindu women, granting daughters equal status as 

coparceners in ancestral property. This reform aligns with constitutional mandates under Articles 14 and 

15, which emphasize equality and non-discrimination. However, the application of the Act remains 

uneven, with challenges such as patriarchal resistance, lack of awareness and socio-cultural norms 

limiting its effectiveness in ensuring gender parity. The Act’s reliance on the Mitakshara and Dayabhaga 
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schools of Hindu law further complicates its implementation, as regional variations influence the 

interpretation of inheritance rights. 

In contrast, the Muslim Personal Law (Shariat) Application Act, 1937, governs inheritance under Islamic 

law, which is rooted in the Quran, Hadith and juristic interpretations. The Shariat law prescribes fixed 

shares for heirs, ensuring a structured and predictable system of inheritance. However, its patriarchal 

framework, particularly the rule that male heirs receive double the share of female heirs in similar 

categories, raises questions about gender equity in light of modern constitutional principles. The 

flexibility of Islamic law, evidenced by provisions for wills (wasiyya) and gifts (hiba), allows for some 

adaptability, but the absence of codification and reliance on judicial discretion often lead to 

inconsistencies in application. Moreover, the Shariat’s interaction with customary practices and regional 

traditions sometimes dilutes its intended uniformity. 

The comparative analysis reveals that both legal frameworks reflect their respective religious and cultural 

underpinnings. The Hindu Succession Act leans toward statutory reform and modernization, while the 

Muslim Personal Law remains anchored in religious texts and traditional interpretations. Despite their 

differences, both systems face common challenges, including gender disparities, judicial inconsistencies 

and the influence of socio-cultural norms. The Hindu Succession Act’s progressive amendments contrast 

with the Shariat’s relative stasis, yet both struggle to fully reconcile traditional doctrines with 

contemporary demands for equality and justice. 

Implications for Gender Equality 

A central theme of this research is the impact of these laws on gender equality. The Hindu 

Succession Act, particularly post-2005, has made significant strides in empowering women by granting 

them equal rights to ancestral property. This legislative reform has challenged patriarchal structures 

within Hindu families, enabling women to assert their economic independence and social agency. 

However, the persistence of male-dominated inheritance practices, especially in rural areas, indicates that 

legal reforms alone are insufficient without corresponding social change. Awareness campaigns, legal aid 

and community-level interventions are essential to bridge the gap between law and practice. 

Under Muslim Personal Law, the fixed inheritance shares prescribed by the Shariat inherently favor male 

heirs, reflecting the socio-economic context of early Islamic society where men were primary 

breadwinners. While this framework ensures women receive a defined share—unlike pre-Islamic customs 

that often excluded them—it falls short of modern gender equality standards. The rigidity of these rules, 

coupled with limited scope for reform due to religious sensitivities, poses a significant challenge. 

However, mechanisms like wills and gifts offer potential avenues for mitigating gender disparities, 

provided they are utilized effectively. The judiciary’s role in interpreting these provisions progressively, 

as seen in cases like Danial Latifi v. Union of India (2001), demonstrates the potential for incremental 

change within the existing framework. 
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Constitutional and Legal Challenges 

The coexistence of personal laws within India’s secular legal system raises critical constitutional 

questions. The Directive Principles of State Policy, particularly Article 44, advocate for a Uniform Civil 

Code (UCC) to harmonize personal laws and promote national integration. However, the political and 

social complexities surrounding the UCC, coupled with resistance from religious communities, have 

stalled its implementation. This research highlights the tension between the right to religious freedom 

(Article 25) and the right to equality (Article 14), as personal laws often prioritize cultural identity over 

universal principles of justice. 

Judicial interventions have played a pivotal role in navigating this tension. Landmark cases such as 

Shayara Bano v. Union of India (2017) and Vineeta Sharma v. Rakesh Sharma (2020) illustrate the 

judiciary’s efforts to align personal laws with constitutional values. Yet, the judiciary’s approach has 

been cautious, balancing reform with respect for religious autonomy. This delicate balance underscores 

the need for legislative action to address systemic inequities, as judicial pronouncements alone cannot 

overhaul deeply entrenched legal traditions. 

Socio-Cultural Dynamics 

The practical implementation of inheritance laws is heavily influenced by socio-cultural factors. 

In both Hindu and Muslim communities, patriarchal norms often undermine legal provisions designed to 

protect women’s rights. For instance, Hindu women may relinquish their inheritance shares to maintain 

family harmony, while Muslim women may face pressure to forgo their rightful claims due to customary 

practices or economic dependence. These dynamics highlight the importance of addressing inheritance 

rights not merely as a legal issue but as a socio-cultural one. 

Education and economic empowerment are critical to enabling women to assert their inheritance rights. 

Programs aimed at increasing legal literacy, particularly in rural and marginalized communities, can 

empower individuals to navigate complex legal systems. Additionally, fostering dialogue between 

religious leaders, policymakers and civil society can help reconcile traditional values with modern 

egalitarian principles, creating a more conducive environment for reform. 

Prospects for Reform 

The comparative analysis suggests that reforming personal laws requires a multifaceted approach 

that respects cultural diversity while advancing constitutional ideals. For the Hindu Succession Act, 

continued efforts to streamline its provisions and address regional disparities are necessary. Simplifying 

legal procedures, enhancing access to justice and promoting awareness of women’s rights can further 

strengthen the Act’s impact. 

Reforming Muslim Personal Law presents unique challenges due to its religious foundation. Any attempt 

at reform must engage with Islamic scholars and community leaders to ensure legitimacy and acceptance. 

Codifying inheritance laws, as proposed by some jurists, could enhance clarity and consistency without 
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compromising the Shariat’s core principles. Additionally, encouraging the use of wills and gifts to 

balance inheritance shares could serve as a pragmatic step toward gender equity. 

The broader question of a Uniform Civil Code remains a contentious yet vital consideration. A UCC 

could potentially harmonize inheritance laws across communities, ensuring consistency and fairness. 

However, its implementation must be gradual and inclusive, addressing the concerns of diverse religious 

groups to avoid alienation. A hybrid model, combining uniform principles with community-specific 

provisions, may offer a viable path forward. 

Contribution to Legal Scholarship 

This research contributes to the ongoing discourse on personal laws in India by providing a 

comprehensive comparative analysis of the Hindu Succession Act and the Muslim Personal Law. By 

examining their legislative frameworks, judicial interpretations and socio-cultural implications, the study 

offers insights into the challenges and opportunities for reforming inheritance laws. It underscores the 

importance of balancing legal pluralism with constitutional mandates, a critical issue in India’s 

multicultural democracy. 

The findings also have implications beyond India, as they resonate with global debates on the intersection 

of religion, law and gender. Countries with plural legal systems can draw lessons from India’s experience 

in navigating the complexities of personal laws. The study advocates for a context-sensitive approach to 

legal reform, emphasizing the need for dialogue, inclusivity and incremental change. 

Suggestions 

In conclusion, the Hindu Succession Act, 1956 and the Muslim Personal Law (Shariat) 

Application Act, 1937, encapsulate the challenges of administering inheritance rights in a diverse and 

dynamic society. While the Hindu Succession Act has embraced progressive reforms, the Muslim 

Personal Law remains tethered to traditional norms, creating distinct yet overlapping challenges in 

achieving equitable inheritance. Both systems reflect the broader tension between cultural identity and 

universal human rights, a tension that lies at the heart of India’s legal pluralism. 

Future research could explore the practical impact of these laws through empirical studies, examining 

how inheritance disputes are resolved at the grassroots level. Comparative studies with other jurisdictions, 

particularly those with Islamic or plural legal systems, could further enrich the discourse. Additionally, 

exploring the role of alternative dispute resolution mechanisms, such as mediation and arbitration, in 

resolving inheritance conflicts could offer practical solutions for reducing litigation and promoting 

fairness. 

Ultimately, the journey toward equitable inheritance rights requires a collaborative effort involving 

legislators, judges, scholars and communities. By fostering an inclusive dialogue that respects India’s 

cultural mosaic while advancing constitutional ideals, it is possible to create a legal framework that 

ensures justice, equality and dignity for all. This research serves as a step toward that goal, illuminating 

the path for future reforms in India’s complex and evolving legal landscape. 



https://ijhce.com/ 

                   International Journal of Humanities, Commerce and Education                                (62) 

REFERENCES 

[1] Hindu Succession (Amendment) Act, 2005, No. 39 of 2005, India. 

[2] Hindu Succession Act, 1956, No. 30 of 1956, India. 

[3] Indian Succession (Amendment) Act, 1991, No. 51 of 1991, India. 

[4] Indian Succession (Amendment) Act, 2002, No. 26 of 2002, India. 

[5] Indian Succession Act, 1925, No. 39 of 1925, India. 

[6] Muslim Personal Law (Shariat) Application Act, 1937, No. 26 of 1937, India. 

[7] Parsi Marriage and Divorce Act, 1936, No. 3 of 1936, India. 

[8] Special Marriage Act, 1954, No. 43 of 1954, India. 

[9] Travancore Christian Succession Act, 1916 (repealed). 

[10] Cochin Christian Succession Act, 1921 (repealed). 

[11] DERRETT, J.D.M., INTRODUCTION TO MODERN HINDU LAW (Oxford University Press). 

[12] MAHMOOD, Tahir, MUSLIM LAW IN INDIA AND ABROAD (Universal Law Publishing). 

[13] MULLA, Dinshaw Fardunji, PRINCIPLES OF HINDU LAW (LexisNexis). 

[14] MULLA, Dinshaw Fardunji, PRINCIPLES OF MAHOMEDAN LAW (LexisNexis). 

[15] PARUCK, Jamshed R., THE INDIAN SUCCESSION ACT, 1925 (N.M. Tripathi). 

[16] RAGHAVACHARIAR, HINDU LAW: PRINCIPLES AND PRECEDENTS (Madras Law 

Journal Office). 

[17] Desai, R., Succession Laws Amongst Parsi in India, 7(4) International Journal of Legal 

Developments and Allied Issues (2021). 

[18] Singh, R., Hindu Succession (Amendment) Act, 2005: A Step Towards Formal or Substantive 

Equality?, 15(2) Indian Journal of Gender Studies (2008). 

[19] Law Commission of India, Reports Relating to Reforms in Succession Laws. 

Cite this Article: 

Mr. Ashish Shahi, Prof. (Dr.) Surendra Pratap Singh, “Comparative Legal Analysis of The Hindu Succession Act, 1956 & The 

Muslim Personal Law (Shariat) Application Act, 1937 In Inheritance Rights”, International Journal of Humanities, 

Commerce and Education, ISSN: 3108-0456 (Online), Volume 2, Issue 1, pp. 41-62, January 2026.  

Journal URL: https://ijhce.com/      

DOI: https://doi.org/10.59828/ijhce.v2i1.29  

 

 

 

  

https://ijhce.com/
https://doi.org/10.59828/ijhce.v2i1.29

