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LShri Babubhai M. Chinail 
Since the security of the border States is in 
danger, I would request the Prime Minister 
kindly to see that these Bills are passed 
today in this House. We promise all co-
operation so that these Bills are passed 
today. It is a very important measure. 
Already so much damage has been done. 

(Interruptions) 

MR. CHAIRMAN : I give the per-
mission, notice shall be dispensed with. It 
will be put on the agenda today. 

 

MR. CHAIRMAN : I have refused 
permission to mention this. That would be 
enough.   Nothing will go on record. 

SHRI RAJNARAIN : (Continued to 
speak) 

THE CONSTITUTION (TWENTYS1XTH 
AMENDMENT) BILL, 1971 

THE PRIME MINISTER / SI«im *j?ft 
(SHRIMATI INDIRA GANDHI) : Mr. 
Chairman, Sir, I beg to move— 

"That the Bill further to amend the 
Constitution of India, as passed by the 
Lok Sabha, be taken into consideration." 

Sir, so much has been said on this 
subject and so much important business is 
there before the House that I do not want to 
say anything at all. All our views are known 
to the House and the nation. And this was 
one of the items which we had put before 
the electorate and on which I think the res-
ponse of the people has been very clear. 
Since then there is a new situation in the 
country. In Bangla Desh and along our 
western borders and in some places beyond 
the western borders, our valiant forces are 
today fighting to defend the integrity of 
India and the values for which India stands. 

War in my view is an unmitigated evil 
yet it does generate a spirit of comradeship. 
This is because neither bullets nor bombs 
nor the mud of the battle-field distinguishes 
between one man and the other, between the 
rank of a person and the wealth of a person 
or the birth of a person. Today our valiant 
forces are fighting as equals and without 
distinction of religion, class or status. At 
least one within them to my knowledge is a 
'prince' and others are people of many other 
categories. 

The days are gone when birth was the 
chief road to distinction. All over the world 
today, distinction comes from achievement 
and I believe that the highest privilege to 
which one can aspire in our country should 
be the privilege of being an Indian, a free 
Indian, a democratic Indian, not higher or 
lower than any other Indian and this is the 
type of society which we are trying to 
establish. We have not yet succeeded but 
this is what we are trying to do step by step. 
I have often heard, even yesterday when the 
Constitution (Twenty-fifth Amendment) Bill 
was before this House, people saying that so 
many things have not been done.   We too  
are 
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poignantly aware that many things have not 
been done. Many inequalities and injustices 
do exist. But at least those of which that can 
be removed little by little, step by step, we 
are trying to remove. There is no use wailing 
on the evils of the past society because m 
olden times all societies were marked by 
hierarchy and so was ours. We had an added 
disadvantage of caste which introduced 
further divisions but the march of history 
has seen the abolition of the feudal order. In 
other countries, the old order—the ancien 
regime, as it was called in Europe— was 
abolished with much violence. Here in India 
we won our freedom through nonviolence 
and our social revolution is also being 
achieved non-violently—whether it is the 
abolition of untouchability or of absentee 
landlordism or the princely order, all these 
things are being done democratically, 
peacefully and with the consent of the 
people. This should be a matter of 
satisfaction to us all. 

As I have said on numerous occasions, 
we do stand for change in society. We think 
the change could be more rapid, more 
widespread than it is at the moment, but at 
the same time we believe that change should 
be peaceful. We also believe that if the 
forces of change are obstructed, you do not 
stop change, you merely obstruct the 
peaceful and orderly transition. So our 
attempt at bringing about social change—
and this includes the abolition of privileges 
being enjoyed by the princes—should not be 
regarded by them or by anybody else as an 
indictment of the princes as individuals or as 
a group. The princes acted with practical 
good sense when the country was politically 
integrated. Even in this matter which 
concerns them so intimately, some have 
displayed the proper understanding of the 
issues involved. They have recognised that 
the times have f changed and they have seen 
the wisdom of trying to meet the change half 
way. It is my belief that to allow such an 
anachronism to continue would be as much 
an obstruction to   them 

as to our society as a whole. The Princes are 
Indians as the rest of us are. They are 
citizens as the rest of us are and we owe a 
duty to them as they owe a duty to our 
society and to the country. So at this 
moment of danger and difficulty of the 
country, let us not dwell on the past but look 
to the great and pressing needs of the present 
and to the future which beckons us and 
which we have to build together. I commend 
this Bill to the House. I invite the Princes to 
join the elite of the modern age, the elite 
which earns respect by its talent, energy and 
contribution to human progress, all of which 
can be done only when we work together as 
equils without regarding anybody as of 
special status. 

I request the House to pass this Bill. The 
Law Minister will deal with it further in the 
remaining stages. 

The question was proposed. 

SHRI T. CHENGALVAROYAN (Tamil 
Nadu): Mr. Chairman, Sir, I wanted to 
contend myself with casting a silent vote in 
support of this Bill but I found it rather 
difficult to resist the temptation of parti-
cipation in the discussion on this and sharing 
the ecstacy of this momentous measure. This 
Bill gets added lustre in the series of 
momentous decisions that we have taken 
this week. The hsn. Prime Minister, with her 
characteristic fascinating force, has 
explained, though in short, the underlying 
reasons and the objects of this Bill. May I, 
with your leave and the indulgence of this 
House, and my feable voice in support of 
this Bill ? It was only in the last session of 
the Parliament that we gave unto ourselves 
the power to amend the provisions of the 
Constitution. We did so not with any 
vengeful vanity for the mere assertion of 
parliamentary supremacy. We were actually 
aware of the compulsions of the present and 
of our commitments for the future. We 
wanted to inaugurate an era of socialist 
advance and amelioration so that every step 
that we have taken, every measure that  we 
have passed   and  every 
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advance that we have ensured has always 
been in the direction of that particular ideal 
and idea. This Bill is one of the milestones in 
the long march that we have taken in this 
direction. In this evangelical endeavour of 
ushering in a new era of socialist equality 
and emancipation we have taken several 
steps to abolish the diabolic divergencies of 
caste and class privileges. The sacerdotal 
arrogance and the superiority of birth have to 
be repudiated and has been repudiated in all 
the civilisations of this world. I beg of this 
House to consider that we have enshrined 
equality as the core of our national life and 
in this context I beg of this House to consider 
this Bill. 

Sir, we have not brought this Bill, at any 
rate the Government has not brought this Bill, 
either in anger or in animosity. Some of us 
who still survive after the grim struggle for 
freedom in which we had the glory and the 
greatness to take part fully recall to ourselves 
what was the struggle in those days. When 
Mahatmaji's campaign was rising in epic 
crescendo to a great climax in the British 
Parliament a question was asked what was the 
threat to the King's Government in India. The 
Secretary of State for India then said, we have 
many .fortresses for the British authority in 
India; any fort may fall but there is the last 
lingering fort, the native Princes. That was the 
faitli of Great Britain once great. Sir, thanks to 
the statesmanship of our great national leaders 
the first anti-feudal revolution was started and 
in that great happy consummation which was 
attended with success in our country I am 
happy to recall with gratitude that the Princes 
had risen to the occasion and the fiist ami-
feudal revolution was able to be accomplished 
in a bloodless way. Sir, India is a great and a 
grateful nation. If we want to understand and 
assess the nature, scope and extent of this 
amending Bill, may I have your leave to just 
deal with some of the provisions of the Consti 
; tu t ion  which deal with this question of the 
privy purses of the Princes ? 

Sir, we have article 366   wherein there is a 
constitutional  recognition  and   even a 
merger  if I  may  use    that  word   of the 
covenants  that   have    heen  entered    into 
individually with the Princes. Then we have 
article 291 which merely says that a charge 
would be  created upon  the  consolidited Fund 
in the  matter of the payment of the privy 
purse.    May I just draw the attention of this 
House to  article 366  which  carries with it the 
recognition of the Ruler and I want to 
specially  draw  your attention  to the  phrase  
there  which  says 'who for the time being  is 
recognised   by   the President as  the  Ruler  
of  the  State'.   This means I read into that 
article that  the recognition; is not  in   
perpetuity;  it  is open, as it is now  open,   to 
the   Parliament of   India to    consider    
whether    in    the   changed circumstances 
and in the altered conditions the   continuance   
of   that   recognition    is nationally    
expedient    and    necessary.   I therefore   feel   
that    the    first    clause   in relation to the 
omission of that article  that is embedded in  
this Bill is wholly welcome and has become 
absolutely  relevant in   the present context.   
Then  we have  the other article,  namely   
article  363,   which   deals with the question  
of covenants and I find with great satisfaction 
that  article 363A is to be added and   this 
becomes an independent enactment so far as 
the recognition is to   be   withdrawn.    Sir,   
there   has    been considerable   discussion  
about   the   scope and  nature  of article  291   
in the  Princes case in the Supreme  Court.    I  
am not going into  those details; nor is  this the  
time or  occasion to go  into the several 
aspects of that judgment.    But  may I 
respectfully submit that  some of that  
discussion  was really  wise and  most o\' it  
otherwise but nevertheless I am happy  that 
this  political decision to abolish the privy 
purses is now contained  in this  amending  
Bill.    I   submit  with  great    respect   that  
article  363, article  366 and  article  291   are  
the  only provisions  which  deal   with   the   
Prince* and  their privy  purse and   this 
amending Bill gives a complete deviation, a 
departure,  a  total   repeal  of those provisions 
But  may I  most  respectfully submit   fot the   
kind consideration of this house  and 
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particularly the hon. Primi Minister and the 
La* Minister whsther it is necessary in the 
content of this Bill to have article 366 
amended ? My reading is this; I may be 
wrong and I wish to be corrected if I am 
wrong. Clause (22) now contemplates that 
"Ruler" means the Prince, Chief or ot'ier 
person who, at any time before the 
commencement of the Constitution (Twenty-
sixth Amendment) Act, 19/1, was recognised 
by the President as the Ruler of an Indian 
State or any person who, at any time before 
such commencement, was recognised by the 
President as the successor of such Ruler. My 
difficulty in understanding the relevancy of 
this clause, when we have article 363A and 
clause (a) where the ruler is extinguished by 
name and by deviation, my difficulty is to 
reconcile this article 22 with that. I hope, Sir, 
that this is meant purely as an explanation to 
article 353A, but nevertheless, on the whole I 
submit with very great respect that the 
provisions of the amending Bill serve the 
great cardinal purpose which has been 
agitating our country and also the mind of all 
progressive sections in this country with 
regard to changing the princely ord-jr onae 
and for all. Sir, on this ojjajipn it is very 
necessary to just cjmiJjr the criticism that has 
besn leve'lsd a;unst this move. We have been 
told and told on many occasions by different 
quarters that this amounts to a repudiation of 
the solemn undertaking that we had given in 
their covenants, and that means that it is not 
very fair. The question is asked: Is it fair ? Is 
it legal ? is it moral ? Is it just ? Is it proper to 
repudiate a solemn undertaking given in an 
instrument of great value ? It is also 'said, if 
we can repudiate this covenant and this 
undertaking, what else we will not repudiate 
T We will repudiate the loans. We will 
repudiate the other covenants. We will 
repudiate even the pensions. That is the 
venom of the criticism that is levelled against 
this Bill. May I with your leave and with the 
permission of the House attempt to answer 
this criticism to the best of my studies and 
ability ?   Sir, this ques- 

tion of covenant, being apart from the 
Constitution, has to be considered in the 
context of the doctrine of merger. When 
article 363 has included the covenant of 
these princes as a constitutional provision, 
when we abrogate article 363, we abrogate 
everything else. The criticism that we are 
repudiating it unilaterally has no meaning in 
the context of this Bill and in the complexion 
of the idea that is underlying this Bill. In the 
matter of a covenant or a treaty, you know, 
Sir, that the Supreme Court, in the Madhya 
Pradesh case, has held that the covenant with 
the princes is in the nature of a treaty, and 
our learned Attorney-General, in the rrinces 
case, has argued that article 363 has merged 
the covenant in a constitutional provision 
and therefore it is a treaty of that kind. You 
know, Mr. Chairman, that whenever there is 
no acquiescence in the question of a treaty 
being amended or abrogated, the propriety of 
unilateral denunciation has always been 
recognised on the principle that, when the 
conditions that were attendant at the time 
when the contract or the covenant or the 
treaty was entered into are so radically 
altered and the situation has so vitally 
changed, there is no obligation to keep the 
treaty on. This is based upon the well know 
maxim ominis conventio intelliglur rebus sic 
stantibus, that is to say, whenever there is a 
treaty, the presumption of the condition is 
that the condition at which the treaty was 
concluded continues to be the same. Sir, Lie 
concept of vital change that has introduced 
into the treaty an element of nullify has been 
recognised not only by Canon Law but has 
been also approved and adopted by the civil 
law. Also I am aware and I am sure that this 
criticism will be levelled on the principle of 
the maxim pacta sunt servanda, that is, those 
who have entered into obligations are 
expected to fulfil the obligations in good 
faith. But may I point out to those critics that 
when conditions alter, when situations 
change, when ideas undergo a radical 
revolution, the condition and the 
circumstance and the climate under which 
the treaty was entered into no longer exists? 
That is embedded in the doctrine of Rubus 
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i.e., the condition   does not remain,   the 
contract   does not   remain. I, therefore, 
submit with very great respect that   the   
revolutionary   ideas   that have overtaken  
our country and the new phase of national  
upsurge and upheaval  in the context  not 
only of political understanding,   not    only   
of economic   endeavour, but more so   in   
ordering a new   social order, a new change,  
a new value and a new     philosophy,   in   
that   context, this unilateral denunciation or 
repudiation or repeal   of  the    
constitutional    provisions embodying  the 
Covenant would undoubtedly  be relevant 
and I do not think we need have any trouble  
in  accepting, even on  a juristic   basis,   the   
repeal  of these provisions. I do not want to 
say anything more, particularly with   
reference to  the recognition that they have 
ceased  to recognise because that   
recognition  is not   in perpetuity. 

One word more and I have done. Have 
we not abolished the Zamindaris ? Have 
we not abolished the Inams ? Have we not 
abolished untouchability ? Have we not 
abolished mai.y other things ? The cardinal 
principle, in my respectful submission, of 
abolition in all these things is to establish a 
new society where there will be no division 
based on class or privilege. All the sons 
and daughters of our soil must be 'equal 
partners in the venture—and may 1 say in 
the adventure— of a new India beaming 
with equality, brimming with progress and 
bubbling with happiness. We have 
undertaken many abolition acts in the past 
and we have abolished many things and 
this Bill comes in the grand sequence of the 
abolition acts. With regard to abolition 
there is one thing more. We are going to do 
it and we will do it very soon. 

We will have to abolish poverty. We 
can do it. We must do it and we will do it 
sooner than our friends hope or our ene-
mies doubt. With these words, I have very 
great pleasure in whole-heartedly suppor-
ting   the   Bill.    I   hope and pray that this 

Bill, whon passed, will bring in a new era in 
our country when, in spite of the encircling 
gloom, we see this one step, the right step, 
the pioper step, a just step and the only step 
that we have taken in the forward journey. 
May God bless us in this endeavour. 

SHRI A. P. JAIN (Uttar Pradesh): Mr. 
Chairman, Sir, I would like to draw the 
attention of the House to the Preamble of 
the Constitution which says: 

'• WE THE PEOPLE OF  INDIA, 
having solemnly resolved to constitute 
India into a SOVEREIGN DEMO-
CRATIC REPUBLIC and to secure to 
all its citizens: 

JUSTICE,   social, economic 
and political; 

LIBERTY of  thought,   ex-
pression, belief, faith and worship; 

EQUALITY of status and of 
opportunity;". 

This Preamble is very important and 
forms the basis of our Constitution. Then, 
Sir, I would like to draw the attention of the 
I .ouse to article 14 which  says: 

"The State shall not deny to any 
person equality before the law or the 
equal protection of laws within the 
territory of India." 

The sum total effect of the amendment 
which is before the House today is to abolish 
articles 291 and 362. This first articlo 
provides for the payment of prWy purses to 
the Rulers free of tax. The other article 362 
provides for the preservation of rights, 
privileges and dignity of the Rulers. Now, it 
is obvious that these two provisions are not 
in consonance with the basic princi -pies of 
equality of status aud equality of opportunity 
on which our Constitution was framed, but 
there were reasons for it. At the time when 
these provisions, namely, articles 791 and 
362 were incorporated in the [Constitution,  
India was passing thro- 
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ugh a state of crisis. We were suffering from 
the effects of partition. There were rulers 
who were in favour of the merger of their 
States with the Union. There were others 
who were delaying. We know of a ruler — I 
would not like to name him — who declared 
independence. We know of rulers who were 
trying to sabotage the scheme of accession. 
We know of rulers who entered into 
negotiations with Mr. Jinnah who was 
always ready to take advantage of our 
troubles. Hence, in order to avoid serious 
trouble, the Constituent Assembly at that 
time, in its wisdom, decided that certain 
concessions — though they may not be in 
consonance with the basic principles of the 
Constitution — might be given to the rulers in 
order to persuade them to join the Indian 
Unicn as a whole. And consequently, these 
provisions were made, and I say that they 
were made by wise people and in good faith. 
But the times have changed. Those provi-
sions have now become irrelevant. This was 
made clear by the results of the General 
Election. My party had a wide mandate from 
the electorate on the issue of the abolition of 
privy purse and princely privileges. 
Unfortunately, the rulers refused to see 
change in the wind. If they.had seen it, perhaps 
the passage of this law would have been 
enacted long ago and they would have 
received a better  deal. 

Now, I will not refer to the long and 
tortuous negotiations which the Government 
had with the princes. In fact, Government 
wanted to abolish the privy purse and 
privileges with their consent. But when that 
consent was not forthcoming, there was no 
other alternative except to do it otherwise. 

Sir, I would not like to refer to the 
processes through which we have passed, 
namely, how the Bill came up and it could 
not become law in this House, how the 
President issued a Proclamation, how it was 
challenged in the Supreme Court and turned 
down and how all these difficulties arose. If 
the princes had  acted with the 

same wisdom as they did at the time of the 
framing of the Constitution, I think it would 
have gone down to their credit. 

Sir,  the Bill  does not provide for any 
compensation. and   rightly so. I have no 
grievance against it.  I think it is right that the 
question  of compensation  should not arise. 
But there is nothing wrong about men or about 
any group of men.   It  is the conditions,   it   is 
the   circumstances, it is the environments that 
determine the character of men.  There is 
nothing evil about the  princes either   as   
individuals   or  as groups; nor are they angels. 
Some of them played a noble part in helping to   
achieve the   integration of India, creating 
conditions so that India could be constituted as 
one unit.  Others were not so   forthcoming.  
But we need  not go into the past history. They  
are our citizens.  And   as the Prime   Minister 
said,   some of them have played a patriotic 
role. Now, what has to be done to  them?  Sir,  
while  the question of compensation does not 
arise,   yet they are princes  and  their 
dependents who, if not given "any  assistance 
in   rehabilitating themselves  as    honourable  
citizens   may prove  harmful to the country, 
but if they are properly  treated, if they are 
given an opportunity   to  transform themselves  
into useful citizens of India to earn  their living 
and to serve the   motherland, I think they can 
be an asset, if not all of them, at   least quite  a  
good   section   of them.   Among these 
princes,  there  are the  poor princes. There 
may  be about 25 or 30 princes who can   be 
said  to   be very opulent.  But the others   are  
just   the recipients   of meagre allowances.  I 
will lequest the Government to pay special  
attention  to the  future   of these small Princes.  
While the bigger   ones among them may not 
need or get anything, the small ones should be 
treated liberally. At   any  rate,   the   Princes 
who have not got reasonable resources may be    
given rehabilitation allowance  or 
rehabilitation grant.   There   is   nothing   to   
debar   the Government from helping those  
who need help to re-establish themselves as 
citizens I    and not as Princes.  I have reports 
that the 
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thinking on those lines. I hope and trust it 
will be done soon so that this class of 
people, though not in large numbers, may be 
allowed to absorb themselves into the 
normal order of citizens. In particular the 
dependents of these Princes who had not 
always been fairly treated by the rulers or 
even afterwards should be treated as an 
entity, and whatever help is to be given to 
them must be given to them  direct. 

With these few words I commend  this 
measure for the acceptance of the  House. 
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MR. CHAIRMAN : Shri Dahyabhai 
Patel. 

SHRIMATI YASHODA REDDY 
(Andhra Pradesh) : Before you call him, 
may we know at what time the Minister is 

replying so that we can  prepare ourselves 
for the division ? 

MR. CHAIRMAN : I have a long list. I 
think the Minister should reply at about 
12.30. You can arrange the length of 
speeches accordingly. 

SHRI DWIJENDRA LAL SEN GUPTA 
(West Bengal) : Please call us also. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : Please sit down. 

SHRI DWIJENDRALAL       SEN 
GUPTA : I am sitting down. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL 
(Gujarat) : 1 am never verbose nor I intend 
to make any long speech. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : It is not intended for 
you. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL; More-
over, on this question I do not need to make 
any long speech. 

AN HON. MEMBER : Are you oppos-
ing the Bill ? 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL : I feel 
that I should oppose the Bill because I feel 
that the Go vernment of India is going back 
on an assurance that it has given and an 
undertaking that it has undertaken very 
solemnly. Government of India did this with 
open eyes and to repudiate it unilaterally is 
something which is not only repugnant, but I 
think immoral too. That is the reason why 1 
wish to oppose it. 

Sir, there have been occasions when 
many delicate matters have been resolved by 
understanding and by negotiations. If more 
than 500 Princes of this country could be 
persuaded to surrender their rights and their 
privileges and large amount   of  property   
which   they    were 



27        Constitution [twenty-Sixth       [ RAJYA SABHA J Amendment) Bill, 1971 28 

[Shri Dahyabhai V. Patel] 

administering   as   despots,   surely negoti-
ations about their rights and a few proper-tits      
could     have      been    carried    cm with a   
little   more   tact,   a   little  more persuasion,     
and     the      object     could have   been   
achieved.   Supposing   it was not achieved.    
Then   the   covenants   and instruments of 
accession in each  case provides that at every 
generation   the amount that is paid as, what is 
called, privy  purses decreases.    And in a few 
years, the amount would   have  been   
practically  reduced to nothing.   And  what are 
we paying ihem today ? We are paying them a 
pittance of something which is very much less 
than the huge losses that your public sector 
undertakings are incurring every year.   So, this 
could have been set right  by  other means. We 
do not try to do  what   is  right in the right 
way.   Suppose the decision to abolish privy 
purses has to  be taken because  t e government 
feels very strongly  about   this. Suppose the 
government feels that times are changing and 
therefore the Piinces shoi: d fall in line with the 
changed circumstances. There  are   other   
ways  of doing it.    The manner in which this is 
sought to be done is not  proper.   The  Princes  
should have been persuaded to join and to 
sacrifice,  as they have done before.   The 
Prime Minister, while moving  the   Bill,  
pointed  out that one of the Pi inccs was 
actually  fighting in the war.   This only   points 
out that they can be called upon to make  
sacrifices whenever necessary.   It all depends 
on the approach  and the manner  in which you 
deal   with   the   situation.    After   all just 
unilaterally abolishing the  privy   purse-., 1 do 
not think,  is  very  right.    1   remember when 
the Kutch debate was taking place in this 
House,   Hon.   Minister   Shri   Cha\an was 
dealing with it.   He then  said : "We have 
mado a commitment   which  we must honour".   
When   I asked   him :     "What about your 
promise and   commitments to the Princes of 
India",  he said  that it was a different matter.   
One was commitment before  the  international  
world  and what would be our  reputation and 
name ? This is an internal matter.   This  was 
what he 

said. Sir, 1 am unabie to understand this 
logic that we can be dishonest, that we can 
repudiate our commitments inside the 
country, but we have to keep our commit-
ments and such things all right outside. Sir, 
1 understand straightforward Iflngui and 
straightforward talk. 1 wish this had been 
done in this manner. 

SHRI N. G. GORAY (Maharashtra) : 
Sir, may I point out to my friend that in 
spite of this agreement, we have taken 
Cl.adbet and we are going to take K; njara-
gode and all that  

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL : I am 
\uy  glad  thai   n his.   
The 
army is doing its duty «v) me of the 
politicians   hs 1 am   very g!ad 
about that and I 1 ill conti- 
nue to do its duty. They need to be con 
gratulated for that. But that does not mean 
that you can do things ii I  
will 
never put my hand and give my assent to 
tiiis and I hope the hon. Members of this 
House would ponder o\er it for a few 
minutes and think whether it is right to do it 
and whether it is right to do it at this 
moment'.' Why should the Government 
have chosen this moment to do this at this 
time and in this manner ? 

Sir, the Prime  Minister is, not here.    I 
suppose the Law Minister will reply. 1 do 
nut know bow the Law Mirfisier wilt reply, 
because, Sir, on the last Bill, J asked him 
pointedly   thiee   or   four   times the j 
question   and   l.e   did   not answer.    You 
answer when it  suits  you  end  you  don't 
answer when  it does not suit you.   That 
means you are right whether there is  argu-
ment or whether there is justice  or  not. If 
that is   tic attitude   of the Government, 
what else can I say ? 

MR. CHAIRMAN : Yes, Mr. Vithal 
Gadgil. 

SHRI VITHAL GADGIL (Maha 
rashtra) : Mr. CI , .J rise to 
support this Bill wholeheartedly. 
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Sir, at the outset. I must recall that it 
was in the New Delhi A ICC of July 1967 
that younger men is my parly like Mr. 
Mohan Dharia insisted on the inclusion of 
the item in the 10-point Programme. Four 
years and one election later, their stand is 
vindicated. I am sure Sir, they have added 
a foot-note to the history of our times. 

Sir, I am of the opinion that this Bill 
cannot be studied in isolation, because all 
three amendments together form one single 
whole. Sir, I am not one of those who, in 
order to prove their radicalism, will talk 
about confrontation between Parliament 
and the Supreme Court. Yet, I must say, I 
must concede, that it was the judgments of 
the Supreme Court which were responsible 
for these three amendments. 

SHRIMATI   YASHODA    REDDY   : 
Correct. 

SHRI VITHAL GADGIL : Sir, in the 
Golak Nath case, after overruling their 
previous judgments, they practically froze 
the Constitution; by their judgment in the 
Bank Nationalisation case, again over-
ruling a series of cases spread over twenty 
years, they negatived the Forth Amend-
ment; and, in the Princes' case, they over-
ruled their own decision, given one year 
earlier in the Dholpur Maharaja's case, and 
helped perpetuation of an order and an 
institution based on birth and inheritance. 
This is the salient fact that their own 
judgments have been overruled and new 
judgments given. 

Sir, when I was a student of law, I was 
told that consistency and certainty are the 
hallmarks of judicial process. But. today, 
we do not know whether what the Supreme 
Court decides today will not be upset 
tomorrow. I am tempted to say what was 
said about the judgments of the Supreme 
Court of America that the "judgments of our 
Supreme Court are like a railway ticket, 
valid for this day and by this train only". 
Sir, in such a situation, when the courts 
change their veiws, 

can't the people change their views and their 
Constitution ? Sir, this Bill is again criticised 
by reference to two or three points which I 
would like to deal with. The first is this : 
What is the issue involved ? If I may say so, 
Sir, the issue in the first amendment was this 
: When the Golak Nath Case decision was 
given, the first man to react to it was my I 
late friend, Shri Nath Pai, who immediately 
brought forward a Bill to restore the 
severeignty of Parliament to itself and, if I 
may say so, Sir, the issue in the first 
amendment was whether Nath or Golak 
Nath; in the second amendment, the issue 
was, if I may say so, whether compensation 
for the few or emancipation of the many; 
and, Sir, in this Bill, if I may bbrrow the 
words of our Prime Minister, the issue is 
whether men or Maharajas ? 

AN HON. MEMBER :   Quite right. 

11   A.M. 

SHRI VITHAL GADGIL:   These are the 
issues which the House  ought to   deal with.   
The   Bills  are criticized firstly by saying 
that  others   also   have  privileges. 
Particularly,   reference   is  made   to   the 
Ministers.   I   do   not hold a brief for the 
Ministers.   But one must not  forget that 
whatever   privileges   they  enjoy, they are_ 
referrable to some office;. they are limited for  
five   years.   And   they are elected by the   
people.   They   represent  the   people. But 
there is no time-limit on the privileges 
enjoyed   by   these   princes.    They are not 
referrable to any public function that they 
perform.   And whom do they   represent ? 
They represent none except  perhaps them-
selves. 

i 

Then, again, Sir, it is said that we are 
guilty of breach of promise. Mr. Chengal-
varoyan has ably answered those criticisms. 
The Constitution, which embodies this 
promise—that very Constitution—gives a 
promise to millions of our people, which is 
embodied in the Preamble that "We, the 
people of India. . . give to ourselve*  this 
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[Shri VithalGadgil] Constitution . . ." to 
establish Equality of status. What is the 
equality of status here? Princes pay no 
customs duty.no water charges, no 
electricity, no income-tax. The lowest in the 
land can sue and prosecute the highest in the 
land. But if you want to take such action 
against the tiniest of princes, you must 
obtain the permission of the Central 
Government. 

Sir, I feel so long as these privileges 
continue, you have to read some of the 
articles differently there is some kind of 
invisible clause. For example, in Article 14: 
"The State shall not deny to any person 
equality before the law . . ."' (except princes). 
See Article 15 : "The State shall not 
discriminate against any citizen on grounds 
only of religion, race, caste, sex, place of 
birth or any of them". . . . (except in favour 
of princes). With these privileges, we have a 
kind of Animal Farm —a George Orwellian 
situat ion—all men are equal but some are 
more eq ual than the others. Sir, there is, 
therefore, perfect justification for bringing 
forward this Bill. As Mr. Chengalvaroyan 
has stated, under the international law, all 
treaties are subject to the doctrine—rebus sic 
stantibu. A number of illustrations can be 
given. For example, the treaty of Lussane 
was terminated on the basis of this doctrine 
The International Court, in various deci-
sions—for example, Freezone of Upper 
Savoy—has recognized this doctrine. So, 
even on legal and techhical grounds, my 
submission is that the Government is per-
fectly justified 

Then, again, it is said—I referred to it 
earlier—that we are guilty of breach of 
promise. I said that the treaty must be 
studied in the context of the situation which 
obtained when treaty was entered into. Why 
were the treaties entered into ? I would like 
lo quote from the words of Sardar 
Vallabhbhai Patel. This is what he said : 

". . . some of the rulers did wish to 
exercise their technical right to declare 
independence  and   others   to join   the 

neighbouring Dominion. . . .Our failure" 
to honour these obligations ". . .would 
seriously prejudice the stabilisation of the 
new order." 

This was the reason given. The security of 
our land was threatened at that time. Sir, the 
ways of Providence are inscrutable. The 
irony of history is that these privileges are 
being abolished at a time when again the 
integrity of our motherland is threatened ! ... 
(Interruptions). What better case can you 
have of poetic justice ? 

Therefore, I support this measure from 
all points of view. 

Lastly, Sir, may I appeal to the the 
House in a particular way ? Last year the 
same Bill was brought. It was lost by a 
fraction of a vote. I appeal to all sections of 
the House to attone for that technical lapse 
by passing this Bill unanimously and 
unreservedly . . . 

(Interruptions) 

Lastly, Sir, permit me to strike a personal 
note. Sir, when this Constitution was 
framed, my father was a Member of this 
Parliament and of the Constituent Assembly. 
And it was his Ministry, the Ministry of 
Works, Mines and Power, that opposed the 
idea of market value. I am proud today, I 
became a Member of this House only seven 
months back. I consider it my privilege, my 
fortune that I am present in this House when 
the original intentions of the Constitution-
makers are being restored. In that sense, I 
have a feeling that I am fulfilling a filial 
obligation. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : (West 
Bengal) :   Like father, like son. 

«ct ST* TOT? (firfrc)i sit^, 
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SHRI    NAWAL    KISHORE    (Uttar 
Pradesh) :   Something against . . . 

 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : If the 
Treasury Benches are interested, they can 
chair him up. 

(Interruption by Shri C. D. Pande) 

MR- CHAIRMAN : Mr. C. D. Pande, 
please let him proceed. Mr. Suraj Prasad, 
Please go on. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Sir, Mr. C. 
D. Pande may not be a born prince but he is 
a contemplated prince.  
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SHRI N. G. GORAY : Sir, I would like to 
point out that having passed the Twenty-Fifth 
Amending Bill yesterday this Bill is only a 
sequel to what we have done yesterday. It is a 
consequential legislation. The Prime Minister 
in her speech very appropriately pointed out 
that we are just now in the midst of war, a 
crisis, and she further pointed out that when 
we are fighting on the western front and on 
the eastern front, the bullets of the enemy do 
not distinguish between a poor man and a 
rich man, a prince or a pauper. Sir, I would 
like to go a little further and point out that 
after all, what is the reason that we are 
engaged in this war. It is because there are 
certain values involved in this war and those 
values were yesterday defined as democracy, 
socialism and secularism. Had not the Ban-
gla Desh leaders subscribed to these values I 
do not think that we would have asked our 
armies to fight for them simply because they 
had risen in revolt against Islamabad. It is 
because they are fighting for certain values 
and because those values are such that we 
share them with them that we are staking 
even onr fortune and we are fighting side by 
side with them. Therefore, Sir, when we are 
considering this Bill, I would like to 
emphasize this fact that this is a part of the 
whole scheme of progress to eqalitarian 
society that we want to establish in this 
country, Sir, yesterday I did not get a chance 
to speak. There were so many people who 
referred to Fundamental Rights and to 
Directive Principles. I take this opportunity 
to point out that perhaps 
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it is our Constitution alone in all the 
Constitutions of the world which in its 
preamble has used the words 'social justice' 
as one of the aims. It is not only equality, 
liberty, fraternity but also social justice. What 
does this social justice mean ? Social justice 
means that there will be an eqalitarian society 
and I am one of those who hold that if our 
Constitution is correctly interpreted, it is not 
necessary again and again to say that we want 
to establish a democratic socialist society in 
India. The whole concept is embedded in the 
Constitution in the preamble, in the 
Fundamental Rights, in the Directive 
Principles. And I am really glad that today 
we are fulfilling one of the obligations that 
have been put on us by the Directive 
Principles. Sir, I am one of those who hold 
that the Directive Principles and the 
Fundamental Rights must be rend together. 
The Directive Principles really are the 
sustenance of the Fundamental Rights. 7f the 
Fundamental Rights are to be divorced from 
the Directive Principles, the Fundamental 
Rights will become like paper flowers 
without any roots in the soil of this country. 
So when this particular amendment is being 
moved and this House is asked to accept it I 
have no doubt in my mind that it is only in 
pursuance of the very vital & very sincere 
commitments that we have made to the Indian 
nation, to the Indian people. Sir, many times 
it is being pointed out that there was a 
contract with the Princes. On this point on the 
last occasion also I had spoken and at that 
time I had the opportunity to state that if you 
really go into the history you will find that 
the Princely Order was created by the British 
with an ulterior motive and they had made no 
bones about it. Many historians have stated 
that this Order was created by the British as a 
bulwark against the rising tide of nationalism. 
When today nationalism has become 
triumphant and when from nationalism we ar? 
moving towards fuller democracy, socialism 
and an equalitarian sociV ty, is it right, does it 
stand to reason to say that the Princely Order 
should not be touched ? My friend, Mr. 
Dahyabhai Patel refened  to the contract  that 
we had with 

I the Princes and said that we must not go 
back on our word. I have great respect for 
Mr. Dahyabhai Patel but I would like to say, 
if we had a contract with the Princes, had we 
not a contract with the people of India. What 
is the contract ? And this contract with the 
people of India has been stressed again and 
again and again by all the parties including 
his own party, and the contract is garibi 
hatao. It is not the slogan only of the ruling 
party. May be that they used these words, but 
I think that this particular slogan belongs to 
all the parties. It is anational slogan, and if 
we cannot do away with poverty, let us at 
least do away with inequality. When we can 
move towards that . . . 

 
§Jr | This is not something to be distributed. 
I thought that my friend Tyagi had a 
maturer idea of distribution. It is not that we 
take something away from the princes and 
give five rupees to each Member of 
Parliament, or somebody waiting 
outside. This is not the idea. The idea is that 
something which has become patently 
an anachronism, something that needs to be 
removed, is being removed, and therefore I 
would like to say that nobody should really 
oppose this Bill. I am glad to find that the 
representative of the Jana Sangh has said 
that they are supporting this Bill. This is a 
sign of the times, there is a compulsion and 
people are feeling that compulsion. I would 
remind this House of a very meaningful 
saying in Sanskrit. The saying is : 

Vihi'.e karini kirn ankushe vivadaha 

It means when you have sold the elephant 
and the price has been agreed upon, why do 
you fight over or haggle over the prod, over 
the ankush ? After all, you have sold the 
elephant by the Bill yesterday. I would like 
to ask my friends sitting here who are 
perhaps thinking of opposing this 
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Bill that, after all, when this House has 
passed yesterday the Twenty-fifth Cons-
t i t u t i on  (Amendment) Bill, what is the use 
of talking about this here. I really was of the 
opinion that this Bill was not at all necessary 
when you have passed the other Bill, 
because that is all-inclusive, and you could 
have done away with all the princely 
privileges and other things by simply saying 
that there was a nexus between what we are 
going to do and the Directive Principles and 
therefore we are doing away with all these   
privileges. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN (Andhra 
Pradesh) : The Supreme Court would again 
have challenged it in that case. 

SHRT N. G. GORAY : Therefore T would 
say there should be no debate on this at all. 
If is something which is conse-il and it 
follows from what we did yesterday. If you 
want to be logical, there is no other way 
except passing this Bill wholeheartedly. But 
there is one t h ine  fhi < I would like to 
stress. Yesterday also. cr. when we passed the 
Twenty-fifth Constitution (Amendment) 
Bill, there were people who asked : what 
about the other Fundamental Rights ? 
Therefore, some of the amendments were 
moved. And today also my friend Rajnarain 
ji is going to move an amendment which 
says that it is all right that you are abolishing 
the princely order, but you have not said 
anything about compensation. Whether yon 
call it compensation or whether you call it 
amount, as somebody said it was a legal 
term full of meaning, I would like to ask 
what is it in your mind. Will the Prime 
Minister or the Law Minister who is going 
to look after this Bill kindly get up and tell 
us how you are going to compensate the 
princes ? Is there any idea of compensating 
them ? Is the compensation going to be a 
very substantial amount ? 

SHRI MAHAVIR TYAGI : Compensa-
tion will go against the spirit of the Bill. 

SHRI N.G. GORAY: If you do that, then 
I would say that this will rebel against 

the spirit of the Bill that we passed yester-
dny, and it goes against the spirit  of the 
assurance that you have given to the people. 
People do not want this compensation. I was 
surprised that my friend. Mr. .Tain, showed 
such solicitude for the princes. He said that 
we must consider their case. Sir, when we 
know that there are lakhs of unemployed 
people and when we admit that it is not 
possible to give them emplovment. that it is 
not possible to give them any sustenance at 
all. is it at all necessary to point out in this 
House that the case of the princes also should 
be considered 9 Sir. I am not against giving 
some rehabilitation allowance to some of 
those who really have nothing. Let these 
things be examined, but there aro Princes 
who have so much propertv that if you want 
to compensate some Princes, give them 
sustenance, you ran 'ake away from those 
who have got more thon enough and give 
sustenance to those who have nothing Let 
there not be anv burden on the exchequer at 
all. Therefore. I would sav that the Law 
Minister or the Prime Minister should be 
good enough either to explain wh^t their idea 
of compensation is or they should accen' the 
amendment which is likely to be moved. 
Thank you. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN : Mr. 
Chairman, Sir, I commend (he Bill for the 
acceptance of t' e House. As has reen said by 
the hon. Prime Minister, this motion has 
been fully supported and very ably supported 
by my hon. fr'ends, Mr. Jain, Mr. Goray and 
Mr. Chengalvaroyan. I do not th ink  there is 
much to be said on that score. Why I 
requested that, the floor be given to me is 
this. Notwithstanding what my friend, Mr. 
Goray, has said. I feel there are dependants 
and particularly employees in a large number 
who have been depending on the privy 
purses, the budget of the Nizam was called 
for and it was found that 95 per cent was 
spent on employees and other thinks.  I want 
the Government not only to take those relat-
ives who are dependants but also others who 
are in their employ. 
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DR. BHAI MAHAVIR (Delhi): Just one 
clarification. If 95 per cent of it is for the 
employees, how does Nawab Saheb support 
the abolition of the privy purse at all? 

SHRI   AKBAR   ALI    KHAN   :     In 
principle I support it. After the declaration 
that we are all equal, I do not want , that all 
these things which are absolutely outdated 
should continue in principle. At the same 
time, for those people who are dependant 
on them and in view of the large 
unemployment, there should be some 
provision for them. Otherwise, there will be 
further unemployment. 

 

You are living in the old days. 

SHRI A. P. CHATTERJEE (West 
Bengal) : What is the amount of your privy 
purse ? 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN : I know 
that when my friend, Mr. Chatterjee, has 
nothing substantial, he indugles in frivoli-
ties. Government abolishing their privi-
leges is perfectly right. Government 
abolishing the privy purses in the existing 
circumstances is perfectly legitimate. 
There are changed circumstances, bui I 
want that some thought should be given 
not only to the relatives and dependants, 
but also to the other employees wl o are in 
such a large number. After the abolition of 
privy purses, they will all be unemployed. 
This is a matter to which the Government 
should give some consideration. 

One word  more.   It has  been  rightly 
said that the Ruler of my State under the 
grip of a coterK'  of Ittahadul Musalmins 
did not behave as he should have.   I may 
tell  you  that  people of all  communities 
had suffered.    It was only a coterie  which 
j   kept him captive   more or less and   he 
j   was under their guidance.   When you talk 
!   of that, please do not forget the millions 
|   who did not support the attitude  that   he 
1   took.     With   these   words,   I   hope   
the 
I   Government  will   give   consideration   
to 
what I have said. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH (West Bengal) : 
Sir, naturally at this time the debate is not 
raising that much dust and straw as we did 
last time. . . 

First of all, I would say that the Prime 
Minister referred to Bangla Desh in her 
speech. I would only like to recall the 
words of Mr. Tajuddin Ahmed in this 
connection. He has asserted the right of 
self determination of East Bengal. That is 
the premise upon which that is being done. 
And of course, democracy is also involved. 
And we do not know how the Chinese 
Government could forget this essential 
component part of the situation, not only 
the atrocities committed: and an oppressed 
nation has the inherent right to self-
determination, to national freedom. That 
being so, they exercised their right, and it 
is the duty of all democrats, of all 
communities of all socialist governments 
to support it unconditionally. We cannot 
understand the attitude of the Chinese 
Government in this connection. 

Sir, this measure is a long-delayed 
measure. In fact, what should have been 
done by the people in 1947 is partially 
being sought to he done now, because at 
that time the Tndian people were fighting 
for freedom and certainly they wanted to 
abolish the princes, they wanted the 
elimination of all imperialist interests, 
their capital, their banking and everything, 
and they wanted also to abolish the 
zamindari   and   give land   to   the  tillers 
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freely and without any compensation being 
paid to the land-owners. Nothing was done. 
The people were prepared. There was the 
naval mutiny, and there were rebellions in 
the various mi l i ta ry  barracks. But 
everything was made to come down, and all 
the purpose that our freedom struggle was to 
have served, that remained, and we are 
carrying on with that legacy and fifty crores 
of our people are making penance for the 
sins that we committed at that time. 

Now, I would say that the Prime Minister 
said that it should change non-vio'ently and 
peacefully. I personally find it a little bit 
difficult to agree with heron this point. Here 
are crying contradictions. The Anti-
Monopoly Act is there, but the monopolies 
grow; the zamindari was abolished but the 
concentration of land remains and the 
landlords grow. Untouchability is abolished 
but untoucha-bi l i ty  remains. And I do not 
know if, even after the abolition of the 
Princely Order, the princes will go because 
even now, in the Telephone directory, it is 
written "Sir Biren Mukherjee". 'Sir' has 
been aholished but the telephone directory 
says "Sir Biren Mukherjee". 

AN HON. MEMBER : It is a mistake. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH : That is the 
thing, and it is continuing. 

Now, Sir, all this deadwood and dead-
weight be abolished completely and all their 
properties also be taken over. That is what a 
democratic revolution is meant for. This is 
simply abblition of the privy purses and 
privileges. If democracy is to gain roots in 
the soil of India firmly, then not only should 
the Princely Order be abolished but their 
property also should be taken over. It is 
dead-wood, blocking the path of progress 
and democracy. As monopolies are rotting, 
as landlords are rotting, similarly they will 
also be rotting. If all these were abolished 
and swept clean at   one  stroke India   today    
would have 

been   a   different   India;   it would   have 
been   a mighty   democratic State almost 
equal   to     China    in     the comity    of 
nations 

As everybody knows, our House had a 
role to   play.   We   passed   a   non-official 
Resolution in this House.   We brought the 
House to the fore, rather I should say that we 
compelled the Government   in a sense to 
b r ing  forward this measure.   There was no 
other go.   Now they say that   it should be 
done   in   a   non-violent  and   peaceful way.   
I   think   this   Government   has no right to 
use those words because the people in my 
State ate suffering  at   the   hands of this  
Government   for   murders   that   are taking 
place there.   Are  these non-violent murders 
?     Are     these   lootings,   arson, kil l ings 
and murders of my people   that is being done 
is being done in a  nonviolent way ?     I do   
not   know.   It   is   for   this Government   to   
clarify.   Anyway,   every step that 
contributes towards the   forward march  
rightly  our Party  would   unhesitat ingly  
support.   In that sense   we  extend our 
support to this measure.   But we still 
maintain that even this   step   would   not 
make them meek.   Even   with   their pro-
perties and privileges abolished, with their 
obscurantist ideals   they  will   continue to 
block the path of progress  and democracy. 
Therefore, we are not statisfied with   what 
the Bill contemplates.    In    fact,   all   their 
properties should have   been  expropriated 
because it is the blood money of the Indian 
peoples that has been  transformed into the 
properties of Princes.    That money should 
have come to  the  people;   it   should   not 
remain with them. 

Lastly, Sir, this Bill is silent on the 
question of compensation. Whatever the 
name, as transitional arrangement something 
will be given. What is that something ? 
Therefore, the Government has kept the 
option clear, open. That is wrong. This 
House was definitely of opinion that not a 
single naya paisa should be given to them. 

SHRI   M.   N.   KAUL   (Nominated) 
Option is kept open. 
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SHRI NIREN GHOSH : Not   a single paisa 
should be given to them in any form because 
that   would betray  the   trust  of the people.   
That would betray the   spirit of the 
Resolutions that we passsd   in this House.   
The attitude of the  Government would be 
judged by the  attitude  it   takes on this very 
question.   While the Government are trying 
to seat these Princes   over the 55 crores of  
people,   our  crores  and crores remain   
unemployed  and   starving. And it is their 
blood money  that   is   now the Princes'   
property.   On  this  question you will be 
tested.   If you take  a correct, ruthless 
attitude,   then  that  would  be a step   
forward,   that  would   be   setting a 
precedent.   On the question  of abolition of 
landlordism, abolishing the  Purses and 
making the peasantry  what is  should, the 
peasant proprietors and  owners  of  their own 
land, you will be tested.   It may be that only 
small sums are involved.   If you give them  
any  compensation,  the  sums involved may 
not be very  great.   But   the question of 
attitude is very  important  in this matter and 
this  Government   will   be judged by   the  
steps   they   take   in   this regard.   So, I 
would request Mr.   Gokhale to make it clear 
to the  House   why   they are   silent  on   this   
point   and what   the Government wants to  
do in   future.   Or, they should accept the 
amendment that we have placed   before   the  
House.   I   have placed an amendment.   Mr. 
Rajnarain has also placed an amendment.    
These two amendments are almost the  same.   
So,  I think the   sincerity   of   the 
Government would be tested on this very 
question, not on the question of this   Bill   
which   was a foregone conclusion after   the 
House passed Resolution almost two years 
back. So, with these words, 1 would request 
the   Government not to indulge in 
platitudinous words and   side-track   the   
issue   by  talking of peaceful change, non-
violence and all that, but come straight to the 
brass  tacks  and give a clear inkling of their 
mind   to   the House and to the country at 
large. 

♦SHRI   S.   SIVAPRAKASAM    (Tamil 
Nadu): Mr. Chairman, I would like to say 
♦Original speech in Tamil. 

a few words in support of the Constitution 
(Twenty-sixth Amendment) Bill, 1971 
which seeks to abolish the privy purses and 
privileges of the Princes. 

Today's world is in pursuit of knowledge 
and seeks to remove illitracy. This world 
which once upon a time was ruled by Kings 
is now ruled by the people. In the civilised 
countries also monarch ies have been 
abolished and the Democracy is prospering 
there. 

Our country is a democratic country. In 
this country, I think it is shameful to find 
Princes existing like dolls. What are these 
rulers doing ? In a society where the people 
work hard, what is the use of these Princes ? 
In our country they do nothing. They 
merely lead a life of laziness and luxury 
without doing any work. Is it fair on the part 
of the princes to live like this without doing 
any work when crores of people are earning 
their bread through hard work. 

Twenty-five years have passed since we 
attained independence and set up rule by 
the people. Even now, the princes do not try 
to live by their own hard work. They still 
want to lead a lazy and luxurious life. 

"Shri Bharathidasan was the greatest 
revolutionary poet in Tamil Nadu in the 
Twentieth Century. While speaking on the 
princes, he has stated like this : 

"Paehairatham Parimari Intha Nattai 
Saliyatha Varuvayum Udaiyathaga 
Thanthadevar ? 

Avarellam Inthaneram Eliyaga Muya-
laga Irukkinrargal ; 

Emantha Kalathil Etrankondone 
Puliveshani  Podugindran. 

Pothumakkalku Pullalavu Madhippe-
nam Tharugindrana ':" 

As stated above, these rulers ruled in the 
past. Today even when they have lost all 
their rights, they do   not   wish   to 
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[Shri S. Sivaprakasam] abandon their life 
of luxury and easygoing. As this is a blot on 
a democratic country, Government had 
brought forward a Bill last year in this 
House to and the privy purses and privileges 
of the Princes. That Bill was defeated in this 
House. It is not known whether the defeat 
was due to the reason that the importance 
and necessity of that Bill could not be under-
stood or for any other reason. We all know 
that that Bill was defeated only in this House 
and it had received wide support in the Lok 
Sabha. During the last elections, this issue 
was accorded much importance. In Tamil 
Nadu, the D.M.K. Party swept the polls as 
also the Congress Party of Shrimati Indira 
Gandhi did in the other States. Therefore, as 
a result of this Bill, I am confident that the 
Privy purses of the Princes which are a blot 
on our country will be abolished. 

The revolutionary    poet Bharathidasan 
has stated the following about the Princes: 

"Vaaliya En Nannodu   Ponnadaaga. 

Vaaliya Naiperummakkal Urimaiyarrir 
the Velliyapoi Mannidaiye Vinveel-
thikolli Vellvathupol Thanithalum 
Kodiya Aaatshi"! 

In memory of such a great poet, the 
people of Tamil Nadu had confidently 
expected that the Government will issue a 
postal stamp this year. But the decision of 
the Government had greatly disappointed 
them and distressed the whole of Tamil 
Nadu. I request that the Government should 
change this decision in the matter and at 
least in the next year a postal stamp in 
memory of the revolutionary poet shold be 
issued. 

At the time of the elections many 
promises were given. I request the Govern-
ment to fulfil those promises expeditiously. 
Lack of means, poverty and unemployment 
the problems faced by o«r people 
throughout our country. The Government   
should   make all efforts   to 

solve these problems immediately. I request 
the Government to see to it that in our 
country poverty and other hardship do not 
exist. This country should be a Paradise on 
earth where all are treated j   equal. 

To conclude, I would like to quote a 
great song from the revolutionary poet 
which reflects the above ideal : 

"Ellarkum  Desam;   Ellarkum Uda-
imaiyalam. 

Ellarkum Ella Urimaigalum  Aaagu-
gave. 

Ellarkum   Kalvi  Suhadaiam   
Vaain-thiruga ! 

Ellarkum Nail Ithayam Porinthiruga . 

Vallaikum      Mattrulla    Selvakkum 
Nathudaimai J 

Vaaikkarisi     Ennum Manappanmai 
Po-Oliga! 

Villarkum    Nalla    Nuthal    Mathai 
Ellaikum 

Viduthalaiyam Ernay   
Manimurasam Aaarpeeray!" 

1 have quoted this song from Bhara-
thidosan because it reflects the basic cul-
ture of Tamil Nadu. 

With these observations, I wish to state 
that I wholeheartedly support the Consti-
tution (Twenty-sixth Amendment) Bill, 
1971. 

Thank you. 
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SHRI LOKANATH MISRA (Orissa) : 
Sir, I am going to excuse and I am prepared 
to go to the extent of excusing a lunatic. 
But, Sir, how can a lunatic sit in the House 
? 

I 
MR. CHAIRMAN : Please do not say 

this. 

SHRl   LOKANATH    MISRA  :   Can he 
have the cheek to  say  that since we voted 
against this Bill we should go out? Who has 
got the cheek to say that ? .. . (Interruptions) 
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SHRI CHAIRMAN : Let us   hear  Mr. 
Sen Gupta. 

SHRI        DWIJENDRALAL        SEN 
GUPTA: Sir, 1 stand to support the Bill. The 
Bill gives a direction, and that is im-poitant. 
The money that will be saved is of little 
consequence. So long from the Congress 
Government there was no such direction. 
But because of certain very important 
constitutional amendments and legislative 
actions, the Congress has given a new 
dimension or a new momentum 

Now,  I am  here just  to  support this 
Bill on that ground. 

Mr. Gadgil has tried to formulate certain 
issues involved in it. I would like to ask my 
friends who are passing it to consider only 
one issue. What was the moral behind the 
privy purses ? Was there any moral sanction 
behind it ? If there was no moral sanction, 
the law becomes mfructuous.    Keeping in 
view the chapters 

on Fundamental Rights and Directive Prin-
ciples, was there any nexus with this privy 
purse? I submit that if there was no nexus 
and if the privy purse becomes something 
subsidiary or secondary—the Directive 
Principles are of utmost importance—then 
the privy purse has no ground. 

Mr. Chairman, Sir, you are an eminent 
jurist. You arts an eminent lawyer. I may also 
submit before you on this account that the 
whole thing was a fraud on the Constitution; 
the whole thing was a fraud on the people. 
Mr. Chairman, Sir, did we pay any privy 
purse or compensation to the Britishers when 
they left India? No. Of course we paid them 
by way of the partition of India, which is 
going to be annulled today. I remember today 
Dr. Rammanohar Lohia who started agitation 
in every native State, and it was the 
consciousness of the people who. but for this 
compromising thing, would have snatched 
democratic rights of the people. 

Without doing anything in return for 20 
.years they enjoyed these purses. Let them 
forego them now. Mr. Chairman, Sir, there 
was the Nizam of Hyderabad. What 
happened there ? There was the people's 
revolt. There was police action. Similar thing 
would have happened if the other States 
would not have joined India. So, as for 
ourselves we have no scruple. We don't here 
stand on a guilty conscience. But we stand 
on strong moral ground that what we did 
then was wrong and what we are going to do 
now is right. 

Mr. Chairman, Sir. 1 in this connection 
also tell you that the question of repudiation 
has been taken up. What we are ^oing to 
repudiate is something which might have 
been true at that time, which is untrue today, 
unrealistic today, unpatriotic today. I also 
request the treasury benches today to 
repudiate all our commitments with U.S.A. 
We hive to contest with them. If they 
continue their unfriendly attitude, cannot we 
repudiate that ? We can repudiate that.   
There are   various 

MR. CHAIRMAN : Let us go on.
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precedents of such repudiation also.   That 
is why I say, let them gather courage. 

Now, Sir, on the question of privy purses, 
Mr. Sivaprakasam has said "Let us do 
penance". Yes. I was one who could not 
appear on the 5th September, 1970 to vote 
for the Bill. I asked this House also to hold 
an inquiry why on the 4th September there 
was no evening flight from Calcutta to Delhi. 
The flight was cancelled. Why was it 
cancelled ? On the 5th September I was to 
reach here at 8 in the morning; the plane was 
to leave at 6 a.m. Who is going to answer 
that ? Who is going to do penance for that ? I 
had my ticket for the 4th September but the 
flight was cancelled. In fact I had my ticket 
and I was to be here at 8 in the morning. 
That flight reached here at 730 p.m. On that 
occasion Acharya Kripalani observed that it 
was an act of God. True, the ways of God are 
very very difficult to understand. God 
Decrees something great. God wants 
something great. That is why today we have 
the Constitution 24th Amendment, Constitu-
tion 25th Amendment and Constitution 26th 
Amendment Bills. If the pi ivy purses Bill 
was passed at that time, probably this thin?  
would not have happened. 

Sir, before I sit down I may tell you one 
thing more. Mr. Akbar Ali Khan and Mr. 
Goray suggested that some sort of relief to 
those who are poor among the princes may 
be given. Let me oppose that idea. All I 
want to say, before I sit down, is one 
instance. 

There was the Raja of Saiaikella who 
used to get Rs. 87,000. One of the sons of 
the Raja is Bhupendra Narayan Singh Deo. 
Another son is the Deputy Chief Minister of 
Orissa. They are five brothers. Bhupendra 
Narayan Singh Deo was not in the good 
books of the eldest son of the Raja and that 
is why he, his wife and his two sons have 
been denied even a room in the palace. 
Even a room in the palace has been denied 
to them. Their belongings were thrown out. 
Bhupendra Narayan 

Singh Deo wanted the mediation of Mr. R. 
N. Singh Deo, the Deputy Chief Minister of 
Orissa who was at that time the Chief 
Minister. He was a very powerful man but 
he could not go against the wishes of his 
father and his eldest brother to have a 
reconciliation. 

So, if this money is meant for one man, 
they deserve no sympathy. In mjst of the 
fu.iiilies we find that the second brother, the 
third brother, the fourth brother get nothing. 
So, my submission before you and before 
this House is, if this compensation is given 
only one individual may be benefited. If the 
other family members —sons of the same 
father—stand in the street, they can also 
stand in the street along with the others. 

SHRI HAMID ALI SCHAMNAD 
(Kerala) : Sir, I support the Constitution 
(Twenty-sixth Amendment) Bill as it has 
been passed in Lok Sabha. This Bill seeks to 
delete article 291 and article 362 which deal 
with the privy purses and also the rights and 
privileges of rulers. Again article 363A has 
been inserted by which the Rulers cease to 
be the Rulers of the Indian States. Privy 
purse is abolished and all liabilities and 
obligations in respect of privy purse are 
extinguished. Sir, this is a landmark in the 
history of our Constitution, in the history of 
India. We all know, why the Government 
has been necessitated to bring forward this 
Bill. It was only about 15 or 16 months back, 
an enactment was brought forward by the 
Government which was passed in the Lok 
Sabha, but when it came to the Rajya Sabha, 
unfortunately for a fraction of a vote, it was 
defeated in-this House. Government with 
good spirit brought an Ordinance by which 
they abolished privy purse, but the princes at 
that time did not take the action of the 
government in good spirit. Entire nation 
from Kashmir to Kerala welcomed the action 
of the government in bringing forward this 
Ordinance, they cherished this, but what our 
Princes did was that they challenged the 
government.     Not   only   they   challenged    
the 
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[Shri Hamid Ali SchamnadJ 
government, but they challenged the times 
in which they are living. They did not know 
which side the wind blew. They rushed to 
the court, got a stay order and subsequently 
obtained decree in their favour. Personally, I 
feel that this action of Princes was a blessing 
in disguise for the ruling Congress. That led 
the way to the dissolution of the Lok Sabha, 
to the midterm elections and finally to the 
massive support for the ruling Congress. 
Clamouring throats and starving bellies of 
the people'of this country gave a free 
hand.to Shrimati Indira-Gandhi 'to go ahead 
with {he-progressivelegislation. She 'has -
now brought forward the constitutional 
amendments. The Constitution (Twenty-
fourth) Amendment has been watched here 
whereby Parliament has become supreme 
legislating body of the country. Of course, 
everybody knows, in any country ultimately 
sovereignty lies with the people and ulti-
mately we will have to go to the people. So 
the people in the country wanted the gov-
ernment to bring forward progressive legis-
lations whereby everybody could live in this 
country as one without any difference. 

Now, at least I appeal to the Princes to 
adjust themselves to the changed circu-
mstances. 1 appeal to them to forget the 
glory of the past, to forget whatever they 
enjoyed in the past and try to live as free 
citizens of this great nation. The Prince in a 
palace or a chaprasi in a palace has got only 
one vote in this country and if this is so, how 
can we distinguish a man with a man ? This 
is the reason why the government has 
brought forward this legislation and that is 
why we are supporting this enactment 
wholeheartedly. 

Shrimati Indira Gandhi has shown to the 
world that thiough parliamentary democracy 
alone we will be able to achieve the goal of 
socialism. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : All right. Thank 
you. 

SHRI HAMID ALI SCHAMNAD: I 
would make one more appeal to the gov-
ernment with regard to compensation. I do 
not say compensation should be given. I 
want, Sir, at the same time allowances 
should be given not to the Princes but to the 
dependents of the Princes. There may be 
army of dependents, army of servants in the 
palace. There will be army of people who 
are dependent on them. Let them not be 
thrown on the street as beggars, that is what 
I want. 

MR. CHAIRMAN . Thank you vtry 
much. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN : Shri 
Rajnarain is very anxious to perform his 
duties. You kindly make him the Vice-
Chairman. 

MR. CHAIRMAN  :    Shri    Nawal 
Kishore. I want to call the Law Minister 
at 12-30. You are the last speaker and try 
to finish. 
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THE     MINISTER    OF   LAW  AND 
JUSTICE (SHRI 
H. R. GOKHALE) :   Mr.  Chairman,   Sir, in 
view    of the    near unanimity  in this House 
on this measure I do not t h i nk  that a long 
and   elaborate     reply is necessary. Sir, I 
agree with  my friend,     Mr. Goray, that  in  a 
sense  this Bill is a sequel to the Bill which 
this House passed yesterday, the Constitution   
(Twenty-fifth   Amendment) Bill.  It is a very    
happy coincidence that within 24 hours of the 
passing of that Bill this I louse is called  upon 
to consider and pass a Bill which undoubtedly   
gives effect to  the Directive  Principles 
contained   in article  39(b)  and (c) which 
were intended be provided for in article 31C 
of the Constitution. The basis underlying the 
political as well as  the moral implications   of 
this measure has been ably put by  Members   
of this House, both on this  side   and  on the 
other side and I may particularly refer to the 
able speeches oi' Mr. Goray,   Mr. Chengal-
varoyan and my young friend, Mr. Vithal 
Gadgil.  They have dealt with all aspects of 
the matter and I do not consider it necessary 
to repeat,  particularly  as I said in the 
beginning,  when  there  is near unanimity in  
this House so  far  as  this   measure is 
concerned. I say near unanimity because in 
spite Of the fact that  a large number of 

Members have participated in the debate I 
heard only a single and lone voice, that of 
my friend, Mr. Dahyabhai Patel, striking a 
different note. Therefore it might save us 
time if only refer to the few observations 
which he made in the course of his speech. 

Mr. Dahyabhai  Patel said    it  would have 
been better  if this had been done by 
understanding and negotiation.   Sir, everyone 
knows that th*re had  been long and 
protracted  negotiations  at  one stage with the 
Princes. Therefore we   did negotiate; but, Sir 
if we negotiate,  what can we do if they   do   
not     understand?    The   wholo question is 
this:  negotiations  were  carried on  but  
understanding is a  matter which depends on 
ihe understanding of the other party also.  It is 
as a result of their failure to understand       
that the present situation has arisen about   
which  T   would   like to remind  the  hon.   
Members of this House. Now the situation has 
changed.  Do we not know that in the last 
elections we went to the polls asking  for  a 
specific mandate on this issue?  And  I  
wonder whether there was any other  issue 
which was more prominently placed before 
the people than this issue that we will abolish 
the privy purses or other privileges of the 
rulers. And is  there any  doubt about     the  
mandate   that the people gave ? The mandate 
is so unequivocal,  is  so clear,   is so much 
leaving things beyond  doubt   that  there   is 
no  question that what  we are really doing   
today is that we  are  really fulfilling and 
carrying out ovr duty in obeying the mandate 
of the people. This measure has a history. It 
has not been     very long.  It is all fresh in our 
memory. A Bill had been brought before the 
two   Houses   on  an   earlier occasion, and 
but for a fraction  of a vote this Bill could 
have become law even  at that that time. That 
was a technical  reason  why that Bill did   not    
go    through.  But  the  fact still remains     
that    the  entire people of this country and a  
huge  majority  of both the Houses were in  
favour of the Bill even at that   time.  Now we 
have got  the added strength   of  the   
voluminous   and     large support, the 
undoubted support; which the 
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I Shri H. R. GokhaleJ people have given 
us, the mandate that the people have given 
us and, therefore, what we are really doing 
today is that we are really implementing the 
promise which we made to the people. 

Some reference was made to the public 
sector undertakings. Along with my friend 
Mr. Nawal Kishore, I am also nol able to 
understand what has that to do with the 
question of the abolition of the privy purses. 
Maybe some undertakings are making 
losses; some others are makings profits. 
Perhaps it was intended to be pointed out 
that if you are making losses to such an 
extent in the public sector undertakings, why 
not incur the loss in the payment of four or 
five crores of rupees as privy purses? Maybe 
thi Member did not say so, but I belies could 
be the oniy relevancy, if at all, to the 
reference made to the public sector 
undertakings. 

SHRI NAWAL KISHORE : I am sorry 
Mr. Gokhale has misunderstood me. 1 just 
said what he is saying. 

SHRI H. R. GOKHALE: This is what I 
said also. I am also saying what you were 
saying. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : He is simply say-
ing what you said. 

SHRI H: R. GOKHALE : Actually I said 
that I agree with Mr. Nawal Kishore that 
there is no relevancy in  that reference. 

SHRI AWADHl-SHWAR PRASAD 
SINHA: Mr. Nawal Kishore need not 
understand the answer. 

SHRI H. R. GOKHALE : It is not a 
question of five or four crores of rupees. It 
is a question where certain values are 
involved. Thesr sallies cannot be measured 
in i c n i s  of money in learms of rupees am 
as pies. The question is what value do we 
attach to a principle. And if we attach value 
to a principle', which has been always 
dominant "before our eyes, w h i c h  has 
been 

a dominant principle underlying the 
Constitution, the value of social justice, 
equality before the law, the value which we 
attach to the necessity of the establishment 
of an egalitarian society, a society of 
equality in this country, then these values, in 
other words as some hon. Members 
suggested, cannot be measured in terms of 
money. It is the importance which we attach 
to these values which is really the backbone 
of Ibis measure. 

Then. Sir, it was sa'd that Parliament 
should not do it Unilaterally. In other 
words, the millions of people in this 
country whome we represent should go to 
negotiate  with  and   to seel
 men
t 
of a very small or a handful o f people who 
not been able to see and realise the signs of 
the times. Any measure which this House 
passes can never be described as unilateral 
because it has always the sanction of the 
people and it is on behalf of the people that 
we speak. 

Then it has been said that the measure 
is without any reference to, or is s i lent  
with regard to compensation. It is silent 
with regard to compensation, but hon. 
Members will see that the silent '  
is JO loud and vocal in a Bill dealing with 
a matter like this. If compensation was 
intended to be paid, could it ever have 
been that the law would not provide for 
compensation because, I take it that the 
Government cannot paycompc 
without statutory authority. Therefore, the 
fact. . . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : But the 
transition allowance should not also be 
paid.  Nothing should be paid. 

SHRI H. R. GOKHALE : I am t a lk ing  
of compensation. I am al preseni 
chalk. With regard 1o cheese, we will c <mc 
to that afterwards. What I am submitting is 
that there is no reference in this Bill for 
compensation, because the law dees not 
authorise payment of any compensation. 
What further assv is required? Therefore,  
the very fact that 
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it is silent about compensation means 
that the underlying basis of this 
legislation is that compensation is not 
to be paid. No further explanation is 
required. Sir, on j both the sides of the 
House different views have been 
expressed, one view going to this 
extent that nothing even in the nature 
of an allowance or rehabilitation 
allowance also should be paid. 

My friend, Mr. Goray, agreed 
that something should be paid, but 
it should be in the nature of a 
rehabilitation allowance. There has 
been difference of views on this so 
far as this House is concerned and 
there were different views in the 
other House also. In view of the 
fact that this is a matter in which 
people feel differently, the matter 
requires consideration and all that I 
can assure the House is that the 
matter is under consideration 
especially from the point of view of 
the smaller Princes. Now most of 
the other points have been dealt 
with and I do not think that I should 
take the time of the House any 
more, 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I do 
not understand it but what is meant 
by smaller Princes? 

SHRIH. R. GOKHALE: I am 
sure my friend, Mr. Gupta, knows 
the difference between big and 
small. With these words, I 
commend the Bill for the 
acceptance of this House. 

MR. CHAIRMAN :   The question 
is : 

"That the Bill further to amend 
the Constitution of India, as 
passed by the Lok Sabha, be 
taken into consideration." 

The H.'use divi!.-1. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : Ayes— 172; 
Noes- 
9.   ; 

AYES—172 Abdul 

Samad, Shri A. K. A. Ahmad, 

Shri Syed Alva, Shri Joachim 

Amla, Shri Tirath Ram Anandam, 

Shri M. Anandan, Shri T. V. 

Ansari, Shri Abdul Qaiyum 

Ansari, Shri Hayatulla 

Appan, Shri G. A. Arora, 

Shri Arjun Bachchan, Dr. H. 

R. Baharul Islam, Shri 

Barbora, Shri Golap 

Basu, Shri Chitta Bhadram, 

Shri M. V. 

Bhagwat Dyal, Shri 

Bhatt, Shri Nand Kishore 

Bobdey, Shri S. B. 

Brar, Sardar Narindar Singh 

Chandra Shekhar, Shri 

Chatterjee, Shri A. P. 

Chattopadhyaya, Dr. Debiprasad 

Chaudhary, Shri Ganeshi Lal 

Chaudhari, Shri N. P. 

Chengalvaroyan, Shri T. 

Choudhury. Shri Suhrid Mullick 
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Das, Shr   Balram Das, Shri 

Bipinpal Dass, Shri Mahabir 

Deasi, Shri Suresh J. 

Deshmukh, Shri T. G. Dikshit, 

Shri Umashankar Doojjar, Shri 

R. S. Dutt, Dr, Vidya Prakash 

Gadgil, Shri Vitha! Ganguli, 

Shri Salil Kumar Ghosh, Shri 

Niren Goray, Shri N. G. 

Goswami, Shri Sriman Prafulla 

Gowda, Shri U. K. Lakshmana 

Gujral, Shri I. K. Gupta, Shri 

Bhupesh Gurupadaswamy, Shri 

M. S. Hasan, Prof. Saiyid Nurul 

Hathi, Shri Jaisukhlal Hussain, 

Shri Syed Iyer, Shri N. 

Ramakrishna Jain, Shri A. P. 

Jain, Shri Dharam Chand Joshi,  

Shri Umashanker Kalyan 

Chand,   Shri Kamalanathan, 

Shri M. Kau], Shri M.N. 

Kemparaj, Shri B. T. Kesri, Shri 

Sitaram 

Khaitan, Shri R. P. 

Khan, Shri Akbar Ali 

Khan, Prof. Rasheeduddin 

Khobragade, Shri B. D. 

Kollur, Shri M. L. 

Koya, Shri B. V. Abdulla 

Krishan Kant, Shri 

Krishnan, Shri N. K. 

Kulkarni, Shri A. G 

Kulkarni, Shri B. T. 

Kumaran, Shri S. 

Kurup, Shri G. Sankara 

Madani, Shri M. Asad 

Mahida, U. N. 

Mallikarjunudu, Shri K. P. 

Mandal, Shri B. N. 

Mangladevi Talwar, Dr. (Mrs.) 

Mani, Shri A. D. 

Maragathum Chandrasekhar, Shrimati 

Mathew Kurian, Dr. K, 

Mehta, Shri Om 

Menon, Shri Balachandru 

Menon, Shri K. P. Subramania 

Mirdha, Shri Ram Niwas 

Mishra, Shri L. N. 

Mitra, Shri P. C. 

Mohammad, Chaudhary A. 

Mohamod Usman, Shri 

Mohideen, Shri S. A. Khaj 
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Mukherjee, Shri Pranab Kumar 

Murahari, Shri Godey 

Murthy, Shri B. P. Nagaraja 

Musafir, Shri Gurmukh Singh 

Nagpure, Shri V. T. 

Nair, Shri G. Gopinathan 

Nandini Satpathy, Shrimati 

Narayan, Shri M. D. 

Narayanappa, Shri Sanda 

Narayani Devi Manaklal Varma, Shrimati 

Nawal Kishore, Shri 

Neki Ram, Shri 

Panda, Shri Brahmananda 

Panjhazari, Sardar Raghbir Singh 

Parthasarathy, Shri R. T. 

Patil, Shri G. R. 

Patil, Shri P. S. 

Poddar, Shri R. K. 

Prasad, Shri Bhola 

Prasad, Shri K. L. N. 

Pratibha Singh, Shrimati 

Punnaiah, Shri Kota 

Purabi Mukhopadhyay, Shrimati 

Purakayastha, Shri Mahitosh 

Puri, Shri Dev Datt 

Puttappa, Shri Patil 

Rajnarain, Shri 

Raju, Shri V. B. 

Ramaswamy, Shri K. S. 

Ramiah, Dr. K. Rao, Shri 

Katragadda Srinivas Reddy, 

Shri K. V. Raghunatha Reddy, 

Shri M. Srinivasa Reddy, Shri 

Mulka Govinda Reddy, Shri J. 

C. Nagi Roshan Lal, Shri Roy, 

Shri Biren Roy, Shri Kalyan 

Roy, Shri Monoranjan Salig 

Ram, Dr. Sangma. Shri E. M. 

Sanjivayya, Shri D. Sanyal, 

Shri Sasankasekhar Sardesai, 

Shri S. G. Satyavati Dang, 

Shrimati Savnekar, Shri B. S. 

Schamnad. Shri Hamid Ali Sen, 

Dr. Triguna Sen, Gupta, Shri 

Dwijendralal Shah, Shri 

Manubhai Shanta Vasisht, 

Kumari Sherkhan, Shri 

Shervani, Shri M. R. Shishir 

Kumar, Shri Shukla, Shri 

Chakrapani Shukla, Shri M. P. 

Shyamkumari, Devi Shrimati 

Singh, Shri Bhupinder 
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Singh, Shri Bindeshwari Pd. 

Singh, Shri Dalpat 

Singh, Shri D. P. 

Singh, Shri Inder 

Singh, Shri Shiv Swaroop 

Singh, Shri Sinam Krishnamohan 

Singh, Shri Sultan 

Singh. Shri Triloki 

Sinha, Shri Awadheshwar  Prasad 

Sinha, Shri Ganga Sharan 

Sinha, Shri Rajendra Pratap 

Sisodia, Shri, Swaisingh 

Sivaprakasam, Shri S. 

Sura] Prasad, Shri 

Sushila Mansukhalal Desai, Miss 

Tilak, Shri J. S. 

Tivvary, Pt. Bhawaniprasad 

Tohra, Sardar Gurcharan Singh. 

Tripathi, Shri H. V. 

Untoo, Shri Gulam Nabi 

Usha Barthakur, Shrimati 

Venigalla Satyanarayana, Shri 

Venkataraman, Shri M. R. Vero, 

Shri M. 

Vidyawati Chaturvedi, Shrimati 

Villalan, Shri Thillai Vimal Punjab 

Deshmukh, Shrimati Yadav, Shri Shyam 

Lal 

Yajee, Shri Sheel 

Bhadra Yashoda Reddy, 

Shrimati 

NOES-9 Deo, Shri Bira Kesari 

Jagarlamudi, Shri Chandramouli 

Mariswamy, Shri S. S. Misra, 

Shri Lokanath 

Mohta, Shri M. K. 

Panda, Shri K. C. 

Patel, Shri Dahyabhai V. 

Reddy, Shri N. Sri Rama. 

Ruthnaswamy, Shri M. 

The motion was carried by a majority 
ot the total membership of the House and 
by a majority of not less than two-thirds 
of the Members present and voting. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Only 
nine? Not even enough for a football 
team. 

[MR. DEPTJTY CHAIRMAN in   the 
Chair 1 

MR.   DEPUTY   CHAIRMAN   :    
We 

shall now take  up clause by  clause 
consideration of the Bill. 

Clause 2— Omission of Articles 291 and 
362 

MR. DEPUTY  CHAIRMAN   :   
The question is : 

"That clause 2 sfand part of the 

Bill." The   House divided 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  
Ayes— 

169; Noes—8. 



81 Constitution (Twenty-sixth [9 DEC. 1971] Amendment) Bill, 1971 82 

AYES-1 69 

Abdul Samad, Shri A. K A. 

Ahmad, Shri Syed Alva, Shri 

Joachim Amla, Shri Tirath Ram 

Anandam,' Shri M, Anandan, 

Shri T. V. Ansari, Shri Abdul 

Qaiyum Ansari, Shri Hayatulla 

Appan, Shri G. A. Arora, Shri 

Arjun Bachchan, Dr. H. R. 

Baharul Islam, Shri Barbora, Shri 

Golap Basu, Shri Chitta 

Bhadram, Shri M. V. Bhagwat 

Dyal, Shri 

Bhatt, Shri Nand Kishore 

Bobdey, Shri S. B. Brar, Sardar 

Narindar Singh Chandra Shekhar, 

Shri Chatterjee, Shri A. P. 

Chattopadhyaya, Dr. Debiprasad 

Chaudhary, Shri Ganeshi Lal 

Chaudhari, Shri N. P. 

Chengalvaroyan, Shri T. 

Choudhury, Shri Suhrid Mullick 

Das, Shri Balram 

Das, Shri Bipinpal Dass, Shri 

Mahabir Desai, Shri Suresh J. 

Deshmukh, Shri T. G. Dikshit, 

Shri Umashankar Dutt, Dr. Vidya 

Prakash Gadgil, Shri Vithal 

Ganguli, Shri Salil Kumar 

Ghosh, Shri Niren Goray, Shri N. 

G. Goswami, Shri Sriman 

Prafulla Gowda, Shri U. K. 

Lakshmana Gujral, Shri I. K. 

Gupta, Shri Bhupesh 

Gurupadaswamy, Shri M. S. 

Hasan, Prof. Saiyid Nurul Hathi, 

Shri Jaisukhlal Hussain, Shri 

Syed Iyer, Shri N. Ramakrishna 

Jain, Shri A.   . Jain, Shri Dharam 

Chand Joshi, Shri Umashanker 

Kalyan Chand, Shri 

Kamalanathan, Shri M. Kaul, 

Shri M. N. Kemparaj, Shri B. T. 

Kesri, Shri Sitaram 
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Khaitan, Shri R. P. 

Khan, Shri Akbar Ali 

Khan, Prof. Rasheeduddin 

Kollur, Shri M. L. 

Koya, Shri B. V. Abdulla 

Krishan Kant, Shri 

Krishnan.ShriN. K. 

Kulkarni, Shri A. G. 

Kulkarni, Shri B. T. 

Kumaran, Shri S. 

Kurup, Shri G. Sankara 

Madani, Shri M. Asad 

Mahida, Shri U. N. 

Mallikarjunudu, Shri K. P. 

Mandal, Shri B. N. 

Mangladcvi Talwar, Dr. (Mrs.) 

Mani, Shri A. D. 

Maragatham Chandrasekhar, Shrimati 

Mathew Kurian, Dr. K. 

Mehta, Shri Om 

Menon, Shri Balachandrn 

Menon, Shri K. P. Subramania 

Mirdlia, Shri Ram Niwas 

Mishra, Shri L. N. 

Mitra, Shri P. C. 

Mohammad, Choudhary A. 

Mohamod Usman, Shri 

Mohideen, Shri S. A. Khaja 

Mukherjee, Shri Pranab Kumar 

Murahari, Shri Godey 

Murthy, Shri B. P. Nagaraja 

Musafir, Shri Gurmukh Singh 

Nagpure, Shri V. T. 

Nair, Shri G. Gopinathan 

Nandani Satpathy, Shrimati 

Narayan, Shri M. D. 

Narayanappa, Shri Sanda 

Narayani Devi Manaklal Varma, 

Shrimati 

Nawal Kishore, Shri 

Neki Ram, Shri 

Panda, Shri Brahniananda 

Panjhazari, Sardar Raghbir Singh 

Parthasarathy, Shri R. T. 

Patil, Shri G. R. 

Patil, Shri P. S. 

Poddar, Shri R. K. 

Prasad, Shri Bhola 

Prasad, Shri K. L. N. 

Pratibha Singh, Shrimati 

Punnaiah, Shri Kota 

Purabi Mukhopadhyay, Shrimati 

Purakayastha, Shri Mahitosh 

Puri, Shri Dev Datt 

Puttappa, Shri Patil 

Rajnarain, Shri 

Raju, Shri V. B. 

Ramaswamy, Shri K. S. 

Ramiah, Dr. K. 
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Rao, Shri Katragadda Srinivas 

Reddy , Shri K. V. Raghunatha 

Reddy, Shri M. Srinivasa Reddy 

, Shri Mulka Govinda Reddy, 

Shri J. C. Nagi Roshan Lal, Shri 

Roy, Shri Biren Roy, Shri 

Kalyan Roy, Shri Monora.OJan 

Salig Ram, Dr. Sangma, Shri E. 

M. Sanjivayya,  Shri D. Sanyal, 

Shri Sasankasekhar Sardesai, 

Shri S. G. Satyavati Dang, 

Shrimati Savnekar, Shri B. S. 

Schamnad, Shri Hamid Ali Sen, 

Dr. Triguna Sen Gupia, Shri 

Dwijendralal Setalvad, Shri M. 

C. Shah, Shri Manubhai Shanla 

Vasisht, Kumari Sherkhan, Shrj 

Shervani, Shri M. R. Shiihir 

Kumar, Shri Shukla, Shri 

Chakrapani Shukla, Shri M. P. 

Shyamkumari Devi, Shrimati 

Singh, Shri Bhupinder 

Singh, Shri Bindeshwari Pd. 

Singh, Shri Dalpat 

Singh, Shri D. P. 

Singh, Shri Inder 

Singh, Shri Shiv Swaroop 

Singh, Shri Sinam Krishnamohan 

Singh, Shri Sultan 

Singh, ShriTriloki 

Sinha, Shri Awadheshwar Prasad 

Sinha, Shri Ganga Sharan 

Sinha, Shri Rajendra Pratap 

Sisodia, Shri Swaisingh 

Sivaprakasam, Shri S. 

Suraj Prasad, Shri 

Sushila Mansukhalal Desai, Miss 

Thengari, Shri D. 

Tilak,   Shri  J. S. 

Tiwary, Pt. Bhawaniprasad 

T'ohra, Sardar Gurcharan Singh 

Untoo, Shri Gulam Nabi 

Usha Bartliakur, Shrimati 

Venigalla Satyanarayana, Shri 

Venkataraman, Shri M. R. 

Vero, Shri M. 

Vidyawati Chaturvedi, Shrimati 

Villalan, Shri Thillai 

Vimal Punjab Deshmukh, Shrimati 

Yadav, Shri Shyam Lal 

Yajee, Shri Sheel Bhadra 

Yashoda Reddy, Shrimati 
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NOES—8 Deo, 

Shri Bira Kesari Jagarlamudi, Shri 

Chandramouli Mariswamy, Shri S. 

S, 

Misra, Shri Lokanath 

Mohta, ShriM.K. 

Panda, Shri K. C. 

Patel, Shri Dahyabhai V. 

Ruthnaswamy, Shri M. 

The motion wai carried by ci majority of 
the total membership of the House and by a 
majority of not less than two-thirds of of the 
Members present and voting. 

Clause 2 was added to the Bill. Clause 3 — 

Insertion of new article 363-A 

SHRI BABUBHAI M. CHINAI 
(Maharashtra) :   Sir, 1 move : 

1. " That at page 1, for lines 17 to 22, 
the following be substituted,   namely : 

'(b) On and from the commencement of 
such law as may be passed by Parliament 
providing for the payment of 
compensation on the abolition of privy 
purse and all rights, liabilities and obli-
gations in respect of privy purse, the Ruler 
or, as the case may be, the successor of 
such Ruler referred to in clause (a) or any 
other person shall not be paid any sum as 
privy purse.' " 

SHRI RAJNARAIN : Sir, I move : 

2. " That at page 1, line 22, after tie 
words 'shall not be paid any sum as privy 
purse' the following be inserted, namely : 

'nor any compensation—in cash or 
kind—shall be paid in lieu thereof: 

Provided that if he is not left 
with any means of subsistence he 
shall be paid rehabilitation grant 
not exceeding rupees one thousand 
five hundred per month as 
determined by the Government 
from time to  time'." 

(The amendment also stood in the names 
ofServashri B. N. Mandal, Sitaram Singh 
and Nageshwar Prasad Shah .) 

SHRI CHITTA BASU : Sir, I   move  : 

3. "That at page 1, line 22, after the 
words 'privy purse' the words 'or any 
sum or amount as compensation in lieu 
thereof be inserted." 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH : Sir, I move : 

4. "That at page 1, after line 22, the 
following new clause (c) be inserted, 
namely  : 

'(c) No compensation or any 
other sums by way of any quid pro 
quo will be payable to any Prince, 
Chief or other person mentioned in 
clause (a) in consequence of clause 
(b)'." 

The questions were proposed. 

SHRl BABUBHAI  M. CHINAI :   Mr. 
Deputy Chairman, Sir, having seen the type 
of voting which took place just now, I do not 
t h i n k  that any useful purpose would be 
served by my amendment. But at the same 
time one must have the courage of his 
conviction. I, Sir, was one of those who 
opposed this Bill last year in September 
when it was before the House and was, to an 
extent, responsible for throwing it out. But 
the times are changed. Those very people, 
who opposed the Bill used to dance from 
one place to another,   when 



89 Constitution (Twenty-sixth [9 DEC. 1971] Amendment) Bill, 1971 90 

the result was being delayed  to   be   dec-
lared, that it should be declared immediately., 
Now they   are  no   longer   interested 
Hijppposing it -;   they   are  supporting it. : It 
may be argued that the times are  chan- : .ged, 
that the Parliamentary elections  have given 
the mandate. All these are all   right. But, Sir, 
what I want to say is  that  since then the 
Government has  chosen to   take £ number of 
far reaching  steps  by way of amending   the    
Constitution    that    will : strike at the very 
roots   of democracy  for ' which our brave 
jawans are shedding their  

blood in Bangla Desh and elsewhere. 
i 

It is tragic that the" Lok Sabha, the core 
. of our Parliamentary ..'institutions, has i 
thought it fit to pass the 26th Amendment 
Bill, 1971 by a near-unanimity. This is an 
instance of euphoria, of resorting to 
unregenerative action m the I name of 
social justice.''   <n ' 

.... The  Bill which    ig ; today   before  the  | 
House consists of two parts. The first part 
is for the abolition of the privileges of 
Rulers and the ot,her is for the abolition of 
privy purse. Sir, I have nothing to s^y so 
far as the abolition of the privileges of 
Rulers is concerned. 

Let us remember that at a time . . . 

SHRI SRIMAN PRAFULLA GOS-
WAMI (Assam) : On a point of order, Sir, 
I find for the last four years that our hon. 
Member, Mr. Babubhai Chinai always 
reads prepared scripts. Now also he is 
leading a script. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN :   He    is 
not reading.Jie is referring   to   his   
notes, 1 think. 

SHRl SRIMAN PRAFULLA GOS-
WAMI.: No, not notes ; line by line he is 
reading. He never looked at you. All along 
he,was looking at the script. For the last 
Jour years 1 have seen this. Now when we 
are going to abolish the privileges of the 
Princes, I do not like that he should read 
somebody's   script.   I have   tolerated 
this for four years. 

(Interruptions) 

SHRI BABUBHAI^M. CHINAI : Mr. 
Deputy Chairman, Sir, I want to talk sense 
and, therefore, I am referring to my 
prepared brief. It is not my intention to talk 
at random and permit it to be said, here is 
in this House a lunatic, as it was said some 
time ago. "Please, therefore, pardon me if I 
refer to my brief and take the time of the  
House. 

SHRI   SRIMAN   PRAFULLA   GOS-
WAMI : He cannot control his conscience. 
Therefore,  he   is   reading.   (Interruptions) 
He cannot control   his   brain.   Therefore, he 
reads. 

(Interruptions) 

SHRI BABUBHAI M. CHINAI   :   Let 
us'remember that at a time of great stress, the 
Indian Princes exhibited loyalty and 
patriotism and agreed to integrate their States 
so as to constitute the Union of India. That 
was the time of glory for • Sardar. Patel, the 
architect of Indian unity, as much for the 
Rulers. We were concerned at that time that 
the contribution of the Princes should be 
recognised. Solemn agreements were enterer 
into with the Princes and Sardar Patel 
himself stated that this obligation should be 
adhered to by future Governments. It was 
and is both a moral and a contractual 
obligation. These solemn assurances and 
obligations were also incorporated in the 
Constitution. In any case, whether it is a 
moral or a contractual obligation, it is only 
fair that the Government should honour the 
commitment which their predecessors 
thought fit to accept at that  time. 

SHRI SRIMAN PRAFULLA GOS-
WAMI : Sir, let him submit his script to 
you and let it be taken as  read. 

SHRI BABUBHAI M. CHINAI: Nearly 
two decades have passed and the ruling 
party to-day has come forward once again 
with a Bill that goes counter to the letter 
and spirit of the covenants. A contract is a 
contract and unless the Government of the 
day adheres to such contracts, one cannot 
expect sections of the society to 
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[Shri Babubhai M. Chinai] honour their 
contractual obligations. People will also 
lose their faith in the Government itself 
when it gives the go-by so easily to 
covenants entered into by previous 
Governments. 

While   I hold   steadfastly to   the view 
that the very principle of the Bill   is   bad, I 
have to recognise that a  certain  change has  
come  over the Indian  scene. I  am, 
therefore, reconciled to   the  abolition  of 
privy purses but only   on  condition   that 
compensation is payable to the Rulers   on 
such abolition. Sir, you will please remem-
ber.that even the  Government   had   been 
negotiating with the Princes  for   the pay-
ment of  compensation  and    the  Princes 
were carrying on these  tortuous   negotia-
tions over a long period of time.   But they 
were  of  no   avail   and  no    honourable 
settlement could be  arrived at. However, it 
was   very   clear   that  the   Government 
itself was committed to payment  of com-
pensation to the Princes. That is not. . . 

MR.  DEPUTY    CHAIRMAN    :   It 
should   be    only   brief  observations   on 
amendments. 

SHRI BABUBHAI M. CHINAI: Only 
one minute,   Sir. 

This is not provided   for   in   the   Bill 
nor has any indication been given   by   the 
Government as to what it proposes to   do. If  
nothing   is   paid.at   all,   it   will   be a 
monstrous sin. For, there are Princes who are 
rich and others who   are   not  so  rich and 
who are not well-to-do at all.   Taking away 
their   wherewithal  will   not bring in 
socialism as is claimed to be   the   purpose of 
this Bill. Let us be clear   that   this   tall 
claim that it is a socialistic measure has no 
basis   whatsoever.     It   does not   aim  at 
solving the problem   of   proverty, unemp-
loyment or any other problem. The   abolition  
of privy purses is not going to   usher in 
socialism in   this   country ;   nor   is   it 
socialism   to    deprive    even     the smail 
Princes of their small amount.  It will only 
swell the ranks of destitutes. 

I have, therefore, moved an amendment 
that on the abolition of the privy purses, a 
law should be passed for the payment of 
reasonable compensation to the Princes. In 
the end I want to appeal to the Prime 
Minister that she should take into 
consideration the commitment and the 
negotiation which she was carrying on. In   
anger    she  should not  do  anything 
which might... (Interruption) ....... spoil the 
negotiations which she was carrying on. I 
appeal to her even at the last stage that she 
should continue her negotiations and give 
fair compensation to the Princes even if 
their Purses are.abolished. 

(Interruptions by   Shri Sheel Bhadra 
Yajee) 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA : Sir, what 
is all this ? Why is he impatient ? In a 
democracy we have to ' have discussion. 
The dissenting point of view also has to be 
clarified on the floor, of the House. They 
must bave the patience to listen to the 
other side. Supposing we differ on 
something, would not we have the right to 
talk ? This is the forum where we have to 
listen to each other . . . 

 
SHRI LOKANATH MISRA : Sir, 

under ^the People's Representation Act 
lunatics are not allowed to sit in the 
House. I would again bring this to your 
notice, 

(Interruptions) 

SHRI N. G. GORAY : Sir, may I seek 
a clarification from Shri Chinai ? He 
started at a very high level, and at the end 
he was ready to support this Bill provided 
compensation was given. So the heart of 
the matter is compensation ? 

SHRI   BHUPESH   GUPTA : That   
is the morality of all  monopolists. 

MR.   DEPUTY   CHAIRMAN   : 
Now Mr.   Rajnarain. 
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SHRI BABUBHAI M. CHINAI: Sir, just 

a minute, on a point of explanation to the 
point raised by Mr. Goray, I have said I 
moved the amendment of compensation, and 
therefore, it is understood that so far as 
Privy Purses are concerned, I am not against 
their abolition now in the context of the new 
changes. I say that a fair compensation 
should be given. 

SHRI CHITTA BASU : Why ? 

SHRI GODEY MURAHARI (Uttar 
Pradesh) : Where has the question of 
morality gone ? 

SHRI P. C. MITRA (Bihar): It is 
redundant. It is not here. How is this 
allowed   ? 
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MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Yes, Mr. 
Chitta Basu. 

SHRI CHITTA BASU : Mr. Deputy 
Chairman, Sir, my amendment is also very 
much specific and it says that— 

"after the words 'privy purse' the words 
'or any sum or amount as compensation in 
lieu thereof ' be inserted." 

Sir, the intention of my amendment is very 
clear. The intention is this, Sir, that they 
should not be paid any compensation or any 
amount or any sum in lieu thereof. 

Sir, in the course of his reply, the hon. 
Minister was on record as having said that 
we have got, that the Government has got, 
no intention to pay any compensation to the 
' Rulers ' and here, in this case, the silence is 
louder. Sir, even if we accept that the silence 
in this case is louder, this silence has also 
created a certain amount of confusion and 
some amount of misunderstanding about the 
intention of the Government also. That is 
not less now than the silence which is 
louder. 

Sir, it is quite known to everybody—and 
I do not want to enter into a discussion at 
this stage—that the privy purses were given 
merely as a quid pro quo. There was no pat-
riotism in the 'Rulers' or the Princes in the 
past nor even today. I do not want to go into 
that history now. But don't try to parade it as 
an act of patriotism on the part of the 
Princes or 'Rulers' to have accepted the 
privy purse and got their States integrated 
with India. 

Sir, we, the people of India, had to pay 
that amount under the circumstances which 
no one can forget. Therefore, Sir, this quid 
pro quo was there and it has also been made 
quite clear by my hon. friends in this 
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House that we have got no obligation, no 
moral justification, for continuing the pay-
ment in the changed conditions in the 
country. 

Now, I say the compensation is not within 
the view of the Government. But there is a 
possibility that the Government wants to pay 
something by way of transitional allowance 
or by way of, as Mr. Rajnarain says, 
rehabilitation grant. Sir, every amount to be 
paid from the exchequer has got a social 
bearing, social consequence. Sir, in the 
matter of payment of transitional allowance 
or in the matter of payment of rehabilitation 
grant, some amount of social relevance is 
also there. Sir, the question is that small men 
are to be given some assistance. But what 
about the millions of our men who are 
definitely smaller than the socalled small 
princes ? Sir, we have got the Directive 
Principles of State Policy . .. (Time bell 
rings). 

Sir, I am not speaking anything outside 
the scope of my amendment . . . 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : But you 
are making a long speech. 

SHRI CHITTA BASU : Long or short 
speech doesn't matter. You have to see 
whether I am going beyond the scope of 
my amendment . . . (Interruptions) . I am 
finishing. 

Sir, the Directive Principles of State 
Policy are there. That is applicable to 54 
crores of our people. This question of 
human approach to citizens has also some 
bearing or relation to the Directive 
Principles. Directive Principles are equally 
applicable to all citizens. Now with this 
26tli amendment to the Constitution, all 
princes and ex-rulers have been given the 
privilege of calling themselves equal to us. 
That is the privilege that they should be 
proud of. Now they have been given the 
privilege of calling themselves equal to us. 
That is the objective of the 26th amendment 
of the Constitution. Now,  all  the  princes 
and   ex-rulers  have 

been deemed to be equal to all other citi-
zens. Sir, if all other citizens of our country 
have got certain . . . 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Please 
conclude. 

SHRI CHITTA BASU: laws of the land, 
all these laws of land are also to be appli-
cable to them. There is land legislation. 
There are other legislations for the protec-
tion of the rights and liberties of the citi-
zens. And why a citizen who was an erst-
while ruler should have a different approach 
even in the consideration of humani-
tarianism .,. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN :   Please 
conclude. 

SHRI CHITTA BASU: There is no 
ground to be unequal. Therefore, Sir, I am 
not agreeable to this even on the question of 
humamtarianism . .. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN :   Please 
conclude now. 

SHRI CHITTA BASU : There is no 
question of paying any amount as rehabili-
tation grant. No amount has to be paid to 
any ex-ruler or ex-prince because that is not 
in consonance with the Directive Principles 
of State Policy. Therefore, that question is 
to be taken into consideration. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Please 
conclude now. 

SHRI CHITTA BASU: I conclude. The 
matter has been made all the more 
confusing because the hon. Minister has 
said that the Government is also consider-
ing the question of fixing some amount in 
other ways. Therefore, Sir, this Parliament, 
and this House, should make it 
unequivocally and unambiguously clear 
that we are not in a position to give any 
amount of money in any other way or by 
way of compensation 

MR. DEPUTY   CHAIRMAN :   Please 
conclude. 
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SHRI CHITTA BASU : ______as   the 
hon.   Minister has stated. 

Therefore, I press for my amendment 
which says that no amount should be paid 
by way of compensation or in any other 
way whatsoever. 

SHRl NIREN GHOSH : Sir, my 
remarks, briefly, are these. Mr. Gokhale 
has sought to cloud the issue but it serves 
no purpose. He has kept the question in the 
dark; he does not call it compensation. But 
transitional allowance or whatever you call 
it, it amounts to compensation—whatever 
be the name you may give it. So my 
amendment seeks to block the way of the 
Government seeking to give this to the ex-
princes by way of relief, and that is : 

"(c) No compensation or any other 
sums by way of any quid pro quo will 
be payable to any Prince, Chief or other 
person mentioned in clause (a) in con-
sequence of clause (b)." 

That is clear. 

If there are destitutes after the   passing of 
this Bill, they are entitled   to gratuitous 
relief as citizens  are  entitled   to  in   the 
various States.   No distinction  should be 
made between  one   citizen   and   another. 
In all the States there are   lakhs   and lakhs 
of destitutes.   There   they get something; 
they can have it. If there is any unemploy-
ment, well, there are crores of unemployed 
people.   Some provision should be made for 
all the unemployed  in India and in the same 
category something can be given  to them 
also.   Not otherwise. If the Government   
arranges    for      that     in    some form    or   
other,   directly   or   indirectly, it   will    
take     away     all    the    moral attitudes 
that   the   Government   has  put across    the      
floor    of      the     House. It will take away 
all   moral   justification. 1 think the people 
will not take kindly 10 that. Government 
will be put on the mat for that. That is why I 
want to make it clear; though you have gone 
against the 

country, as a class the princely order has 
acted against the interest of India. Even if 
there is any justification for any other citi-
zen we can think of it but nothing special ] 
in any form or in any name should be given 
to them. This point should be made clear 
and that is my amendment. 

SHRI H. R. GOKHALE : Sir, there are 
four amendments. With regard to the 
amendment of Mr. Babubhai Chinai, under 
the guise or garb of an amendment he is 
really trying to negative the basic purpose 
of the Bill itself. It is obvious thut I cannot 
accept it. 

With regard to the other three amend-
ments in the course of reply I have made it 
clear that the Bill itself does not make any 
provision for payment of compensation. It 
is quite clear that the Bill has not provided 
for any payment of compensation. I never 
said that anything will be paid. The only 
statement which I have made is that the 
matter is still under the consideration of the 
Government. Many aspects of the problem 
will have to be taken into account, 
especially in the case of smaller princes. In 
view of this I do not suppose it is possible 
to accept all these amendments. 

MR.   DEPUTY    CHAIRMAN:    The 
question is— 

1.   "That at page  1,  for lines 17 to 
22,  the following be substituted, name- 
iy=- 

"(b) On and from the commence-
ment of such law as may be passed by 
Parliament providing for the payment 
of compensation on the abolition of 
privy purse and all rights, liabilities 
and obligations in respect of privy 
purse, the Ruler or, as the case may 
be, the successor of such Ruler re-
ferred to in clause (a) or any other 
person shall not be paid any sum as 
privy purse'." 

The motion was negatived. 
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MR.   DEPUTY    CHAIRMAN:    The 
question is— 

" That at page 1, lines 22, after the 
words 'shall not be paid any sum privy 
purse, the following be inserted, namely:- 

'nor any compensation — in cash 
or kind — shall be paid in iieu 
thereof : 

Provided that if he is not left with 
any means of subsistence he shall be 
paid rehabilitation gram not exceeding 
rupees one thousand five hundred per 
month as determined by the 
Government from time to time'." 

The motion was negatived. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The ques-
tion is— 

" That at page 1, line 22, after the 
words 'privy purse' the words 'or any sum 
or amount as compensation in lieu thereof 
be inserted." 

The motion was negatived. 

MR.    DEPUTY    CHAIRMAN:   The 
question is: 

4. "That at page 1, after line 22, the 
following new clause (c) be inserted, 
namely:— 

'(c) No compensation or any other 
sums by way of any quid pro quo will 
be payable to any Prince, Chief or 
other person mentioned in clause (a) in 
consequence of clause (b)."' 

The House divided. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Ayes-    I 
31; Noes— 133. 

AYES—31 

Ahmad, Dr. Z. A. Barbora, Shri 

Golap Basu, Shri Chitta 

Bhadram, Shri M. V. Brar, 

Sardar Narindar Singh 

Chatterjee, Shri A. P. Ganguli, 

Shri Salil Kumar Ghosh, Shri 

Niren Goray, Shri N. G. Gupta, 

Shri Bhupesh Hasan, Prof. 

Saiyid Nurul Hathi, Shri 

Jaisukhlal Hussain, Shri Syed 

Iyer, Shri N. Ramakrishna 

Krishnan, Shri N. K. Kumaran, 

Shri S. Mandal, Shri B. N. 

Mathew Kurian, Dr. K. Menon, 

Shri Balachandra Menon, Shri 

K. P. Subramania Mukherjee, 

Shri Pranab Kumar Murahari, 

Shri Godey Nair, Shri G. 

Gopinathan Prasad, Shri Bhola 

Rajnarain, Shri Rao, Shri 

Katragadda Srinivas 
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oy, Shri Kalyan 

Roy, Shri Monoranjan 

Sanya!, Shri Sasankasekhar 

Sardesai, Shri S. G. 

Sen Gupta, Shri Dwijendralal 

Singh, Shri Bhupinder 

Suraj Prasad, Shri 

Tohra, Sardar Gurcharan Singh 

Venkataraman, Shri M. R. 

NOES-133 

Abdul Samad, Shri A. K. A. 

Ahmad, Shri Syed Alva, 

Shri Joachim Amla, Shri 

Tirath Ram Anandam, Shri 

M. Ansari, Shri Abdul 

Qaiyum Ansari, Shri 

Hayatulla Appan, Shri G. A. 

Arora, Shri Arjun 

Bachchan, Dr. H. R. 

Baharul Islam, Shri 

Bbatt, Shri Nand Kishore 

Bobdey, Shri S. B. 

Brar; Sardar Narindar Singh 

Chandra Shekhar, Shri 

Chattopadl yaya, Dr. 

Debiprasad 

Chaudhari, Shri N. P. 

Chengalvaroyan, Shri T. China i, 

Shri Babubhai M. Das, Shri 

Balram Das, Shri Bipinpal Dass, 

Shri Mahabir Desai, Shri Suresh 

J. Deshmukh, Shri T. G. Dikshit, 

Shri Umashankar Dutt, Dr. 

Vidhya Prakash Gadgil, Shri 

Vithal Gautam, Shri Mohan Lal 

Goswami, Shri Sriman Prafulla 

Gowda, Shri U. K. Lakshmana 

Gujral, Shri I. K. Hasan, Prof. 

Saiyid Nurul 

Hathi, Shri Jaisukhlal 

Hussain, Shri Syed 

Iyer, Shri N. Ramakrishna 

Jain, Shri A. P. 

Jain, Shri Dharam Chand 

Joshi, Shri Umashanker 

Kalyan Chand, Shri   - 

Kaul, Shri M. N. 

Kemparaj, Shri B. T. 

Kesri, Shri Sitaram 

Khaitan, Shri R. P. 

Khan, Shri Akbar Ali 
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Khan, Prof. Rasheeduddin 

Kollur, Shri M. L, 

Koya, Shri B. V. Abdulla 

Krishan Kant, Shri 

Kulkarni, Shri A. G. 

Kulkarni, Shri B. T. 

Kurup, Shri G. Sankara 

Madani, Shri M. Asad 

Mahida, Shri U. N. 

Mallikarjunudu, Shri K. P. 

Mangladevi Talwar, Dr. (Mrs.) 

Mani, Shri A. D. 

Maragatham Chandrasekhar, Shrimati 

Mehta, Shri Om 

Mirdha, Shri Ram Niwas 

Mishra, Shri L.N. 

Mitra, Shri P. C. 

Mohamod Usman, Shri 

Mohideen, Shri S. A. Khaja 

Musafir, Shri Gurmukh Singh 

Nagpure, Shri V. T. 

Nandini Satpathy, Shrimati 

Narayan, Shri M. D. 

Narayanappa, Shri Sanda 

Narayani Devi Manaklal Varma, Shrimati 

Nawal Kishore, Shri 

Neki Ram, Shri 

Panda, Shri Brahmananda 

Panjhazari, Sardar Raghbir Singh 

Parthasarathy, Shri R. T. 

Patil, Shri G. R. 

Patil, Shri P. S. 

Prasad, Shri K. L. N. 

Pratibha Siogh, Shrimati 

Punnaiah, Shri Kota 

Purabi Mukhopadhyay, Shrimati 

Purakayastha, Shri Mahitosh 

Puri, Shri Dev Datt 

Raju, Shri V. B. 

Ramaswamy, Shri K. S. 

Ramiab, Dr. K. 

Reddy, Shri K. V. Raghunatha 

Reddy, Shri M. Srinivasa 

Reddy, Shri Mulka Govinda 

Reddy, Shri J. C. Nagi 

Roshan Lal, Shri 

Roy, Shri Biren 

Ruthnaswamy, Shri M. 

SaligRam, Dr. 

Samuel, Shri M. H. 

Sangma, Shri E. M. 

Sanjivayya, Shri D. 

Satyavati Dang, Shrimati 

Savnekar, Shri B. S. 

Schamnad, Shri Hamid Ali 

Sen, Dr. Triguna 

Shah, Shri Manubhai 

Sherkhan, Shri 
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Shervani, Shri M. R. 

Sbishir Kumar, Shri 

Shukla, Shri M. P. 

Shyamkumari Devi, Shrimati 

Singh, Shri Bhupinder 

Singh, Shri Bindeshwari Pd. 

Singh, Shri Dalpat 

Singh, Shri D. P. 

Singh, Shri Inder 

Singh, Shri Shiv Swaroop 

Singh, Shri Sinam Krishnamohan 

Singh, Shri Sultan 

Singh, Shri Triloki 

Sinha, Shri Awadheshwar Prasad 

Sinha, Shri Ganga Sharan 

Sinha, Shri Rajendra Pratap 

Sisodia, Shri Swaisingh 

Sivaprakasam, Shri S. 

Sukhdev Prasad, Shri 

Sur, Shri M. M. 

Sushila Mansukhalal Desai, Miss 

Tilak, Shri J. S. 

Tiwary, Pt. Bhawaniprasad 

Untoo, Shri Gulam Nabi 

Usha Barthakur, Shrimati 

Venigalla Satyanarayana, Shri 

Venkataraman, Shri M. R. 

Vero, Shri M. 

Vidyawati Chaturvedi, Shrimati 

Villalan, Shri Thillai Vimal Punjab 

Deshmukh, Shrimati Yadav, Shri 

Shyam Lal Yajee, Shri Sheel Bhadra 

Yashoda Reddy, Shrimati The motion 

was negatived. 

MR.   DEPUTY  CHAIRMAN  :   The 
question is : 

"That clause 3 stand part of the Bill." 

The House divided. i 

MR. DEPUTY  CHAIRMAN : Ayes-
169; Noes—9. 

AYES—169 

t 

Abdul Samad, Shri A. K. A. 

Ahmad, Shri Syed Ahmad, Dr. Z. 

A. Alva, Shri Joachim Amla, 

Shri Tirath Ram Anandam, Shri 

M. Ansari, Shri Abdul Qaiyum 

Ansari, Shri Hayatulla Appan, 

Shri G. A. Arora, Shri Arjun 

Bachchan, Dr. H. R. Baharul 

Islam, Shri 
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Barbora, Shri Golap Basil, Shri 

Chitta Bhadram, Shri M. V. Bhatt, 

Shri Nand Kishore Bobdey, Shri 

S. B. Brar, Sardar Narindar Singh 

Chandra Sekhar, Shri Chatterjee, 

Shri A. P. Chattopadhyaya, Dr. 

Debiprasad Chaudhary, Shri 

Ganeshi Lal Chaudhari, Shri N. P. 

Chengalvaroyan, Shri T. 

Das, Shri Balram 
» 

Das, Shri Bipinpal Dass, Shri 

Mahabir Desai, Shri Suresh J. 

Deshmukh, Shri T. G. Dikshit, 

Shri Umashankar Dutt, Dr. 

Vidya Prakash Gadgil, Shri 

Vithal Ganguli, Shri Salil Kumar 

Gautani, Shri Mohan Lal Ghosh, 

Shri Niren Goray, Shri N. G. 

Goswami, Shri Sriman Prafulla 

Gowda, Shri U.K. Lakshmana 

Gujral, Shri I. K. Gupta, Shri 

Bhupesh Gurupadaswamy, Shri 

M. S. 

Hasan, Prof. Saiyid Nurul 

Hathi, Shri Jaisukhlal Hussain, 

Shri Syed Iyer, Shri N. 

Ramakrishna Jain, Shri A. P. 

Jain, Shri Dharam Chand Joshi, 

Shri Umashanker Kalyan 

Chand, Shri Kaul, Shri M. N. 

Kemparai, Shri B. T. Kesri, 

Shri Sitaram Khaitan. Shri R. 

P. Khan, Shri Akbar Ali Khan, 

Prof. Rasheeduddin Kollur, 

Shri M. L. 

Koya, Shri B. V. Abdulla 

Krishan Kant, Shri 

Krishnan, Shri N. K. 

Kulkarni, Shri A. G. 

Kulkarni, Shri B. T. 

Kumaran, Shrj S. 

Kurup, Shri G. Sankara 

Madani, Shri M. Asad 

Mahida, Shri U.N. 

Mallikarjunudu, Shri K. P. 

Mandal, Shri B. N. 

MangladeviTalwar, Dr. (Mrs.) 

Mani, Shri A. D. 

Maragatham Chandrasekhar, Shrimati 
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Mathew Kurian, Dr. K. 

Mehta, Shri Om 

Menon, Shri Balachandra 

Menon, Shrj K. P. Subrarnania 

Mirdha Shri Ram Niwas 

Mishra, Shri L. N. 

Mitra, Shri P. C. 

Mohammad, Chaudhary A. 

Mohamod Usman, Shri 

Mohideen, Shri S. A. Khaja 

Mukherjee, Shri Pranab Kumar 

Murahari, Shri Godey 

Murthy, Shri B. P. Nagaraja 

Musafir, Shri Gurmukh Singh 

Nagpure, Shri V. T. 

Nair, Shri G. Gopinathan 

Nandini Satpathy, Shrimati 

Narayan, Shri M. D. 

Narayanappa, Shri Sanda 

Narayani Devi Manaklal  Varma, 
Shrimati 

Nawal Kishore, Shri 

Neki Ram, Shri 

Panda, Shri Brahmananda 

Panjhazari, Sardar Raghbir Singh 

Parthasarathy, Shri R. T. 

Patil, Shri G. R. 

Patil, Shri P. S. 

Poddar, Shri R. K. 

Prasad, Shri Bhola 

Prasad, Shri K. L. N. Pratibha Singh, 

Shrimati Punnaiah, Shri Kota Purabi 

Mukhopadhyay, Shrimati 

Purakayastha, Shri Mahitosh Puri, Shri 

Dev Datt Puttappa, Shri Patil 

Rajnarain, Shri Raju, Shri V. B. 

Ramaswamy, Shri K. S, Ramiah, Dr. 

K. Rao, Shri Katragadda Srinivas 

Reddy, Shri K. V. Raghunatha Reddy, 

Shri M. Srinivasa Reddy, Shri Mulka 

Govinda Reddy, Shri J. C. Nagi 

Roshan Lal, Shri Roy, Shri Biren Roy, 

Shri Kalyan Roy, Shri Monoranjan 

Salig Ram, Dr. Samuel, Shri M. H. 

Sangma, Shri E. M. Sanjivayya,  Shri 

D. Sanyal, Shri Sasankasekhar 

Sardesai, Shri S. G. Satyavati Dang, 

Shrimati Savnekar, Shri B. S. 

Schamnad, Shri Hamid Ali 
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Sen, Dr. Triguna 

Sen Gupta, Shri Dwijendralal 

Shah, Shri Manubhai 

Sherkhan, Shri 

Shervani, Shri M. R. 

Shishir Kumar, Shri 

Shukla, Shri Chakrapan i 

Shukla, Shri M. P. 

Shyamkumari Devi, Shrimati 

Singh, Shri Bhupinder 

Singh, Shri Bindeshwari Pd. 

Singh, Shri Dalpat 

Singh, Shri D. P. 

Singh, Shri Inder 

Singh, Shri Shiv Svvaroop 

Singh, Shri Sinam itrishnamohan 

Singh, Shri Sultan 

Singh, Shri Triioki 

Sinha, Shri Awadheshwar Prasad 

Sinha, Shri Ganga Sharan 

Sinha, Shri Rajendra Pratap 

Sisodia, Shri Swaisingh 

Sivaprakasam, Shri S. 

Sukhdev Prasad, Shri 

Sur, Shri M. M. 

Suraj Prasad, Shri 

Sushila Mansukhalal Desai, Miss 

Tilak, Shri J. S. 

Tiwaiy, Pt. Bhawaniprasad 

Tohra, Sardar Gurcharan Singh 

Untoo, Shri Gulam Nabi 

Usha Barthakur, Shrimati 

Venigalla Satyanarayana, Shri 

Venkaiaraman, Shri M. R. 

Vero, Shri M. 

Vidyawati Chaturvedi, Shrimati 

Villalan, Shri Thiliai 

Vimal Punjab Deshmukh, Shrimati 

Yadav, Shri Shyam Lal 

Yajee, Shri Sheel Bhadra 

Yashoda Reddy, Shrimati 

NOES—9 

Deo, Shri Bira Kesari Jagarlamudi, 

Shri Chandramouli Mariswamy, 

Shri S. S. Misra, Shri Lokanath 

Mohta, Shri M. K. Panda, Shri K. 

C. 

Patel, Shri Dahyabhai V. 

Patel, Shri Sundar Mani 

Ruthnaswamy, Shri M. 



 

The motion was carried by a 
majority of the total membership of the 
House and by a majority of not less 
than two-thirds of the Members present 
and voting. 

Clause 3 was added to the Bill 

Clause 4—Amendment of article 366 
. 

MR.  DEPUTY  CHAIRMAN :   
The uestion is : 

"That  clause  4  stand part of  the 
Bill." 

The House divided. 

MR.   DEPUTY   CHAIRMAN : 
Ayes —169;   Noes-9. 

AYES-169 

Abdul Samad, Shri A. K. 

A. Ahmad, Shri Syed 

Ahmad, Dr. Z. A. Alva, 

Shri Joachim Amla, Shri 

Tirath Ram Anandam„Shri 

M. Ansari, Shri Abdul 

Qaiyum 

Ansari, Shri Hayatulla 

Appan, Shri G. A, 

Arora, Shri Arjun 

Bachchan, Dr. H. R. 

Baharul Islam, Shri 

Barbora, Shri Golap 

Basu, Shri Chitta Bhadram. Shri M. V. 

Bhatt, Shri Nand Kishore Bobdey, Shri 

S. B. Brar, Sardar Narindar Singh 

Chandra Shekhar, Shri Chatterjee, Shri 

A. P. Chattopadhyaya, Dr. Debiprasad 

Chaudhary, Shri Ganeshi Lal Chaudhari, 

Shri N. P. Chengalvaroyan, Shri T. Das, 

Shri Balram Das, Shri Bipinpal Dass, 

Shri Mahabir Desai, Shri Suresh J. 

Deshmukh, ShriT. G. Dikshit, Shri 

Umashankar Dutt, Dr. Vidya Prakash 

Gadgil, Shri Vithal Ganguli, Shri Salil 

Kurrlar Gautam, Shri Mohan Lal ' 

Ghosh, Shri Niren Goray, Shri N. G. 

Goswami, Shri Sriman Prafulla Gowda, 

Shri U. K. Lakshmana Gujral, Shri I. K. 

Gupta, Shri Bhupesh Gurupadaswamy, 

Shri M. S. Hasan, Prof. Saiyid »urul 
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Hathi, Shri Jaisukhlal 

Hussain, Shri Syed 

Iyer, Shri N. Ramakrishna 

Jain, Shri A. P. 

Jain, Shri Dharam Chand 

Joshi, Shri Umashanker 

Kalyan Chand, Shri 

Kaul, Shri M.N. 

Kemparaj, Shri B. T. 

Kesri, Shri Sitaram 

Khaitan, Shri R. P. 

Khan, Shri Akbar Ali 

Khan, Prof. Rasheeduddin 

Kollur, Shri M. L. 

Koya, Shri B. V. Abdulla 

Krishan Kant, Shri 

Krishnan, Shri N. K. 

Kulkarni, Shri A. G. 

Kulkarni, Shri B. T. 

Kumaran, Shri S. 

Kurup, Shri G. Sankara 

Madani, Shri M. Asad 

Mahida, Shri U. N. 

Mallikarjunudu, Shri K. P. 

Mandal, Shri B. N. 

Mangladevj Talwar, Dr. (Mrs.) 

Mani, Shri A. D. 

Maragatham Chandrasekhar, Shrimati 

Mathew Kurian, Dr. K. 

Mehta, Shri Ora 

Menon, Shri Balachandra 

Menon, Shri K. P. Subramania 

Mirdha, Shri Ram Niwas 

Mishra, Shri L. N. 

Mitra, Shri P. C. 

Mohammad Chaudhary A. 

Mohamod Usman, Shri 

Mohideen, Shri S. A. Khaja 

Mukherjee, Shri Pranab Kumar 

Murahari, Shri Godey 

Murthy, Shri B. P. Nagaraja 

Musafir, Shri Gurmukh Singh 

Nagpure, Shri V. T. 

Nair, Shri G. Gopinathan 

Nandini Satpathy, Shrimati 

Narayan, Shri M. D. 

Narayanappa, Shri Sanda 

Narayani Devi Manaklal Varma, Shrimati 

Nawal Kishore, Shri 

Neki Ram, Shri 

Panda, Shri Brahmananda 

Panjhazari, Sardar Raghbir Singh 

Parthasarathy, Shri R. T. 

Pati!, ShriG. R. 

Patil, Shri P. S. 

Poddar, Shri R. K. 

Prasad, Shri Bhola 

Prasad, Shri K. L. N. 
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Pratibha Singh, Shrimati 

Punnaiah, Shri Kota 

Purabi Mukhopadhyay, Slirimati 

Purakayustha, Shri Mahitosh 

Puri, Shri Dev Datt 

Puttappa, Shri Patil 

Rajnarain, Shri 

Raju, Shri V. B. 

Ramaswamy, Shri K. S. 

Ramiah, Dr. K. 

Rao, Shri Katragadda Srinivas 

Reddy, Shri K. V. Raghunatha 

Reddy, Shri M. Srinivasa 

Reddy, Shri Mulka Govinda 

Reddy, Shri J. C. Nagi 

Roshan Lal, Shri 

Roy, Shri Bircn 

Roy, Shri Kalyan 

Roy, Shri Monoranjan 

Salig, Ram, Dr. 

Samuel, Shri M. H. 

Sangrna, Shri E. M. 

Sanjivayya, Shri D. 

Sanyal, Shri Sasankasekhar 

Sardesai, Shri S. G. 

Satyavati Dang, Shrimati 

Savnekai, Shri B. S. 

Schamnad, Shri Hamid Ali 

Sen, Dr.. Triguna 

Sen Gupta, Shri Dwijendralal 

Shah, Shri Manubhai 

Sherkhan, Shri 

Shervani, Shri M. R. 

Shishir Kumar, Shri 

Shukla, Shri Chakrapani 

Shukla, Shri M. P. 

Shyamkumari Devi, Shrimati 

Singh, Shri Bhupinder 

Singh, Shri Bindeshwari Pd. 

Singh, Shri Dalpat 

Singh, Shri D. P. 

Singh, Shri Incler 

Singh, Shri Shiv Swaroop 

Singh, Shri Sinam Krishnamohan 

Singh, Shri Sitaram 

Singh, Shri Sultan 

Singh, Shri Triloki 

Sinha, Shri Awadheshwar Prasad 

Sin ha, Shri Ganga Sharan 

Sinha, Shri Rajendra Pratap 

Sisodia, Shri Svvaisingh 

Sivaprakasam, Shri S. 

Sukhdev Prasad, Shri 

S«T, Shri M. M. 

Suraj Prasad, Shri 

Sushila Mansukhalal Desai, Miss 

Tilak, Shri J. S. 

Tiwary, Pt. Bhawanipraiad 
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Tohra, Sardar Gurcharan Singh 

Untoo, Shri Gtilam Nabi 

Usha Barthakur, Shrimati 

Venigalla Satyanarayana, Shri 

Venkataraman, Shri M. R. 

Vcro, Shri M. 

Vidyawati Chaturvedi, Shrimati 

Villalan, Shri Thillai 

Vimal Punjab Deshmukh, Shrimati 

Yadav, Shri Shyam Lal 

Yajee, Shri Sheel Bhadra 

Yashoda  Reddy, Shrimati 

NOES—9 

Deo, Shri Bira Kesari Jagarlamudi, Shri 

Chandramouli Mariswamy, Shri S. S. 

Misra, Shri Lokanath 

Mohta, Shri M. K. 

Panda, Shri K. C. 

Patel, Shri Dahyabhai V. 

Patel, Shri Sundar Mani 

Ruthnaswamy, Shri M. 

The motion was carried by a 
majority of the total membership of the 
House and by a majority of not less 
than two-thirds of the Members present 
and voting. 

Clause 4  was added to   the Bill. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : 
The question is : 

"That Clause 1, the Enacting 
Formula and the Title stand part of 
the Bill." 

The House divided. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : 
Ayes— 169; Noes—9. 

AYES—169 

Abdul Samad, Shri A. K. A. 

Ahmad, Shri Syed Ahmad, 

Dr. Z. A. Alva, Shri 

Joachim Amla, Shri Tirath 

Ram Anandam, Shri M. 

Ansari, Shri Abdul Qaiyum 

Ansari, Shri Hayatulla 

Appan, Shri G. A. Arora, 

Shri Arjun Bachchan, Dr. 

H. R. Baharul Islam, Shri 

Barbora, Shri Golap Basu, 

Shri Chitta Bhadram, Shri 

M. V. 1    Bhatt, Shri Nand 

Kishore 
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Bobdey, Shri S. B. Brar, Sardar 

Naiiiular Singh Chandra Shekhar, Shri 

Chatterjee, Shri A. P. Chattopadhyaya, 

Dr. Debiprasad Chaudhary, Shri 

Ganeshi Lal Chaudhari.Shri N. P. 

Chengalvaroyan, Shri T. Das, Shri 

Balram Das, Shri Bipinpal Dass, Shri 

Mahabir Desai, Shri Suresh J. 

Deshmukh, Shri T. G. Dikshit, Shri 

Umashankar Dutt, Dr. Vidhya Prakash 

Gadgil, Shri Vithal Ganguli, Shri Salil 

Kumar Gautam, Shri Mohan Lal 

Ghosh, Shri Niren Goray, Shri N. G. 

Goswami, Shri Sriman Prafulla 

Gowda, Shri U. K. Lakshmana Gujral, 

Shri I. K. Gupta, Shri Bhupesh 

Gurupadaswamy, Shri M. S. Hasan, 

Prof. Saiyid Nurul 

Hathi, Shri Jaisukhlal 

Hussain, Shri Syed 

Iyer, Shri N. Ramakrishna 

Jain, Shri A. P. 

Jain, Shr* Dharam Chand 

Joshi, Shri Umashanker 

Kal'yan Chand, Shri 

Kaul, Shri M. N. 

Kemparaj, Shri B, T. 

Kesri, Shri Sitaram 

Khaitan, Shri R. P. 

Khan, Shri Akbar Ali 

Khan, Prof. Rasheeduddin 

Kollur, Shri M. L. 

Koya, Shri B. V. Abdulla 

    Krishan Kant, Shri 

Krishnan, Shri N. K. 

Kulkarni, Shri A. G. 

Kulkarni, Shri B. T. 

Kumaran, Shri S. 

Kurup, Shri G. Sankara 

Madani, Shri M. Asad 

Mahida, Shri U. N. 

Mallikarjunudu.Shri K. P. 

Mandal, Shri B. N. 

Mangladevi Talwar, Dr. (Mrs.) 

Mani, Shri A. D. 

Maragatham Chandrasekhar, 

Shrimati 

Mat hew Kurian, Dr. K. 

Mehta, Shri Om 

Menon, Shri Halachandra 

Menon, Shri K. P. 

Subramania 
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Mirdha, Shri Ram Niwas 

Mishra, Shri L.N. 

Mitra, Shri P. C. 

Mohammad, Chaudhary A. 

Mohamod Usman, Shri 

Mohideen, Shri S. A. Khaja 

Mukherjee, Shri Pranab Kumar 

Murahari, Shri Godey 

Murthy, Shri B. P. Nagaraja 

Musafir, Shri Gurmukh Singh 

Nagpure, Shri V. T. 

Nair, Shri G. Gopinathan 

Nandini, Satpathy Shrimati 

Narayan, Shri M. D. 

Narayanappa, Shri Sanda 

Narayani Devi Manaklal Varma, Shrimati 

Nawal Kishore, Shri 

Neki Ram, Shri 

Panda, Shri Brahmananda 

Panjhazari, Sardar Raghbir Singh 

Parthasarathy, Shri R. T. 

Patil, Shri G. R. 

Patil, Shri P. S. 

Poddar, Shri R. K. 

Prasad, Shri Bhola 

Prasad, Shri K. L. N. 

Pratibha Singh, Shrimati 

Punnaiah, Shri Kota 

Purabi Mukhopadhyay, Shrimati 

Purakayastha, Shri Mahitosh 

Puri, Shri Dcv Datt 

Pushpaben Janardanrai Mehta, Shrimati 

Puttappa, Shri Patil 

Rajnarain, Shri 

Raju, Shri V. B. 

Ramaswamy, Shri K. S. 

Ramiah, Dr. K. 

Rao, Shri Katragadda Srinivas 

Reddy, Shri K. V. Raghunatha 

Reddy, Shri M. Srinivasa 

Reddy, Shri Mulka Govinda 

Reddy, Shri J. C. Nagi 

Roshan Lal, Shri 

Koy, Shri Biren 

Roy, Shri Kalyan 

Roy, Shri Monoranjan 

Salig Ram. Dr. 

Samuel, Shri M. H. 

Sangma, Shri E. M. 

Sanjivayya, Shri D. 

Sanyal, Shri Sasankasekhar 

Sardesai, Shri S. G. 

Satyavati Dang, Shrimati 

Savnekar, Shri B. S. 

Schamnad, Shri Hamid Ali 

Sen, Dr. Triguna 

Sen Gupta, Shri Dwijendrala! 

Shah, Shri Manubhai 
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Sherkhan, Shri 

Shervani, Shri M. R. 

Shishir Kumar, Shri 

Shukla, 6hri Chakrapani 

Shukla, Shri M. P. 

Shyamkumari Devi, Shrimati 

Singh, Shri Bhupinder 

Singh, Shri Bindeshwari Pd. 

Singh, Shri Dalpat 

Singh, Shri D. P. 

Singh, Shri Inder 

Singh, Shri Shiv Swaroop 

Singh, Shri Sinam Krishnamohan 

Singh, Shri Sultan 

Singh, Shri Triloki 

Sinha, Shri Awadheshwar Prasad 

Sinha, Shri Ganga Sharan 

Sinha, Shri Rajendra Pratap 

Sisodia, Shri Swaisingh 

Sivaprakasam, Shri S. 

Sukhdev Prasad, Shri 

Sur, Shri M. M. 

Suraj Prasad, Shri 

Sushila Mansukhalal Desai, Miss 

Tilak, Shri J. S. 

Tiwary, Pt. Bhawaniprasad 

Tohra, Sardar Gurcharan Singh 

Untoo, Shri Gulam Nabi 

Usha Burthakur, Shrimati 

Venigalla Satyanarayana, Shri 

Venkataraman, Shri M. R. Vero, 

Shri M. 

Vidyawati Chaturvedi, Shrimati 

Villalan, Shri Thillai 

Vimal Punjab Deshmukh, Shrimati 

Yadav, Shri J. P. Yadav, Shri Shyam 

Lal Yajee, Shri Sheel Bhadra Yashoda 

Reddy, Shrimati 

NOES—9 Deo, Shri 

Bira Kesari Jagarlamudi, Shri 

Chandramouli Mariswamy, Shri S. S. 

Misra, Shri Lokanath Mohta, Shri M. 

K. Panda, Shri K. C. Patel, Shri 

Dahyabhai V. 

Patel, Shri Sundar Mani 

Ruthnaswamy, Shri M. 

The motion was carried by a majority of 
the total membership of the House and by a 
majority oj not less than two-thirds of the 
Members present and voting. 

Clause 1, the Enacting Formula and the 
Title were added to the Bill. 
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SHRI H. K. GOKHALE :  Sir, I beg to 
move : 

"That the Bill be passed." The 

question was proposed. 

 

 

SHRI C. D. PANDE : Sir, I would like 
to have a chance. It is not a question of 
party. 1 have not spoken at any stage. 

SHRI ARJUN   ARORA :   Have  you 
left the party ? 
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MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Please 
continue. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA : He is 
gradually becoming violent and insane and 
he should not be allowed here . . . 

SHRI PITAMBER DAS : I strongly 
protest.   UP is not going to take him. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA : All right.   
Ranchi is his home Stati-. 

SHRl  BHUPESH   GUPTA :   Do     I 
understand that the Jan Sangh has provi, ded 
too many inmates in Agra that UP cannot 
take him ? 

SHRT   LOKANATH  MISRA :   West 
Bengal probably has provided it. Let in not 
talk about States. Now, coming back to the 
Bill, the provision for compensation is not 
there. Mr. Gokliale, our eminent Law 
Minister, seems to take pride in the great 
achievement that he has made in not 
providing for compensation. He says that 
whatever would b» given would be through 
transitory allowance. 

SHRI H. R.  GOKHALE :    I   did   not 
say that. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA : Some sort 
of allowance to the smaller Princes. You 
can look into the record. He said that he 
would give some sort of allowance to the 
smaller Rulers. Now, that opens up, what 
should I say, the flcodgates to many 
underhand means. It would give a lever to 
the ruling party to try to pressurise all the 
smaller Rulers in order to join the ruling 
party. Therefore, it is all left vague. Leaving 
it vague is dinferouj. The amount 
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of compensation that has to be paid should 
have been categorically specified saying that 
this is going to be the sum and that should 
have been provided in the body of the Bill. 
Not doing it is not in the interests of the 
country. It may be in the interests of the 
ruling party and it is definitely in the 
interests of the ruling party because that is 
going to be used as a lever. The Home 
Minister is now the Prime Minister and she 
would use it as a lever. Maybe she htrself 
may use it or maybe she would use it 
through her agencies. That is a different 
matter, but that makes little difference. The 
chances are very strong that it would be 
used as a lever to pressurise all the Rulers in 
order to join the ruling party. 

AN HON. MEMBER :    No, no. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA : And if 
they do not join, then there would be 
discrimination in the compensation, in the 
compensation, in the so-called transitory 
allowance that is going to be paid. There-
fore, I have my strongest objection to 
leaving it vague. It should be specified. It 
should be categorically known to the 
members of the House as to what is going to 
be the transitory allowance or the com-
pensation or whatever it is. Let them 
categorically state it before the Bill is 
pushed through in the final stage. 

SHRl DEV DATT PURI (Haryana) : 
Mr. Deputy Chairman, the hon. Member 
who spoke against the Bill seems to think 
that we entered into a solemn agreement 
with the Princes and that we are going back 
on it.   Nothing has been done . . . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : The funeral 
is there.   Only let us go home. 

SHRI DEV DATT PURI : This com-
plaint of the Princes that the treaties and 
covenants entered into with them are not 
being carried out goes back to the British 
times and I would like to read one small 

letter which is very interesting. This has 
been written by the Maharaja Jam Saheb of 
Nawanagar to Sir Henry Craig making the 
allegation that during the Cripps nego-
tiations, they had disregarded the covenants 
and treaties. Now, this is very interesting. 
They quote Lord Canning to say : "The 
safety of the British rule is not diminished 
by the maintenance of the native chiefs. In 
the mutiny these patches of native 
Governments served as a breakwater to the 
storm which would otherwise have swept us 
in one great wave." So, what the Princes are 
putting forward in their favour is that but for 
the Princes this country would have been 
free in 1857. They go on to say and they 
also quote Sir John Malcolm. They say "If 
we made all India into zilas" by which they 
mean "If the States were abolished." 

"If we made all India into zilas, it was 
not in the nature of things that our 
Empire should last 50 years," if not less. 
"But if we could keep a number of States 
as royal instruments, we may be able to 
rule India as long as our naval 
superiority exists." (Interruptions) 

Now, Sir, the point is that this complaint 
that their treaties, their obligations and their 
covenants are not being carried out has been 
with us almost since time immemorial. 

(Interruptions) 

Sir, I support the Bill. 

STATEMENT     BY      MINISTER     
RELATEST   SITUATION   OF  
FIGHTINGON EASTERN  AND 

WESTERNSECTORS 

THE    MINISTER     OF   DEFENCE/ 

 (SHRI     JAGJIVAN    RAM): 
Mr. Deputy   Chairman,   Sir,   this   is my, 


