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very valid point. But at the moment, as lion.
Member Shri Sanyal said it is much better
for us to ensure that the things are not taken
out and frozen as they are rather than
providing incentive to the smugglers to go
ahead. In the light of this , I would appeal to
the hon. Member not to press the
amendments.

Al AW EAT AAT AT TE FEAT
a1 fi evifwe oot Fr wT ATz Fa
ATt wife A6 AT AveT Awt & e werEoa
FF( AF AT ATAN A6 w7 7 faare gravd
T arias FA1 € )

\Amendment Nos. 3 and 4 were by leave,
withdrawn.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRIV. B
RAJU) : The question is :

'"That clause 20 stand part of the Bill.'

The motion was adopted. Clause

20 was added to the Bill.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. B.
RAJU) : Hon. Member, Shrimati Lakshmi
Kumari Chundawat, wanted New Clause
20A to be inserted in the Bill. But she’is
not moving that amendment.

Clauses 21 to 33 were added to the Bill"'

Clause 1, the Enacting Formula and the '
Tilte were added to the Bill.

PROF. S. NURUL HASAN :Sir, I
move
"That the Bill be passed."

The question was put and the motion was
adopted.

t For texts of amendments see col. 204
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THE RULERS OF INDIAN STATE
(ABOLITION OF
PRIVILEGES) BILL, 1972.

THE MINISTER OF LAW AND
JUSTICE AND PETROLEUM AND
CHEMICALS

SHRI H. R. GOKHALE : Sir, I beg to
move

'That the Bill further to amend certain
enactments consequent on derecognition
of Rulers of Indian States and abolition of
privy purses, so as to abolish the pri-
vileges of Rulers and to make certain
transitional provisions to enable the said
Rulers to adjust progressively to the
changed circumstances, as passed by the
Lok Sabha, be taken into consideration."

In December last, this House, by an over-
whelming majority, endorsed the abolition
of privy purses and the concept of ruler-
ship.

Consequent on the enactment of the
Constitution (Twenty-sixth Amendment)
Bill, 1971, various administrative steps were
taken to withdraw the privileges which
attached to the former Rulers by virtue of
executive orders and statutory notifications.
Some of the privileges of these Rulers have
been provided for by certain enactments.
Since there were no Rulers, the relevant
provisions of these enactments have also
ceased generally to be applicable, though
some technical arguments in favour of the
view that some of these provisions continue
to be operative cannot be eliminated without
a formal amendment of the enactments.

The Bill before the House seeks to com-
plete the process which was set in motion
by the enactment of the Constitution (Twen-
ty-sixth Amendment) Act by making the
necessary changes in the various enactments.
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[Shri H.R. Gokhale.] of a Ruler of a former Indian State is to be
While the concept of rulership and Rulers conducted gnd that  Government l}as
also to specify the court before which

as privileged class has been done away with,
the Bill does take into account the human
problem which has resulted and seeks to
make some provision for this. As the Prime
Mini iter pointed out while moving the
Constitution (Twenty-sixth Amendment) Bill
in the other House, there is no personal
animus against any individual prince.
Accordingly, as a transitional measure to
avoid undue hadrship to the individuals
concerned certain concessions are sought to
be given or continued to the ex-Rulers by the
Bill. These, however, are extremely limited in
their scope and would apply only to those
who were Rulers prior to the commencement
of  the Constitution (Twenty-sixth
Amendment) Act. These Act. These
provisions will spend themselves out in
course of time.

I shall now explain briefly the provisions
made in the Bill in respect of privileges
available to former Rulers under the various
enactments. These privileges fall into two
broad categories:

(1) Privileges under the procedural laws
namely, the Code of Criminal Procedure,
1898, and the Code of Civil Procedure,
1908, and

#)) exemptions under the taxation laws,
namely, the Wealth-Tax, Act the Gift-Tax-
Act and the Income-Tax Act.
1 shall now deal with the privileges under
the procedural laws.

Section 197A of the Code of Criminal
Procedure provided for two privileges. In the
first place, the previous sanction of the
Government is necessary for taking
cognizance of an offence alleged to have been|
committed by a Ruler of a former Indian
State. In the second place, the Central
Government has to determine the person by,
whom and the manner in which the oft", ence

or offences for which the prosecution

the trial is to be held. By virtue of the
amendments proposed in clause 2 of the
Bill, these privileges will henceforward
be available only in relation to offences
committed before the commencement of
the Constitution, i.e., the 26th day of January,
1950, by a person recognised as a Ruler
before such commencement.

Under section 87B of the Code of Civil
Procedure, 1908, a former Ruler was immune
from arrest under the Code. Except with the
consent of the Central Government, a suit
against a former Ruler could not be tried and
a decree against a former Ruler not be
executed against the properly of such Ruler.
Further, a Ruler could request the central
Government to appoint any person to
prosecute or defend any suit on behalf of
such Ruler. By virtue of the amendments
proposed in clause 3 of the Bill, these
provisions would be available only in respect
of a suit based upon a cause of action which
arose before the commencement of the
Constitution or any proceedings arising out
of such suit and that too only in relation to
persons recognised as Rulers before the
commencement of the Constitution.

Sir, the continuance of the provisions of
section 197A, Code of Criminal Procedure
and section 87B, Code of Civil Procedure,
in respect of pre-Constitution offences or
acts will have very limited operation in
actual practice and is in accordance with the
observations of the Supreme Court that
broadly, in the light of the basic principle of
equality before the law for past dealings and
transactions, protection may justifiably be
given to Rulers of former Indian States.

As a consequence of the abolition of the
privileges under section 197A, Code of
Criminal Procedure and Section 87B,
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Code of Civil Procedure, in respect of
offences or acts subsequent to the commence-
ment of the Constitution, it is no longer
necessary to retain section 168 of the Repre-
sentation of the People Act, 1951, which
provides that (he provisions of those
sections will not apply in relation to a Ruler
who has been nominated for an election
from tin date of such nomination till the dec-
laration of the result of the election and also
jin respect of certain offences alleged
to have been commilted at or in connection |
with such election. Hence that section is
being omitted by clause 4 of the Bill.

I now pass on to deal with the exemptions
unde ta xation laws. The exemptions under
the Income-tax Act in respect of privy purse
and under the Gift Tax Act in respect of gifts
made out of the privy purse have virtually
become otiose with the abolition of privy
purse and the relevant provisions are being
omitted. With a view to enabling the Rulers
to adjust themselves progressively to the
changed circumstances, it is proposed to
continue the exemptions under the Wealth-
tax Act, 1957, in respect of one official
residence and heirloom jewellery of each
former Ruler for his life-time. The
continuance of the exemption in respect of
heirloom jewellery is also in the national
interest because the exemption is subject to a
number of restrictions which are designed to
ensure that the heirloom jewellery is not
converted, disposed of or sent out of India.
Likewise, it is also proposed to provide
for exemption of ex-gratia payments which
may be made by the Central Government to
the Rulers consequent on the abolition of
privy purse and to restrict the exemption in
respect of palaces to one palace. If these
ex-gratia payments are to serve the intended
purpose of enabling the Rulers to adjust
themselves to the changed circumstances, it
is necessary to provide for exemption of
the same.

I commend the Bill for the consideration
of the House.
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SHRT BHUPESH GUPTA (West
Bengal): Is the hon. Minister aware

that before the Bill came, the Maharaja
of Faridkot, for example, is trying to sell his
property to the Defence Ministry at. Rs. 40
lakhs in  Punjab?  Certain other ex-
princes arc also trying to sell their pro-
perties with the collusion of some Govern-
ment officials. There is also a report that
Nizam's palace is said to be sold. We
have got reports about the Faridkot Mahara-
ja's properties being encashed with sale
to the Defence Ministry; some officers
are involved. Has he got any such
information with regard to this matter?
What steps has the Government taken to
prevent such sale of properties by ex-
Princes? Have any steps been taken to
prevent such sale of property? 1 do
not know tbe final decision taken by the
Government in this matter.

SHRIH. R.GOKHALE: I will deal v. ith
this in my reply.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Sir, on a point
of order. The Government did not mention
anything about the so-called traditional
allowance. It is a kind of purse being given
to them. It is a kind of privy purse. Rupees
ten crores and seventy-five lakhs is the
amount. It is inconsistent with the spirit of
the abolition of the privy purses and the
Constitution amendment, and also
inconsistent with the spirjtofthe Bill the hon.
Minister has brought here. Therefore, I
would like the hon. Minister to say
something about this kind of indirect
payment to the princes.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V.B.
RAIJU) : There is no point of order in that.

SHRI H.R. GOKHALE : It is not a point
of order. I will deal with this in my reply.
It is not a point of order.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : The point of
order is this. Here is a legislation which
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[Shri Bhupesh Gupta-] is supposed to
give effect to the Constitution amendment.
And in consonance with that 1 maintain that
this Bill violates the spirit of the Constitution
amendment in so far as something has been
done which is a fraud on the Constitution
amendment which was meant to abolish the
privy purses. We did not pass a Constitution
(Amendment) Bill to provide for Rupees ten
crores and seventy-five lakhs for the princes.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (Shri V. B.
Raju) : This isno point of order.

The question was proposed.

SHRI VEERENDRA PATIL (Mysore)
Mr. Vice-ChaHainan. Sir, 1 rise to offer my
comments on the Bill which is under consi-
deration now. Sir, the title of the Bill rather
misleading or confusing. The title says: The
Rulers of Indian States (Abolition of
Privileges) Bill, 1972. The object of the Bill
is to abolish the privileges that the Rulers
have been enjoying all these years, but I lind
that this Bill seeks not only the abolition of
the privileges but also continuance of certain
privileges in a modified form. So far as the
abolition of privileges is concerned, I, on
behalf of my party and on my own behalf,
welcome this measure. So far as the
continuance of the pirvilegs is concenred, I
do not know why the Governments should
think it necessary to continue these
privileges. There is a provision made for ex-
gratia payment. Of course, after amending
the articles of the Constitution, in future
there is no question of making any or paying
any compensation. They have, therefore, not
used the word 'compensation deliberately,.
They want to make ex-gratia payment. We
do not know how much by way of ex-gratia.
payment is going to be paid to all these
Princes, how much every individual or ex-
Ruler after this legislation is goinir to get but
we understand from the provision made in
the Supplementary
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Grants that about ten crores and seventy-five
lakh rupees have been earmarked for this
purpose. I do not know whether it is a
lumpsum amount to be paid to these ex-
Rulers by way of ex-gratia payment or this
is the amount that is going to be spent every
year in paying ex-gratia to these ex-I Rulers.
Again we will not be satisfied if the hon.
Minister in charge of this Bill, while
replying to the debate, says that this is the
amount we have provided for them and we
are going to make this payment to all these
ex-Rulers after this Bill is enacted. We want
to know and we have got every right to
know as to how much every Prince is going
to get. It is necessary for us to know because
in the past when such a Bill, i.e. Abolition of
Privy Purses Bill, was moved in this House,
our Party took exception to that because at
that time also they did not come forward with
a clear-cut statement about the compensation
or about the ex-gratia amount that was going
to be paid to the ex-Rulers and they have
repeated that mistake again. We have every
right to know how much each ex-Ruler is
going to get because there are more than five
hundred odd Rulers in this country. How
much is every Ruler going to get? Whether
he is going to get in one lump or he is going
to get every year, this is not at all clear. I
was listening to the hon. Minister's speech
while he was moving this Bill but he has not
said about this ex-gratia payment. Therefore,
we feel that ex-gratia payment, whatever it
is. I am not opposed to it, but we have every
right to know how much you are going to
pay.what is your policy, why you are not
coming out openly saying that this is the ex-
gratia amount to be paid to them. I am not
opposed to paying them some ex-gratia
amount, it is not at all my intention when I
am saying anything with regard to ex-gratia
payment, but we should know how much you
are paying and what is your policy. Why are
you keeping it as a secret? Actually, this was
the proper occasion' For the Government to
come out with such a
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statement but they are deliberately withholding it.
1 do not know for what reasons they are wilh-
holding this statement.

Sir, these concessions are being allowed to the

Rulers with a purpose and they have made it very
clear what is the purpose behind. They say that the
purpose is to adjust themselves progressively to
changed circumstances, and the hon. Minister just
now said this is a humane problem. I want to know
when theconccsc-lion is for life-time there are
certain conces-ctions which are for life-time where
is the question of their adjusting themselves to the
changed circumstances? When they are going to
enjoy these concessions for life time then I think
they will have to adjust themselves after they leave
this world. What is there for ihem to adjust, I do
not understand. The point is, 1 find there is a
marked change in the attitude of the Government. I
was one of those who was very happy and 1
wholeheartedly supported the Government when
such a measure was brought. We thought that the
Government was sincere...
THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE
DEPARTMENT OF PARLIAMENTRY
AFFAIRS AND IN THE MINISTRY OF
SHIPPING AND TRANSPORT (SHRI OM
MEHTA): Your party did not vote for it.

SHRI VEERENDRA PATIL : My party had
supported it: not that they had opposed this in
principle. At that time also my party wanted to
know what was the amount that was going to be
paid to these c\-Rulers because they felt that if it
was left ambiguous there was a lot of scope for
manipulation afterwards. Only on that score this
Bill was opposed by my party,

SHRI BANARSI DAS (Uttar Pradesh):
Deliberately you are distorting facts which are
on record.

[ 29 AUGUST 1972 ]

{Abolition of Privileges) 214
Bill. 1972

SHRI VEERENDRA PATIL: Sir, our friends
on the other side have become sympathetic to
these Princes overnight. Now they have started
saying this as a humane problem. They never
thought that it was a humane problem at the lime
of abolishing their Privy Purses. They never
thought that it was a humane problem at the time
of de-recognising these Rulers. it is only now they
are saying it is a humane problem because they
exploited this issue fully during the mid-term elec-
tions and also during the last General Elections
and now, all of a sudden, they have come out with
such a statement that this is a humane problem and
it has to be dealt with on compassionate grounds. I
will go a step further and say that there are Chief
Ministers belonging to their parly who have made
the floor of the
Assembly that we must have all sympathv for

categorical statements on
these Rulers, after all, they had their contribution
to this country. So far as the Chief Minister of
Mysore State is concerned, lie has gone on record
saying thai the Maharaja of Mysore deserves all
help and all sympathy because he is in financial
trouble, because he is not enjoying good health. I
want to know-since when this sympathy has arisen
in the mind of the ruling party. 1 want lo know
what about those people who are underprivileged.
There are millions and millions of people who
are under-privileged in this country; there are
millions and millions who are care of footpath.
They have no house lo live in. You go to Bombay,
you go to Calcutta, you go to any big city, you will
find that I hey arc living only on the footpath;
Ihey do not have any shelter.

SHRI BANARSI DAS: Even here in Delhi.

SHRI VEERENDRA PATIL: What about
those who do not have anything? We are now at
the fag end of the Fourth Plan. We have spent
nearly 70 to 75 thousand crores but still there is
so much
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[Shri Veerendra Patil.] of poverty in the
country. In our country more than 203
million people, according to the statistics
provided by the Government, are below the

poverty line or subsistence line. And
what is the poverty line? The poverty
line is an income of R.5. 20 a month.

They do not have an income of even Rs.
20 a month. I want to know whether it is
not the duty of the Goveranxsnt to think of
all these™underprivileged psople before
they think of th3ss ex-rulers. I want to
know what they are d”ing to improve the
condition [ot thssj unJ.T-privileged
people. There is so m.uh of
uaemptoymsnt in the country. Price? are
soaring high. Within one y;ar the price
rise of jowa>" is 15.8 per cent;j bajra 39.4%;
pulses 25.3%; sugar 28.3%.* And according
to the information made available, the
value of the rupee has also gone down; it is
not 100 paise but it is just 42 paise. When
this is the state of affairs, when this is the
economic condition of the country, I
would like to know where is the justification
in  thinking of a few, a handful of, princes
saying that it is a humane problem?  Sir,
by giving exemptions Government is
establishing a dangerous precedent.
Whatever ex gratia amount is going to be
granted lo these rulers, it will be exempt
from the operation of the Income-tax law and
one palace building from the property tax.
Now the rulers have to choose which palace
they want to have as their official residence.
That will be exempt from Wealth-tax.
Jewellery is also exempt from Wealth-tax.
So these exemptions are being given.
Now, as I said. Sir, they are establishing a
dangerous precedent.  Very soon the Land
Reforms Bills, which are already before the
State Legislatures, are going to be passed
into law and the proposal is to reduce the

ceiling limit. After reducing the ceiling
over and abave the ceiling limit, the
land  is going to be taken ovei by
Govemment foi distribution among he
landless. ~ We have welcomed it.  So

while taking over
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the surplus land your government is bound to
give—I shall not use the word 'compensation’
because they are not giving compensation—
but they are going to make ex gratia payment.
So 1 would like to know from the
Government whether that ex gratia
payment which they are going to make to
the landholders is going to be free from
Wealth-tax and Income-tax, similarly
urban property ceiling; the legislation is going
to come very shortly. Over and above the
ceiling limit, whatever property they are going
to take over, they have to pay something as ex
gratia. I would like to know whether they
are going to exempt them from Wealth-lax
and Income-tax. If they are not going to do it
in these cases—after all  they  are the
middle-class or the lower middle-class or a

little upper middle-class people. If they
are not going to exempt them from
Wealth-lax and Income-tax 1
wouldliketoknowwhether it  would not

amount to discrimination If it amounts lo
discrimination, then it is liable to be
challenged in courts, and the whole Act is
liable to be quashed. So I would like to know
the policy of the Government with regard to
this. Sir, while abolishing the privileges
attempts are being made to create  more
privileges by back door methods. Sir, to
illustrate this further, 1 quote the instance
of Mysore palaces. Unfortunately, all my
attempts to extinct information  in this
House have failed. I put a question. It was
converted into Unstarred Question. 1 gave
a Calling Attention notice. ~Government
said (hat they were not going to accept it.
ThenI put a Short Notice Question.
Even for that the concerned Minister said
"No". So I have no other way out except to
extract information at least now in this
House. So I am availing of this opportunity.
There are three palaces; that way Mysore
Mabharaja has got huge property. He gave a
lengthy list of pioperty saying that all that
was his private  piopeit}. Nobody knew
how much was his private
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Government
property. But in the anxiety to effect merger at
that time all that property was treated as private
property. I have nothing to say with regard to that
property which is already recognised as the
private property of the Maharaja and I do not
want to enter into details about that. But with
regard to the three palaces, one palace in

property and how much was

Bangalore, one palace in Mysore and one palace
in Ooty, these three palaces are not the private
piopeity of the Maharaja.

There is a condition attached to these three
palaces. The condition is thattheyarenot alienable
under any circumstances and he has accepted this
condition with open eyes. Now, altempts are
being made to convert these three palaces into
private property of the Maharaja. He was enjoying
possession of these three palaces.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. B. RAJU):
How much time will you take?

SHRI VEERENDRA PATIL: Another five or
ten minutes. He was enjoying possession of these
three palaces in his cap tctty as the Ruler. ..

ot AT gAE W@ (IET 0 93w
divd a7 www w0 % fao s smogur
Z1 9rA AT W TASEAT B @@ 29 Wit o
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SHRI OM MEHTA: Six or beyond six,
have to dispose of this item.

we

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. B. RAJU):

The only thing is the House has to sit longer.

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR (Delhi): Was it decided
that the House should sit iilT
six?

SHRI OM MEHTA: The House will sit till six
or beyond six to complete the business. You

cannot have ii both ways.

Tl wrezw Adl an afes T At T
Tia

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRIV.E.

RAIJU): Please continue.

SHRI VEERENDRA PATIL: Sir. one legal

point 1 was making here that these

three palaces the Maharaja was enjoying in his
capacity ns the Ruler. Now. after the de-recognition
of the Rulers, he has no right over these properties
and c\en the Government of India has no right to
make any amendments so as to be advanl;*. to the
Maharaja. Regarding these three palaces, the
condition of inalienability was accepted by all
the panics concerned. The conditions are so rigid
and they ate verj clear. Of the three palaces, in the
case of the Mysore palace thete is a relaxation. So
far as the oilier two palaces, the palace ;
Bangalore and the palace in Ooty, are

in
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[Shri Vecrendra Patil]  do not belong any more to the Maharaja.

concerned, they are not alienable to any
body under any circumstances, not even
to the Government, but an exception has
been made in the case of the Mysore palace.
It is said that if ihe Maharaja at any time
wants to alienate the Mysore palace, such
an alienation shall be in favour of the My
sore Government. It has been made
very clear. 1 know it because I have
Studied this problem. Sir, what was the
consideraton for accepting this condition?
The consideration was that the State Gover
nment took the responsibility of maintaining
all the three palaces. To this day the State
Government, by spending huge amounts,
is maintaining all the three palaces. They
are spending nearly Rs. 80,000 to Rs. 90,000
on the maintenance of these three palaces.
This was one of the privileges enjoyed by
the ex-Rulers. The privilege was to enjoy
possession of these three palaces during his
life-time and during the life-time of his suc
cessor. Now all the privileges have gone.
The ruler is no more a ruler. The property
according to the examination that was done
by us at the State level has automatically
vested in the State Government. It is no
more the properly of the Maharaja. When
this was the position in 1970 the Maharaja
approached the State Government. He
was thinking of converting one of these
three palaces, that is the Bangalore palace,
into a posh hotel. When he approached
the State Government, we said: we will
examine the position and then let you
know. 1 got the position examined. Not
that I had any prejudice against the Maha
raja. I have all regards for the Maharaja,
all respects for the Maharaja. When
il examined by the Law Department
and also by the Advocate General, they
said: as long as the Maharaja was the
ruler oT Mysore he was enjoying these
properties and he had limited right in
ihao three properties; now the rulers have
b.;jn recognized and the privileges have
b«n ;. ro these three
properties

Then we informed the Maharaja. We
said: these are our difficulties, we cannot
do anything, we are helpless in the matter.
Then he preferred to approach the Govern-
ment of India, and the Government of India
in 1970, I think towards the end of 1970.
sent a communication to us asking for our
comments. They said: the Maharaja has
approached us with a request to remove the
conditions of inalienability, what have you
to say in the matter. Then we got every-
thing examined, and everything is on the
record. We examined it thoroughly and
we wrote back to the Government of India
saying that these three properties, according
to the interpretation given by our legal
experts, did not belong any more to the
Maharaja and therefore there was no ques-
tion of removing any condition. They
kept quiet. When I relinquished office,
the Government of India made a fresh re-
ference to the State Government which
was under President's rule. I would like to
know what prompted the Government of
India to make a fresh reference to the State
Government when they were already in
possession of full details about the case.
They tried to get a favourable report from
the State Government because they knew
that without the concurrence of the State
Government it was not at all possible for
them to take any final decision. 1 know.
Sir, because from whatever i1 have heard
and 1 have understood from reliable sources
1 can only tell this House that although
the Governor at the instance of Central
Government wanted to send a favourable
report at thai time, there were protests and
some legislators sent protest letters to the
governor. So he preferred to defer a
decision. He kept the file like that. The
present Government within three months
after assuming office took a decision and
told centre : if you want to remove these
conditions and allow the Maharaja to dis-
pose of his property, we have absolutely
no objection. The Chief Minister went
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to 1112 extent of saying that this is a matter only
between the Government of India and the
Maharaja and they had nothing to do with it,
although he knew that every year according to
the Budget estimates and the provision made in
the Budget they are spending Rs. 70,000 to Rs.
80,000 on maintenance. Sir, I would not have
mentioned and given this emphasis on this
problem if it was a small property. This is a
property worth more than Rs. 15 crores. The
property in Bangalore itielf is worth nearly Rs.
10 crores. We are very much concerned about
the Bangalore property, not so much concerned
about the Mysore palace and the Ooty palace
because 1 had already a discussion with the
Mabharaja toconvert the Mysore palace into a
still there.
Attempts are now being made to permit the

museum, and that proposal is
Maharaja to dispose of these properties which

entirely belong to the State, and these
properties

have been built out of State funds. 1
5P.M. do no know whether every Member of

ThisHouse has any idea of these palaces.
They are palatial buildings with vast compounds
in the heart of Bangalore City and Mysore City.
They are worth crores and crores. When J want to
this
Government of India says that the whole matter

extract information in House, the
is under consideration in consultation with the
State Government. And there, in the State
Assembly, the Chief Minister said that I have
already received a communication from the
Government of India, the Government of India
has taken a decision and they have indicated their
position to me and they have already decided
permitting the Maharajah to dispose of the
property.

AN HON. MEMBER: This is the socialist j
regime.

SHRI VEERENDRA PATIL: He has;
made a statement on the floor of the House— I
am not talking anything olT the record. ! He has
made a statement. Not only has : he made a
statement but he has also read the extracts of the
letter that he has re- ',
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the Government of India. And

to extract

ceived from
here when we come and want
we are told that the entire matter
Now, I want to know

information,
is under consideration.
which statement is correct, whether the statement
made by the Chief Minister on the
the House— extracts of the letter received by him

floor of

were also read out by him in the House—or the
in this House. My
charge against this Government is that they are

information furnished to us
deliberately suppressing this fact. 1 also
understand that before the Maharajah went to West
Germany for treatment, he here, the
Chief Minister and some Ministers had accom-

was
panied him. They made an approach to the
concerned authority in the Government of India and
I am told that he has been assured that ""you need
not worry, you are going to be permitted." I
wBnt to know whether this is the socialistic step.
You want to achieve socialism in this country by
this method? Why this farce at all? If you have got
sympathies for him, you can come out and say, we
have got sympathies for this reason.  This is one
instance which I wanted to quote and bring before
the House by way of illustration just to show how
backdoor methods are being employed to create
rights and privileges for these prince;.  Attempts
are going on to acquire their properties,
in Mysore.
Hyderabad attempts are going on to acquire

not
only Sir, you are aware that even in
Nizam's property. 1 want to know why. You are
going to bring in urban property ceiling. We
know that according to the proposal that is now
before the Government of India, only upto five
lakhs worth of property is going to remain with
them and over and above five lakhs, it is going to
be the property of the Government. Knowing full
well that such a provision is going to be made,

properly
There is a

why there is hurry in acquiring tiiis
and paying handsome compensation.

deep-rooted
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THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V.B.
RA\JU): You finish.

SHRI VEERENDRA PATIL: 1
finishing in a minute or two.

am

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V.B.
RAJU): It is already 25 minutes. You cannot
go on.

SHRI VEERENDRA PATIL: That is all
right. Thank you very much.

THE VICE- CHAIRMAN (SHRI V.B.
RAJU): Mr. Shahi.

SHRI MAHAVIR TAYAGI: Sir, before
you proceed with th e debate, I want one
clarification.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V.B.
RAJU): You can seek it later on.

SHRI MAHAVIR TYAGI:
Pradesh): Otherwise, we can not...

(Uttar

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V.B.
RAJU): The Minister will speak.

SHRI MAHAVIR TYAGI: Let him reply.
But how much ex-gratia amount it is! How
much amount does it involve'.' I want to
know. Have you any idea of the expenditure
involved with regard to the ex-gratia
payment?

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: How
many years'loss of public sector projects?

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V.B.
RAJU): Mr. Shahi.

SHRI MAHAVIR TYAGI: Sir, on
apoint of order. According to Rule 64(1)—

"A Bill involving expenditure shall be
accompanied by a financial memorandum
which shall invite particular attention to the
clauses involving expenditure and shall also
give an estimate of the recurring and non-
recurring expenditure involved in case the
Bill is passed into law."
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‘ex-gratia’ is printed in italics and they are
not giving any financial memorandum. So,
we have no idea, and even the figures are
not being given. Ex-gratia means how
much?

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN
RAJU): It is mentioned.

(SHRI V.B.

SHRI MAHAVIR TYAGI: Why no
financial memorandum is there according to
this rule?

SHRI H.R. GOK.HALE: I am talking of
the point of order only. There is no question
of a Financial Memorandum in this because
so far as the provisions of this Bill are
concerned it does not authorise payment of
any ex-gratia payments to the rulers. This is
not a Bill providing or authorising the
Government to make any payment. That
authority will be sought from Parliament,
both the Houses, when the DeTtinds for
grants will be made. Everything will be
before both the Houses of Parliament. It only
says if and when Parliament sanctions any
ex-gratia payments then those ex-gratia
payments will be free of income tax. There is
no financial liability involved in it.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V.B.
RAJU): There is no point of order. Mr.
Shahi.

SHRI MAHAVIR TYAGI: 1 withdraw
my point of order.

oAt g e @i g4 &
gzar g fw T

FUT F

T
CIE I AR

FHT a3

ot WWEET WETT W IR aETey
w7 e AT % 2 F fw
e & B e o=y

W57 F 10
# JuT dz A

Arfe madl G957 W FW 8 ww gaw Ay 2
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THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V.H.
RAJU): You please address the Chair.

SHRI NAGESHWAR PRASADSHAHI:
I am addressing I he Chair.
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THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. B.

RAIJU) : Already it has been ruled that there
is no point of order.

SHRI BANARSI DAS : I am raising
another point. Are you making a precedent
that in all future enactments there will be no
need of a financial memorandum as the plea
has been laken by the Law Minister that it
will be put before the House through the
Budget 7 li means the financial memorandum
will have no bearing.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. B.
RA.IU) : Wc are now discussing the Bill.
There is no point of order in this.

SHRI BANARSI DAS : I am very sorry,
Mr. Vice-Chaimian. You must at least
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[Shri Banarsi Das] read the Constitution.

The honourable Minister is by-passing the

Constitution altogether. A new precedent is

being put before the House that in future all
enactments will dispense with the financial

memorandum and the House will know it only
through the Budget. This is  very novel
deviation.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. B.
RAJU) : There is no point of order.
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SHRI RANBIR SINGH : Point of order,
Sir.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. B,
RAJU) : Where is the point of order while
he is speaking ? Nothing has happened
now.

SHRI RANBIR SINGH : Class room
discussion is going on. The House should
not be made a class room. Can the House,
be turned into a class room ?

< SHRI MAHAVIR TYAGI :
How long are we going to sit today ? It is
already half past five.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN
completing this Bill today.

We are
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fixed. The list was drawn up by ihe Govern-
ment. What I am trying to make out i.s this
that even in that case when we asked the
Minister as to how and on what basis the
payments had been decided upon, wc told that

SHRI MAHAVIR TYAGI : Does this "Our officers have gone there, our experts
Bill authorise ex-gratia payment ? have examined this and you leave the rest to
us". We have found what the value of those
mines is today. This is not the way to show to
the people that justice has been done. 1
pointed out at that time also that justice should
not only be done but is should also appear  to

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. B.
RAIJU): This Bill does not mention anything
about it.

Tio WY WETEIT © il ST 9 A1 F17 959 have been  done, “erfjret

sori ot sEimI R sar B E 1w m Al £
i T WA SO TEAT AT AT
FITHT W7 WIEW F1 wu4 3ra # faar e
& &g uF worg o ofw @ afee 12w
16 FIE L4757 1T WIE-T a1 B ST H
AT fFaT ) T T AR o9 g 8
ger {% ag wrezfar aaamee. faes waie
AT Tfw 5 | TS A W1 &1 9 @I
£ 1T e g o gRERTEN T s 69
I qAA @ AT oA Ay T AT g
S T WA TR AT

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. B.
RAJU) : This Bill does not contain anything
relating to that. This point is not covered here.
The House will have an opportunity when the
question comes up before, the House.

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR : That is what I
am saying.

SHRI MAHAVIR TYAGI : No payment
can be made unless Parliament authorises it.

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR : What I am
saying is that we have precedents on record
where Parliament was asked to agree to
payments being made to coking coal mill-
owners according to the list drawn up by the
Government, without the Parliament being
taken into confidence as to the criteria on
which those payments had been
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q FIH w4 1 9EIA A AuEd 57 g § wiEy
9T AT Al WE $T AGE 1 A § | A,
¥y et ag & f oo Pae s fomr s g 7
Fr fF FAmET, A 39 ueeniy & fAm, o
exrrefara &1 AET 9f A e s g9t
grar a1 3% [ aenre fasiard &9, @1 amas
TH "I & Tl B T I9 AET & qel
Fi1 T o "l T2t fi6, afe wn A fem
AT |

azi e feifafedaa &t @ &f af 3
aa7 Trermt i feafy 44 & et w3 @t
57 & At 20, 25 a7 30 %95 Gaq fawdr &
20 WTH YEH AT 25 60T U5 § 94 § 90 &7
e v 25 G0 off At v, Al s At
FT FO% TACRIT FT SA04 AT AAT | O HOU &
st e 47 © 9z G e qw amw
ot wrA A1 78 E ) T e ST AT e W
FCOTL Y WA qF GTAT @ e i 56
¥ wAT w1 U Ay v R A e a
ATIZ UATSA A7 F1 AT wAOGAT o vaArE fFaw @
za9t arAd & fau aor wiwds o & andt
HORTL UATS AR WO AT 0T w07 8 fa,
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DIZ FHATY 78 F fam @1 forrs %97 41 T999 past five. Continue tomorrow. This cannot

G & 9% W T A W A, A J
A3 0F 7% @l & fRfafadws 5 far sz
AT A A, At A A g Az A A fE
T AT & At gaadt & g awf afew
T T T 0 GifAtzed d@ia & a0,
OF 44 F §1% 9%, 7R I a1 97 AR
At arEf & am f w1 F Ao st @ 3

ot 7% fom drez mifew § &g F gm
F ar¥ 3wy 1 #g AR 9 AT gEraT Tar ar
o weAdL (e FRET K S 47 94U TETET AT,
7ot A e 0 a7 WA Wit @ A7 IO A
grAz ST & oar 4zl 97 g 9, RRimw
TTATL Y OT9ET & ) WA OF 74g & ArHE) A,
st f s mifeer 7 wan, WOWE 9FA UF £2
&, A% ¥ gy w7 &, a1 TAH T T AR
ug W faard 2 & fs ol & e Ay
T FT IAN TAANAF AT FSMAT AT | I
feafa o7 a1 AT & =T A0 w95 T F0
z1

ATT AT /A A A N A FAT o
2 7@ vl £ & 51 wesEe ¥ A aed
TIEY Y § FE WA AT H AT 97 97
g1 A% gl gt afew w0 A1 37 frand
T R | 99 W AT AFl w1 4rr-agd
qrE FOA F AA L G § A AFAL &, A
A wEr gf A9t afe ww ad wird

be imposed on us.

(Interruptions)

. It cannot be left for the Chair to
{continue; it is not dictatorial. This is a
House.
|

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL
Tomorrow wc can continue. We can conti-
nue only with the consent of the House, not
lotherwise.

! THE VICE- CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. B.
'RAJU) : In the Business Advisory Com-
mittee it was already decided ...

SHRI MAHAVIR TYAGTI : It is not

our boss. Business Advisory Committee is
only advisory. The final decision rests with
us. It is not to be dictated. There is no
quorum. There will be no quorum; we are all

going.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. B;
RAIJU) : There will be a statement, before
the House adjourns, by the Agriculture
Minister on sugar policy. There will be a
statement.

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL * That
also can come tomorrow. We are not
prepared to sit.

fear§ 3a1 3, At 3@ AT &1 gE@ & fav ew |

¥ TCET GAOT T 0 & | Wi 9w aue q
%t WA 11 T WO T ATAT WEI 8
WHT TEF g2 G 2, 3o wEid F T A W
arg ¥ sitfa @ W o g B oswwr s
st aret % fere goTar T 79 ) 5 WAl & A,
12 AT g ¥ woy fads o wwda 7o E, 09
T AvAVe | S A G2 g & 7 W e
& w5 Wy sawT waifae a1
FOTT T4 |
SHRI MAHAVIR TYAGI : I propose

hat we should adjourn now. It is half

| THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. B,
RAIJU) : It has been agreed ...

SHRI MAHAVIR TYAGI : I am sorry.
You may carry on. The Law Minister and his
colleagues are there; they can carry on. But it
is not with our consent—not with the
consent of the House. I want to bring it on
record that we are not prepared to sit unless
our consent is obtained. This is the privilege
of the House. We have never agreed to it.

We have never agreed to sit beyond half past
five.
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SHRI OM MEHTA : It was agreed in the
Business Advisory Committee that the House

will sit till six or beyond six if necessary.

[RATYASABHA]

(Abolition of Privileges) 240
11,1972
AT ZW AR A oF faw e faa faa s
AT qATAIM @A ageed Fergfa taaas 2
99 faaas & w7 aq gar i e

SHRI MAHAVIR TYAGI : We have never & s o1 a7 %1 a&qn # 91 g0 4

said it.

SHRI OM MEHTA You

should have objected at that time.
Chairman put it to the House.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. B. & @marr @ ¢ [#

. see the ey oy o faw & wow 72 wmd 0%
proceedings. It was put to the House. You

The

o7 R AT Pl R efaae T |
W1 TR WERTAT F 9T sadd @ mreer
2 A% T OH el W OwE T %
sren &1 wf & ) wafy ag am gw o @
fprgrm & T

RAJU) : We shall not break the committment. gayersiy a7 fagre  faaan T g

So, Suraj Prasadji.

¥ owgr &) TR T W £ 9 TA AW

SHRI MAHAVIR TYAGI : How long have ™ F{wl &1 [zl & aVér 1
we to sit now ? I am afraid this is something, If 7% &% &1 & 1 @ @ wgrerd & faegia
extension is expected any day, the formal %7 G#vea & agni w1 @37 =y Far 2

consent of the House must be obtained.

a7 I T el 7 gEra s g @ osA
WIWUIT %7 BT 36T 9T 97 AHE GAg BT

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. B. .

RAJU) : Tyagiji, it was announced n the House
already when the programme for the week was

announced.

sﬂmm(fm}:magaftfawf

Zw Anl & ama wEe fear o omm d
wa wgroEl & fawfawrd A e |
A W wH gw AT Am g S #w |
Awl ¥ wA & Aq A A &g
wi A% (e s w12 # o faviar- |
famre i wgrEl €1 AR @@ ow oW |
WET AW AW WANET FT 9% ¥ 4@ &l
m‘mmgl“ﬁm@'tﬁulﬁ‘aﬁo
& Wy W oar fasmifawre o mErEa
*1 faw g ¥ Iy @wier g @ awda |
Wﬁm?lﬁﬁ?mg‘ﬁhﬁf
T wfgawe @ ol g% 0F sEmer oA
s 5 wmwg & v owre afesy § o
w1 qme ger At wfgx & fe ferem owr
vaw e g w2 )

|
|

a2 fw & woavor 29 am geiaa @ W
& a Wifaw = § 29 97 39 s swre
&1 qi7aes AgT (T W | =4 5T 9w
w1 & Smsia @ af e I W 9w
ar 3w mwen F afew w1 wAd g 9w
FT A A1 FEY AT # W gy A i A wer
WAT AFAT § W7 WA AGIA § AR Wi AL
ST fF & Fa1 0 7 TG ag i ang Adr g
mE e ¢ faEt a fw @z & gra A oafe-
A | I EMA1 W WA A qE WE & @
& f a1 &z w1 onsfaa &1 v 9% § g
AERT ST F7 =5 § I4% g41 § Waw &
AU AT AT BT ARl A%
A A0 A% 40 WA WAL W g9 ) "7
wna € T aroiag & fr o A & vy
% o g7 A WET AW T o A
& WY T e g v avg w1 A 6
FAG AT W AR BrEAT MR T awre @
FART " gl A v wifan s wgl o wEr
Wt Tt g1 ar s avdafaw wam g fae
o L E g wreell &1 @ 4w
Wﬂﬁtﬂwwwma‘ﬁira’ﬂ
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vayay nfin oy v fan & a6 #ifon
st i o

7oy A 97 2 v 1 53 sl @ 2
0T §1 W T F AN A9 I 0 g 98
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% i 3@ & dda & oY 39 T
a7 AT FH A 41 55 9@ F Sl 5 wfa
&, & AT w1 £ 917 R s s
w1 W A W s, afagfr AR

& Al wfgw ) W & aww ¥ A v |

FET TETAAH AR | A Ao Py v fa
iz, afea saer o4 4z adi 9@ *OEw
A%\ #, ag wfagfs 781 &, ez w9 @ 7271 I,
nEEd 1§ 1 91 9 ANY qF a9 FSET 94w
ff & % mgroww 71 0% G o gwEs
FT1 7 fzar sar sifzo, afer agi ga w57
75 AT BTAT ITEI &4 K1 sqAedr , I WA
w7 foed 25 i F avam § e
F 72T 100 FAF w9y famy oy 997 §, (W
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¥ gut dm § weanE, wie §, e 8
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HZ WAl §, 4% 49w &, I @ %1 98 sy
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[t e s
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o 3% gl § B I o9 9w B,

9% #9 9 w94 & amF ag §, TAfau
el wiea & waow w4 fs o fae oW

T
g 9 30T FL WX AR A e Am
77T

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL

(Gujarat) : Sir, our party's stand and my
stand in this matter and particularly in the
matter of privy purses is very clear. So, I am
not going to detain the House very long. In
principle to go back on a word, plighted
word, to go back on what was enshrined in
the original Constitution is immoral,
dishonest and deceitful and, therefore, I am
opposed to this. For the benefit of the
people, some of my friends here who are
confused, I would like to read from a
quotation that 1 was reading a few days ago.
I would like Members of the House to
ponder over the truths that are contained in

it

FgETes (Wt dto W Tm ) Az wf

EE oWE WY AE &, Ay aed wifed o

o GO QAW ¢ A1 ZART O JEW g
2 oA FAT

Y
o

HOITT § W STH AW R OamRe v
AR A G5 A W ¥ oo fem ow
wer gwm 2 fF owwm #wow T
WA, I E W Wi dwoF oarad

& awe #1 & @ifa &, |
HOET 1 A mfEer @ Wi owdr aw s |
qr |

@ ow awrd g @ saw aig aweEtar |

w7 faar %, T=aw w7 fmn 2 e 3w
AR H FTH w8

wir wa wgar & & ogr faw gm
TH ATTE A & o, 4r ¥ E s
A% & dre wre Yo e T #Wie fo o
WA § I AR T AT AW T
afvn a@ & owlifuar 0 A &
6 @ 8, et A% Av Wt qefur e

a
3

"You cannot bring about prosperity by
discouraging thrift.

You cannot strengthen the weak by
weakening the strong.

You cannot help the poor by destroying
the rich.

Yoy cannot establish sound security on
borrowed money.

You cannot keep out of trouble by
spending more than your earning.

You cannot build character and courage .
by taking away a man's initiative and
independence.

You cannot help men permanently by
doing for them what they should do for t
hemselvces."

Thank you, Sir.
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HON. MEMBERS
whom ?

Quotation from

SHRI DAHYABHAI
Abraham Lincoln.

V. PATEL

SHRI K. P. SUBRAMANIA MENON
(Kerala) : Sir, I was thinking that it will not
be necessary for me to speak after Mr. Suraj
Prasad had spoken, but since Mr. Dahyabhai
Patel has said that it was immoral I would
say that the very Constitution itself was
immoral, whereby they had come to
arrangements with the Princes and it is a
legacy of that. At least for some time now
we are thinkng of correcting an immoral
thing, which we have done long ago...But
the point is now.. .

SHRI RANBIR SINGH :
immoral ?

How is it

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. B.
RAIJU) : Please sit down.

SHRI RANBIR SINGH : We all of us
are committed to the Constitution. Can a
member describe the Constitution as im-
moral, Sir ? This should be expunged.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN : Let him have
his say.

SHRI K. P. SUBRAMANIA MENON:
The Constitution itself is immoral. ..

SHRI M. P. SHUKLA : This is very
serious. The suggestion that the Consti-
tution is immoral in this House is against
the oath that he has taken.

SHRI K. P. SUBRAMANIA MENON :
Yotr have been amending it.

SHRI M. P. SHUKLA : He has taken the
oath, to abide by the Constitution and,
therefore he should not say that the Consti-
tution is immoral. I think it is out o order
and it should be expunged.
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SHRI K. P. SUBRAMANIA MENON:
You have been amending it...

(Interruption)

SHRI M. P. SHUKLA : We have taken
an oath solemnly in this House, before
coming to this House, that we will abide by
the Constitution.

Now, in this House a Member says that it
is immoral. It is wrong, against the
Constitution and it should be expunged.

SHRI K. P. SUBRAMANIA MENON:
Sir, the whole trouble with these Gandhi
caps is that they do not understand what is
what and they think.. .

SHRI M. P. SHUKLA: It should be
expunged, otherwise he is disqualifying
himself.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. B.
RAJU) : We will examine it.

SHRI K. P. SUBRAMANIA MENON :
He has got fren/ied over such a small thing.

These people, they are full of cant and
hypocrisy.

SHRI M. P. SHUKLA : This is not
sacrosanct, you can amend it, but not abuse
it...

SHRI K. P. SUBRAMANIA MENON:
Stupid why don't you stop this nonsense?

SHRI M. P. SHUKLA : I cannot stop it.
I have got as much right as you.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRIV.B.
RAJU) : That will be examined.

SHRI K. P. SUBRAMANIA MENON:
What I was saying is this. This Government,
after passing the privy purses abolition Bill,
that is, amending the Constitution, took nine
months to bring forward another
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[Shri K. P. Subramania Mcnonf measure
which will give effect to it. Even now,
what are they going to do ? They are going
to leave all the jewellery, all the palaces
and all these things to the Maharajas. Now,
let me put this question plainly to you, Sir.
The point is cannot the Maharajas live in
flats ? We are opposing all these things
and we are opposing also the compensation
being indirectly mentioned here
because here it is not a question of taking
over an end-property. As a principle
all feudal privileges, all feudal relations
and vestiges, all feudalism existing in this
country should be abolished without
any compensation because the abolition
of privileges, of feudalism or vestiges of
feudalism, is an essential necessity in
democratising the structure of the society.
That is why we are supporting this, and not
because we have got any particular hatred
for any Maharaja or thr  we do not re-
cognize that some people may be put to
difficulty. But the point is, whatever
may be the difficulty there are millions of
people; if any particular Maharaja after
abolition of the privileges has to do some

work, let him do some work. If they
cannot get employment let them fight
like other unemployed people. Why
should they be given any special

consideration because they had been born
in a feudal family, which they had not
earned ? The point is here we are giving
importance to something  which an
individual had not earned by merit, by
his work or by his intelligence. Therefore
we should oppose this provision and I am
opposed to the suggestion in the provision
of compensation. I am opposed to the
question of allowing them to continue
in palaces. Let them live in a flat. Why
should we have any consideration for them
? 1 am also opposed to allowing them to
have any of the jewellery and all these
things. Above all they should not be
given any exemption in income-tax,
wealth tax and all such things.

[RAJYASABHA]
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THE MINISTER OF LAW AND JUS-
TICE AND PETROLEUM AND CHEMI-
CALS (SHRI H.R. GOKHALE): Sir,
every speaker has in the end supported the
Bill and most of the points raised are
overlapping and the criticism was on
expected lines. Therefore, I want to be very
brief in my reply and refer to the ; major
points that were raised in the debate.

Sir, it was said in the very beginning of
the debate that the preamble is misleading.
But the Member unfortunately looked at
only one part of the preamble and not at the
other because, while it provides for.abo-lition
of the privileges, it also provides for
provision to be made for a period of time
during the lifetime of the rulers to enable the
rulers to rehabilitate themselves in changed
circumstances. Therefore, I am not in a
position to agree that the preamble is in any
way misleading. In fact itconectiy represents
the provisions of the Bill.

Then the point was lost sight of because
this is very important. The major privileges
which the Princes enjoyed all these years
before the passing of the Constitution
Amendment last year are taken away. Sir, the
immunity from arrest, the immuity from
execution of decrees, the immunity from
court proceedings, the immunity from
prosecution in a court of law, all these are
now taken away, and the only safeguard
provided is that if any a cause of action has
arisen prior to the commencement of the
Constitution, that is 26th January 1950, or if
there is any grouse anybody entertains against
a former rule—most of them are by now
dead—a prosecution in a criminal court or a
dispute in respect of a period when the
immunity was applicable because they were
Princes at that time undoubtedly, should not
be allowed to be raised in a court of law
without sanction of Central Government. But
it is also to be remembered that if anything
has happened in the last
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25 years after the passing of the Constitu-
tion, no prosecution is barred, no civil suit is
barred, there is no immunity from arrest,
there is no obligation on the Government to
provide for prosecution or defence. This is a
major step forward in the direction of
removing the privileges of the ex-rulers, the
former rulers of States. That is not high-
lighted. The main consideration is even at
the time when the Constitution Amendment
was brought in the House the Prime Minister
had said that there was no malice or animus
against individual rulers or against a class.
There was a system which was an
anachronism which could not be allowed to
remain after independence. The Constitution
should have been amended much earlier.
Attempts were made and the House knows
under what circumstances the Bill failed and
on account of whom the Bill failed at that
time. The very people on account of whom
the Bill failed at that time have today
become the greatest advocates of measures
which provide for tentative relief or a short
while, for a period which only is confined to
the lifetime of the ruler. I have made it clear
earlier that this Bill does not provide or
authorise payment of any money. If the
relevant clause is carefully read, unless
Parliament at an appropriate time when the
additional Demands for ~ Grants are

brought before the House passes 6
it, it cannot be paid. It is only after

consultation with Parliament and
Parliament approves of those demands and
passes them. The passing of this Bill will not
authorise the Government to pay a single pie
to them. It is not conferring any authority on
the Government to make any payment.
Therefore, at the time when the demands for
grants will be brought before the House, it
will naturally be open to, and it will be the
right of, every Member of the House to raise
a discussion on the question whether the
amount proposed to be voted is reasonaule
or unreasonable or for that matter to say that
the amounts should

P.M.
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not be paid at all. But that stage is not this
stage. In the event of Parliament sanctioning
any payments, the payments will be made,
payments which are called ex-gratia
payments—deliberately they are called ex
gratia payments because they have no
statutory authority there is no obligation on
the part of the Government to pay; the
obligation will arise only if the appropriation
is made by this House when the demands are
brought before the House and is sanctioned
by this House. The present Bill only
provides that if such payments are
authorised and are made, then there will be
an exemption from income-tax. As the
House knows, the privy purses were exempt
from income-tax altogether. There are no
privy purses now. The payments, if made,
will be made once and for all, they are not
recurring payments to be made annually.

When we talk of the princes, we always
talk in terms of the bigger princes, but we
must also realise that a large number o(
princes are really penniless princes. And
even when the Prime Minister moved the
Bill in the course of the Constitution
(Amendment) Bill—in this House and also
when it was left to me to pilot it at a later
stages, I had reiterated what the Prime
Minister had said that it was the intention of
the Government at the appropriate time to
take care particularly of the smaller princes
by enabling them to adjust themselves to the
changed  circumstances by  making
conditional provisions. Therefore there is no
question of any breach of promise. When
the Constitution (Amendment) Bill was
passed, at that time it was stated before the
House that if the principle was accepted then
some ex gratia payment on a rational basis
would be made. Let me also say this that
these are not arbitrary payments that the
Government would make according to their
whims. This again is a matter which
Parliament can discuss when the demands
come before the House. There
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[Shri H.R. Gokhale] will be a rational
scheme which will have to be adopted for
the purposes of payment and I do believe
that the smaller the man, the smaller the
prince, the greater the payment would be;
the greater the prince, the greater in respect
of his own privy purse, the smaller the
payment would be. That will be the basis
on which the payment will be made and if
once it is accepted, there are then...

Rulers of Indian States

SHRI MAHAVIR TYAGI Will it
be laid before the House after sanction ?

SHRI HR. GOKHALE : 1 can tell
him, the demand is not before the House,
now, if will come before the House, and the
hon. Member knows that the demand is open
to discussion. He will be entitled to say
anything and ask anything by way of
clarification from the Finance Minister who
will bring this demand before the House. In
fact, it is at that time that this question
should be directed to the Finance Minister
and I have no doubt that my senior colleague
will deal with the matter in the most
appropriate manner when it is brought
before the House. When once it is
said that some ex gratia payment is to be
made, to say that it should not be exempt
from income-lax...

WAl WY 9AE . 0F IRTANA 6 AEA]
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SHRI H.R. GOKHALE : lam not
asking for an appropriation of ten or fifteen or
fortyfive crores or for that matter, any amount,
as far as this Bill is concerned. Once this is
accepted by both the Houses that some kind of
ex gratia payment should be made—assuming
that it is so accepted— when the demand
comes before the House, it may.bejdiscusscd. It
is useless to say that it will not be free from tax
because the result will be that Rs. 9 or perhaps
Rs. 8 out of Rs. 10 which will be given to
them as ex-gratia payment will be taken back
by the Government. The very basis of
enabling the rulers to adjust themselves to the
changed circumstances will be defeated if the
exemption is not provided for a limited purpose
of being applicable only to the ex-gratia pay-
ment which will be sanctioned by Parliament
at the appropriate time. No payment, as the
hon. Members know, can be made from
Government treasury  without the authority
of Parliament. Therefore, there is no question
of doing anything behind the back of
Parliament at all. But the scope of the present
Bill has to be understood; its scope is that it
does not seek any authority for making any
payment at all.

Something has been said about the em-
ployees of the princes. Now, the Government
is not behind anybody in their concern for the

unemployed people, not only the persons
unemployed as a consequence of the rulers
discharging them from service, but others also.
For that matter, the employment under the
Princes is a private employment. If I. for that
matter, or any-other Member says that he cannot
afford to maintain a servant, I am as much
THE VICE CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. B. concerned with the unemployment of such
RAJU) : It is not before the House now, the a servant as 1 am concerned with the unem-
House will have the appropriate occasion ployment of the employees of the former rulers.
then. But the fact remains that these are not fast
private employees like the other domestic
ot BYH FER - TEICES AT A1 w7 ey Sorvants because a large number of employees
% are employed by the former

e @ fw 2w 9%z W T @ feaa

FIAT AR 2 /3 10 F2 7 |
SHRI H.R. GOKHALE : The matter is
coming before the House.



253 Rulers of Indian States

rulers and they face a very difficult situation.
The matter has been taken up with the Slate
Governments and a proper method of
seeing that something is done in respect of
these unemployed is already under the
consideration of the Government.  There-
fore, it is not as if this is not present in the
minds of the Government at all. The
Government is as keen as anybody else that
(his should not result in unemployment of a
large number of persons in a group because it
is not a simple unemployment of  people
where one or two people go out of employ-
ment of a private employer. It is a question
of hundreds, perhaps thousands of people
in the whole country who might be affected.
I am quite sure the Government is not
unaware of it. The Government has taken
steps to see that a proper method is evolved
to sec that something is done with regard
to these unemployed people also. Some
questions which,  according ! to me, are
not relevant to the present Bill were raised
at the very outset when I mentioned that
this Bill should be taken into consideration.

My hon'ble friend, Mr. Bhupesh Gupta,
referred to the properties of the Ruler of
Faridkot. The Bill does not provide for any
control or alienation of private pro-
property. The Rulers may have private
property. If the property of Faridkot is
private property—as I believe it is—and if
it is sold and it results in capital gain, like
any other capital gain on any sale of private
property, there will be capiat gains tax on
the sale of the Faridkot property also. The
present Bill deals with the property of the
Roller which is now private property. Even
there, with regard to all property, excepting
one palace which is left free of tax on the
basis of its actual value, every other palace,
whether private or otherwise, will be
subjected to the wusual income tax
assessment. All this is necessary because
under the existing arrangements.
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before this Bill is passed, some of them have
more than one palace in respect of which
this exemption from income tax is available
to them. Now it is taken away in respect of
all palaces except one and in respect of this
exemption will not apply.

With regard to gift lax, gifts made from
Privy purse, as the House knows, were ex-
empt from gift tax. Now there is no exemp-
tion given even from gifts made from the ex-
gratia payments. If at all these payments are
made by the Princes, the gift tax will be
equally applicable because the idea is not to
enable them to give away this amount to
others. The idea is to enable them to
rehabilitate themselves. If any attemp' is
made to defeat this purpose, they have
enough money of their own and they do not
need these ex-gratia payments for gifting
them away. They are not free from gift tax.
That is what 1 want to emphasise. The
exemption which was applicable to the Privy
Purses before the passing of the Constitution
Amendment Bill i s not applicable to them.

Sir, even wish regard to heirloom jewellery
the position is this. Excepting a few Rulers, I
believe only one or two, whose heirloom
jewellery was recognised by the Central
Government no heirloom jewellery is free
from wealth tax without conditions Later on,
when the Wealth Tax Act came on the
Statute Book, a section in the Act enabled
the Central Board of Direct Taxes to frame
rules so as to impose conditions on the
disposal and use of the heirloom jewellery if
wealth tax exemption was to be availed of.
Now, the Bill here goes a step further in the
sense that even in respect of heirloom
jewellery, which was free from tax and
which was not subjected to these conditions
because they were made free from tax by
reason of recognition by Central Govenrment
prior to the coming into force of the Wealth
Tax Act, conditions are being imposed. If
you only look at the conditions
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[Shri H. R. Gokhate] thefe was a condition imposed that they
it is quite clear that the conditions are in- Were not transferable, that they would go to
tended to see that heirloom remains heirloom. the heirs and so on and so forth. Now one
The dictionary meaningof 'heirloom' is well- contention raised is that it was only the right
known. Heirloom is something which is of actual user and they had no other right.
passed on from generation to generation. It Now this question is being examined by the
does not apply to all jewellery. And even in Government and I am quite sure that the
respect of these there are various conditions Government has no desire to let these
imposed. If these | conditions are observed, properties go except in accordance with law.

then only there is J exemption from Wealth But that in any case has nothing to do with

Tax. There is only exemption granted in the present Bill.

respect of heirloom jewellery, and even there
penalty is also sufficient high with the result
that if it is found that any of these conditions
is violated, there is provision in the amendment
now before the House requiring that wealth
tax should be levied from a retrospective date.
Therefore, the penalty is so high that there is
a deterrent on the misuse of this power of
retaining the heirloom jewellery free from
wealth-tax, because otherwise the
retrospective operation of the assessment of
wealth-tax ~ might destroy the benefit
completely. So, I would request the hon.
Members to consider the Bill in its entirety
and take an integrated picture.

Something was said by Mr. Veerendra Patil
about the three palaces of the former
Mabharaja of Mysore. There again it is really
beside the point because if they are private
property as I said, as private property, they
would be liable to all kinds of taxes, whether
it is income-tax or wealth-tax. If it is private
propeity it has nothing to do with this Bill.
This Bill talks only of residences which were
before the passing of the Constitution
Amendment | Bill recognised as official
residences of Rulers who were recognised as
Rulers at that time, and not of any other
property. But even with regard to these thre
properties, there has been a question raise
which is under the examination of th
Government. Mr Veerendra Patil was righ
that in regard to ihese properties

Sir, 1 think I have covered most of the
major points which were raised in the
debate. I commend the Bill for the con-
sideration of the House.

THE VICE CHAIRMAN (SHRI V.B.
RAJU) : The question is :

'"That the Bill further to amend certain
enactments consequent on derecognition of
Rulers of Indian States and abolition of
privy purses, so as to abolish the privileges
of Rulers and to make certain transitional
provisions to enable the said Rulers to
adjust progressively to the changed
circumstances, as passed by, the Lok
Sabha, be taken into consideration.'

The motion was adopted.

THE VICE CHAIRMAN : We shall now
take up clause-by-clause consideration of
the Bill.

Clauses 2 to 7 were added to the Bill.

Clause 1, the Enacting Formula and the
Title were added to the Bill.

SHRI H.R. GOKHALE : Sir, Ibeg
to move :

'"That the Bill be passed.'

The question was put and the motion was
adopted.



