205 Rulers of Indian States

very valid point. But at the moment, as
hon. 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 , [ would
appeal to the hon. Member not to press
the amendments.
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t Amendment Nos. 3 and 4 were by leave,
withdrawn.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI1 V. 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 (SHR1V. B.
RAJU) : Hon. Member, Shrimati Lakshmi
Kumari Chundawat, wanted New Clause
J0A to be inserted in the Bill. But she
is not moving that amendment.

Clauses 21 to 33 were added to the Buill

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

PROF. S NURUL HASAN
move

:Sir, 1

“That the Bdl be passed.”

The question was put and the motion was
adopted.

tFor texts of amendments see col,
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THE MINISTER OF LAW AND
JUSTICE AND PETROLEUM AND
CHEMICALS

SHRI H. R. GOKHALE
to move

:Su, T beg

‘That the Bill further to amend certain
enactments consequent on derecognition
of Rulers of Indian States and abolition
of privy purses. so as to abohsh the pri-
vileges of Rulers and to make certam
transitional provisions to enable the said
Rulers to adjust progressively to the
changed circumstances, as passed by the

Lok Sabha, be taken into considera-
tion.’

In December last, this House, by an over-
whelming majority, endorsed the abolition

of privy purses and the concept of ruler-
ship.

Consequent on
Constitution

the enactment of the
(Twenty-sixth Amendment)
Bil, 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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While the concept of rulership and
Rulers as privileged class has been done
away with, the Bill does take into account (
the human problem which has resulted and l
secks to make some provision for this |
As the Prime Mmuter pomnted out while |
moving the Constitution (Twenty-sixth |
Amendment) Bill in the other House, there 1
1s no personal antmus agamst any ndivi-
dual prince Accordinglv, as a transi-
tional measure to avold undue hadrship to the
individuals concerned ceitain concessions
are sought to be given or continued to the ‘
ex-Rulers by the Bill These, however, are
extremely Itmited 1n 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 wil} spend themselves
out 1n course of tume.

1 shall now explan briefly the
provisions made 1n the Bl in respect of
privileges available to former Rulers under
the various enactments These privileges
fall mto two broad categories

[RAJYA SABHA ]

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

(2) exemptions under the taxation laws,
nainely, 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 1s necessary for taking
cognizance of an offence alleged to have been
commutted by a Ruler of a former Indian
State In the second plice, the Central

Government has to determine the person
by whom and the manner in which the off.
ence or offences for which the prosecution !

(4bohtion of Prnileges)
Bill, 1972

of a Ruler of a former Indian State 1s to be
conducted and that Government has
also to specify the court before whih
the trial 1s to be held By virtue of the
amendments proposed in clause 2 of the
Bil, these privileges will henceforward
be available only in relation to offences
committed before the commencement of
the Constitution, 1 € , the 26th day of Januarv,
1950, by a person recogmsed as a Ruler
before such commencement
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Under section 87B of the Code of Civil
Procedure 1908, a former Ruler was immunc
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 agaiwnst a former Ruler
not be executed against the property
of such Ruler Further, a Ruler
could request the central Government to
appomnt any person to prosecute or defend
any suit on behalf of such Ruler By
virtue of the amendments proposed 1n clause
3 of the Bill, these provisions would be aval-
lable only 1n respect of a sutt based upon
a cause of action which arose before the
commencement of the Constitution or anv
proceedings arising out of such suit and that

l too only 1n relation to persons recogniscd

as Rulers before the commencement of the
Constitution

Sir, the continuance of the provisions
of sectton 197A, Code of Criminal Procedure
and section 87B, Code of Civil Procedute
m respect of pre-Consutution offences ol
acts will have very limited operation in
actual practtce and 1s in accordance with the
observations of the Supreme Court that
broadly, m the hght of the basic principle
of equality before the law for past dealings
and transactions, prolection may juslifi-
ably be given to Rulers of former Indian
States

As a consequence of the abolttion of the

[ privileges under section 197A, Code of

Criminal Procedure and Section 87B,
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Code of Civil Procedure, m respect of
offences or acts subsequent to the commence-
mant of the Constitution, it 15 no longer
necessary to retain section 168 of the Repre-
sentation of the People Act, 1951, which
provides that the provisions of those sections
wiil not apply 1n relation to a Ruler who
has becen nominated for an election from
the date of such nomunation ull the dec-
laratton of the result of the election and also
in respsct of certain offences alleged to
have been committed at or in connection
with such election Hence that section 1s
being omutted by clause 4 of the Bili

1 now pass on to deal with the exemptions
unde taxation laws The exemptions under
the Income-tax Act in respect of privy putse
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 10 enabling
the Rulers to adjust themselves progressi-
vely to the changed circumstances, 1t 1s
proposed to continue the exemptions under
the Wealth-tax Act, 1957, in respect of
one official residence and heirloom jewell-
ery of each former Ruler for his life-time
The continuance of the exemption tn respect
of herrloom jewellery is also 1 the national
interest because the exemption 1s subject to
a number of restrictions which are designed

to ensare that the heirloom jewellery 15’

not converted, disposed of or sent out of
India
provide for exemption of ev-gratia pay-
ments which may be made by the Central
Government to the Rulers consequent on
the abolition of privy purse and to restrict
the exemption 1n respect of palaces to one
palace If these ex-graria payments are to
serve the intended purpose of enabling the
Rulers to adjust themselves to the changed
circumstances, it 18 necessary 10 provide
for exemption of the same

I commend the Bill for the consideration
of the House

[29 AUGUST 1972]

Likewise, 1t 1s also proposed to\
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA  {(West
Bengal) 1Is the hon  Mimster aware

that before the Bill came, the Maharaia
of Faridkot, for example, 1s trying to sell
his property to the Defence Ministry at
Rs 40 lakhs i Punjab? Certain other
ex-princes are also trying to sell their pro-
perties with the collusion of some Govern-
ment officials There 15 also a report that
Nizam's palace 1s 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 informa-
tion with regard to this matter? What
steps has the Government taken to prevent
such sale of properties by ex-Princes’
Have any stcps been taken to prevent such
sale of property? I do not know the
I final decision taken by the Government 1n
this matter

SHRIH R GOKHALE 1 will deal with
this 1n my reply.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA Sir, on
a point of order The Government did
not mention anything about the so-called
traditional allowance It 1s a kind of

\ purse bemng given to them It 1s a kind
of privy purse Rupees ten crores and
seventy-five lakhs 1s the amount It 1s
tnconsstent with the spirit of the abolition
of the pryvy purses and the Constitution
amendment, and also jnconsistent with the
spirit of the Byll the hon Minister has brought
here Therefore, I would lLke the hon

' Minister to say something about this kind

\ of indirect payment to the princes

\ THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI v B
| RAJU) There ss no point of order (n that

SHRI HR GOKHALE
j point of order

reply

It 15 Dot a
1 will deal with this in my
It 1s not a pomnt of order

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA  The potnt
of order 13 this  Here 1s a legislatjon which
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1s supposed to give effect to the Constitution
amendment And in consonance with
that ) maintamn that this Bill violates the
spirit of the Constitution amendment 1n
so far as something has been done which
15 a fraud on the Constituticn amendment
which was meant to abolish the privy purses
Wwe did not pass a Constitution (Amend-
ment) Bill to provide for Rupees ten crores
and seventy-five lakhs for the princes

V B
order

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN
Raju) This I1s no pont

(Shri
of

The question was proposed

SHR1 VEERENDRA PATIL (Mysore)
Mr Vice-Chanaman, Sir 1 rise to offer my
comments on the Bull which 1¢ under consi-
deration now  Sir, the title of the Bill
rather musleading or confusing The title
says The Rulers of Indian States (Aboli-
tion of Privilzges) Bill 1972 The object
of the Bill 1s to abolish the privileges that
the Rulers have becn enjoving all these
years but | find that this Bil seeks
not only the aboliion of the privileges but
also conunuance of certam privileges ma
modihied form So far as the abolition
ot privileges 18 concerned, 1, on behalt
of my party and on my own behalf, welcome
thys measure So far as the continuance
of the pirvilegs 1s concenred [ do not
know why the Governments should think
it necessary to continue these privileges
There 18 a provision made for ex-gratia
pavment  Of course after amending the
articles of the Constitution 1n future there
1S no question of making any or paving
any compensation They have, therefore,
used the word ‘compensation deli-
berately They want to mase ev-grania
payment We do not know how much
bv way ol ev-grania payment 1s going to
be paid to all these Princes how much every

not

[RAJYA SABHA ]

!

mdividual or ex-Ruler after this legislation I

15 going to get but we understand from the
provision madce n  the
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Grants that about ten crores and seventy-
five lakh rupeces have been earmarked for
this purpose 1 do not know whether it
15 3 lumpsum amount to be paid to these ex-
Rulers by way of ev-grafia payment or this
is the amount that 1s going to be spent
every year in paying ev-gratia to these ex-
Rulers  Agamn we wil not be satisfied 1f
the hon Minmster in charge of this Bull,
while replying to the debate, says that this
1s the amount we have provided for them
and we are going to make this pavment to
all these cx-Rulers after this Bill 1s enacted
We want to know and we have got every
right to know as to how much every Prince
15 going to get It 1s necessary for us to
know because in the past when such a Bill
1e Aboliton of Privy Purses Bul, was
mosvcd n this House, our Party took ex-
ception to that because at that time also
they did not come forward with a clear-cut
statement about the compensation or about
the ev-giatia amount that was going to be
paid to the ex-Rulers and they have repeated
that nustake again  We have every right
to hnow how much each «x-Rulur s gomg
to get because there are more than five
hundred odd Rulers in this country How
much 1s every Ruler going to get?  Whether
he 15 going to get 1n one lump ot he 1s going
to get everv year this 15 not at all clear

I was hsveming to the hon  Minster s
speech whtle he was moving this Bill but
he has not satd about this ex-grafta payment

Thercfor  we fecl that ex-gratia payment

whatever it 1s I am not opposed to it, but
we have evary right to know how much you
are going to pay,what 1s your policy, why you
are not coming out openly saying that this
1s the ex gratiqa amount to be paid to them

I am not opposed to paying them some
ev-giatia amount, 1t 1s not at all my inten-
tton when 1 am saying anything with regard
to er gratta pavment but we should know
how much you are paying and what 15 your
poliv  Why are you keeping 1t as a secret?
Actually thi was the proper occasion for

Supplementary | the Government to come out with such a
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statement buat they are deliberately wath-
holding it | do not know for whal reasons
they are with-holding this statement

Sir, thes: concaessions are baing allowad
to the Rulers with a purpose and they have
made 11 very clear what 1s the purpose
bechind  They say that the purpose 1s to
adjust themselves progressinvely to changed
circumstances  and  the  hon Minister
just mow said this a humane prob-
lem } want to know when the concesc-
tion 1s for hfe-time there are certain conces-
ctions which are for life-time where 1s the
question of their adjusting themselves to
the changed circumstances’ When they
ale going {o enyoy thesc concessions for hife
timz then | think they will have to adjyust
themselves aftzr they Ieave this world
What 1s thzare for them to adjust, 1 do not
understand The pownt s, 1 find there is
a marked (hange tn the attitude of the
Government | was one of those who
was very happy and I wholeheartedly suppo-
rizd the Governmant when such a measute
was brought We  thought that the
Government  was  sincere

15

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
paity had supported 1it, not that they had
oppased this 1n principle At that tume also
my party wanted to hnow what was the
amount that was going o be paid to these
ov-Rulers bacause 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)-
D.hberately you are distorting facts which
aie on record.

[29 AUGUST 1972]
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SHRI VEERENDRA PATIL Sir, our
friends on the other side have become sym-
] pathetic to these Princes overnight Now
' they have started saying this as a humane
problem They ncver thought that 1t was
a humane problem at the ume of abolish-
ing their Privy Putses  They never thought
that 1t was a humane problem at the time
of de-recognising these Rulers It 1s
only now they are saymg it 158 a
humane problem bzcause they explotted
this 1ssue fully during the mid-term elec-
tions and also duitng the last General Elec-
tions and now, all of a sudden, they have
, come out with such a statement that this
15 @ humane problem and 1t has to be dealt
[ with on compassionate grounds. I wilk
go a slep further and say that there are
' Chief Ministers belonging to their pattly
‘ who have made calegorical statements on
the floor of the Assembly that we must
have all sympathy for these Rulers, after
all, they had their contribution to this
country So far as the Chief Minister of
Mysore State 15 concerned, lre has gone on
record saying that the Mahataja of Mysote
deserves all help and all sympathy because
he 1s 1n financial trouble, because he s not
enjoying good health I want to know
since when this sympathy has arisen 1 tle
mind of the ruling party I want to know
what about thosc people who are under-
privileged. There are milhons and nullions
of people who ate under-privilcged in this
rcounlry, there are mullions and mullions
who are care of footpath They have no
house to live in  You go to Bombay,
you go to Calcutta, you go to any big city,
you will find that they are living only on the

| footpath; they do not have any shelter
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SHRI BANARSI DAS Even here mn
Delht
SHRI VELRI NDRA PATIL What

| about those who do not have anything”
l We are now at the fag end of the Fourth

Plan We have spent mearly 70 to 75
l. thousand crores bul sull there 1s so much
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of poverty in the country
m> e than 230 mllion people, according
to the staustics provided by the Govern-
ment, are below the poverty line or sub-
sistence linc  And what 1s the poverty
linc? The poverty line i1s an tncome of
R> 2 a month They do not have an
income of even Rs 20 a month 1 want to
know whether 1t 1s not the duty of the
Governmznt to think of all 1hesc‘under;
p tvilezzd people bsfoie they think of
thsse ex-rulers [ want to know what theL
arz dowing to 1mnrove the condition gof.
th2,2 undzr-privileged people Thete 18
so mach of uns noloymsnt 1n the country.
Pricas are soaring high  Within one
y2ar the price rise of jowar 1s 15 8 per cent,.'u
bajra 3949, pulses 253¢,, sugar 28 39 .
And according to the information made
available, the value of tle rupee has also
gone down, 1t 1s not 100 pase but it 1s just
42 paise  When this 1s the state of afTairs,
15 the econonic  condition of
the country, I would like to know where 1s
the justification in  thinking of a few, a
handful of, princes saying that it is a humane
problem? Sir, by giving exemptions
Goveinment 15 establishing a dangerous
precedent Whatever ey grahia amount
1s gomng to be granted to these rulers, 1t
will be exempt from the operation of the
Income-tax law and on: palace building
from the property tax WNow the rulers
have to choose which palace they want to
have as therr offictal residence That wall

1n our country

when  this

be exempt from Wea th-tax Jewellery
15 also exempt from Wealth-tax So these
exenplions are being given

said, Sir, they are establi,hing a dangerous
precedent  Very soon the Land Reforms
Bills, which are already before the State
Lagislatures, are goimg to be passed into law
and the proposal i1s toreduce the cetling mst

After reducing the ceiling over and
above the cetling hmut, the land 18
going o be taken over by Government
for distribution among he landless We
have welcomed 11 So while taking over

Now, as 1 |

[RAJYA SABHA]

!
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the surplus land your government s bound
to give—I shall not use the word ‘compen-
sation because they are not giving com-
pensation—but they are gomngto make ¢\
gratig payment  So 1 would like to know
from the Government whether that ex
gratg payment which they are gomng to
make to the landholders 1s going to be
free from Wealth-tax and Income-tax,
similarly urban property ceiling, the legis-
lation 1s going to come very shortly Over
and above the ceiling limit, whatever pro-
perty they are going to take over, they have
to pay something as ev grania [ would
hke to know whether they are going to
exempt them from Wecalth-tax and [ncome-
tax 1f they are not going to do it in these
cases—afler all they are the nuddle-class
or the lower nmiddle-class or a little uppet
nuddle-class people If they are not
gomg Lo exempt them fiom Wealth-tax
and Income-tax I would ke to know whether
it would not amount
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to discrimination
If 1t amounts to discrimination, then it 1s
liable to be challenged tn courts, and the
whole Act 1s hable to be quashed So [
would like to know the policy of the Govern-
ment with regard to this  Sir while aboli-
shing the privileges attempts are being made
to create more ptivileges by back door
methods  Sir, to 1illusttate this further,
1 quote the mstance of Mysore palaces
Unfortunately, all my attempts to extract
information in  this House have failed

I put a questton It was comverted nto
Unstarred Question 1 gave a Calling
Attentton notice Government said that
they were not going to accept it, Then
I put a Short Notice Question Fven
for that the concerned Minister said **No™.
So T have no other way out except to
extract information at least now in thts
House So I am availing of this opportu-
nity  There are three palaces, that way
Mysore Maharaja has got huge property

He gave a lengthy list of property saving
that all that was his private property

Nobody knew how much was hiz private
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property and how much was Government
property. But in the anxiety to effect 1
merger at that tume all that property was |
treated as private property [ have nothing
to say with regard to that property which
s already recognised as the private pro- |
perty of the Maharaja and I do not want \
to enter 1nto details about that But
with regard to the three palaces, one palace \
in Bangalore, one palace in Mysore and
onc palace n Qoty, these three palaces
are not the private propetty of the Maha- ‘
raja,
There 1s condition  attached to
these three palaces The condition 1s

|

|

i

a

that they are not alienable under anv circum-
stances and he has accepted this condition
with open eyes Now, attempls 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 wiil you take?
SHRI VEERFNDRA PATIL Another |
five or ten munutes He was enjoying

possession of these thiee palaces 1n his !
capicitv as the Ruler

st AT qAE WA (IHT 9EM)
A7 7z ®AFT FA F fAm oft AWM oFmr
T AT FT W TATIT F ogF 29 ;T 30 |

am g fm & Ao 2 a@a 3 oA ]
IgavRa (= ate Fo M) AT |
F SAAT QAT 2
. X I
At qEAl gaw oy 2 f&w ¥ fAv

g1 AT A fAw o 2

ST |y Agar  oIeer 0R P oA faay
AT & awefwor @ @ faw owAw #g |
HYe o7 ST gr AT 8
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JUANEAT (N Ao do TA) TG 2
for ¥ fouw & 77 e awEy SE ad 9@
T oET TEE g oSaAr @1 &EAr
|

3
st oW Aga AT vEATIRO AEEr
7 faF 2 92 gare fru 2y

st maw femir (SAv wW)
ar IF%7 20 fwe v oawA ¥
qrAg?

AT ATE
I AT

SHRI OM MEHTA Six or beyond
s1x, we have to dispose of this uem

THF VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V B
RAJU) The only thing s the House has
to sit  longer

DR BHAI MAHAVIR (Delhy) Was
it decided that the House should sit ulf
six”?

SHRI OM MEHTA The House will
sit tdl six or beyond six to complete the
businest,  You cannod have 1t both ways

TAIT WA AR AW AR TAAT AT G0
FI9

THL VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHR1V B

RAJU) Please continue

SHR{ VEERENDRA PATIL Sir, one
legal point 1 was making here that these
three palaces the Maharaja was enjoying
in his capacily as the Ruler  Now  aftes
the de-recogni ion of the Rulers, he has
no right over these properties and cven the
Government of India has no right to make
any amendments so as to be advantageous
to the Maharaja Regarding the<e three
palaces the condition of alienabitity was
accepted by all the parties concetned  The
conditions are so rigid and they arc very
clear Of the three palaces, 1n the case ot
the Mysore palace there 1s a relaxation
So far as the other two palaces, the palace
1n Bangalore and the palace in Ooty, are
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+oncerned, they are not alienable to any-
body under any circumstances, not even
to the Government, but an exception has
been made 1n the case of the Mysore palace
1t 15 said that 1if the Mahaiaja at any time
wants to alienate the Mysore palace, such
an alizpation shalf be in favour of the My-
sore Government [t has been made
very clear I know 1t because I have
studied this problem Sir, what was the
consideraton for acieptirg this condition?
The cosideration 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
15 mamntaming all the three palaces  They
arc spending nearly Ry 80,000 to Rs 90,000
on the mamtenance of these three palaces
This was one of the privileges enjoved by
the ex-Rulers  The privilege was to cnjoy
possession of these thiee palaces during his
hite-time and durmng the hie-time of his suc-
cessor  Now all the privileges have gone
The ruler 1s no more a ruler  The property
according to the exanunat on that was done
by us at the State level has automatically
vested in the State Goveirnment. It 1s no
more the property 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 1s the Bangalore palace,
into a posh hotel When he approachcd
the State Government, we said we will
examme the postion and then let you
know I got thc position examined Not
that T had any prejudice azawnst the Maha-
vaj)a | have all regards for the Maharaja,
all respects for the Maharaja When
I got 1t exanuned by the Law Department
and also by the Advocalte General, they
said as long as the Mihaiaya was the
ruler of Mysore he was enjoymng thess
properties and he had wmuted night 1a
th2se thie2 piopetties, now the rulers have
bzen  recognrze]l and the privileges have

bzxa aboli v 1 w0 those thiee properties

[RAJYA SABHA |
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do not belong any more to the Maharaja
Then we nformed the Maharaa We
sald these aie our difficulties, we cannot
do anything, we are helpless in the matter
Then he preterred to approach the Govern-
ment of India, and the Government of India
mn 1970, [ think towards the end of 1970,
sent a communication to us asktng for our
comments They said the Maharaja has
approached us with a request to remove the
| conditions of inahenability, what have you

to say in the matter Then we got every-
thing (xamined and everything s on the
record  We exanuned 1t thoioughly and
we wrote back to the Government of [ndia
saying that these three properties, according
to the mtcrpretition given by our legal
\experts, did not belong any more to the

Maharaja and therefore there was no ques-
ton of temoving any conditton They
kept quiet When I relinquished office
the Government of India made a tresh re-
ference to the State Government which
was undet Presideat’s tule I would like
to know what prompted the Government
ot India to make a fresh reference to the
State Government when they were already
1n possesston of full detalls about the case
They tried to get a favourable report from
the State Goveinment becausc they knew
that without the concurrence of the State
| Government 1t was not at all possble fo
them to take any final deciston { Anow
.SIT, because from whatever I have beard
) and 1 have undeistood from reliable sources

T can only tell this House that although
lthe Governor at the instance ot Central
Government wanted to send a tuwourable
report at that iime, there were piotests and
some legislators sent protest lettas to the
goveinor So hc preferred to defer a
| decision  He kept the file like that The
| present Government within thice months
* after assuming oftice took a dicwsion and

told centre 1If you want (o remove these
l conditions and allow the Maharaja to dis-
| posc ot his property, we have absolutely

no objection The Chicf Mininter went
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to th2 extent of saying that this 15 a matter
only belween the Government of India
and the Maharaja and they had nothing to
do with 1t, although he knew that every
year according to the Budget estimates and
the provision made in the Budgel they are
spending Rs. 70,000 to Rs 80,000 on
maintenance. Sir, I would not have men-
tioncd and given this enphasis on this
problem if 1t was a small property. This
is a property worth more than Rs 15 crores
The property m Bangalote 1tself 1s 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 I
had alieady a discusston with the Maharaja
toconvert the Mysore palacetntoa muscum,
and that proposal 1s still therc  Attem pts
arc now betng made to permit the Maharaja
to dispose of these properties which entircly
belong to the State, and these properties
have been built out of State tunds 1
5p M. do no know whether every Member of
ThisHouse Ias any 1dea of these palaces
They are palatial buildings with vast com-
pounds in the heart of Bangalor. City and
Mysore City They are worth cre os and
crores  When I want to extract tnformation
in this House, the Government of India
says that the whole matter is under consi-
deration 1n consultatton with the State
Government  And there, m the State
Assembly, the Chief Munister said that I
have already recetved a communication
from the Government of India, the Govern-
ment of Tndia has taken a decision and
they have indicated their positton to me
and they have already deuded permitting
the Maharajah to dispose of the property.
AN HON MEMBER This 1s the socialist
regime
SHRI VEERENDRA PATIL: He has
made a statement on the floor of the House—
I am not talking anything off 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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cetved from the Government of India
| And here when we come and want to ex-
tract information, we are told that the
entire matter 1s under consideratton  Now,
I want to know which statement is correct,
whether the statement made by the Chiet
Minister on the floor of the House—
! extracts of the letter recetved by him were
i also rcad out by hun in the House—or
the information furmshed to us 1 this
House My charge agamst this Govern-
ment 1s that th.y are dcliberately suppres-
sing tius fact 1 also understand that be-
fore the Maharajah went to West Germany
for treatment, he was here, the Clucl
Minister and some Ministers had accom-
panied htm. They made an approach to
the concerned authority in the Gosvernment
of India and I am told that he has been
| assured that “you need not worry, you aie
going to be permitted > I went to know
I whether this 1s the socialistic step You
’ want to achieve socialism 1n this country
| by this method?” Why this farce at all?
f If you have got sympathies for hun, you
’ can come out and say, we have got sympa-~
i

!

thies for this reison  This is one wnstance
which I wanted to quote and bring before
the Housc by way of lustration just to
show how backdoor methods atc being
employed to cieate rights and ptivileges
for these prince, Attempts are gomng on
to acquire their properties, not only In
Mysore. Sir, you are aware that even tn
Hyderabad attempts are gotng on to acquure
Nizam's properly I want to know why
You are going to bring 1n urban property
celing  We know that according to the
proposal that 1~ now before the Gowvern-
) ment of India, only upto five lakhs worth
of property 1s zotng to temawn with them
and over and above five lakhs, 1t s going
to be the property of the Goveinment.
Knowing full well that such a prosision

|

1S going to be made, why there 15 hurry

I moacquiring  tats  property and  payung

|
handsome compensation. There 1s a deep-
rooted .
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THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI VB
RAJU) You finish

SHRI VEERENDRA PATIL I
fintlshing 1n a munute or two

am

THE VICe-CHAIRMAN (SHR1
RAJU) 1t 1s already 25 minutes
cannot go on,

VB
You

SHRI VEERENDRA
all right

PATIL That
Thank you very much

18

THE VICE- CHAIRMAN (SHRI VB
RAJU) Mr Shah

SHRI MAHAVIR TAYAGI Sir before
you proceed with th e debate, [ want one
clarification

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI VB

RAJU) You can seek it later on

SHRI MAHAVIR TYAGI
Pradesh) Otherwise, we can

(Uttar
not

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI
RAIJU) The Minister

VB

will  speak

SHRI MAHAVIR TYAGI Let him
reply But how much ev-gratia amount
1t 18! How much amount does it involve”
I want to know Have you any 1dea of the
expenditure involved with regard to the
ex-gratia payment’

$HRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL How
many years’ loss of publi sector projects”?

THE VICI-CHAIRMAN (SHRI VB
RAJU) Mr Shaht

SHRI MAHAVIR
a point of order

TYAGI Sir, on
According to Rule 64(1)—

“A Bul mvolving expenditure shall be
accompanied by a financial memorandum
which shall 1avite partioular attention to
the clauses mvolving expenditure and shall
also give an estimate ot the recurring and
non-recurring  expendit are  mvolved
case the Bill 1s passed into law

n
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‘ex-grana’ 1s printed in italics and they
are not gving any financtal memorandum
So, we have no i1dea, and even the figures
| are not being given
" much?

|
‘ THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHR1 VB
]RAJU) It 15 mentioned

En-gratia means how

! SHRI MAHAVIR TYAGI Why no
i financtal memorandum 1s there according
| to thts rule?

SHRI HR GOKHALE I am talking
of the pownt of order only There 1s no
question of a Financial Memorandum i
this because so far as the provisions of this
Bull are concerned 1t does not authorise
! payment of any ex-gratia payments to the

rulers This 1s not a Bill providing or

authorising the Government to make any
payment That authority will be sought
\ from Parliament, both the Houses, when the

Dz nands for grants will be made Every-
i thing will be before both the Houses of
' Parhiament It only says 1f and when

Parliament sanctions any ev-gratia payments
! then those ex-gratia payments will be free
1 of income tax

mvolved 1n 1t

There 1s no financial liability

| THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI VB
RAJU) There 15 no point of ordet Mr
Shahi

SHRI MAHAVIR TYAGT 1 withdraw
my pomt of order

i ogrga o qiW ;g oA A
Fgm g fr wuv qxr wfE g T
I i

s AMTET WATT WE'  JUTEHET WETEH
o gdw W ¥7 W ¥ fF WA amA
AT @ &1t @ St qav @' ey
| A A T A £ OF AW AT A1 '
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oY wgrix mwht  fafreeT amgw J
fr oEmfra 9% & G| wEW @ 92
frwr f&e =w@m W IAET UF OAEIGEH
AT | AT AAT G TS aE gH AR
FL AT

gavae  (sft Ao dto TW)  wwr W
qIFT A9T AT B FET g
st AWTET qAE wE AW AR @

U & guq gar & T 2 & a4
¥z @ o f5 FUm AW oawm ¥ e
Afadt A WO WA A TAE A A
off A T a9 FAA R OUAg
FG ITHT FIE IA FIA T AGK AT O
o9 99 g FT G- AIHE A W OR)
wr Ay & e w4 fam oW F A
T T ¥ Iuwr ArAar dedr fael s
w3, T g7 Tl S0 & a1 g
FE GEAl A0 W EL TREW T FEl
1 AT fEar f gw w04 wET AT AW
Fe & faar & ggm Wl §F Fg for A
F}E AR g9 ¥ wg W = F A
gar ¥ M AN gE AT ATAE G

T

@A g Az AEAtew &1 w7 R
W gy ¥ W #v Fw oAt & @
#HT TR TG &1 AN F 9@ A
A #gy B R oaw e 1 frg o
s idraa ¥ fvowm feg & o oA
FE N YT AL AT A8 w3 ¥ fFogw
ax SAre g owa &1 oAy ag Afaar @
oq TTH AUEEE F1 fEd | AT ST
qATATE oK e qv § fF dEr auiae
TFT Y1 WP TWEAW AEd A4 T
fagre ¥ ATET AT @ A WIS AT W R
yq e 2l oW g A few fam R

M FOS 75 AT@ FTHAT I KT G g
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T | wa weT Ay s e § O F

a1 B g o, werosn wWww 2 fe
TAT WY & fEME & gy "o OAEdE
F AW fagws IO g am, A AW
"t A Gam foar @ fF RS # AEeafa
T U9 A A g ¥ 3™ FErd
GG C T R B | v S E o LR TG |
F FE gF TG0 F AUA Sgw A9 ¥ AR
AT TG VAW AAT AT WA T W OATAA
T W 2 FET OTAMT AT ST AAAT AT
TN FE F T w08 wen R
a1 T @ g 3 AR fd am owrw A
qrEl Wi #E #7 Gd mwfy  fawEr
oIET 97 AEN, AN BIA mod WS
IgF TR TLHT 9 F A1 Am@E AT gl
ITR qFE T AT wepm, T §R ¥
7Et AgREA A o fadww ' o @@ R
T THE I T | AER! HY @Ay qfe-
afqa affeafen =1 wvger g9 7 A9
W & fav 1% waseE somRs
arar  fades

=R wgEiR @i
amafaer s & fam)

T gl 7

q AWET A" W I AT A
Al wE W oww e} E W oW
FE fopeT g, F 77 mfFAm § 9w a
ard g 9% Ta A owwe 9T &
?r?aré:rﬂﬁ(,wﬁ'a FIET &
Wﬂ"‘T‘(ﬁTﬁ'IWH‘("%UWﬁ"I
qgwwgﬂmrrﬁwwmmﬁarﬁ
gt & 39 00 sfwm @ fad faew
A AGA AT A A g F O g,
fomr & #fgrr wwar awm afm sk
dad & fqama g, f ¥ mfasr qm
™ e & ¥ @ ] dik g @
T AW & TWHET FET § W wgr 2 fF
T OSEE 9O FEE, 9 fAT geaetd
F AT Ay oA shar dgm mAy AT

3
(g
g A

mﬂ%ﬁm%m.ﬁﬁ%aﬁﬁw’HWiﬂ@%m‘ﬁ?m oIS I

13 RSS§/72—8.
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[ anrraT ga17 W
WMWAT A1 WA ARl IWIT MRS W
@2 A sl 97 20 w7 4faw
A AT AT AT & A wTOAAA
=AY FI 2, FIErO " F gy faa
Tw ¥ 20 FURE A OFIT FAM AT AF
e A 9 @, 39 3w ¥ 300 W@ OF
fam gz sfveet Tfedn AT A7 AR @l
AITEAEl AW O SAAETY W AW H 9
11 F¥1E mOgT EA S TET F owkm f®
I g ariaA fwAT AT T wE T2
faeafras swer w8 ¥, Te feomsy wwa 3
2 A g7 g7 a7 @ g fFozAE A
TAT—RAEAT TG FL G B, AP FOAMA
qE ¥R vE 2, A% F8 R ¢ 3 oEw oW
qAafs w1 7 @ ¥ 9T gAAtEA wE
% fam, sawr aam F fAo, 39% fAaiz
F for mifs e @ afbfeln @ R
aZ OO F[ A wH | TF OATHA, TH Al
FTHH T WG TEEE W R FEw ®
AWEAIE & ARAT £ AL AU ® Aw FwE ovAw
g fF ag wa A 27 H oW vE FAT IAH
AR AT v W SAAT & OATHA ;T 77T
g B dur a7 AR & A WA 7
ey, fferr A 78 ¥ T W IE F,
fe oz b a2 72 v fagmw oA oA
o139 fF a7 w&T W F T A afgdr 497
W WA 2 oy @ oFfE ww ¥ fAo
I Fen T Al

Wt REMEIT Wit I L T

st AMYRT SEE WE WEE A A
FI FAEAT AT AUE -4 A7 W F
HIYTLOT Iaq | AT AE AT "TATON agfeRdt
T A7 ag @ A4 T v owwdr A
EEAT FUHAT AMET | CA AYE ®T agaeq
qE F7 AFA £\ X5 AN T U gHeE
FE (h//«‘//llplmn) A AT W owE
W g oam oW 7 5o % o

AT TAT S AWM IAR WP A oA | 3
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1P HAAE THAT W ¢ AEIH MEA
AR TR K aF g% FE WK, At I
7wt gArmr fw oawfEw fawer ofrR-dT

Tz FHMAT ARA F AT AW F A
g faasr 72 goe &7 AE 7, FAF
g g 0 Ffsmrs @ g1 W

favpr s qma & 7 FEW @ EAIT
A 1 fegeAm e & g7 7 e
T q7gg 9¥ 9, A TEEAW FT HEL 9
faary o 1 v wr ATy fzar, e
HEEAT & WM AT gAT AT MR AST ¥
AM AGT IART qR [T FANGA A AT
FA W 2 a1 9 A g fw & wmfwea
AITH AT AP |

s e Teg
AT fr ol

(zgfamm) 37a1 P01

sl AWM NA® WE . A@AT A § |
A | oA o o7 fR faAT dMrmie
FEETT F1 ARAT A3 & ) '

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI1 V.B.
RAJU): You please address the Chair.

SHRINAGESHWAR PRASAD SHAHI:
I am addiessing the Chair.

q A7 M g & SRR awRrd #71
FE ITH AE A OZ A A &M &
fazm & fergem a1 g femn, fargm
fr fegraet & F1 s mgw sy faw
TV OAM F3 w ® 5 fR ogw A1 g2 9
T LT ORAAT A AETAT & 3O AT
A AT W oww s s % e
AMA TH 4T AE 2, I AT FIH B
faq e aw Gar A 2 o o gy 2
fF T 1M FET | IE ST W @ AT
7T g v vz o7 ) S A st erfEay
T fa am amr wve vy AT M
?%Efzmzrmwéﬁl#mm
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g fo& o W @ =7 qWTAAR &7 @ 2
oW FF qw qEr an fggeEw #y e

F AATTEATE |

A4, A ¥ faaaw w1, 79 4T 9 wre-
F7 4 5 T 91 Em # g srgen
7 gu z A fom 97 o mer FE
wT faqr wrAET &1 & o2, amy e
FO Z 0 H TR S fFe
W TR E AT ARTEATE ®
A 9V 9 TIYE F IS ETH o

= AgEi W 99 WRg A WA
¥7T & gaw !

sl AWMIAT gAR WEY 10 &I 75

ATg TTAT TEM &Er €1

U FA T S 1 S o M N 1+ SO 74
27

s AWIAT ARE WE &, AEF AW A
R i B G AN B 1 - A 1 B 4 £
FUE T & @ 7 |

=it AEER aelt T WRE S9IE TTET
g #< @ 8|
Ay AR

st AW SWE Qg
FHIT |

W owgEtr @t oaz fm v fE
A TR FUT 9T BAMA ZET

st Aty g1 et ffRrzT oamew §
w2 4T 1 zA fa7 ¥ G 7 & Afew
(ufrer quzq 7 "oy & § #Er 41 B
% M IR RIIE FTAT AT g |

st @A fag @ wwdEr F@e o

AT |

TR CAC O (S B A1 B )
FITT TR THA AAEET g A2 49 FY
qFAEE |
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[ st avi@y saR m@ 3z Added
AT H EA0T

ot g anit 7z a1 wEN Ad
4T | 7 T TAARER 7 A

N AR Mg AWz F AT E o oAm

)

j

lm‘a a1 AEr )
{

!

|

}

off qATHl TT@ S A, S0 OAT
IART AT AHR H WPRT | TeAY 9P,
| ¥71 @z A WY 2 | s W ;e
W T F W 0F gA oW Fea g |
ot @nt oA 3w oam w1 v fyar g
WAl S 7 W FeT a7 W w4 fF W deEw
¥ g ¥ wiuFw =ed ¢ mEaw #1, -
G F1, 99 F@ F fav, @1 ww W G
fom s am W awe F @ @uem A,
Mg, & AT gRT AW FIAT ARAT g
fr fox fft o fados & wyzasa aHItEw
¥ FrEdzgE F oAaat w1 wEw@ g !
fafrear w72 #27 & = fa9 & =
W mrwe ArsfEeEr #Ent 98 §ew &
BTA o] gWT AT, A1 TIHT AAE 1B 3
fs

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. B.
RAJU) : Already it has been ruled that
there is no point of order.

SHRI BANARSI DAS . I am 1aising
another point. Are you making a precedent
that 1 all futwie enactments there will be
no need of a financial memorandum as the
plea has been taken by the Law Minister
that 1t will be put before the House thtough
the Budget ? 1t means the financial memo-
randum will have no bearng. . , .

THE VICI-CHAIRMAN (SHRT V. B.
RAJU) : We are now discussing the BIl.
Thete 1s no pomnt of oider n ths,

SHRT BANARSI DAS : T am very sorry,

Mr. Vice-Chairman. You must at least
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{Shri Banars) Das] I N . .
read the Consttution, The honourable | EF-E‘T ¥ & gl aﬁ ‘j’”c? g1 s =R |
Minister is Dy-passing the Constitution wgrey, 9 R fa9g ¥ § o FY FECE A9E 9
altogether A new precadent is being put | mweay =l zww 39 wwg a7 ¥ar 6 B
before the House that in future all enactments GG T ARG 2 T FIY b Sy qd W A
will dispense with the ﬁnanm?l memorandum Sy - S A e -
and the House will know it only through zﬁ’(a = i lﬁ '
the Budget. This 1s very novel deviation. JEF WA A &7 GAH GAA F 1 T

@R & 0 ot samar W g, 93

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. B. e, et T T e —

RAJU) There is no point of order.

o W ngr  ITEWIEEN WEIRE, WY SHRI RANBIR SINGH . Point of order,
13 TAY TFA 5 739 F U B AgHi F1 | Sir.
g v & fam faa afer foar ot ool THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. B.

T AT 0% A AT AT A & AT OF | RAJU) : Where is the point of order while
FaT fA90% Ay TA0 7 | Qe ¥ agg A« | he is speaking ? Nothing has happened
FEAT g TAFT waTfaE wd a7 § 5 wa aw | OOW:

FAIR AW A I 7w VT ¥, 51 Fw feared 4,
foma et ¥ mg AR & o A, 39 T
YR 7T q9TH g9 & AR a7 eraraw a7 fw
® fa@eifase AHD F1 TS FEOF A
fox g & & o wwrT g avfew & 9y ar
o fasiaasr o7 AEeT 39 afE
FOT AT AT AT T AR A AL, AT WS,
FEF T ATHA TIT T 40 IR AL @A AT
FTE FTV AET A1 W WA G & AT AZeq{
%1 7z fafza 7 gt f* toa ang fdr o i
FEr Y g o) 37 AT @Y THIE G T ATE
7 fagasre qATy #V 39 917, qg q FA
wf oY, mafT f5dt o6 F wme F w1 fag
ATZ § FAUET § AT OTATT 39 9 gud

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

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

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN : We are
completing (hus Bull today.

|
| Tro WS RIER 9T AL Ag A AT
fswmsr@fmr%ﬁﬁ%wgeaiﬁam
ifmwwwmmﬁmmzw%
ot faar a1 wwd T a1 B fadt odw Y | 92 aw § oo oF s wwr ey 7 frr
Fav & form wenTe w1 oy YA wer e g & o AT TS AT OF-qw GHeE w0, Oh 99
fesrm ag @k 7 & fr 2fwe, a9 5t qwer t R T T T QR 11 FOT Fo\aﬂ'
AT TR R GO A A 7wy An, 47 37 A | gr | well wgraw ¥ wa G owoft ewdk A
31 AT 4, @ ol A A AY W 99 A Wi faar aw fifeo, T JE AT H(OIT, To(E
F1 af% 517 337 a0f o AL, AN I | F wev, 9w awg Ay AT Sywier &9 &
frear | 0% for ST A7 B AT I AT AT | SO 1 e, PR TgT g9 T AR ¥
" faarr F AETE TR 1 R w o & AL K AT 219 X wfawr A & w7 (6
RIS ag $FT (47, 7 %100 79 & AR ores 39 e F1 39Ew {9g 9@ § o wman
&1 gn fram za% &5 g #w=7 f6ovw A & 98 98 IW 3 T 3——43 T1E eqw5 qaa
THATI 78T &, A0 Weada W aw g, wwofady | A dmny @ 723 T wluwTe 7Y F I

6

Hum
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wRarfar uE F qw § AR I At |
¥ foeewt v % ¥ qamn o, @ dw i, |
7 frg 7% & Fr@w ¥ wom, ¥ q9 @l |
1 &1 | @ HT A & gHLT A, o1 9R |
s oo § sy & Bfaer £7 7R &, qET A_
o #vdll &)y Y Aw a@ ag & f
fnﬁwﬁmmﬁmmaﬂmrﬂt\
T AWd WET W GG &1 W FA
et #it 77 am f& 77 a% A U g, A gAF
gy ¥ ¥, q 41342 7% 990 § frwwd =
&1 7T 9 | zafan I g9y 3 & fa; 9w ax
% 719 F fau, TUrer a3 O A7
e F T ST 1 02, @99 q9 97 ata
¥ N wradr 48 g€ 99 A A, 9 &, 59
fadl a@ werea w7 faw wngn, afsw 75-1-75 |
vATe § fzan stom R 55 tedfafaee mz{
2 fear st 1wy w7 fRfafeiag are st |
w%aagwr‘tm#mrgrawaﬁ%ﬁf@m{

|

!

J

gz | AraTe 9T gy Ao 3a% I ¥ ad

FEATET A0 G & | grew atafa ¥ o7 quE

Al S ¥ ZA G T qOT A 4T Y I aAean

f ag 51 &1 T § S Swnar ffmmﬁr%ﬁ(%
ST 8 AT &, I F faqn s | SfwT e

AT 9% @9 g, IR g1 §% SR ,
gl femr T 2+ @ ersdEa 7 29 & aformm |
a1 gt g 7 afemw ag @ar %fﬂiqﬁ.‘ﬁi
wgE A& ST, A ®IT g4V ¥3-93 dar 45
v & W1 gV OF & HrAd T SFT ST @

ok ¥ uF &1 fRET 7 fRdy 9w @ gawa

ﬁmm%ﬁtwmg%aémﬁam‘
Hr= &7 T FATAT AT & | QT JZ FgAT IRAT

g & wg 1€ sarmara ads 7@ § Wi 3w %\
7Y FE WIS T O W ) A

ATETY GFATT S0 HAT ﬂ'ﬁgﬂ“f%——,m]
AT F S FW GO A, T FT U |
A T A WS g9 IE T wAs T % z
fom T ag faft @ U T 3w WE G
I I A KL 5 FF-7H1 & A5t
fodt ‘ot frmr-frg s amd &)
gt & dr Fur oAz foe @@ Sy werd
13 RSS/72—9.
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Faf 7 @ IET L F Gy T ST
g-fmmt Bt oF #r @er wiw e,
TRY wifas eI #1 9q § AW a9reT
Frat # an JAr g 1 afz avwre 5w fEt ga
F favome $ 78 F9dEr f& @
YT F FAAAT WY AATE F AU @, A
BT T & fAg @, a9 o 919 'we #
o1 AFar Jf #1T a7 waEr qwrdr & v
g ATl T g1 W g Twan faE wee
R T I GT § WX FETT IH H50 FA FT
S v i+ 7T AEET, A Y X A g
|1 grenae fqar oz 487 faa = T § F9-
St & @ §TO A aw guet & A
3% are 7 4@y aEl h o ma = s w9
TR ERET e FAIRA A IE IH AT
Ay ag guedl o qw QU ST . S AT H
BHRT 4ST WA B | WATT AgT § FWT & AT
At @dr 130 AW AT AR FATANT A
& o gry oY @vare A gl g w5
A FIT AT S IRET AEF & A7 § 3w
ary A} gASEl 2) ;XF AT I A A I
aferrd & ave gl & fora fa< gT emn 7@t
g 3¢ P o7 ot aF wir #@&1 faer o1
Afsa gEIX I 59 9@ § g9 Ar FaEl
T@H H TART GUEAIAT FT G G0 XA €0 |
TS T A gAEE] V! § | A1 Fma
gy & grrg ¥ W) guesl @ § e s
1 433 8 AW AF TF AL A€ F | IGAT A
Zaadf § o Faw g A% & difaa AT 3=
AN &8 W AL € 1 ATEIT HT T A FA-
af et F g TR e Agrgs Sy A
# ey wifgr 5 G el & ) o1 |
TR FAAM FT DA AT AT, Tw
TFER AR &1 QUAA-GTR ZAT 4T, AT IR
3% faar AT 41T W I faw §o 99+ d
fear AT o1 98 ¢ g S e $1 9W
g w03 v faar s &g fe| s a7
fzary STOAT ? A AR & AT N AT IS I Y

afs 87 & | T 97 FEWT o faww 4 < FHW Ol

¥ 31 a7« fo fou-feeq aEr < e
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[s10 w1 w1}
AT Fr ¢ 17 €T ¥ wfa awRI @W? 0
T WIOEE F AAET e fear o ? 2k
TWaRHaIge

SHRI MAHAVIR TYAGI . Does this
Bill authorise ex-gratia payment ?

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. B.
RAJU) : This Bill does not mention anything
about 1t.

Tro AiE AT . AR ST S A 9@
gars O IS AT 32T R E | A g T )
F 7% TR IIELT AT FEW | AFR T
FilET ®ET qEFE F1 q9q Zr9 § fAar =@
| F IR TF T A Ulw @ oafew 12 ;L
16 FUT 1947 T4 F1T AIEHT T FT 37
fadr fFaT 1| T T9 @89 § IEY 9T 9§
get & qg wreerfan gaay  fed o
IqAT W 37 T AT A & AT EY
2 1 3F AR ¥ g A FEHERAAAT I AT 92
T FTA W ATET Z7 AT F AR T 3O A
S T AT G Y HET |

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. B.
RAJU) : This Bill does not contain anything
relating to that, This pomt 1s not covered
here. The House will have an oppor-
tumty when the questiton comes up before,
the House.

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR - That 1s what
I am saying.

SHRI MAHAVIR TYAGI : No pay-
ment can be made unless Parliament autho-
rises 1t.

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR : What I am
saying 15 that we have precedents on record
where Parllament was asked to agree to
payments being made to cohing coal mill-
owners according to the list drawn up by
the Government, without the Parlhiament
being taken nto confidence as to the
criteria on which those payments had been
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| fixed. The list was drawn up by the Govern-
ment. What I am trying to make out 1»
this that even 1n that case when we asked
the Mimster as to how and on what basis
the payments had been decided upon, we
told that “Our officers have gone there,
our experts have examuned this and you
leave the rest to us”. We have found
what the value of those mines 1s today.
This 1s not the way to show to the pcople
that justice has been done 1 pownted out
at that time also that justice should not
only be done but s should also
appear to have been done zafgn
gy, § R wg e s sAas Wam w
gt F wud AR F F 28w wowr 3§ 9/=s
fom o @TE | w0 WEl & aETE | gAR
aga fa@, §§ Ny argw 43 &, IR Ty
faoqq &Y 3T & F I fou ey @@
FT AR A3 & | agr-h o § St 9w s framn
Y T AT 47 77 TET GRS L FF & wvaw
9% {TAT AiE TE FT AT 1 A & 1 A,
¥ faasd ag 2 fe vaa fao ssefaar sar § °
Fa1 §Y T, A9 37 oy & fRo, ot
ewrafira 4t widr 9f I9% fav g g t
g a1 993 Ay maR REETT ad, 9@ e
TA S & TEEl & A I9 AT F qI)
&1 ¥ q¢ A9ia T2 g, afwa g agr fear
1T

T ¥ fRfafaemm ar aig a9 &
Fa1 o i feafa 4y & 9 e 99 arn
#Y & f99T 20, 25 AT 30 W% 409 foeey &
20 HIF 98T AT 25 §I7 UZ 4 9 & TG FY
A W 25 97 Y 78 &7, AlET =y /v
FT TTE TCRTT T 419 AE AT | U7 1T §
ST grAE 17 ¥ 9zd 59 o) 9w e
o ot oY =6 &\ oA wTa oY ATE FA HY
TR 7T A aF g7 Tt |owd #
I WA T uF aFq a1 5 @ & erw &t
arse OIS A AT WY wAEA  vars fear &
TR AEY ¥ fau aor w#fw2s a8 & Ay
HYRTL TATS AT WM GFal a1 # F fAm,
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SR AT 397 & {7 o} foamma 799 1 97
g & ag oY gt Ay e Al Fiw aaEe
w9 0q a2 @ & fRfEfeww & famoae
Tl g, A wmAm A e iR E
FOFETL AT & gf7 gaedl & I w% afew
g 38R A0 v SifAforA @i At avg,
oF 49 & §I% 9%, 0F w4 & 1 9% 9Ny
AT O F qa F £ F AT Fw w R

it ¥ g A1ex oifer ¥ &qR F IR
F AT | FFT ) A TALRT GZA WY FSAT 9T AT
AT FeAelea Fa<T & o 4g S T T,
Ter @ {6 F4T a7 WEA S g A WA A
ez WIET § A1 981 47 AFT &, RS
JTRT Y IET & 1 O g4 AL & AHET H,
oy 0t mfew ¥ @Er, AR 93X UR EE
q, A% T A T A, TN IET T T
ug A faarg ¥ & f5 v & e gan
T FT IAY WAAAIAH AT ST AT | T
feafr =g are amedr & wvaT AQ w73y T F@0

21

774 SART AH TIA WS 4 F FAA T
g ad v g 5 A awed S% @ 98
TOFY BITHY & ¥R WK AR § I 9 9
& Fww At g afes adEr av azar frarg
T & oAE MR WA AMT AT A
T TW A A FT G § A F¥ HFAT &, AT
Ty QA gEr T afEd T s AE
fewrs 307 &, @ I AARY H) gew & fAv gw
TG TR 7FT T QG £ 1 AR 5w A ¥
1§13 11 FOT WY & AEAT FAT § G7T
AR AE gE <& &, I A 7 O W
g ¥ shifar wr o v & 5 S wmer
ST 91} & frT ST o1 O3 ) 39wy F 91y,
w12 A o & =7 fadias 1 qweT F9 g, 7
T WEgeE ¥ Y OeE G e ¢ 8 s w3 §
fF e AT IaET aEfaa waeE a3 7
A F |

SHRI MAHAVIR TYAGI : I propose
hat we should adjourn now. It is half
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past five. Continuc tomorrow. This cannot
be imposed on us

(Inter: uptions)

It cannot be left for the Chairto
continue; 1t js not dictatorral. This 1s a
House.

SHRI DAHYABHAI V PATEL
Tomorrow we can contmue. We can conti-
nue only with the consent of the House
not otherwise.

THE VICE- CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. B
RAJU) : Tn the Business Advisory Com-
mittee it was alrcady decided ...

SHRI MAHAVIR TYAGI : It 1s not
our boss. Busmess Adwvisory Commuttee
is only adwisory The final decision rests
with us. It 1s not to be dictated. There 18
no quorum. Thete will be no quorum;
we are all going

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. B
RAJU) : 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 coire tomorrow. We are not
prepared to sit,

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

SHRI MAHAVIR TYAGI! - I am sorry.
You may carry on  The Law Minister and

| his colleagues arc there; they can carty 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 obtawned. This is the
privilege of th¢ House. We have never
agreed to 1it, We have never agreed to sit
beyond half past five.
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SHRI OM MEHTA : It was agreed in
the Business Advisory Commiitee that the
House will sit til] six or beyond six if neces-

SHRI MAHAVIR TYAGI : We have
never said it.

SHRI OM MEHTA : You sce the
orocecdings. It was put to the House.
You should have objected at that time.
The Chairman put it to the House.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. B.
RAJU) : We shall not bieak the committ-
ment. So, Suraj Prasadji.

SHRI MAHAVIR TYAGI : How long
have we to sit now ? I am afraid this is
something. If extension is expected any day,
the formal consent of the House must be
obtained.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V. B.

RAJU) - Tyagiji, it was announced n the
House already when the programme for the |

week was announced.

o s (fEmR) . 8w« s
@ dm F ama yga fear o owam @
a§ WA & fauwfasra & gl
TEY W @Y FE O S 3 W @
At F A9 F A ST T oW
ogi ax Pefaeer s e § S fadar-
fage @& wETOSt &1 A g@ ¥ oAk
FET aF 9 §EnE F1 ¥ ¥ ag ar
E|E 4R g ) T a8 e fle do
¥ wE ¥ @ favwfere o9 wEres
# faa g8 ¥ Iy wwiE ar W wwda
feoy w1 @@ 3 ) @ @R g O
@ Afgaw< ¢ o Fo 07 AW TR
FIgn P @ & fF o Afasy ¥ oo
F oA gan a1 wnfee & R R
IR frea @ e W 2
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T g% O § OF faer a frar e &
AT g9 AT AgHEE FATHA [TETE ¢ |
99 faims ¥ w=e 7w @@ gar & fegema
F AT ST F ARG § W TATA B
qEQU § FTHT AR I qAYZ LRIV FGA
SR 39T aEwtE o o Afa @i
grdm T fae % owee ag @A € %
S U WETST & T SAad g Wi
3 TR SR ¥ gl ¥ e ¥ Ay AW
ARy Y TE & 1 gafT g 99 gw &M
#; g 7 e femEw F W
wEmE @ feee faAm gRe yaed
T w2 T TN WIS W 3 AW
T Tl @1 fade & R A fma
9 dx ¥ ¥ A ux Agraw § faRe

&7 GeTaea ) aRgET B AT AW FAT §
Ve 381 & gral § gard & gee g 99
ATON K7 BT T IAT T THF FI I BIS
@R fr 4 =T SaE g gfad @R Al
b 31 ¥ Wfrd T 9 | g WX 9A fay sas
FT qfcada ad) fFar A | 99F AT AT
FT F SHEE AT ALHT TTHT ATRTL SHT
ar &k & mwar g Mfed S Swd g S
FT a5 W1 I TFTL Y QT T AT § @ F
AT AwAr § A WA Rgqd § 4 IRAE
17 5 & ga% &YF § W@ ag i awa AT E
uFFgEa ¢ ferr A fy ae & grg § Tfe
A L TR G A AT AT A WA T G

| & R st ma < et £1 & 9% § I

TERT ST FT =5 § I% g4l § Wag F
HITAY FPAdl AT BIEAT FZ AT @G
AT GO 97 TIT AR wE) S adm ) '
Eq'aéiq% qILAgg g 7 a<e ¥ wrEwn
®T I 2191 A BITAT §W #1998 gfwa <@
| & A% a7 T @) oo awg A oA A
I AT T AL BlEAr [rler W e &)
IR AU gTAT A TG MfEU W wET Al
Wt =S &1 ar wr At wm g 9w
:m?fr VH =3 wmmaselr &1 3w &t we
FAFHT & qTF T AT FFAT GITRI A
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@ T $R % 0 g A wfew | @ 97 7 AewarET afearst F g7 f a7 am

FET AT |
zady a ag & {5 9 7@ srfaoms @t §

HR 91 W ™ F A AE IAET W 9 T
tfFm fa & sAaERA g fr o
AT | UHEH @B W I T9HgH! ¥ Y
ISt R ag W THH 9 ¥ e @Ay
A g a9 7g { & aE $9 el we-
TAHT FT A greA age @oa @ S
S grErdfgar 99e G s gEete & fag
S A IRt i s g f wwad s ¥
I T | T TR § IO RGN 9gR qW AN
A afyam & awiad g fFaT 97 TS Agrae
¥ frwwfase 32 & dag & o) 9w T
uY AT FE T 4Y 7 aEdf F dnn F afd
&, &% qerT a5e #) 7 ¥ Fr T AETRIeTH
a1 Y o 9| #v F9dmw, afagfa @Y
& 9T AR wew F gew W ¥ 9@
F&Z AG a7 AATE | A aqA Feam v faa
iz, AT IawT 7% ag AE ag wWanA
AT &, ag wfagfH w8l 2, weg w &Y a7 9,
TeEd ¢ | @ I9 AAY 4F a1 ISAY a4y
G 5 T wgrawET F1 oF dar st gEES
# 781 faar sav snfenm, SfeT awy q@ w0
75 AT ¥OAT ITHT 29 Y qFEqT &, I AR
U T 98 25 99 % qoam & fgrgear
F HTT 100 FAT §9aT faar @r 97 &, 9
TR TEREHT & a0 w7 W a7 g
F g A §, wEwE, s g @
fom fw & & »ran @ o @ fred
g2 AT &, 3% 999 &, I AW A 78 @A
fem s a8 a1 A guA Aww A q@
€, AR g W §0d g, q@ oo
medt A F AN R Ak @ 3w
W &Y I DAY At gw W I Q| owEa
H o7 aFdy ff afew  fegare fism Y fear
Ay, HGT F AT F frwr 99, sl F e
1 four 919, 77 a19 &1 99 d W A 9@

T & 1w afkasT F e a3 aw
o vl TG g | FAr A gfre ¥ 8 F A
FE AT WY e o fraw A o we
TETHT & ATY | 7T fFad me—3W & W F
e | oz e ga--few fegerm W
71 3 I g ! fegmm @ 99Ar & S99
fae s faar @ oA arw g ! oaan
FT FT5 T IT0 A9 TEY IoAT | QAT GIHT
1 fagar @ &) fergema & s 8% agik
auitfeam s g fgrm s
Tl T T T W § 97 fegee A
qE H agEET @ wden <@ § dAv fw
A TRE | aE, fegee & aeR] 20 %7
i 04 & o fr qefewen afaw & @ 7,
qradt afad & 917 A, waedr 7 @ F—am
A% AT FY 97 | faER # AT 927 g
oF AT AT 21 O WE gEAT L W 2,
Fw o7 959 gw g8 ¥ W & A # 9w
T AT | F0 12 e afa 3 fgwm
F; aER F oW fFar & f5 g g@ ww
931 T 8, EAA FV waed §, g gt
TR 1w maHl 7 Gur § @ ag den
e 4 Difeq, q@ & dfeq st Aw § IR
gt & faw g w® & qd @ AFAT
fs 71g GF F1 g S R A w0
aferd forg &F At T @ A A N Aaw WM F
TR AT WA § I A8 e w9 F
@t 9% T A MU @ AT wE@ & A
7 AEN g zafay ¥ @y fFow
g AT @E) WAmE J|ar A
g T &1 G Aew €A 2 fF 1969 fo
2 1971 $o ¥ TAE § AWR T A OH
fFaT 9T TEY A qd Y W@ ¥
uF #%W Gg WG ST g @t 7 Faw fa
1% =T 9t 7, f5r i Faw w7 Iy @
& Fgu fRT T I IE) § | TG gOHTT
1 % &, AifqdT & gay &, o oA &
oW wER # aft @ dem o w qEw
¥ Wy 7 oF e aw fewr o) s
F afer FHA A gy zAT I9 &7 famn
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[t aw= war]
3G TaT maaTT FT faar s fF faegea A
F THETG Foow ¥ wedr A %,’
wrgdl # g g dr wR 99 ag an |
w1 f& saw1 3o faay fear s o fegeanay
F UF Al ot gaguw Agg 7 F3r 5
AN WA F a9g 7 AN T & I
al ag fegemm & guX #r@mr § &
FA G AAgU F fAw 9Emw ad
argm wE g fegeam § gawr fomwe
A AT 7 IAR G ogEEY m FE

=it 777 freitT Wy (A57 43AW) : ATIEATE
qTET ) T\F qEe 5 wfg gIer  dide
aH F A A o vy Az wAw A fF
tFATrata faar & =l #1  SAEY
FEd w1 fearz 20

@l

st qT w@R: gF owrw & fr fraer
faqar &1,

J

IygareRe (Mt dto @t T™M ) 7 ?ﬁ‘ré!
SET A% AIST LT 2, WG @ AT |

ot QR WA : AT FART GAT WEW qear
# oAr g g fF o@eEC &1 S Aifa g,
@R A1 7 v & we o aF e
AT § o7 SHTH W F AMA @ o
AR FZ G5 W W R AR fewrm &
=T F 2 f&F wwa W ¥ wem
MR, AW & IHEIC AT M F A9 a3
Y OE AFT qty @ s g awsar
&, weT s faar g oAl w9
OT T T G §

e 'O oagdwr & fr oaw f@ am
FTE AWE A F1oEn 41 AH OF s
7% % "o W7o gl HTe AT Hte @Yo dro
FIAIT § 9 WA FT W AW G999 F
afFm 9@ B oEmdfuar GEe 2§ ,
& am 3, o1 aF Aranon A g @y |
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AR 3% gl § sl I a1 W g,
g 99 99 FE & AWE Agr g, MY
gH AT #ERE & "9 w3 5o faw
ag T §ee #X AR G’ q @R AW
FT )

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL
(Gujarat) : Sir, our party’s stand and my
stand in this matter and particularly in the
matter of privy purses s very clear. So,
I am not going to dectain 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, T 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 I was reading
a few days ago. [ would like Members
of the House to ponder over the truths
that are contained in it :

“You cannot bring about prosperity
by discouraging thrift.

You cannot strengthen the weak by
weahening the strong.

You cannot help the poor by destroying
the rich.

Yoy cannot establish sound security
on borrowed money.

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

You cannot bwld character and courage
by taking away a man's initiative and
indcpendence.

You cannot help men permanently by
doing for them what they should do for
t hemsclves.”

Thank you, Sir,
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HON. MEMBERS
whom ?

: Quotation from

SHR1 DAHYABHAI V. PATEL
Abraham Lincoln.

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 Consti-
tution 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 : How is it
immoral ?

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN
V. B. RAJU) : Pleasc sit down.

(SHRI

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

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN
have his say.

: Let him

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

SHRI M.P. SHUKLA : This is very
serious.

the oath that he has taken.

SHRI K. P. SUBRAMANIA MENON :
Youw 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. 1 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 Constiution.

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

SHRI K. P. SUBRAMANIA MENON:
Sir, the whole trouble with these Gandhi
caps is that thcy 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 frenried over such a small thing.

These people, they are full of cant and
i hypocrisy.

SHRI M. P. SHUKLA :
sacrosanct,
abuse it...

This is not
you can amend it, but not

The suggestion that the Consti- ;
tution is immoral in this House is against .

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 (SHRI V. B.
RAJU) : That will be cxamined.

SHRI K. P. SUBRAMANIA MENON:
What T 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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[ShriK P Subramania Menon[
measure which will give effect to it Even
now, what are they going 1o 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 planly to you,
Sir  The powmnt 1s cannot the Maharajas
Iive tn flats ? We are opposing all these
things and we are opposing also the compen-
sation bemng indirectly mentioned here
because here 1t 1s not a question of taking
over an end-property As a principle
all feudal privileges, all feudal relatrons
and vestiges, all feudalism existing in this
country should be abolished without
any compensation because the abolition
of pnivileges, of feudalism or vestiges of
feudalism, 1s an essential necessity 1n demo-
cratising the structure of the society That
18 why we are supporting thus, and not be-
cause we have got any part ular hatred
for any Maharaja or th we do not re-
cognize that some people may be put to
difficulty. But the powmnt 1s, 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
Iike other unemployed people  Why should

they be given any special consideration
because they had been born mn a feudal
famly, which they had not earned ? The
point is here we are giving importance to
something which an individual had not
earned by ment, by his work or by his 1n-
telligence Therefore we should oppose
this provision and I am opposed to the
suggestion 1n the provision of compensa-
tion. I am opposed to the question of
allowing them to continuec in palaces.
Let them live in a flat Why should we
have any consideration for them ? I 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
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THE MINISTER OF LAW AND JUS-
TICE AND PETROLEUM AND CHEMI-
CALS (SHRI H. R GOKHALE) &,
every speaker has in the end supported
the Bill and most of the points raised are
overlapping and the cniticism was on
expected lines Therefore, I want to be
very brief mn my reply and refer to the
major pomts that were raised n the
debate

Sir, 1t was said 1n the very beginning of
the debate that the preamble 1s misleading
But the Member unfortunately looked at
only one part of the preamble and not at
the other because, while it provides for.abo-
Iition of the privileges, 1t also provides for
provision to be made for a period of time
during the lifetime of the rulers to enable the

! rulers to rehabihtate themselves 1n changed

circumstances Therefore, I am not 1n a
posttion to agree that the preamble 15
any way musleading In fact it correctly
represents the provisions of the Bill

Then the point was lost sight of because
this 1s very important The major privile-
ges which the Princes enjoyed all these
years before the passing of the Constitution
Amendment last year are taken away.
Sir, the immunity trom arrest, the immunty
from execution of decrees, the immunity
from court proceedings, the immunity from
prosecution tn a court of law, all these are
now taken away, and the only safeguard
provided 1s that if any a cause of action has
arisen prior to the commencement of the
Constitution, that 1s 26th January 1950,
or If there 1s any grouse anybody entertains
against a former ruler—most of them are
by now dead—a prosecution 1n a criminaf
courtora chsputein respect ofa period when
the immunity was applicable because they
were Princes at that time undoubtedly,
should not he allowed to be raised in a
court of law without sanction of Central
Government  But 1t 1s also to be remember-
ed thatif anything has happened n the last
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25 years after the passing of the Constitu-
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!

tion, no prosecution 1s barred, no cvil sutt |

1s barred, there 1s no immunity from arrest,
there is no obligation on the Government
to provide for prosecution or defence. This
15 & major step forward in the direction of
removing the privileges of the ex-rulers, the
former rulers of States That 1s not high-
lighted The main consideration 1s even
at the time when the Constitution Amend-
ment was brought 1n the House the Prime
Minister had said that there was no mahce
or amimus against individual rulers or again-
st 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 ttme have today become
the greatest advocates of measures
which provide for tentative relief or a
short while, for a penod which only 1s
confined to the lifetime of the ruler. 1 have
made it clear earlier that this Bill does not

|
t

|
|

|

|
provide or authorise payment of any money.

If the relevant clause s carefully read, unless
Parliament at an appropriate time when
the additional Demands for Grants are
brought before the House passes
it, 1t cannot be paid. It 1s 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 1s not conferring any au-
thority on the Government to make any
payment. Therefore, at the time when the
demands for grants will be brought before
the House, 1t will naturally be open to,
and it will be the right of, every Member of

G,

the House to raise a discussion on the ques- |

tion whether the amount proposed to be
voted 18 reasonaule or unreasonable or for
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not be paid at all  Buat that siage is not

this stage In the event of Parhament
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 1s no obligation
on the part of the Government to pay,
the obligation will anse only if the appro-
priation 1s made by this House when the
demands are brought before the House and
1s sanctioned by this House The present
Bil 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 mncome-tax altogether, There
are no privy purses now. The payments,
1if 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 1n terms of the bigger princes, but we
must also realise that a large numbec ol
princes are really penniless princes. And
even when the Prime Minister moved the
Bill in the course of the Constitution
(Amendment) Bill—mn this House and also
when 1t was left to me to pilot it at a later
stages, 1 had reiterated what the Prime
Minster had said that it was the intention
of the Government at the appropnate
time to take care particularly of the smaller
princes by enabling them to adjust themsel-
ves to the changed circumstances by making
conditional provisions. Therefore there
no question of any breach of promise
When the Constitution (Amendment) Bulf
was passed, at that time 1t was stated before
the House that 1if 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 malter
which Parhament can discuss when the

that matter to say that the amounts should ' demands come before the House. There
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will be a rational scheme which will have to
pe adopted for the purposss 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
1n 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 1s accepted, there are then ..

SHRI MAHAVIR TYAGI . Wil 1t
be laid before the House after sanction ?

SHRI HR. GOKHALE : I can tcll
him, the demand 15 not before the House,
now, 1t will come before the House, and the
hon. Member knows that the demand 1s
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.

Tn fact, 1t is at that time that this question :

should be directed to the Finance Minister
and T have no doubt that my senior collea-
gue will deal with the matter in the most
appropriate manner when it is brought
before the House. When once 1t is
satd that some ex graria payment 1sto be
made, to say that it should not be exempt
from income-tax...

Wl ATw yAE oy §EWEmA §w Al
Ted ¢ fr S 9uz W e F feger
FET AR B °FE 10 FANL F |

SHRI H R. GOKHALE : The matter 1s
coming before the House.

THE VICE CHAIRMAN (SHRI V,
B.RAJU) : Itss not before the House now,
the House will have the appropriate occasion
then.

st qYA WA TEIRAVA a1 AT W AEar

r
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(Abolition of Privileges)y 252
B:ll, 1972

SHRI H.R. GOKHALE :
ashing for an appropriation of ten or fifteen
or fortyfive crores or for that matter, any
amount, as far as this Bl 15 concerned.
Once this 1s accepted by both the Houses
that some kind of ex gratia payment should
be made—assummg that it is so accepted-—
when the demand comes before the House,

! 1t may_be discussed. Tt 1s uscless to say that it
will not be free from tax because the result
will bethat 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 Govern-
ment. The very basis of enabling the rulers
to adyust themsehes to the changed cir-
cumstances will be defeated 1f the exemption
18 not provided for a hmited purpose of
bemg applicable only to the e1v-gratie pay-
ment which will be sanctioned by Parlia-
ment at the appropriate time. No payment,
as the hon. Members know, can be made
from Government treasury  without the
authortty of Parliament. Therefore, there
is no question of doing anything behind the
back of Parliament at all. But the scope of
the present Bl has to be understood; its
scope 1s that 1t does not seck any authority
for making any pavment at all,

Iam not

Something has been said about the em-
ployees of the princes  Now, the Govern-
ment is not behind anybody m therr 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 em-
ployment under the Princes s g private
employment. 1f I, for that matter. or any
other Member says that he cannot afford
to ma_intaln a scrvant, I am as much concer-
ned with the unemployment of such a
servant as I am concerned with the unem-
ployment of the employees of the former
rulers.  But the fact remains that these
l arc not just private employees like the other
] domestic servants because a large number of

employces are employed by the former

———
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rulers and they face a very difficult situation.) before this Bill1s passed, some of them have

The matter has been taken up with the State
Governments and a proper method of
seeing that something 1s done in respect of
these unemployed 1s already under the
consideration of the Government There-
fore, 1t 1s not as 1f this 1s not present 1n the
minds of the Government at all The
Government 1s as keen as anybody else that
this should not result in unemployment of a
large numbet of persons in 4 group because
it 1s not a simple unemployment of people
where one or two people go out of employ-
ment of a private employer It 1s a ques-
tion of hundreds, perhaps thousands of
people 1n the whole country who might be
affected I am quute sure the Government
1s not unaware of 1t The Government has
taken steps to see that a proper method
1s evolved to see that something 1s done
with regard to thesc uncmployed people
also Some questions which, according
to me, are not relevant to the present Bill
were ratsed at the very outset when [
mentioned that this Bill should be taken into
constderation

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 Rulus may have private
property If the property of Faridkot 1s
private property—as I behieve 1t 1s—and 1f
1t 15 sold and 1t results i caprtal gain, like
any other capital gatn on any sale of private
property, there will be capial gains tax on
the sale of the Fandkot property also
The present Bill deals with the property
of the Roller which s now private
property Even there, with regard to
all property, excepting one palace which
1s left free of tax on the basts of its actual
value, every other palace whether private
or otherwise, will be subjected to the usual
mcome tax assessment
because under the existing arrangements,

\

|
1

more than one pilace in respect of which
this exemption {rom income tax s available
to them Now 1t 1s taken away 1n respect
of all palaces except one and in respect of
this exemption will not apply

With regard to gift tax, gifts made from
Privy purse, as the House knows, were ex-
empt from gift tax  Now there 1s no exemp-
tion given even from gifts made from the
ev gratnia paymc its  If at all these payments
are made by the Princes, the gift tax will be
cqually apphcable because the idea 1s not
to cnable them to give away this amount
to others The 1dea 1s to enable them to
rehabilitate themselves If any attempt 1s
made to defeat this purpose, they have
enough money of their own and they do not
need these ex--ratia payments for gifting
them away They are not free from gift
tax That ts what 1 want to emphasisc
The exemption which was apphicable to
the Privy Purscs before the passing of the
Constitution Arendment Billts not apph-
cable to them

Sir even wt h regard to heirloom jewe-
llery the positisn 1s this  Excepting a few
Rulers, I beluve only one or two, whose
heirloom jewellery was recognised by the
Central Government no heirloom jewellery
1s free from wealth tax without conditions
Later on, when the Wealth Tax Act came
on the Statute Book, a section 1n the Act
enabled the Cuntral Board of Direct Taxes
to frame rules so as to impose conditions
on the disposil and use of the herrloom

! jewellery 1f wealth tax exemption was to be

All this 15 necessary |

availed of Now, the Bill here goes a step
further 1n the scnse that even in respect of
herrloom jewellery, which was free from
tax and which was not subjected to thesc
conditions because they were made frec
from tax by reason of recognition by Central
Govenrment ptior to the coming into force
of the Wealth T'ax Act condifions are being
imposed  If you only look at the conditions
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it is quite clear that the conditions are in-
tended to see that heirloom remains heir-
loom. Thedictionary meaningof ‘heirloom’
is well-known. Heirloom is something
which is passed on from generation to
generation. Tt does not apply to all jewe-
Illery. And even in respect of these there
are various conditions imposed. If these
conditions are observed, then only there is
exemption from Wealth Tax. There is
only exemption granted in respect of heir-
loom 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 amend-
ment now before the House requiring that
wealth tax should be levied from a retros-
pective date. Therefore, the penalty is
so high that there is a deterrent on the mis-
use 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
Maharaja of Mysore. There again it is
really beside the point because if they are
private property as I said, as private pro-
perty, they would be liable to all kinds of
taxes, whether it is income-tax or wealth-
tax. If it is private propeity it has no-
thing 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 three pro-
perties, there has been a question raised
which is under the examination of the
Government. Mr Veerendra Patil was
right that in regard to these properties

[RAJYA SABHA ]
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. there was a condition imposed that they
were not transferable, that they would
go to the heirs and so on and so forth.
Now one contention raised is that it was
only the right of actual user and they had
no other right. Now this question 1s
being examined by the Government and
1 am quite sure that the Government has
’ no desire to let these properties go except
| in accordance with law. But that in any
. case has nothing to do with the present
$ Bill.
l
i
{
|

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

debate.

THE VICE CHAIRMAN
RAJU) : The question is :

(SHRI V.B.

I

[

|

|

' ‘That the Bill further to amend certain
i enactments consequent on derecognition
' of Rulers of Indian States and abolition of
{1 privy purses, so as to abolish the privi-
| leges of Rulers and to make certain {ransi-
! tional provisions to enable the said Rulers
{ to adjust progressively to the changed
l 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 consider-
ation 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 HR. GOKHALE :
to move :

Sir, 1 beg

‘That the Bill be passed.’

The question was put and the motion
| was adopted.



