
33 Constitution [ 4 SEPT. 1970 ] (24th Amdt.) Bill, 1970 34 

DR. B. N. ANTANI : All right, Mr. 
Chairman, in my next birth I will be born a  
Bhupesh  Gup a. 

(terruptions) 

THE CONSTITUTION (TWENTY-
FOURTH   AMENDMENT)   BILL,   

1970 

MR. CHAIRMAN : Dr. Antani, please sit 
down now. t is enough. I am calling the next 
item, that is, the Constitution, (Twenty-fourth 
Amendment) Bill, 1970. The reply wiH be 
given by the Prime Minister tomorn w. All 
Ihe other speeches will be made today. 

SHRI MAHAVIR TYAGI (Uttar Pradesh)  
Sir, I h.ve given notice of a question of 
privilege of this House... 

MR. CHAIRMAN:     I  have   got  the notice. 
I will   consider  it whether leave should be 
granted or not.    So please sit down. I will 
consider it. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA (Orissa)   : 
It is an important matter.   Somebody says it is 
malicious.. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : Now please sit dowpl. 
I have ailed the next item. Now Shrimati 
Indira Gandhi. 

 

 
MR. CHAIRMAN : I am not accepting 

this point. I overrule this point of order. I 
have received a Message from the Lok Sabha 
that the Bill has been passed by the Lok 
Sabha. That is enough for me. 

SHRI C. D. PANDE (Uttar Pradesh) : But 
an inquiry is going on. 

MR. CHAIRMAN • Please sit down. 

(Interruptions) 

THE PRIME MINISTER (SHRIMATI 
INDIRA GANDHI) : Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
move : 

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

Sir, my task has been considerably 
lightened by a Resolution passed by the 
House... 

(Interruptions) 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA : Sir, what 
about his point of order ? 

MR. CHAIRMAN : I overruled that point 
of order. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA : Sir, when 
you are seized of the matter, can the Prime 
Minister hurriedly get up and move the Bill ? 

MR. CHAIRMAN : I have called her. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA : You are 
seized of the matter. And how can me Prime 
Minister hurriedly get up and without any 
indication try to hustle something ? 

(Interruptions) 
     THE MINISTER QF STATE IN THE 

DEPARTMENT  OF  PARLIAMENTARY 
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AFFAIRS   (SHRl  OM   MEHTA) :  There is 
no question of hustling, 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA : For that you 
must  reprimand   the  Prime   Minister. 

 
SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA (West Bengal) : 

Sir, my point of order is this : We are here 
concerned with th» message which has come 
from the Lok Sabha... (Interruptions) My 
request to you is to hear calmly the divergent 
points of view and then give your ruling. Ali 
tliat we in the Parliament are concerned with 
the message from the Lok Sabha. You have to 
satisfy yourself whether the message, is a valid 
message. Even the bulletin which has been 
circulated says that the Bill was passed in 
accordance with the provisions of article 368 
of the Constitution and hence it is in 
compliance with the requirements of the 
Constitution. The Speaker has sent this 
message to you and you have also told us that 
it has been passed in the other House. 

It is a well known parliamentary practice—
and it is mentioned in May's Parlia- 

mentary Practice—that we are not even in our 
speeches to take note of what happened1 in the 
other House... (Interruptions) We do not 
mention about the other House in our 
speeches. It is a well-known, parliamentary 
practice that we cannot even quote the 
speeches in the other House. Now we are 
called upon to go into the conduct of the 
Speaker as to how... (Interruptions) Strange 
are the ways of democracy ! 1 submit that this 
is perfectly in order and the point of order is 
frivolous and of course obtsniclive ... 
(Interruptions) According to the newspapers, 
even those people who have contested the 
counting have said that it would not have 
made any difference to the outcome of the 
voting. Even according to them, the votes cast 
wrongly from the opposition benches would 
not have made any difference and even then 
the Hill would have been passed. That being 
the  position,  let  us not waste our time. 

SHRIMATI YASHODA REDDY 
(Andhra Pradesh) ; Sir, I have to go on record 
that whatever may be the rule, after ihe 
message came from the Lok Sabha Speaker to 
our House, a protest was launched by the 
members of the other House...(Interruptions) 
As Shri Bhupesh Gupta said, it is hot a 
question, of lilies. It is a Question of misuse of 
the rules with the whips exercising their 
influence... (Interruptions) .. .exercising their 
influence on' invisible and visible persons... 
(Interruptions) Let the country know... 
(Interruptions) The votes were duplicated and 
a missing person had voted... (Interruptions) 
What is happening the world and  the country 
know. 

THE LEADER OF THE OPPOSITION 
(SHRl S. N. MISHRA)  :  May I submit 
that this honourable House should not take a 
technical view of the matter ? Now, it is not a 
technical view of the matter, but, you see, a 
legal, constitutional and at the same time, in 
substance, a matter which affects the very fate 
of parliamentary democracy. Now, what has 
happened in the other House is the most 
shocking and reprehensible thing in the 
history... (Interruptions).. .Please  wait. Please         

SHRT  AKBAR  ALI  KHAN     
Pradesh)   : It cannot be... 

(Interruptions) 
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SHRI S. N. MISHRA  :  Please wait... 

(Int'  ruptions) 

SHRI CHITTA UASU : (West Bengal): 
Mr.  Chairman,   Sh,. 

(Ink ruptions) 

SHRI S. N. MI .HRA : Why don't you 
listen  ?... Unierrui tions)    Let me say. 

SHRI CHITTA BASU : Sir, on a point of  
order... 

(Inn 'ruptions) 

SHRI S. N. MISHRA : The point is that   
malpractices... 

(Int' /ruptions) 

SHRI CHITTA BASU : Sir, the hon. 
Member is discussing something calling into 
question the proceedings of the other House. 

(Int) /ruptions) 

 

MR. CHAIRMAN  :  Please... 

(Int /ruptions) 

SHRI CHITTA BASU : My point is 1hat 
we should n it question the proceedings of the 
other House. 

(Inter: nptions) 

 

SHRI S. N. MP HRA : Let us hear each 
other... 

(Int rrnptions) 

SHRI S.  D. M!SRA   (Uttar Pradesh) : Mr. 
Basu, we will not listen to you. 

{Int rrnptions) 

SHRI S. N. MISHRA : May I appeal, Sir, 
through you, to all the hon. Members that we 
are prepared to listen patiently to every 
argument that might be advanced in this case. 
Now, Sir, my submission is. . . (Interruptions) 
It has not only been alleged, but established in 
the voting in tlie other House. That has been 
admitted by the hon. Speaker of the Lok 
Sabha. Now, the hon. Speaker of the Lok 
Sabha has admitted that there had been 
inflation to the extent of five or six votes in 
the first counting.   I ask you, Mr. Chairman.  

(Interruptions) 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN : He had also 
said that the decision stands. He had also said 
that the decision stands. 

(Interruptions) 

SHRI S. N. MISHRA : If they don't ... 
(Interruptions)   ...  the hon. Speaker is on 
record. 

SH KI LOKANATH MISRA : There 
should be some decorum when the Leader of 
the Opposition speaks. Sir, there should be 
some decorum when the Leader of the 
Opposition speaks. 

SHRI S. N. MISHRA : Sir,  t.. 

(Interruptions) 

SHRI BHUPF.SH GUPTA: Sir. he should 
be heard. 

SHRI ANANT PRASAD SHARMA 
(Bihar) :' Sir, on a point of order. 

(Interruptions) 

MR. CHAIRMAN : What is your point of 
order ? 

SHRI K. S. CHAVDA (Gujarat) : Sir, he is 
speaking there. How can you allow him?... 

(Interruptions) 

SHRI C. D. PANDE : Sir, Shri Mishra is 
speaking ... (Interruptions). What is this ? 
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SHRI ANANT PRASAD    SHARMA: 
Sir, my point of order is that whatever has 
happened in the other House should not be 
discussed. Moreover, I am coming to the point 
that the Leader of the Opposition is 
challenging the decision of the hon. Speaker. 
The hon. Speaker has not only finally 
disposed   of and decided ... 

{Interruptions) 

SOME HON. MEMBERS : No. 

SHRI ANANT PRASAD SHARMA: But 
he has said  ... 

{Interruptions) 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI (Delhi) : Sir, on a 
point of order ... 

{Interruptions) 

SHRI C. D. PANDE : Sir, on a point of 
order. 

SHRI S. N. MISHRA : Sir, may I again say 
at this stage, because the hon. Prime Minister 
will speak a little later, that I appeal to the 
hon. Members of the House that we should 
listen to every Member's speech with attention 
and respect ? 

SOME HON. MEMBERS : Yes. 

SHRI S. N. MISHRA : Now, the point is 
that the hon. Speaker of the Lok Sabha is on 
record that inflation of votes to the extent of 
five or six had taken place in the counting. 
Now, Sir, I put it to you, with all humility and 
respect, that if the inflation had gone to the 
extent of ten and still the matter is pending the 
consideration of the hon. Speaker ... 

{Interruptions) 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: No. 

SHRI S. N. MISHRA: Since the matter is 
pending consideration of the hon. Speaker of 
the Lok Sabha, one does not know what tbe 
position is going to be finally in this respect 
and so, if it falls short of the required 
constitutional majority, then what would be 
the fate of our rejection or adoption of this 
measure ? ... - 

{Interruptions) 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI:  Sir. 

SHRI S. N. MISHR\ : So, Sir. in order to 
make it clear for your ruling, I would repeat 
that the inflation had been admitted and the 
point of inflation is still under consideration of 
the hon. Speaker of the Lok Sabha. And, then, 
Sir, thirdly, one hon. Member, and leader of 
the C.PJ., Shri Bhupesh Gupta, for whom we 
have the greatest respect, had made a charge 
about some kind of corruption taking place in 
voting. I do not want to bring it in conjunction 
with what had taken place in that House. That 
House is again seized of this matter whether 
corruption in voting had taken place or not 
and probably, the communication to you, Mr. 
Chairman, is in transit from the hon. Speaker 
to the Lok Sabha. You will kindly bear all 
these points in mind before you give a ruling. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Every Party 
has a leader. Call every Party, hear them and 
then give your ruling. 

SHRI GODEY MURAHARI : I would like 
to say that in the other House the Constitution 
(Amendment) Bill was passed and the message 
has been communicated to us. After the 
message was communicated to us, some 
objections were raised and even they do not 
substantially make a difference as far as the 
passing of the Bill is concerned. Therefore 
there is no point in our taking cognisance of all 
that goes on in the other House. I submit that if 
there has been some corruption, if some body 
has voted wrongly in that House, it is the 
business of that House and the Speaker will 
take a decision. It is the lookout of the Speaker 
to set right any irregularities if there have been 
any and even those who raised the objection in 
the other House have not challenged the 
passing of the Bill, for your information. They 
have only said that five votes were cast twice 
or something like that, and one absentee vote 
has been cast. Therefore, the question about 
the passage of the Bill had not come at any 
stage and therefore, we need not waste our 
time on this. 

SHRT N. G. GORAY (Maharashtra) ; I 
entirely agree and support what has heen said 
by Shri Gupta and Shri Murahari. The basis 
on  which we can  work is the 
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message that we 1 ave received from the Lok 
Sabha. What comes in the press or what is 
going on :here after the- Bill has been passed 
is none of our concern. 

Secondly I would appeal to my friends in 
the Opposition that whatever is the verdict 
here or ir the Lok Sabha, let ihem not resort to 
i his obstructionist tactics. That is not going to 
help them at all. Let them have tht: courage to 
face the decision of the House and let them 
not obstruct it. 

SHRI C. D. PANDE: For the first time the 
Speaker has. given a qualified decision. 
Though he thinks that the Bill has been passed 
there is an enquiry about the manner of voiing 
and five votes have been cast wrongly You 
have received ihe message but 1 le message is 
not complete. He is mating enquiries into the 
affair and till the report is completed we 
cannot proceed. 'Tien there was one case of 
voting that ha:; taken place where a Member 
was not here. One Mr. Mandal was not in 
Delhi and his vote has taken place. I say tliat 
even if there is a single case where the man 
was not here and the vote had been cast, who 
had cast it ? The Gi ^ernment should be res-
ponsible. (Interrujiions) It should be exposed 
before the country. {Interruptions) You are 
responsible and those who are not here, when 
heir votes are cast like •his,   they should be 
ashamed of it. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: This is wrong. 
What do you want to say, Mr. Advani ? 
If it is the same thing said already, you 
need not repeat 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI: Sir, I am Inclined 
to agree with what the SSP Leader and the 
I'SP Leader haVe' said, lhat, so far as I lis 
House is concerned, we are seized with the 
message that we have received from the Lok 
Sabha. And the Message that was read out to 
us yesterday told us very plainly that as re-
quired by ihe Ce nstitution, the Lok Sabha had 
passed with the requisite majority ihe 
Constitution Amendment) Bill. But, Sir, the 
circumsl inces under which we are considering 
this Bill today are quite differen^ and th >se 
circumstances should be taken into  account 
by  this  House. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: You are repeating the 
same thing which others have said. 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI: I am not inclined 
to. I do not propose to discuss anything now as 
to what happened in the other House, and so 
far as the Speaker's ruling there is concerned, 
it is final for us, for everyone. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: You are repeating the 
same old thing.   Now please sit down. 

SHRI LAL K ADVANI: I have not 
completed my say. The situation since 
yesterday has changed. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: This has been sa5d by 
everybody. 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI: Here is a report 
saying that the Lok Sabha passed this Bill by 
a majority of one-third of a vote, and the fact 
that an inquiry is still pending in respect of 
one absentee whether he was present at the 
time of voting, or not, makes the whole 
situation entirely fluid. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: It has been said earlier 
many times. 

SHRI LAL K. ADVANI: My submission is 
that the inquiry is still pending, and I would 
request you to request the Speaker to let you 
know what is the position there now. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Yes, please sit down. 

SHRI THILLAI VILLALAN (Tamil 
Nadu): Sir. this is purely a question cf 
procedural position and Mr. Bhupesh Gupta, 
Mr. Murahari and Mr. Goray have explained 
the procedural position very correctly, Sir. We 
are concerned only with the Message sent by 
the hon. Speaksr of Lok Sabha. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS : No, no. 

SHRI THILLAI VILLALAN: We are not 
concerned with the subsequent events which 
are taking place in Lok Sabha unless and until 
it is sent to us. We are not guided by the 
proceedings of the other House. We are 
guided by our own proceedings, the 
proceedings of this Houie. Now  our position 
is clear.    We have got 
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IShri Thillai Villalan] a   Message from  the 
Lok Sabha that the present  Bill has been 
passed according to the rules. 

SOME HON.  MEMBERS :  No, no. 

SHRI THILLAI VILLALAN: So the 
position is very clear and we have to proceed 
without any halting of the passage of this Bill 
here. Sir. So I want to make this request, Sir. 
that without making any delay or wasting the 
time of this House the proceedings  may  
proceed further. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH (West Bengal) : The 
Lok Sabha has sent the Message iaUy and 
constitutionally. If there had been any other 
discussion in the Lok Sabha, if the Speaker of 
the Lok Sabha had thought of sending any 
other message —the Speaker of the Lok 
Sabha knows yesterday that our House was 
going to discuss this matter tomorrow, that is, 
toddy—whatever might be the discussion in 
the other House, if the Speaker had thought 
that the Message had not been 
constitutionally and officially sent, then he 
would have sent another Message. But he has 
not done so. That being the position, it is 
perfectly valid for this House to. proceed with 
the discussion, and there should not be any 
delay in considering this measure and passing 
it. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Now I wiH give my 
ruling. I have already said that I overrule this 
point. I have got the Message of tbe Speaker 
and I understand that the Speaker has said 
that the result would not be affected by it. 
Now I have got the Message and that is 
enough. Now the Prime Minister. 

SHRIMATI  INDIRA   GANDHI:     Sir, 
1 have moved the motion  .  ,   , 

SOME HON. MEMBERS : No. no. 

SHRIMATI INDIRA GANDHI : If you 
will permit me, I would like to say a few 
words, because I have already moved the Bill  
for consideration   .  

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: We have not 
heard you. 

SHRIMATI  INDIRA  GANDHI:  I am 
sorry, if you have not heard, it is on the 
record. 

SHR.1 LOKANATH MISRA: Let her 
nwkve it 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Please sit down now. 
(SHRIMATl    INDIRA    GANDHI   :   1 

cannot move it  twice. 

SHRl LOKANATH MISRA : I rose on a 
point of order and when you were seized of 
another matter the Prime Minister had no 
business to get up. 

SHRIMATI INDIRA GANDHI :    No, 
I was called by the Chair. Any way, I have no 
objection to moving it again if the hon.  
Member wants it. 

I rise to move : 

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

^OME HON.  MEMBERS :  No, no, 

SHRIMATI INDIRA GANDHI : Sir, I can 
understand the sound and fury ott the other 
side and I see that my hon. friend opposite has 
come doubly reinforced' today with Puja and 
lika, 

(Interruptions) 

SHRI S. D. MISRA: What about her ? 
What about Mr. Haveli Ram's advice? 

MR. CHAIRMAN:  Please  sit down. 

SHRIMATI INDIRA GANDHI : My task 
today is considerably lightened because of the 
Resolution passed unanimously by this august 
House, not the other Hoiise, but by this august 
House on the 19th ... 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA : Not una-
nimously. 

SHRIMATI INDIRA GANDHI:    AH 
right,  by an overwhelming    majority,     it 
yoi| like.    It is good enough. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Only one 
disienting and that is Mr. Lokanath Misra. 

SHRIMATI INDIRA GANDHI : It was 
passed on the 19th December, 1969 asking the 
Government to take all legal and 
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oiher steps tor lie abolition of the privy purses 
and privileges of the ex-Rulers. I was also 
helped by a speech by another Member of Shri 
Mishra's party on that occasion or on another 
occasion in this House urging us to hurry up 
and bring forward this Bill. 1 think the word 
used was 'forthwith'. Thi Bill gives concrete 
shape to those sentimints. It seeks to omit arti-
cles 291. 362 aid clause (22) of article 366. 
The intern ion of the Government is to 
discontinue tie privy purses, abolish or restrict 
the privileges and abolish the concept of 
rulership. This Bill provides an opportunity to 
Ion. Members to redeem their own Reso'ution. 
In the context of tbat Resolution, anything one 
says would be redundant and would be like 
preaching to the convene I shall, therefore, de-
sist from this aiperrluous exercise. The House 
knows the feelings of our people and their 
urge or greater equality. The compulsions of 
social change and the democratisation of our 
society were admirably expressei by many 
hon. Members of this House on the previous 
occasion and the Bill before you today echoes 
the feelings which were then expressed. We 
are convinced that the indefinite continuance 
of hereditary titles and customary rights, 
special pinvileges and privy purses, without 
any rel.ita.bte functions and responsibilities, 
are incompatible with the spirit of the mi dem 
age, the demands of the changed 
circumstances and the political and social 
evolution of the life of the nation along der 
locratic lines. In the conduct of human affairs, 
there are always two broad poin s of view. 
There is the point of view which fixes on the 
past and on the desire  conserve all that is old 
and familiar. The other point of view 
recognizes what ts good in th© past heritage 
and tradition of a nation but refuses to be 
imprisoned or shackled down by them. Tt 
seeks to synthesise the best of the old with fcO 
that ia* worthwhile and enduring in th< new. 
It recognizes that history is irreversible and 
change inevitable. Ours is the second point of 
view and judging by the wide measure of sup-
port which the Bill has received in the other 
House, t is view is happily shared by a 
majority if political parties and the 
overwhelming i vajority of the people of our 
great couniry. It has been our way to try to do 
things in a manner which is the least abrasive.   
Hence I tried to talk 

with the Princes to find a solution which 
without in any way compromising our stand 
or our commitment to our party and our 
people would help to smoothen the path of 
change. Unfortunately the sincere effort on 
our part was misinterpreted and nothing came 
of it. 

It is not our intention to cause hardship to 
the ex-Tulers or to injure their self-respect. In 
keeping with this point of view the rulers were 
told and the President said in his opening 
Address to Parliament that Government would 
make transitional arrangements. Although 
thesa have not yet been worked out in detail, 
our broad approach is that the payment of 
these allowances to each ruler should be based 
on a multiple which would be higher for those 
receiving lower purse and lower for those 
receiving higher purses. The total payment 
would be such as to enable the rulers to adjust 
to the changed circumstances. 

This Bill is the culmination of an important 
aspect of our freedom struggle. This House 
showed a sense of history in its resolution of 
the 19th December, 1969. I now invite it to 
the occasion and to pass the Bill with a 
tremendous majority, if not unanimity. 

Tlie question was proposed. 

SHRI S. N. MISHRA : Mr. Chairman. I am 
glad that the Prime Minister ... 

SHRI    SHEET      BHADRA      YAJEE 
(Bihar):  Sir, on a point of order   Is he 
opposing or supporting it ? 

MR. CHAIRMAN : What is the point of 
order ? 

SHRI SHEEL BHADRA YAJEE : All 
Members of this House have passed a 
resolution urging upon the Government to 
abolish the privy purses and privileges. 
Nobody opposed it. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: I overrule it. 

SHRI SHEEL BHADRA YAJEE : If any 
body opposes it, it will be a contempt of the 
House. The whole House has passed  the 
resolution.    Nobody opposed it. 
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MR. CHAIRMAN :  Please sit down. I 

overrule that.    I have called Mr. Mishra. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: He should be 
taught what a point of order is. 

SHRI S. N. MISHRA : Mr. Chairman, I am 
glad that the hon. Prime Minister has started 
the debate in good humour and I hope she will 
maintain it. I am also very glad that the Prime 
Minister is a very minute observer of the faces 
of men. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : It is actually a 
suggestion about himself. 

SHRI S. N. MISHRA : Let me hope that she 
is also a good reader of the hearts of men and 
she will respond to some of the calls of  the 
hearts  of men 
also. 

i 
SHRI PITAMBER DAS (Uttar Pradesh): 

The difficulty is that Mr. Mishra never 
proposes but always opposes. So, how can he 
expect response ? 

SHRI S. N. MISHRA : But may I say while 
I am on the point of this teeka on my forehead 
that this teeka has absolutely nothing to do 
with this occasion ? But I am Teliably 
informed that whenever such important 
occasions present themselves in this House or 
the other House, the Prime Minister is always 
under a strict prescription of the astrologer to 
wear a particular kind of saree and also some 
rudraksha. But may I say..' 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Is he the same, 
astrologer of   Mr. Morarji Desai ? 

SHRI S. N. MISHRA : But I would say that 
I do not find any fault with the taste or the 
choice of the astrologer because my taste and 
choice also agree with the taste and choice of 
the astrologer. So. it is also good to find her in 
her costume and such garlands of the 
rudraksha which it is. her pleasure  to wear. 

SHRI GODEY MURAHARI: You are 
also a minute observe. 

SHRI S. N. MISHRA : Mr. Chairman*, I 
would like to say at the very beginning that we 
as a party, and for that matter as a united party, 
had passed a 10-poirii programme in the AICC 
in June, 1967 whicfi included the abolition of 
the privilege^ and the purses of the princes. 
But Mr. Chairman, one does not know where 
that ten-point programme is. The vital target of 
fulfilling the basic necessities of life of the 
people by 1975-76 which, in fact, is the 
cardinal item of the 10-point programme, is 
already knocked out under the chairmanship of 
the Planning Commission pf the hon. Prime 
Minister. And so is the tate of the 
nationalisation of general insurance. I do not 
want to go into the merits or otherwise of the 
nationalisation of general insurance. But I am 
only noting it as a | fact so far as the 10-point 
programme is concerned. 

Mr|. Chairman, the fate of the other items of 
the 10-point programme is no better. So, 
ultimately, what we are confronted with from 
the side of tbe Go-vernihent is a one-point 
programme; the 10-point programme is 
already gone. It has Already disappeared. We 
have got a one-point programme of the hon. 
the Prime Minister and her Government and 
this programme is to. continue in power by 
hook or crook. 

SHfcl M. M. DHARIA (Maharashtra): 
Your programme is only to oppose the Primed 
Minister.    That is the only point. 

SHRI S. N. MISHRA : And this is what the 
common people of India call 'Chair-ism', not 
socialism. We are against this 'Chairism, that 
is, the one-point programme of hers, and that 
is what we are fighting againsit. But, Mjr. 
Chairman, as far as' we are concerned, ours is 
not only one-ppint programme to get the Printe 
Minister out of office, that is not the one-point, 
programme of ours. If at all there can be said 
to be a one-point prqgramme of ours, our 
programme is to-fight the ruinous forces that 
the Prime Minister has released in this country. 

Ourl programme is to fight against the 
consortium over which she presides, the 
consortium of the Communists and the 
commonalists. That is our one-point pro-
gramme. She might be, Mr. Chairman, riding 
very high at the   present   moment 
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ia. the pallet carried by these honourable 
gentlemen, but she should be quite sure in her 
mind that she would be thrown into ihe ditch 
at their convenience at the earliest 
opportunity. 

Now, Sir, I w is saying, Mr. Chairman, ihat 
we, as the u lited Congress, had adopted, a 
programme in 1967 which included ihe 
abolition of the privileges and the purses of 
the Princes. I was one of the active supporters 
And here is my friend, Mr. Dharia, whe had 
taken an active and leading part on that 
occasion. So I was one of the active 
supporters, and if I may say so with humility, 
probably the programme at the fag end of the 
Session could not have been passed without 
the active support of ours. 

The hon. Pirne Minister spoke of the 
historic moment that has arrived in Indian 
history. But may 1 tell you, Mr. Chairman, 
that he Prime Minister did not happen to be 
present at that historic moment in the history 
of the Indian National Congress when this 
Resolution was passed ? Af d may I also say, 
without Tevealing any secret, that die Prime 
Minister had expressed her grave concern 
when this Resolution was passed by the 
AJ.C.C. ? 

  SOME HON   MEMBERS:  No,  no. 

SHRI S. N. MISHRA: I am speaking 
nothing less th n the truth in this matter. And 
if you w; nt any proof of it, Mr. Chairman, 
althi ugh I happened to be the Deputy Leader 
of the united party, I do not want to suy 
anything on what transpired in the Executive 
Committee meeting. Buf I am quoting only 
the newspapers. Mere is a repor. from the 
Hindustan Times, which is very favourable to 
die hon. Prime Minister on die discussion of 
the abolition of privy purse discussed at the 
Congress Purty meeting rield on 5-7-67. 

"Mrs. Gadhi stated that legal, Con-
stitutional ar i International difficulties in . 
the way of implementing the A.I.C.C. Re-
solution re-uired examination which would 
be completed as quickly as possible. Tlie 
Government would go into the matter thoro 
ighly and decide whether the Resolution 
could be implemented. 

(Interruptions  by some  hon.  Members) 

Please wait.    I am prepared to stand all the 
nonsense that can  be    spoken    from your 
side.    Here you say that    it    is   a solemn 
occasion.    But you are   the   'first culprit to 
disturb  the    solemnity    of   die occasion. 

 
SHRI N. SRI RAMA REDDY (Mysore) 

Observe some decorum. Have sojne patience   

MR. CHAIRMAN: Kindly do not interrupt. 

SHRl S. N. MISHRA: Do not worry. I will 
take care of myself. 
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No allotment of bungalows will be 

heeded. 

SHRI S. N. MISHRA : I was, Mr. Chair-
man, referring to a pressi report in the 
Hindustan Times and the line at which my 
speech was interrupted was. "The Government 
would have to go into the matter thoroughly 
and decide whether the resolution could be 
implemented and, if so, in what manner 
whether it could be implemented and, if so, in 
what manner ? —*tae manner is also 
important—this is what thehon. Prime 
Minister was pleased to say at a particular 
meeting of the Executive Co»mittee. 

Let me come back to the point that we have 
always bxo for the abolition of the privy 
purses and privileges of the Princes. We had 
reiterated our resolve in this connection at the 
Gandhinagar session of; the All India 
Congress Committee in Ahmedabad. In 
Parliament also, our Members had always 
joined with other hon. Members—and even on 
their own, oi» many occasions, they had 
expressed their views in this regard—in 
demanding the abolition of the privileges and 
privy purses of the Princes. So whatever may 
be the dust that is sought to be so assiduously 
raised by interested persons about our stand, 
our object remains unalterably the same. Let 
there be absolutely no doubt about it. 
(Interruptions) Mr. Chairman, for all these 
interruptions, I wiH require time. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Please go on. 

SHRI S. N. MISHRA : But Mr. Chair 
man, while seeking to do it, there was no 
malice, no bitterness, no illwill.no dis 
respect against the Princes in our hearts. 
Indeed, we are not very happy that we 
are thinking of wielding the axe against 
them. Whatever the omissions and com 
missions of their past rule, the Princes 
had completely wiped them out by the 
supreme sacrifice that they had made at 
the crucial moment in the history of India. 
And it is highly unbecoming of us to go 
into that past. Let us delve into our own. 
past; many of us would be found to be 
much worse offenders than the Princes have 
been in the past. Mr. Chairman, you know 
the kind of sacrifices they have made. In 
some cases they were actually thrown on die 
streets. When we are thinking of the 
Princes, we are thinking of only a few of 
them. But the vast lot of them, and pro 
bably the majority of them, were actually 
thrown on the streets. A grateful nation 
will, therefore, always remember it and re 
cord it over and over again. That 
is what our party would do. Some 
times we talk of the distance that sepa 
rates the misery of the many and the 
luxury of the few, and indeed there are 
very humiliating, degrading and vulgar 
distances existing between the few rich and 
the vast numbers of the poor. Some Princes, 
not all, do enjoy and they should be—in 
fact, they should have been— progressively 
eliminated. In fact, that was our policy 
also from the very beginning. Bat 
if we consider what separates tke 
honourable Members of this House fnoni 
the vast masses of India, it is very pain 
ful for me to find that in the space of 
the five bungalows that we are occupying 
on      Dr.      Rajendra      Prasad Road. 
300 quarters of Class IV employees existed. 
This space that is occupied by bungalows 
gives accommodation to 300 employees of 
Class IV. And yet we are always raving and 
ranting, not in thi* House, outside, against 
many of the distances that separate the poor 
from the rich. It is remarkable that the Princes 
have again fallen in line with the national 
objective. They only wanted it to be done in a 
proper and honourable way. T have gone 
through alt the correspondence that has passed 
between the honourable the Prime Minister 
and the Princes and nowhere have I found that 
they do not want to    fall    in    line    with    
the 
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fi'ational objec! ve. Politics changes after each 
generation. So many things done in the past 
will have to undergo mutations and 
modifications. Some of them may evert have 
to disappear completely though w. are 
conscious of the good Old wise saying that the 
more things change, the more they remain the 
same. It was indeed right of the leadership 
which brought about these agreements and 
'covenants, to ;tick to them. Indeed I would 
have no respect for that leadership if it backed 
out on them. If Sardar Patel, the great Sard.ir. 
was rising every moment higher in the 
political firmament, it was because the 
instability of the country was increasing. The 
more we move away from the path chalked 
out for us by Sardar Patel, the more will there 
be the instability in the country. If the great 
Sardar had gone back upon his word, I would 
havc l< js respect for hirn. So also for our late 
Prime Minister Pt, Nehru {Interruption) In the 
forums of the AICC on many occ. sions he 
always expressed his resolve to stick to them. 
The same would be true if our great Maulana 
Azad had gone back on his word. Therefore, it 
was, if I may say so now that the honourable tl 
e Finance Minister happens fo be just in front 
of me at the moment, in fact the 1 eight of 
fantasy, if not t)f impudenci, for him to have 
said that if Sardai Patel had been alive today, 
he would have gone back upon his word. 
Probably he was looking upon the great Sardar 
.   .   . 

(Interruption) 

 
SHRI S. IT. MISHRA: Mr. Chairman, 

Would you p ease ask him not to interrupt 
me? 

THE MINISTER OF FINANCE (SHRI Y. 
B. CHARAN): Just a word. Let us forget 
about Sardar Patel. You are going back upon    
our own words. 

, SHRI S. «. MISHRA: No, you are going 
back lpon your word. It was the height of in 
pudence on your part ; . . .(Inteniiptioi^). Let 
me come to that. Do not smart under     
(Interruption).    You 

are a good parliamentarian, you will take it .  ,  
. 

SHRI N. G. GORAY: I just wanted to know 
what Mr. Mishra exactly said Was it "the 
height of impotence" that he said ? 

SHRl S. N. MISHRA : Impotence? All 
right, if the honourable Member wants to add 
that word. I would accept his amendment. 
I    P.M, 

MR. CHAIRMAN : Shri Mishra, I am 
addressing you. If your speech is likely to be 
finished within the next few minutes, we will 
continue to sit till then and adjourn the House. 
In that case, you can continue  your  speech. 

SHRI S. N. MISHRA : No, Sir, I am likely 
to take a little more time. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : If that is the case, I 
would let you continue after two. Nov; we 
will adjourn the House. But before doing that.  
I have  got  to say one more 
thing. 

I have got a very long list of speakers from 
both the sides. After Shri Mishra has 
completed his speech after we reassemble at 2 
o'clock, I will request the hon. Members on 
both the sides to bear in mind that the list I 
have got is very long and therefore the 
speeches will hav; to be very short and brief. 
Also we should bear in mind how long we are 
going to sit today. 

SHRI S. N. MISHRA: Sir, as far as-I am 
concerned, you might give me time according 
to the total time available to my party. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : That is right. 

 
MR. CHAIRMAN : We will continue the 

discussion after lunch. The House stands 
adjourned till 2 P.M. 

The House then adjourned for 
lunch at two minutes past one of the  
clock. 

The House reassembled after lunch at two 
of the clock, Mr. Deputy Chairman in  the 
Chair. 
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SHRI S. N. MISHRA : So, Mr. Deputy 
Chairman, I was referring to a remark of the 
hon. Finance Minister about Sardar Patel and, 
to repeat, I would say, that it was highly 
improper on his part to have suggested, even 
remotely, that Sardar Patel would have gone 
back on his words. May I, for the information 
of this House, quote what Sardar Patel said in 
the Constituent Assembly of India ? Now, in 
quoting this, may I also emphasise that I, of 
another generation, would not go by the same 
kind of criterion, although in my lifetime, if it 
happens, I will certainly stick to the guarantee 
or assurance that I give to others. This is what 
the great Sardar said :— 

"Have you read that history ? Or, you do not 
care for the recent history after you began to 
make history. If you do that, then I tell you We 
have a dark future. Learn to stand upon your 
pledged word... Can you go behind these 
things ? Have morals no place in the new 
Parliament ? Is that how we are going to begin 
our new freedom?  ..." 

"Do not take a lathi and say. 'who is to give 
you guarantee ? We are a Supreme Parliament.' 
You have supremacy for this kind of thing ? 
To go behind your word ? That supremacy will 
go down in a few days if you do •   that." 

This is what the great Sardar said on that 
occasion and, even so, the hon. Finance 
Minister chose to interpret him in his own way 
and therefore. I was saying, Mr. Deputy 
Chairman, that the hon. Finance Minister was 
looking upon the Sardar in his own image. But, 
at the same time, I would like to stress that the 
degree of obligation on us, of the next 
generation, ia bound to diminish and, yet, we 
cannot be completely oblivious of the 
commitments of our predecessors. The art of 
statemanship, Mr. Deputy Chairman, lies in 
bringing about a marriage between ihe two, the 
past and the present, and that is the  art of 
democratic  change. 

There has been a certain ethos of the Indian 
development and the spectacle of the present 
troubles that you face in this cauntry is because 
this ethos has been mercilessly    destroyed    
by    the     present 

Government. Our      revolution, as 
somebody had remarked at one time, was like 
oil stain spreading noiselessly. That was the 
spirit of our evolu: tion. So, when we accepted, 
Mr. Deputy Chairman, this objective which, as 
I said earlier, remains unalterably the same, of 
doing away with the privileges and the purses 
of the Princes, we simultaneously accepted, 
however genera) in form it might be, the need 
for adopting the means and a strategy in 
consonance with the Congress tradition that 
there is nothing like having a kind of platonic 
love for your ideal without spelling out your 
objective in concrete terms. What the Congress 
Party, of which I happened to be tlie Leader in 
this House, demands is that you must place 
before us the complete picture, not only the 
ideal with which you seem to be having some 
kind of a honeymoon—that honeymoon must 
end soon now because w© are going to get 
into the brass tacks. So What is tlie complete 
picture ? Unless we know the means, the 
strategy you want want to adopt, and since we 
find that it remains even now more or less as a 
rhetorical concept, we have no doubt that we 
will have to differ from this approach of the 
Government. We have been brought up in the 
tradition and the atmosphere generated by 
Mahatma Gandhi where we cherished means 
no less than the ends. Still it is part of the great 
heritage which has been, handed down to us. 
Therefore it is very unfair to this House to be 
asked to judge a thing which is not complete,. 
What exactly are we expected to judge ? This 
is something school-boyish or if I may say so, 
school-girlish approach to the whole problem. 
Where is the picture tliat we are expected to 
judge ? The Parties in this House are 
committed to certain ideals which prima jacie 
would appear to be broadly the same and yet 
we are poles apart because our means are so 
different, our strategies or methodologies are 
so different. Therefore it is not right for us to 
be asked to agree on this. The agreement is on 
the Ievel of the objective but the agreement 
must be no less important on the means and 
strategies to be adopted and what prevented 
this Government to come before us with the 
complete picture, beats me completely. Where 
was the need for hurrying ? We had given you 
sufficient time. A reference was made to the  
speech   of   Shri   Gurupadaswamy,   the 
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Deputy Leader of our Party. We all have been  
smarting  under  the  delay  but that should      
have        inspired        you        to come      out      
with      all      details.   Were two years not    
sufficient    to    come    out with details ?    Is 
the Parliament of India to be treated ir  this 
manner ? That is our main grievance     Why 
exactly are we not furnished  with   the   
details?    The   Prime Minister said in the 
other House : "We are working out thi  
details, we shall make certain  transitional   
arrangements"    and    she broadly    indicated    
that    the    transitional arrangements  would  
include  the  payment of lump sums I nd also 
the compensation in a differential v ay, 
probably on a progressive basis.    Tl at was 
broadly the indication  she  gave but  if at all 
the measure with regard to this is to come 
before the Parliament,  why  cannot it  come 
simultaneously with this Bill ? If the Members 
of the Opposition also join tlie Government 
on this   issue,  they  are   being unfair  to  the 
House.    What after all is the reason for this 
delay ?    So I submit that we do not agree   
with   this  manner   of  approach  to this  
problem  and  the manner is no less important 
as  f emphasised a little earlier. For  us  the  
means  are in fact more important     and    the     
manners    are    more important.    Ojr  
apprehensions are indeed very great so far as 
this approach is concerned.    Can anybody 
theoretically argue with  me that   it  could  
not  lead  to the bomptete   negation   of  the   
objective ?   If everything is liehind the 
purdah, this might lead to the rogation of the 
objective.    In fact,  one Me Tiber belonging 
to the Congress Party (It), a senior Member at 
that, Shri  Arora,    lad  come  out with a  
statement a few months back that this might 
undergo  a  change  for  the better in the 
interests   of   he   Princes.    He  had  come 
out with a lcmg statement.   I do not have it 
now before me.   So it might well be a 
complete neg; tion of the objective we have in 
our minds     It might be just the opposite of 
what we desire and later on if the Prime  
Minister comes  with  another measure and 
ask J us to pass it, it would not be doing jus'ice 
either to the cause all of us want to espouse or 
to the manner to which we h;ive been 
committed earlier. 

Now, Mr. Deputy Chairman, with this kind 
of blanket measure, does this Govem-ment 
expect ihat we would trust them with all the 
powers and the manoeuvrings that they would 
have under this Bill although 

it is extremely doubtful that they are going to 
exercise much of the powers even under this 
Bill ? That is my legal and constitutional 
analysis of the whole thing to which I would 
come a little later. Even if I concede that it 
does equip them with certain powers, even 
then does this Government expect us to trust 
them with those powers ? Have we not got the 
experience, unhappy experience at that, so far 
as the abolition of company donations is 
concerned ? We all had hoped that the 
abolition of the company donations would 
diminish the predominance of the capitalists in 
the political life of the country, and it was 
precisely with that objective that we had 
supported that measure. But what do we find? 
Now at the present moment, is it not very clear 
to the hon. Members of the opposition that the 
Members of the Government seem to be 
collecting buckets of money under the counter 
without any let or hindrance ? And all are 
silent spectators of this, and we are deluding 
ourselves, under the label of progressivism we 
are deluding ourselves that we have done a 
remarkable job after having passed that 
measure. Now this is what is happening. 
(Interruptions) Then, Mr. Deputy Chairman, 
Government has been helping in fact the 
capitalists to augment their black money... 

SHRI C. D. PANDE :  Blackmail. 

SHRI S. N. MISHRA: ...and then claim 
their share out of it. What is happening, you 
see under this Abolition of Company 
Donations. Similarly, so far as the bank 
nationalisation is concerned, which as a united 
party, we had supported, what is the story you 
hear now-a-days ? There is hardly a big loan 
which can be granted to any person without 
some kind of a pagri  to  important 
individuals. 

SHRI SHEEL BHADRA YAJEE : Ques-
tion. 

SHRI S. N. MISHRA: Therefore, we have 
always pleaded for democratic, controls and 
safeguards. Sir, so far as this bank 
nationalisation was concerned, we did not 
want this measure to be thrown into the lap of 
the bureaucracy. 

And then you know about the licensing 
procedures also, and it is the verdict of some 
of the expert bodies that they have led to the 
concentration of economic power whereas the 
licensing was meant for, reducing 
concentration of economic power, 
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il  has  in  fact  led  Io.  more  concentration of 
economic power. 

Under these circumstances—1 have given 
you, only by way of illustration, a few cases; 
they are not at all exhaustive— it would be 
difficult for us to trust this Government with 
any powers if at all this measure is going to 
give them the powers. (interruptions) The 
main thing is that Ihey have got the big 
capitalists under Iherr clutches, because of the 
coercive powers that they have and the 
corruptive powers that they have. They want 
now to have ihe princes in their clutches, and 
this big combine of the capitalists and the 
princes they want to utilise for the aggran-
disement of their own parly interests. That of 
course we cannot ignore. 

Mow, after having said this, Mr. Deputy 
Chairman, 1 would like to submit that it is also 
the duty of this hon. Parliament to see that the 
measure that we pass is legally and 
constitutionally sustainable. And if any hon. 
Member of the House lays stress on the legal 
and the constitutional aspects, some Members 
generally tend Io think that to take such a posi-
tion is riot progressive. May I say that if 
Parliament have to pass any measure then it 
does not redound to our credit to find that our 
measures are struck down by the hon. Supreme 
Court? We faced some trouble so far as bank 
nationalisation was concerned and it was to our 
great humiliation that this measure was struck 
down by the Supreme Court. It does nol reflect 
very well on the intelligence and legal acumen 
of the Parliament of Jndia that our measures 
are struck down. May 1 say, therefore, in this 
connection that it appears to me that the legal 
and constitutional aspects of this measure, 
which we would like to succeed coming in 
another form, have not been properly and ade-
quately looked into ? If we wanted to make 
this measure a cast-iron case in order fo be 
sustainable in a court of law, (hen we should 
not have indulged in the mere heroics and the 
verbal progressi-vism that the Government and 
particularly Ihe Prime Minister seem to be 
parading in this House. We must take care of 
the legal and constitutional aspects and from 
that point of view J would like to say that it is 
not satisfactory.   (Interruption). 

That is the legal aspect. Now, it appe.us 
io me that this measure is an exercise ia 
irrelevance. I would go further to say tliat 
this measure might well prove to be an 
exercise in futility. Now, what are ihe 
basic documents from which the rights and 
privileges of the Princes originate, front 
which they How '.' They are the agree a 
and the covenants. The relevant clauses of 
the Constitution do not indicate anything 
more ihan the fact that the Constitution 
making body of Jndia was a registering 
body. It was simply registering the agree 
ments and the covenants that had been 
entered into by tlie Princes on the me 
side and the Governmen! of India on 
other. Now. if the basic documents rer .in 
the   same.   1     really   do   not   know t 
exactly   we   are   going  to  achieve   by The  
first  thing,  therefore,  fo    which Government  
should   have  addressed     ,     :i was to alter er 
fo abolish altogether basic documents, the 
basic agreements. For that the Government of 
India do not l any  special    authority    from    
Parli Had    they    come    forward    with 
arrangements   with   regard  to  these 
documents,  and  the  covenants,    then.     if 
course, the clauses which they are si to  delete  
would  have  become  coni; redundant or  
infructuous. The delete these articles from the 
Constitution, mil, does not mean the 
abrogation  treaties and agreements and Ihe 
covenants. Therefore, the mother-document 
remaining the same, the Constitution, which is 
simply a registering document, cannot and 
going to help us in tlie direction in v; Vdi we 
want to go.   So, I am the person, wko is in 
favour of the abolition of the privy purses   
and   privileges,   not   Mr.   Hi Gupta who 
would like to suspend his bgal mind so far as 
this is concerned. 

SHRI  BHUPESH  GUPTA:   My 
is an interesting idea of mother-hood. 

SHRI S. N. MISHRA: All right  you have 
no idea at least of a wife. 

SHRI BHUPESH  GUPTA:   For  ti      1 
believe I have to go to the Princes I 
ber. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA:  Yoi 
get plenty of them in Russia. 

SHRI S. N. MISHRA : Now, Si I would say 
that the Government is not iy ing to translate 
the objective into res'-';'. 
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Had they tried o do that, they should have 
addressed themselves first to this task. Now, 
artide 291 merely indicates the mode of 
payment. Even this article 291 is inherently 
infructuous in the sense that article 363 
prevents Ihe Princes from going to court. Even 
if the article remains in the Constitution and if 
we prevent payment fron accruing to the 
Princes, what would have happened? Nothing! 
You can prevent payment even right now, 
without deleting the provisions under article 
363. Th; poor fellows are prevented from 
goirg to the court. This is an exercise in ir 
elevance. It is not as a rhetorical flourish that I 
wanted to say this hut I would like the hon. 
Members to consider this a'pect seriously. If 
the Government do not want to abolish privy 
purses altogether and tht y want only to reduce 
the payment, do it icre and now; what prevents 
you from doing that ? But no. They thought 
that sin ;e Ihe agreements and covenants were 
t ;ere they could not do I'ruit. Now it is rue 
that according to that article, if you read 
literally article 363, that prevents the princes 
from going to the court. But may I submit that 
that would not hold ultimately would not be 
sustainable in the eye of the court ? Whatever 
we may like to satisfy ourselves with in the 
House, the court is not going to be satisfied 
with tha kind of interpretation of article 363. 

MR. DEPUTE CHAIRMAN : You have 
taken 45 minuU . 

SHRI S. N. MISHRA : No, Sir. 22 minutes 
earlier ncluded 5 minutes of inter-rupiions. 
That vould only mean 17 minutes earlier. 

MR. DEPUTY' CHAIRMAN : One hour 
five minutes are allotted to your party. I am 
only telling hirn the time allotted to his party 
and i re time taken by him, so that afterwards 
no other Member of his party could co iplain 
about that. You continue. 

SHRI S. N. KHSHRA : I shall take half a 
minute only ia refer to the remarks you have 
made. I took about 22 minutes. Four or five n: 
nutes were interruptions. That leaves 17 
minutes. Whatever interruptions take p ace, I 
am not going to include that in m   share. 

SHRl SRIMAN PRAFULLA GOSWAMI 
(Assam) : Let hirn give an assurance that he 
will not interrupt when I am speaking. 

SHRI   BHUPESH   GUPTA :   Since     Wa 
have given Rs.  IOO crores to the  p 
now a spokesman    is    speaking    for    Ehe 
princes _  

SHRI S. N. MISHRA : He is a s] man 
of a foreign power. 

SHRl  LOKANATH  MISHRA:     When 
we  talk about princes,  they    prevent    us 
Princes  are citizens of this country. 

(Interruptions) 

MR.    DEPUTY    CHAIRMAN ; 
order. 

SHRI S. N. MISHRA: Even the decessor 
Government had taken the v*ew that the 
treaties, covenants and the agree* ments could 
not be referred to arbitrates in the case of a 
dispute. They consistently took that position 
and they always amn-> tained that the Crown 
Representative, subject to the Secretary of 
State, was the final interpreter of the treaties 
with the States. And yet what happened is 
extremely important. Shri B. N. Ran has made 
a certain reference to three cases though in a 
different context altg before the Privy Council. 
The interpretation of the treaties was referred 
to the Privy Council. That was in the case of 
Forestee v. the Secretary of State, number one. 
Secm/ily Muhammad-Yusuf-ud-din v. Queen 
Empress) and others. He has also referred to 
another case, which was a recent English case; 
that was Stark vs. Public Trustee. All these 
cases' showed that the court maintained that 
they could get into the matter of interpretation, 
and in the first case, it was dec/-led that 
Begum Summroi was not a sovereign, she was 
only a tenure-holder. My appre't-n-sion is that 
the court would not find itself shut out from 
interpreting the treaties ind covenants; and in 
fact they might say that since it also falls 
within the category of property—property 
meaning interests in corporeal things; 
corporeal things meaning something tangible 
and mater the court would not entertain the 
argument that they can be prevented from 
going them. 
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Therefore you have to see to it that this 

measure, becomes as cast-iron as possible. 
But I have not found any argument being 
advanced from the other side that it would be 
so. Therefore, the best arrangement that could 
have been arrived at was through negotiations 
and agreements. Now, negotiations did 
proceed for some time, and what I find from 
all the papers that have passed between the 
Prime Minister and the Princes is that the 
Princes had made certain suggestions. Not 
only that, they have responded to the 
invitation of the Prime Minister to cooperate 
with her. In one of the letters they have men-
tioned—probably it was the Maharajah of 
Baroda—that they were prepared to abnegate 
themselves in the interests of the country. It 
was perhaps the last letter of August 28. But 
here is the failure of statemanship. What 
Sardar Patel could do at the snap of his finger 
and without raising his eyebrows now these 
people have not been able to do during the 
course of the last two years after we passed 
the important resolution in June,  1967. 

SHRI ANANT PRASAD SHARMA: You 
are opposing? 

SHRI S. N. MISHRA: What am I opposing 
?    You  are   opposing  yourself. 

SHRIMATI INDIRA GANDHI:  Have 
a sense of humour. 

SHRI S. N. MISHRA: The Government is 
opposed to itself. That is what I am saying. 

So, Mr. Deputy Chairman, the Prime 
Minister tried to make out that this was a 
historic occasion. This is historic, indeed in 
the sense that it shows the failure of 
statesmanship, this shows the failure of 
leadership, to bring about the abolition of 
privy purses in a manner in which it could be 
acceptable to all and it could be particularly 
sustainable in a court of law. If we come to 
grief later, it would be we who would be 
responsible for falling in line with a 
Government which has no concern for the 
judicial scrutiny. This is going to be exposed 
to all kinds of judicial uncertainties. Therefore 
they are not solicitous about achieving the 
objective which we had set before ourselves. 
This is my humble submission. 

And finally, I would say, Mr. Deputy 
Chairman, tbat my party would have been 
only too glad to support this measure. On this  
measure... 

SOME HON MEMBERS : Ah ! ah 1 

SHRI S. N. MISHRA : Yes, yes. You 
expect me to toe your line. {Interruptions) My 
party would have been only too glad, because 
as I have stated here categorically and 
emphatically, our objective remains 
unalterably the same. Our party would have 
been only too glad to support the measure had 
it been brought in a manner in which it should 
have been... {Interruptions) Had the picture 
been complete... 

{Interruptions) 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN :     Order, 
order.    Please. 

SHRI S. N. MISHRA : ... had it been 
brought in the proper manner and had the 
picture been complete. Keeping many things 
up her sleeves, the Prime Minister cannot 
persuade us to support her. We like everything 
to be placed, all the cards to be placed before 
us, not to use some cards for political 
exploitation. And article 363 which remains in 
the Constitution should have been suitably 
amended to give them the right to go to the 
court, I do maintain even now that they have 
got the right which they would exercise in any 
case. But you are losing grace by not suitably 
amending it so that they were brought on 
levels of equality with other citizens and they 
were able to hold their heads as high and 
proudly or as humbly as other citizens. This is 
one of the grave injustices that is being done. 

With these words, I close. 

SHRI TRILOKI SINGH (Uttar Pradesh) : 
Sir, I rise to support the motion moved by the 
honourable Prime Minister. 
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SHRI TRILOKl SINGH : Sir, as I have 

said, I rise to support the motion moved 
by the horn i time Minister.    I have 
carefully heard tie honourable Leader of 
t'ne Opposit;on and I was surprised to know 
that what the leader of the Opposition 
has opposed is i ot the abolition of privy 
purses or ,;. pel onal privileges of the ex- 
Rulers of Indian States but the manner 
in which it is proposed to be done. He 
has not indicate< the manner in which it 
should have heen done, which should have 
been prope: although he took a pretty 
long time tc expound his thesis. He has 
also drawn ir: ihe names cf Sardar Vallabh- 
bhai Patel and lawaharlal Nehru. As 
everybody knows not only in this august 
House but outsk e also, Sardar Patel was 
a man of history even as Jawaharlal Nehru 
was a mar; of lestiny, and they do not 
need any support as their position in his 
tory is not in any manner affected by the 
opinion, mc:i h unbly I would like to 
submit, either cf this august House or 
of  the   peo; tside   in  this  country,   Ol- 
of the whole world. Then, Sir, he has 
brought in : n<   of the great Mahatma 
and tried to bui J his argument upon the 
means, the puri.y of means. As I said 
earlier, he ha?, rot been able to give out 
the means which he would have liked the 
Government to adopt. He is afraid of the 
mighty power o the Supreme Coun and 
the High Courts of India, the Judiciary. 
Let him know, Br, I would like to com 
municate to him through you, that the 
very basis cf am Constitution is not the 
due process of I; w but the procedure esta 
blished by law; Parliament is supreme, the 
Legislati dia are supreme, and not 
the Supreme Co irt or the High Courts. 
(Interruptions) if he says that we are only 
going to r write the whole Constitution of 
Tndia, I wonder how his argument can hold 
good even for a minute. 

As the title of the Bill goes to show, this is 
the 24 ;h amendment. Twenty-three 
amendments have been passed, and there are 
reasoHB to believe why there is so much hue 
a, d cry over this 24th amendment and there 
was not so much for so many nther 
amendments to the Constitution whi:h were 
passed by Parliament and assen ed to by the 
President of India. 

ruptions) 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: There was a 
much bigger hue and cry during the 17th 
Amendment. Mr. Triloki Singh unfortunately 
was not a Member of Parliament then. He 
might have been a Member of the  Assembly. 

SHRI TRILOKI SINGH : I might say I am 
none the wiser by the information ujbmilted by 
the honourable Member of the Swatantra 
Party. What I want to submit is this : These 23 
amendments to the Constitution involved the 
interests of not a few hundreds of people but 
millions of people, and when the interests of 
millions of people were involved the 
honourable Member opposite, particularly the 
party of the honourable Leader of the 
Opposition, were not so much exercised or 
concerned. I would like the honourable 
Members to stand a little nonsense even if I 
utter it, because I believe in the principles of 
parliamentary democracy, even as I stand the 
nonsense of so many others. Let them say if 
they have anything to say. I would actually not 
only listen to them but also try to appreciate 
tiheir point of view. Sir, when the interest of 
millions were involved from all parts of the 
country, there was not so much hue and cry, 
there was not so much grievance. But when 
the interest of only a few handful, a few 
hundreds are involved, then it is not possible 
for a man like me. who has all along his life 
strived not only for the attainment of freedom 
of India but a just social order, a socialist 
society, to keep silent if the Leader of the 
Opposition says that the Leader of the party to 
which I have the honour to belong aims at 
power. Our aim has been not only to aim at 
power, but achieve it and to retain it for as 
long as possible. 

Even when the Britishers were there, even 
when there were so many others in this House 
and outside who doubted not only the means 
that we adopted to throw the Britishers out of 
this country, but who questioned our 
objectives in 1920, in 1930. in 1931, in 1940. 
in 1942 and in 1947 also to achieve complete 
independence for our country, not only the 
parts which were under the British rule, but 
also the parts which were supposed to be 
under the Indian States, complete 
independence for the whole of tbe country. 
That was our objective.Complete 
independence was the 
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objective and. as its natural corollary, we 
wanted to come into power. And We did so. 
When the Britishers went away lock, stock 
and barrel, it is not that the power was handed 
over to A, B or C or anybody picked up by 
tbe Britisher in India. The power was handed 
over by the Britishers to those who strove for 
power. We are holding it now and there is 
nothing objectionable io it in parliamentary 
history. 

Sir, the hon. the Leader of the Opposition 
says that the means are not pure. Did not the 
great Mahatma say that these Princes were an 
anachronism ? Did not Vallabhbhai Patel say 
the same thing ? This is what he said on the 
15th August 1948 in the Constituent 
Assembly which was also the Parliament of 
India in those days : 

'Tn such circumstances, after careful and 
anxious thought, I came to the conclusion 
that for smaller States of this type based on 
circumstances which are described above, 
there was no alternative to integration and 
democratisation." 

Sir, much stress has been laid upon history. 
I do not wish to go into the history of the 
existence of the States, how these States 
came into existence. Everybody knows. It is 
all a matter of history that the Britishers 
created most of them. The ancestors of some 
of them were famous for the thugi two 
hundred years back. Then there were also 
those who revolted against the Moghul 
Empire and instead of being the Viceroys of 
Deccan became the Nizams of Hyderabad. 
Who does not know all this ?    I need not go 
into details. 

Then, Sir, in my State, the State to which I 
have the honour and privilege to belong, an 
Indian State was created in the year of grace 
1911 because of their loyalty to the King 
Emperor and the Queen Empress and so on 
and so forth. So, Sir, what are these States ? 
And how did they integrate ? Is it not a fact 
that Hyderabad was most reluctant to 
integrate ? Is it not a fact that Junagadh did 
not integrated at all ? I wonder what the hen. 
the Leader of the Opposition would like to be 
done in the case of Hyderabad. Who does not 
know that the integration of Kashmir was 
also done imder certain compelling circum-
stances ? And is it not Sardar Vallabhbhai 
Patel and his Secretary who have put it in 

black and white that the Jodhpur Maharaja 
pointed his pistol at the Secretary of Stales 
Mini try of the India Government if he talked 
about integration and accession to the Indian 
Union ? As you know. Sir, if the whole of 
India became free, if the entire Banaras 
district became free, how could Chandauni 
and Gianpur tehsils remain independent ? And 
then, Sir, the paramount power is gone, but 
the vassals have remained. Surprisingly, there 
are still in this year of Grace 1970 so many 
persons holding brief for the retention of these 
Princely privileges. 

AN HON. MEMBER : Shame. 

It is not a question of shame. It is a question 
cf wonder that those who believe in 
democracy, those who believe in equal 
opportunities, those who believe in funda-
mental rights, also wish to retain the Princely 
order, not their political privileges but their 
personal privileges. I can very well understand 
if one were to argue, work for, agitate and 
even carry on a movement for the retention of 
those privileges which are not personal. To 
talk of something personal in 1970 is 
something incomprehensible for a man like 
myself, a humble soldier of Swaraj who for 
his whole life worked for the attainment of 
independence. Let  the  other  side  think  over 
it. 

Now, what is the subject matter ? These 
Princes entered into certain agreements and 
covenants with the Dominion of India. As is 
so well known in international law and 
otherwise, a treaty can only be between two 
sovereign and equal powers. Now, as soon as 
they entered into this treaty, they became 
overnight citizens of India and lost their 
sovereign character. The Indian Union has 
managed to retain its sovereign character. The 
ex-Rulers of Hyderabad. Gwalior, Jodhpur or 
Jaipur no longer retain their sovereignty. They 
have become citizens of India. Now the treaty 
is between two partners, one of whom has 
ceased to be sovereign. May I know if it is 
suggested that these treaties will hold good in 
perpetu i ty ,  till eternity ? Even Mr. Morarji 
Desai, if the press report is to be believed, said 
that these Princes cannot be allowed to retain 
their privileges in perpetuity. I think he was 
right. He was not only technically correct but 
also politically correct, because a treaty 
between a sovereign power and a power 
which is no longer sovereign. 
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can no longer in d good.   Therefore, when 
this House abou: nine months ago... 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA : Having dis-
armed them, ir,   t not perfidy, cheating ? 

SHRI TRILOLI SINGH: I would like to 
draw the particular attention of the hon. 
Leader of the Swatantra Party who is very 
attentive to what I am saying and for which I 
am thankful to him, that it was only in 
December 1969, i.e. say about nine months 
ago, that this ai gust House adopted a re-
solution that w.iys and means should be found 
for the abolition of the privy purses and the 
personal privileges of the ex-Rulers. 

SHRI SHEEL BHADRA YAJEE : They 
are  shameless  characters. 

SHRI TRILO <I SINGH : My friend is 
depending too rmch upon their shameless-
less. There is nothing like shame in politics. 

 
( Interruption) 

SHRI TRILOKI SINGH : Let me repeat it 
that there is nothing like shame in politics. 

( ntcnupiions) 

MR DI-PUIY CHAIRMAN: Order, please. 

SHRI TRILC KI SINGH : There is nothing 
like shane in politics. And consistency, I 
would like to remind the hon. Leader of the 
Opposition, is the virtue of a fool. 

 

 
he has said it was the joint Congress. I should 
have thought that if it was the decision of the 
joint Congress to which he was also a party, it 
naturally follows that there is joint 
responsibility insofar as that policy is 
concerned; he should stand by it. 
(Interruption) May I remind the honourable 
the Leader of the Opposition and his parly 
Members that after the split in the so-called 
joint Congress what they were afraid of was 
the tampering or the watering down of the ten-
point programme adopted at the Bangalore 
session of the AICC ? And their leader in the 
other House, if I may name him with your 
permission, Dr. Ram Subhag Singh in the 
meeting of the All-India session of the Indian 
National Congress at Gandhinagar, remarked 
that we will continue to press the Government 
to implement the AICC directivc to abolish the 
privy purses forthwith... 

SHRI S. N. MISHRA : What have they 
done all the time ? 

SHRI TRILOKI SINGH: These words 
were uttered on the 6th December, 1969 at 
Gandhinagar, a place somewhere near 
Ahmedabad... 

SHRI BABUBHAI M. CHINAI: That was 
not what my leader had said. What he wanted 
was that there was no true picture, no full 
picture, and that the Government should come 
out with the full picture p;nd we will accept it. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I have no doubt 
that Dr. Ram Subhag Singh was pressing it all 
the time. 

MR.  DEPUTY  CHAIRMAN :   I would  
appeal  to honourable  Members,  let there be 
no interruptions please. 

SHRI TRILOKI SINGH :  Now, Ioo;, at the 
word "forthwith".    With this direction and  with  
ihis  test,   with   this  fear  tl ' there is anything. . 
. 
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MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Please finish 
now. You have taken twenty mmutes already. 

SHRI TRILOKI SINGH : First of all let me 
know how long you ar© going to 
give me. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : It depends 
upon  your  parly. 

SHRI TRILOKI SINGH: I will finish soon. 
But I was told that I could easily take twenty 
minutes. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : You have 
taken already nineteen  or twenty minutes. 

SHRI TRILOKI SINGH : Mr. Deputy 
Chairman, I never thought that a person like 
me also needs a reminder from the 
Chair that his time is going to be up. 

Therefore, what I wanted to say is this that 
when they wanted it to be done forthwith, now 
if what was passed by this august House in 
December last is taking shape, is likely to come 
forth within a few months, why are they 
botheied about it? There must be something 
which is not a consideration of love and 
affection. I would go further. There must be 
something which is not political. There must be 
something • which is other than these two. 
What it is I have yet to find out. That I will 
leave to the judgment of the honourable Mem-
bers. Therefore, what this Bill seeks to do is to 
delete or omit Articles 291 and 362 of the 
Constituion. Aricle 291 is a mere recital of fact 
that such and sucli agreements have been 
entered into and the manner in which—over 
this the honourable Leader of the Cpposition 
laid great stress —the money was to be paid. It 
says that the money to be paid will bs paid 
from out of the Consolidated Fund of India. 
And it would be free of tax. This free-of-tax 
provision is in the treaties as well. Article 362 
of the Constitution merely lays down a 
directivc to the State legislatures and the 
Parliament that they shall, in making the law, 
see to it that due regard shall be had to the 
guarantees or assurances given under any such 
covenant or agreement as is referred to in 
Article 291. It lays down a direction. 
Supposing this regard is not given, what will 
happen ? 

The honourable Leader of Ihe Opposition 
said that if we do anything which is later on 
set aside by the Supreme Court or the High 
Court, this House will expose itself to ridicule 
and the passage of this Bill and adoption of 
this law will be an exercise in mere futility. 
This is v.hat he said. May I know if he is not 
aware of the fact that during the last twenty 
years after the Constitution came into force or 
even a little more than that, there have been so 
many cases where the laws passed either by 
the Parliament and assented to by the 
President or by the State legislatures were 
struck down by the Supreme Court or the 
High Court on one ground or the other.. . 

AN HON. MEMBER : For what reasons? 

SHRl TRILOKI SINGH : The reasons are 
for the hon. Member to find out. With his 
bulky body, he is expected to know better 
than a thin and lean man like myself. 

But that does not mean that the Parliament 
in its supreme wisdom should not exercise its 
right of amending the Constitution in 
piusuance of its policy of achieving certain 
social and political objectives, economic 
equality, and so on and so forth. Even if the 
Supreme Court strikes down a law passed by 
the Parliament, where is the harm ? An hon. 
Member opposite said that we would have to 
be ashamed of ourselves. There were at least 
50 occasions when we would have felt 
ashamed. What is the harm if we get one more 
occasion to feel ashamed, if the Supreme 
Court or the High Court |st(rikesi down this 
Constitutional amendment ? I would like to 
say that there is one more article—article 
366(22). That gives only the definition of 
'ruler'. 
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : His Exalted 
Highness. 
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SHRI PITAMBER DAS : Respected Mr. 

Deputy Chairman. Sir, I rise to oppose the 
motion moved by the hon. Prime Minister for 
the consideration of a Bill, which she has 
been pleased to call a historic Bill. I do not 
want to deny her the credit  of  creating 
history. 

We have had many historic occasions even 
in the past, events unheard of in the history of 
the world. Twentythree years ago. we 
partitioned this country. Nowhere in th; 
history of tbe world have we heard of a 
country being partitioned with the willingness 
of its leaders. Countries have been partitioned, 
many countries, but not with the consent of 
their leaders. Here is a country which was 
partitioned by the willing consent of its 
leaders—a partition which had opened ths 
floodgates for disruptive tendencies and an 
historic event of which no country can ever 
feel proud, nor do we. It is not surprising that 
the successors of those leaders, who are also 
their descendants, are now out for creating 
history which will open the floodgates of 
uncertainties and mutual distrust. 3 P.M. 

Nowhere in the history of the world we 
have heard of agreements between sovereign 
States on one side and States with 
paramountry on the other being torn off and 
thrown to ihe winds the way we are doing. 
This Bill which is proudly claimed to be a 
historic Bill is nothing short of a betrayal 
which the country can never feel proud of. 
Another historic event in this country took 
place almost the same time about 23 years 
ago.    Over 

550 States in all voluntarily merged themselves 
with the Indian Union. History records events 
where there had been bloodshed and there had 
been prolonged wars for the retention of 
Crowns. But here were 550 Princely Rulers 
who voluntarily took off their Crowns from 
their heads and willingly placed them on the 
heads cf our leaders. This also is a creation of 
history, a history of which the country will 
always feel proud. We have heard it said that 
Sardar Patel had cleverly hired the services of 
these people. According to the trade union 
principles and the principles of capitalism, a 
person who is hired can be fired. I take the 
'hired' part of it first and will take up the 'fired' 
part later. This remark can come from the 
mouth of only those who have a trade union 
way of thinking and who have rendered 
themselves incapable of appreciating the finer 
values in life. Assuming this to be correct that 
these people allowed themselves to be hired 
for the purposes of national integration by 
Sardar Patel. they can always feel proud of it 
and can legitimately claim to be thousand 
times better than those who allow themselves 
to be hired for tile purposes of national dis-
integration and by ideologies foreign to this 
land and by powers who are openly hostile to 
this country. The shining jewel in the crown of 
the Indira Cabinet is proud of Lhe fact tliat he 
belongs to a family which was responsible for 
adding thousands of square miles to the 
territory of India, when Mr. linnah was ready 
to offer an almost autonomous status for 
Kashmir, and that he would just voluntarily 
relinquish his Privy Purse. I have very high 
regard and respect for his knowledge and his 
doctorate, particularly le the Degree is not 
honorary. He has worked hard for it and earned 
it. I have great admiration fo;- his personality, 
grace and dignity. I have sincere affection for 
the age of that young Maharaja. I cannot even 
for a moment think of hurting his pride but I 
will be failing in my duty if I do not point out 
that almost all the Princely States had merged 
themselves in the Indian Union by 15th 
August. 1947. Only three States remained: out 
of them one was Jammu and Kashmir. 

SHRI   BHUPESH   GUPTA :     It     was 
Indian  Dominion  then: the  Indian  Union 
had not come into existence. 
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SHRI PITAMKER DAS : I stand corrected, 
thank yoi 

Out of those I iree, Kashmir was one— and 
look at the company in which that particular 
State Uias—the other two being Hyderabad 
and Junagarh. And, Sir, it was only when he 
armies of that Benevolent Qaid-e-Aiam, who 
was ready to offer an almost autonomous 
status for Kashrnir, had, after committing 
shameful acts of violence, arson, loot, rape 
and murder, occupiel a sizable portion. of 
Kashmir and wt re knocking at the very gates 
of Srinaga , that the late Maharaja decided to 
accece. It was not so much out of voluntarii 
ess as out of compulsion of circumstance.' 
and. without being uncharitable to the hon. 
Minister for Tourism and Civil Aviati in it can 
be said that his offer of voluntai ilv 
relinquishing the privy purse has not ieen so 
much voluntarily as undtr compul ion of his 
surroundings. 

Sir, :he Primi Minister has referred to a 
Resolution r garding the abolition of Privy 
Purses pa" ;cd by this House. I was in th;s 
House when that Resolution was passed, and I 
t link that the implementation of that R< 
solution largely depended on the skill and 
capacity of the ex-Home Minister who is the 
present Finance Minister. Sir, ven best of the 
schemes, if executed in a clumsy and silly 
way, lose all their charm , nd grace. Sir, Shri 
Chavan then occupied .he Chair that was once 
occupied by thi t indomitable Sardar, who 
never allowed 1 imself to be overshadowed by 
even the t! en internationally advised and 
advertised 'rime Minister. I wish he could step 
into his shoes and acquire a comparatively 
smi l a r  stature. If that had happened, I am 
sure that the princes, who felt proud of b. ing 
hired by that iron man of India, could 
certainly have felt honoured of being 'firtd' by 
this Modern Chhatra-> pal} of Mahari shtra. 

SHRI C. D. =*ANDE : And that Modern 
Chhatrapati ws> himself then fired on. 

SHRI PITA VIBER DAS : Sir, I never had 
any fascinition for the princely order, nor do I 
fee any attachment for them even  today. 

SHRI K. CHANDRASEKHARAN 
(Kerala) :  Even now ? 

SHRI PITAMBER DAS : Even today, I 
said. Yes, even now. I am not eager to retain 
their purses but I am extremely anxious to 
preserve the honour and dignity of this 
country. Governments will come, 
Government will go; so will the leaders and 
their parties. But the traditions   will   always   
remain. 

 

Sir, this Bill strikes at the very roots of our 
dignity and trustworthiness. Hence I  feel  
compelled   to oppose  it. 

MR. DEPUTY      CHAIRMAN :      Mr. 
Dharia. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA : Was it not 
the understanding that there would be two 
Members from the Opposition for one from 
those  Benches ? 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : After this. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Mr. Dharia 
sponsored this programme in the AICC. 

DR. B. N. ANTANI (Gujarat) : Will there 
be any provision for the abolition of these  
privileges ? 

SHRI   M.  M.   DHARIA :   Mr.     Deputy 
Chairman, Sir, I am here to support the Bill 
moved by our Prime Minister. To me it  is  a   
Bill   of  historic  significance.    It is a further 
step in our endeavours to achieve social:sm   
through   democracy   and   I     am proud to be 
here today  to participate, as one of the 
partners, in this  peaceful revolution.     *n  this 
country of ours  it  is  true tfiat we have 
accepted the Constitution and it  is  further  
proof  that   articles   291,   362 that we have 
accepted the Constitution and tees     and     
some     privileges    and     privy purses to the 
ex-Rulers, but    unfortunately we have 
forgotten the other E<rticles of the 
Constitution.   Is it not a fact that the very 
Preamble, if it is properly read, will show that 
these  privileges  and  privy  purses are 
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inconsistent  with   and  contradictory  to  the 
Preamble itself ?    The Preamble says: 

"WE, THE PEOPLE OF INDIA, having 
solomnly resolved to constitute India into a 
SOVEREIGN DEMOCRATIC  REPUBLIC   
and 

to secure to all its citizens : 

JUSTTCE, social, economic and poli-
tical; 

LIBERTY of thought, expression, belief,   
faith  and   worship; 

EQUALITY of status and of opportunity. 
.." 

We have proclaimed to this country and 
through this Constitution to the whole world 
that we stand here to secure equality of status 
and opportunity. Having regard to these 
privileges and privy purses, can we say that 
there is opportunity and equality to all the 
citizens of the same type ? Is it not this very 
Preamble which is a guiding factor to us ? 
Yes, in days to come we shall secure equality 
of status and opportunity. In this background 
this Bill was long overdue. It was in the year 
1967, in the month of June, the amendment, of 
which I am, of course, the father and I am 
proud of it, was carried by the AICC and I 
expected that this Bill would come not in the 
monsoon session of 1970 but of 1967. Had my 
party showed courage, perhaps the history of 
this country would have been certainly 
otherwise. There would have been a 
tremendous amount of progressive forces 
created by my party in this country and the 
present atmosphere perhaps would not have 
existed. Whatever has happened has happened. 
I am here to congratulate the hon. Prime 
Minister on bringing forward this Bill before 
this House, knowing fully well that there are 
all possible dangers and that all possible 
manoeuvres will be played by the other side. 
Even then she has shown her daring and it is 
out of a commitment to these programmes that 
she has come forward before the other House 
and this House. 

I was really surprised at the speech of the 
hon. Leader of the Opposition, who happens 
to be a friend of ours, who was an ardent 
supporter of the motion in 1967. When Shyam 
Nandanji said that the Bill and the  endeavours  
of the Prime Minister are 

an exercise in futility, I felt, having regard to 
his speech, that it was also an exercise in 
futility. But then afterwards I felt that il was 
not an exercise in futility because no leader 
has exposed himself so well. Can you expect 
of him, such a speech as Shyam Nandanji 
made today ? It is for us to realise tbat those 
who claimed at Ahmedabad that they did 
stand by the ten-point economic programme, 
have lost their ten-point programme. It is not 
the Prime Minister who has come to Lie one-
point programme. The one-point programme 
of having power to secure the .social objec-
tives is certainly an important programme. 
How can it be forgotten in a political 
democracy ? There is nothing worng in it. But 
I am sorry to say that if at nil any one-point 
programme has been accepted by anybody, it 
is by Shyam Nandanji and his party who have 
no other programme but to defeat the Prime 
Minister by creating grand alliances, because 
she is endeavouring to do something 
progressive in this countiy. How can there be 
progress without any commitment ? If there is 
any one-point programme, on our side. Let us 
not forget it. 

Now. 1 am surprised at the speech made by 
Shri Pitamber Das. I have not yet forgotten it. 
It was in the year 1942 that Guru Goltvalkar 
had said in this country that these Rulers were 
the protectors of the Hindu religion and that 
he would like to protect these Hindu Rulers 
even after the British Raj went out from this 
country. Now those who have grown in that 
tradition, in case they try to oppose this Bill, 
of course I am not here that way to be 
surprised because of that speech. But I am 
certainly surprise at and shocked by the 
speech made by Shri Mishra, particularly   
when  I   could  see... 

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR (Delhi) : I would 
request you not to quote persons without the 
correct quotations. 

SHRI M. M. DHARIA: Mr. Deputy 
Chairman, I am prepared to give all quotations 
to Dr. Mahavir. Unfortunately I was under the 
impression that he is a well-read person. He 
knows the philosophy of his Guruji. If not. I 
am prepared to give hint all possible 
assistance. 
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DR. BHAI M \HAVfR : Is that an answer to 
my question? Your philosophy must come 
from  your side. 

SHRI M. M. OHARIA : If there is any 
conscience left i , the other side, then most of 
the hands must be raised in favour of this Bill 
and ne against this Bill. Privileges and purse 
for whom ? For these ex-rulers ? Are you not 
aware what these ex-rulers stand fi r ? 1 am 
not here to make Eiiiy claim that all of them 
are patriotic people. I will i ot say that. There 
was a very small State of Janjira of three 
tehsils in Colaba district of Maharashtra. It 
was on the 30th Jani cry, 1948, when the 
Father of the Nation vv s assassinated, that we 
had captured two telisils, and the very Nawab 
who was not prepared to sign the Instrument of 
Accession then went to Bombay, contacted the 
C lief Minister, Shri Morarji Desai, and he g it 
the Instrument of Accession signed. It was 
because of the brave farmers and sone workers 
like me who fought that battle at that time that 
this came about. 1 was not because of the 
Nawabs and Princes who are getting privy 
purses and privileges today. I am not opposed 
to any transitional allowance on humanitarian 
gr uinds. But to what extent? May I recall in 
this House today tbat when we raised the isue 
that Mrs. Mascarenhas was ailing, that her 
husband was ailing in a Portuguese j ni, that 
some honorarium should be give*, we were 
assured that everything possible would be 
done to help her. As the House is aware, even 
till today we have not done anything about it. 
There are hundreds of freedom fighters in this 
country, some of whom are leading today a 
dog's life. If anything should be given, if any 
honorarium should be given, it should be given 
to these freedom fighters who were prepared 
to sacrifice their life for the freedor   of this 
country. 

Some referer:e was made to Jammu and 
Kashmir. Is t not a fact that when Pakistani 
soldiers committed that aggression over lam 
mu and Kashmir till that time the then ruler 
was not prepared to sign the Instn ment of 
Accession ? After that aggression he 
contacted the British Government for help, 
but when it was refused (o hirn, hen he 
contacted the Indian Government, ind because 
of that help the ruler signed tl at Instrument of 
Accession. Was it not opj ortunism ?    Where 
is patrio- 

tism in it '.'   Such huge, fab ims are 
involved in privileges and privj pur.ses. Let 
us not forget history. There are mrmy who 
are employed by these rulers. If these 
families   are  to   be   rehabil some scheme 
comes from the Government, I say 
it is absolutely necessary, because in the 
transitional phase let us r.e'. forget the 
humanitarian spproach. Bagain I fail to 
understand ihe argil Ivanced by Mr. Mishra. 
He just stood by the whole of the Bill. He 
said. "I stand for the abolition of the privy 
purses." But his opposition was because of th 
ways and means adopted.    What arc tys    
and means? To be frank, in spite of their 
opposition, the hon. Prime Minister has 
made it  verv clear that trail allow- ance will 
be paid and it will be in some 
multiple. Sir, when it has been made very 
clear by ihe Prime Minister and when thai 
Bill again will have to come forward be 
fore the House, 1 do nol why we have lost all 
their confid. hy  re you losing your confidence 
? It will be coming before Parliament. Stir, let 
me make it verv clear that these vveie &e 
people who wanted to divide the Gc ernment 
by any means, and this is just a lame excuse 
that they are putting before tha country. 
No  country  will believe  this  excuse. 

SHRIMATI YASHODA REDDY : It is 
those Members sitting thei want to 
defeat the Government. What about your own 
people who are inside your own party to 
defeat Mrs. Gandhi ? 

(Interruptions) 

MR.   DEPUTY  CHAIRMAN:      Order, 
order, please. 

SHRI M. M. DHARIA : Th':< loud voice 
of  Shrimati  Yashoda  Reddy . . .  

SHRIMATI   YASHODA     REDDY:     I 
know quite a lot of people who are against 
Madame Gandhi. 

SHRr M. M. DHARIA : Si this loud voice 
coming from the fair sex, Shrimati Yashoda 
Reddy, may perhaps amuse this House but it 
cannot convince the country. That should be 
understood. 

SHRIMATI YASHODA REDDY : You 
will see  it.    I challenge. 
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SHPl BABUBHAI M. CHINAI (Maha-
rashtra) : May I know whether all loud voices  
will  convince  the  country ? 

MR.  DEPUTY  CHAIRMAN :     Order, 
order, please. 

SHRI A. G. KULKARNI (Maharashtra) : 
Our deeds will convince the country, not 
voices. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Mrs Yas'hoda 
Reddy's voice does not amuse the House, but 
charms it, which is dangerous. 

SHRl M. M. DHARIA : Sir, Mr. Chinai has 
flung a challenge. I am prepared to come to 
Bombeiy with him. Let him convene a 
meeting of the citizens at Bombay and let me 
convene a meeting. Let us see what the 
audience is. I am prepared to accept his 
challenge. Let Mr. Chinai take up the 
challenge. 

SHRr BABUBHAI M. CHINAI: I accept Mr. 
Dharia's challenge. He has not got • io attend 
even any meeting in Bombay. And he is 
challenging me. Where was he and his party 
when they voted me to thi:: House ? 

DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Order, 
order, please. Let Mr. Dharia continue his 
speech. 

SHRI A. G. KULKARNI : Mr. Chinai's 
contention is that the Taj Mahal Hotel is E: 
place where he will not be  allowed. 

MR, DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Dharia, 
your time is up. 

SHRI M. M. DHARIA : What can I do? 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Yes, con-
tinue      th  your speech. 

(Interruptions I 

order,  please. 

SHRI  BABUBHAI  M.  CHINAI :     Mr. 
Kulkarni was perspiring when the couuling 
going   on   about   the   election   to   the 
Rajya Sabha.    And he was elected on the 
fourth  count. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Mr. Dharia, 
five minutes more for you. 

SHRI M. M. DHARIA : 1 do not want to 
challenge the capacity of Mr. Chinai in hiring 
people and in also having hired some black-
legs in order to break up strikes. 

This is indeed a very progressive measure. 
But at the same time, having regard to the 
strength of both the> Houses and the voting 
strength, may I urge upon the Government on 
this occasion that we are going ahead with a 
view to implementing our socialist objectives 
and to achieve the socialist objectives, this 
much amendment is not enough. In this 
country, right to property which is the 
fundamental right is the greatest possible 
impediment in the way of achieving this 
progress, and from that point of view, may 1 
request the Prime Minister and the 
Government to come before the country and 
before Parliament with a measure whereby—I 
do not want the abolition of the property 
rights, I am prepared to concede that—let 
Parliament decide the ceiling both in urban 
and rural areas and up to those ceilings, let us 
give that guarantee. Let us make it clear that 
the right to property above the ceiling) shall 
not be a fundamental right. Without having at 
measure of that sort, it will not be possible for 
this country to implement any specialist 
programme; whether it is ceil'ng on urban 
properties, whether it is capital levy or 
otherwise, I am not going into those details. 
When so many things are being said by the 
Rajahs and Mftharr jalis and others, may I 
bring to the notice of the House, for whom do 
we stand '.' Privileges and privy purses are 
bound to go in the course of the history; they 
cannot be retained. But for whom are we 
meant? Is it not a fact that Chapter IV of our 
Constitution, which deals with so many 
directive principles, is the heart of our 
Constitution, and it is for the achievement of 
these directive principles that we have to go 
ahead. And in this context, whether to go in a 
democratic manner, in a democratic process, 
let not people lose their faith in parliamentary 
democracy. If that faith is not to be lost, we 
shall have to prove to the people that their 
dignity, their honour will be properly 
maintained through this parliamentary 
democracy. 

DR. B. N. ANTANr : Shri Bhupesh Gupta 
will help you. 

SHRI M. M. DHARIA : Therefore, I would 
like to appeal to all the friends, let 
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fcrget tha; ultimately it is not only io are to 
de.ide the fate of this country, there are  th   
teeming masses of this y  who   are   also  to   
decide   the   fats countiy.    Today they may 
not, per-be within    he purview  of our party 
rship.     Bi i   millions   of   youngsters re now 
out for the fulfilment r;f their  ;ons,   if   tr :y   
have   to   be   satisfied, neasures shall have to 
be passed in louse, and  we all shall have to 
ex-lur willingness in this regard.    (Time 
rings)   Oni       two     minutes     more. . ise 
these ; fforts may be appreciated but they may  
perhaps prove to be haphazard. 

me  this a easure is of historical sig- n Bi .tn;e   
becaust    it   seeks   elimination   of classes 
without violence by masses.    It is doing 
away with classes through democra- tcesses   
wi h   the  object  of  forming iitaricfi   si 
ciety.     For me   it   is  the e   for  the   
daughters   and   the   sons. carrying    hi   this   
struggle we  have for none.    Let us go ahead 
to have :eful sokitu n to our problems.   There 
is   other   aiu rnative.    If  we  want  the pai   
amentary  d< mocracy to    survive,    we 
ecept the challenge and bring about ange.    
Tha ik you. 

M. 1 UTHNASWAMY (Tamil Na 
I : Mr. Duuty Chairman, Sir. I cannot help 
confers ng to a sense of the high with wh .h 
this debate is charged. Or   ' might be I iat the 
issues involved may ute i Sh kespearean or 
Sophoclean tragedy where peat issues are at 
s t ake .  The issues in th g debate will take a 
choice righ! i id wrong, between justice and   
injustice.   I etween   conscience   ot   the dal 
and tie social and material profit. 

this is ar important Bill because the :ch 
protect the rights and privileges of th Princes 
are to be deleted and ore articU which bans 
the approach of the Princes o courts of law is 
retained. Let us remind jurselves of the 
history of tho privy pursis. According to Mr. 
V. P. Menon's Histoi I of the Integration uf 
the Indian States, il is Sardar Vallabhbhai 
Patel who brought al out this great revolution 
in the history of India. According to him, this 
grant of p'ivy purses was a quid pro eing the 
voluntary associa- 

tion of the States with the Union of India and 
the pro quo being the privy purses. The 
Government retains the "quid", but what is 
going to happen to the "quo", nsmely, the 
privy purses of the Princes ? He referred also 
to the sacrifices some of the Princes made in 
addition to the voluntary surrender of their 
sovereignty. The Nizam of Hyderabad, for 
instance, when he decided to join the Union 
surrendered his own personal estate, known in 
Hyderabad as the Zulfiqar Estate, which 
brought him tn annual revenue of Rs. 122 
lakhs, and in return, he got Rs. 25 lakhs per 
year for his life time only. The successor, the 
present Nizam cf Hyderabad, has lost this Rs. 
25 lakhs. Also 12,000 miles of railway that 
belonged to the Princes were absorbed in the 
Indian Railway system. The internal customs 
duty levied by the Suites was incorporated 
into the excise revenue of this country, which 
forms a sizable portion of the income of the 
Government of India. In addition, large cash 
balances which were in the treasuries to the 
personal account of the Princes and 
investments amounting to Rs. 75 crores. were 
also surrendered to the Union Government, 
besides a number of buildings .nd palaces. 
Sardar Vallabhbhai Patel in recommending 
the covenant which embodies among other 
things, the rights and privileges of the Princes 
and the grant of privy purses, referred to the 
difficulties with which the first days of tfie 
Union Government were surrounded. He 
referred to the intransigence of-the Nizam of 
Hyderabad and to the declaration cf 
independence by the Maharajfi cf Travancore. 
He referred also to the horrors of partition and 
he said that in the midst of all these 
difficulties. the Princes came to our rescue and 
offered voluntarily, most of them, a vast 
majority of them, to integrate themselves into 
the Union. And he sfjd that the privy purses 
were a very small price paid for the surrender 
of their sovereignty, their estates and their 
territories, and he urged the future generations 
that they should fully implement the 
agreement, including the grant of Ihe privy 
purses. 

Now, what are the arguments for the Bill as 
introduced by the Prime Minister ? The Prime 
Minister says that it is Z: great step in 
socialism, and it will bring about equality; that 
is, a sum of Rs. 5 crores distributed among  
500  millions of people  is 
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going to bring about social and economic 
equality. It works out to Rs. 10 per head. Is 
that the capital investment which you are 
going to endow the people of India with ? It is 
a cheap and nasty kind of socialism just to 
overcome the pledged word of the responsible 
representatives of the Government of India of 
those days. To the social and economic 
horrors of socialism are to be added this new 
terror of the moral difficulties which will be 
imposed by this kind of sorialism upon people 
who are unwise enough to accept it. Another 
great advocate of this Bill is Mr. Chavan, 
former Home Minister, now promoted—I 
believe it is promotion—as Finance Minister. 

SHRIMATI YASHODA REDDY : 
Doubtful. 

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMY : He asked 
the Princes to adjust themselves to the cir-
cumstances. Haven't they adjusted themselves 
to the circumstetnces ? Haven't they become 
ordinary citizens, fighting elections like 
ordinary people ? Haven't they adjusted 
themselves to the circumstances by 
subscribing large funds to the Congress Party 
? Have they not adjusted themselves to the 
circumstances in all kinds of ways ? 
Adjustments must be voluntary adjustments. 
Can you ask the people to adjust themselves to 
the circumstances ? You must leave them to 
adjust themselves to the circumstances and not 
force adjustments on them by this kind of a 
legislation. I am just reminded of what an 
Irishman said. He said, "Voter, I want you to 
be free or I will force you to be free". Then, 
Mr. Chavan WE« taunted by Mr. Dahyabhai 
Patel on one occasion in this House that he 
accepted the Kutch Agreement but would not 
accept the Privy Purses of the Princes, that he 
was bent upon the abolition of the Privy 
Purses of ihe Princes. To that he replied that 
the Kutch Award. . . 

DR. B. N. ANTANI : Mr. Dahyabhai Patel  
never accepted it. 

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMY: ... related to 
foreigners whereas the Privy Purses of the 
Princes related to our own people. So there is 
one law for the foreigners and •another Ior our  
own  people. . .  

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL : Not only 
law, but morality also. 

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMY: He says this 
is only a political act as if political acts are free 
from all morals and moral principles. 
Agreements must be kept, whether they are 
international or private. The law of civic 
purpose forces a man to perform an act which 
he has agreed to under the contract which he 
made with another man. Even among thieves 
it is honoured. A thief or even a dacoit. if he 
entertains a guest in his house, will not rob 
that guest. But I suppose there are other tests 
for politicians and statesman. When Lenin and 
the Bolsheviks ended the Czar, there was a 
huge national debt of Russia. They were 
condemned on all sides of ths world. There 
was some justification for Ler.in and the 
Bolsheviks ^because they were storting from 
nothing; they were engaged in ;i war with 
Germany, they were in great difficulties. They 
did not know about their future. They did not 
know how fo pay taxes. So there was some 
justification for Lenin. But what justification 
is there for this Government, this Congress 
Government—I suppose it is a legitimate 
successor of the Old Congress Government-
which entered into these agreements and cove-
n-ants ? 

SHRIMATI YASHODA REDDY : It is 
not; that is why the whole trouble. 

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMY: Is that why 
this Congress Government refuses to abide by 
the covenants and agreements of the former 
Congress  Government ? 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA : lt is net 
legitimate   it is illegitimate. 

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMY : Therefore, I 
appeal to the Government even at this last 
moment to take beck this measure. After all, it 
is the Government of a great people. It is the 
leader of a great people, the official leader of a 
great people. It is the representative of the 
people of India in the international forum. 
May 1 not ask them to cultivate what is 
called--the beautiful phrase—the chatity of 
honour ? This Bill looks like a stain against 
the Privy purses. It looks like a great s ta in 
which is going to make s deep wound in ihe 
public life of our country. Will the workers be 
encouraged to keep their agreements  in  
regard  to  wages  when they find 
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the Government of the day repudiating a 
solemn   covenan,   a   solemn    agreement ? 
Will the   businessmen,  the employers, observe  
:_-e dictates of justice and righteousness in 
regard  ;D their employees if ihey find the  
Government treating these solemn covenants 
like a scrap of paper ?   Will the students, in the   
colleges in their university campuses, obser'e 
the conditions on which they   were   admitted   
if  they  find  that the Government of the day 
enters into a covenant   and   ten   \iears   
afterwards  repudiates thai   covenant?     Have   
I   to   remind  our ruieii   of  the   treat   
trtidition   of      Indian rulers   ;n   regard to  the  
covenants,  agreements  snd promises ?    Must   
t remind the Prime Minister of Yudhishtira who 
gambled  away his property,  kingdom  and  
even his   vwre   because   he  wanted   to  keep   
his promise   ?   He wanted to keep his 
gambled debts   although  under  the    modern    
law garr'-'eJ debts will not be sustainable. Must 
I remrsd her of Harishchandra. whose story I 
hesrd  at my mother's knees ?    In order to 
keep his promise, in  order to be loyal to bis 
promise, he lost his property, kingdom   snd   
wife   and   was   reduced   to   the position of a 
burial yard keeper.   Even in Europe   there   
are historical pieces similar to these.    Mori 
than EI century ago, after the revolutionary and 
Napoleonic wars, the princes of Geniany who 
had all the attributes ci sovereignty surrendered 
their sovereignty, but ha,i the right to kesp all 
their estate?-,  all the  lands and their 
privileges. Some of them were even made 
Peers.   To this del  they 1-ave got all those 
privileges. Nona of the succeeding 
Governments—the Prussians  nor  even  the 
powerful   government cf Kaiser—has deprived 
these princes of their privileges who 
voluntarily  surrendered '.heir sovereignty. 

I would appeal not only to the Government, 
but also to the uncommitted Members of this 
House and even to the Congress Members —
after all they are private Members who have a 
conscience of their own... 

AM HON. MEMBER : Have they ? 

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMY : Must be 
assumed. The\ have a conscience of their own. 
I appea to them to utilise their private 
judgment, to utilise their un-influenced 
judgement and their individual judgement on 
this occasio i. They need not have fear of any   
conseqlie ices.     They   would   not   be 

 

expelled from the party, because the ruling 
Congress party cannot afford to expel any 
member with their present political strength. 
Nothing will happen to them Even their 
government will not fall because not affect 
the future of the government of an adverse 
vote in the Rajya Sabha will this country. I 
would appeal to all sections and to members 
of all parties, and especially to the socialist 
members, to vote against this measure. This is 
not socialism This is not a serious socialism. 
This is not a mature socialism. This is not the 
socialism they would like to have. Let them 
wait for better days when a real socialist party 
comes to power. Then they can enforce their 
ideas on socialism. I would jippeal to all 
sections of the House to remember that this is 
a great occasion, a great parliamentary 
occasion when they have to choose between 
justice on the one side and a foreign political 
theory like socialism on the other, between 
conscience on the one side and msiterial 
profit on the other, between good on the one 
side and evil on the other. I make this appeal 
to you because I want you to save the honour 
of this country, the honour of the Parliament, 
and the honour of the people. I appeal to all 
the Members of the Rajya Sabha to vote 
against this Bill and see that right  is  done  at  
the  right  moment. 

 



91 Constitution [RAJYA SABHA]       (24th Amdt.) Bill, 1970 92 

 

 



93 Consn uiion [4 SEPT. 1970 ]      (24lh Amdt.) Bill, 1970                94 

 



95 Constitution [RAJYA SABHA]       (24th Amdt.) Bill, 1970 96 

 

 



97        Constiution [4 SEPT. 1970]      (24 th Amdt.) Bill, 1970 98 

 

"Then you are really attacking the 
very men whom we consider to be 
patriotic and honest." 

'"Yes. it is true. I can have nothing 
against Prime Ministers, but what I 
have been seeing leads to think that 
they cannot be considered really 
patriotic or to be considered as honest. 
Because they do not take what are 
generally known as bribes, should they 
be so considered? But they are open to 
subtle influence in order to gain the'ir 
ends. They certainly bribe the people 
with honours." 

 
"I do not hesitate to say that they have 

neither real honesty nor a living con-
science." 

 

"Parliament is simply a costly toy of 
the nation." 
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"Have you considered it—the 

Mother of Parliament is a sterile 
woman and a prostitute ?" 
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consistency is the virtue 
of fools. 

SHRI S. D. MISRA : Horse ! 
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SHRI JOACHIM ALVA (Nominated): Mr. 
Deputy Chairma^ in warmly supporting the 
Motion moved in a historical manner by the 
hon. Prime Minister, I want to speak about the 
vagabonds, the traitors and also the martyrs of 
Indian Nationalism. The Leader cf the Opposi-
tion said that Sardar Patel had drawa a big 
curtain and you have to forget it all. Then, no 
question of gratitude in politics is there; 
gratitude does not last for ever. There is 
something like changing values all the time. It 
was Sardar Patel—I had the honour of 
knowing him personally—who drew a big 
curtain over the affairs of men. 

[THE  VICE-CHAIRMAN   (SHKI  AKBA»   ALI 

KHAN) in the Chair] 

When he drew up the treaty wlik Ihe 
Princes, he drew a big curtain over all that 
they did in the past. And what did they do ? 
We are trying to forget it. We are trying to 
forget the vagabonds of society amongst 
whom there were a lot of Princes. The Nizam 
of Hyderabad and the Maka-raja of 
Travancore raised their big band 
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against Indian nationalism and several others. 
These ar., facts which we are trying to forget. 
Nebody has mentioned these facts here. Then 
were Princes who wanted Ihe British Raj fo 
remain here for ever. But for the gre.t 
sacrifices made by the people of India, the 
great sacrifices made by the masses o; India, 
by the great number of people, things would 
have remained as they then weic. Young men 
under 21 went smilingly io the gallows; these 
are not known  even to their families. 

Then there w s the case of a former 
Maharaja of Indore who killed a well-known 
Muslim itizen of Bombay. Bawla, on account 
of a dancing girl, Mumtaz. The kite Messrs. 
Jim ah and J. M. Sen Gupta defended the 
murderers set up by the then ex-Ruler of 
Indore, Tukojirao. Lord Reading, a greai 
Viceroy, ordered Tukoji-rao to face a ti al for 
murder or quit the gaddi. Tokoji Rio was 
forced to quit the Gaddi. Bawla's mother told 
ms that she wanted her sun ving second son to 
phone her even in the night fit 8-30 p.m., 
because the first son wa' murdered by Indore 
hire-ings just at 8-30 P.M. 

Then the cast: cf another Prince, I shall not 
name him. Perhaps most of you or some of 
ycu were then too young to have known about 
it. Another Trince was tied up with 33 lakhs 
of rupees because a lady was involved in 
England. The Cc«e went even to the Secretary 
of State, but everything was dom to hide the 
case. Then you know the ase of the ex-
Maharaja of Baroda and Site Devi. I am only 
concerned with thi  f;cts of the case. 

About the i x-Maharaja Pratap Singh : He 
fell at the feet of Jawaharlal Nehru later, but 
whai did he do ? He carried away the gold nd 
silver of this land to a lady in Paris w io left 
her husband and her Hindu faith, 'he will not 
dare to return to India. 

Then we ha I the old Maharaja of Patiala 
The \ ay he functioned, the number of women 
ihat were there in his palace and all that. It is 
all in the Look on Maharajas published 
recently. 

SHRIMATI PURABI MUKHOPADH-
YAY (West E ; naa l )  ; Sir, on a point of 
order. We are fighting for a principle. I do not  
think    t  is  wise  of this  House to 

.personally attack anybody.    We are fighting 
for a cause. 

SOME    HONOURABLE    MEMBERS : 
Yes, yes. 

SHRI JOACHIM ALVA . Then we come 
to Gwalior. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI 
AKBAR ALI KHAN) : I would like you to 
abstain from personal references. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : What is 
'personal' about it ? Undoubtedly we are free 
to talk about the Maharajas. Are they gods ? 

SHRl PRANAB KUMAR MUKHERJEE 
(West Bengal) : They are made heroes. 

SHRI JOACHIM ALVA : I will speak 
relevantly, Sir. Then we come Io Gwalior. I 
have travelled about hclf a dozen times in the 
early fifties from Indore to Gwalior on way to 
and from Delhi. Thers is not a blade of grass in 
the land for years. But the horses were 
running, a number of horses, horses costing 
from two to twenty lakhs of rupees. From 
Indore to Gwalior there was then not a blade 
of grass, across 300 miles of Indian territory. 
Now we come to the vagabonds, martyrs and 
traitors of Indian nationalism. You know the 
story of Hyderabad. While I was on my first 
journey to Europe, I saw via the Karachi 
airport in 1948 four aeroplanes by an 
Australian adventurer named Cotton going 
from and coming to Hyderabad creating 
trouble for India. We want to have a soft 
corner for these people. Before Hyderabad 
finally acceded to India numberless 
negotiations were carried on with which the 
then Viceroy Lord Mountbatten was disgusted 
and the matter was settled by the seizure of 
Hyderabad. I must say that the present Ruler 
of Hyderabad is a talented younj man. He is an 
Oxford graduate. He is different from his 
grand father. He has read the signs of the 
times. But here I am talking of the old man. 
Therefore, there is no question of principle 
involved. We can never forget these things 
when we scan through the pages of history. 

Then we come to Travancore before its 
final accession to India under the regime of 
the late Diwan, late Sir C. P. Ramaswamy 
Iyer, who gave India hell of a trouble. Sir 
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C. P. Ramaswamy Iyer actually sent an envoy 
to Pakistan and wanted to join up with 
Pakistan. Once he was a hireling of the British 
Raj, and as the hireling of the Rani in 
Travancore there was tremendous repression 
of the people's liberties. He later became the 
de facto Ruler of Travancore. Somebody cut 
him with a sword. We cannot forget these 
things. There is no question of gratitude to 
people who have done so much wrong. 

We talk of gratitude. What is the meaning 
of gratitude ? There cannot be any gratitude to 
the people who have done so much wrong. 
Very few, too few Princes amongst the 
Maharajas were really good. There was the 
former Ruler of Jodhpur. He wanted to go 
over to Pakistan. You know all that. They 
would have gone to Pakistan but for the 
upsurge of the people and the spirit of the 
people. They would have gone with their 
palaces, their hirelings and their money begs 
to London. Now in the year 1970. when things 
should be changed for the people of India they 
have been  hanging  on   to the past. 

Sir, there are good people also amongst 
tbem. I was mentioning about what the late 
Sayaji Rao of Baroda did at the Delhi Durbar. 
He walked in the Durbar as a man should 
walk and not walk in a humiliating way as the 
other Princes did before the then King 
Emperor George and Queen Mary. It was not 
easy, because most of the Maharajas were the 
satellites of the King; they were afraid even of 
the A.D.Cs. of the Viceroy. I should, 
therefore, pay my tribute to the Maharaja of 
Baroda, the late Sayaji Rao under whom were 
the late Arvind Ghosh, late Dr. Ambedkar. Dr. 
K. M. Munshi and our great friend, Mr. 
Ruthnaswamy, as teachers in his educational 
system. Therefore, we cannot forget him. He 
was 'he one man who turned his back on the 
King Emperor George V. and for which he 
suffered. His Maharani, the kite Shrimati 
Chimnabai, told me herself theit as a result to 
punish him, one of the acts against him was 
that the British refused to give permission to 
the mother of Rajmata Gayatri Devi of Jaipur 
to marry the then Ruler of Gwalior. There are 
good men also How can we forget the late 
Maharaja of Nabha ? I still remember how the 
late Pandit Motilal Nehru was interested 
against his detention.   We recall the late 
Benjamin 

Guy Horciiman, one of Indias great )Ourna-
lists, handing over papers connected with, the 
Maharaja of Nabha to the late Pandit Motilal 
Nehru. I watched this incident as a student at a 
meeting in Bombay. So these are the few lilies 
in the field. But what kind of gratitude can 
you give to the other unworthy ones ? Some 
of- them were immoral debauches. We as 
human beings permit a certain amount of 
rasacility amongst ourselves but not beyond a 
certain point. We shall not bow beyond a 
certain point. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA : Sir, why 
should you allow all these irrelevant things'? 
Is that relevant at all ? How is that relevant to 
the point ? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : What is 
irrelevant about it ? Privy purses, after all, 
have been allowed for the maintenance of 
their families, staff and harems. Without privy 
purse how many Rajas and Nawabs can be 
thought of ? Therefore, it is a relevant subject. 
. . (Interruption by Shri Kal-yan Roy). 

SHRl LOKANATH MISRA : How   are 
you interested in history... 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AK-BAR 
ALI KHAN) : Order, please. Please wind up. 

SHRl JOACHIM ALVA : We ere interested 
in the privy purse because the privy purses 
come directly from the po;kets of the people. 
That is what I am concerned with, I shall end 
up by saying that we should be concerned 
with the privileges and thi; rights of the people 
of India. How many people have gone to the 
gallows ? How many people ha.ve died in the 
Sino-Indian war ? Do you look after their 
wives and children ? Have you given them 
any privy purses ? ls any money going to them 
? And to-day you are fighting for a handful of 
people. It is our duly to take away these 
privileges. Sir. I must mention that two most 
important constitutional proposals have come 
through a woman. It is very interesting. Tbe 
first is tbe Question of banks which had been 
dominated by men throughout; the second is 
the question of Maharajas; most of them are 
Maharajas, except, of course, the late Begum 
of Bhopal. So, we are glad that the hon. Prime 
Minister brought these two proposals which 
are both good for the country. 
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SHRI BHUPEST GUPTA : Mr. Vice-
Chairman, Sir, I rse to speak on a momentous 
occasion. Now we are about to pass one of the 
significant Bills to emerge from this 
Parliament. 

SHRI LOKAN/.TH MISRA : We are going 
to defeat it. 

SHRl BHUPESH GUPTA : Let us see. 
Now, Sir, I say i is momentous not only 
because we are g"ing to abolish the legacy of 
the dismal and dead past, the privy purses and 
privileges of the despots and tyrants and the t 
aitors and oppressors of the people, but also 
because we are going, to-day and tomoi -ow, 
by passing this Bill, to strike a blow io the 
heart of right reaction. These Prinzes who 
were servitors of British imperialism in the 
days of the British, have became the 
instruments o'f reaction and counter-
revolution under the present regime. 4ence, 
the significance of (his measure exte ids far 
beyond the monetary considerations or even a 
few private families who may be denied the 
privy purses  and  the privileges. 

Mr. Vice-Chai man, before 1 speak, 
naturally I recall to mind the great sacrifices 
and sufferings and the martyrdom of hundreds 
of thousands of Slates people in those days of 
our freedom fight who stood up to the 
monstrosity of the Princely regime and made 
tl:e supreme sacrifice. Today (heir dreams are 
rot going to be fulfilled, but a step in thi t 
direction we are taking, by striking ?i blow to 
the privy purses and privileges symbol sing the 
Princely order of tyranny and oppression. 
Now, much has been said about he greatness 
of the Indian Princes, their great contribution, 
their  great heritage. Do the Princes think that 
India hav lost common ense ? They should 
credit the Indian peop with a little more sense 
of patriotism an' with commonsense. Whal 
they say is reallj contrary to historical facts. T 
recall to the House to-day what Lord Canning 
in a d -.patch on April 30. I860, said. After 
Queen Victoria's proclamation. after having 
suppressed the Indian rebellion af 1857, this is 
what Lord Canning said : 

''It was Ioi a ago said by Sir John 
Malcolm that if we had made all India into 
zilas, it was in the nature of things thcit an 
Empi e would last 50 years; but if we could 
keep up a number of native 

States, without political power, but as royal 
instruments, we should exist in India as 
long as our naval supremacy was 
maintained." 

So, the Princely States were created by the 
British and maintained by the British in 
India in order to perpetuate the colonial 
slavery. Hence these Princely institutions 
are associated with the horrid memory of 
the   nightmare  of colonial rule,      ci
 
! 
subjection and national humiliation. I would 
presently invite the attention of the House to 
the Report of the Indian States' Committee 
otherwise known "s the Butler Committee 
appointed by the British G ment in 1929. The 
Committee about the Princes :— 

'Their loyalty at the time of the mutiny, 
their noble services in the war, their 
splendid devotion to the crown and the 
person of the King Emperor and the royal 
family are one of the proud things of our 
annals and the glory of the empire.'' 

So are we to perpetuate the glory cf the 
empire by taxing the Exchequer ? This is the 
question. The same Committee went on : 

"The promise of the King Emperor to 
maintain unimpaired the pri\ rights and 
dignities of the Princes carries with it a 
duty to protect the Prince against attempt to 
eliminate him and substitute another form 
of Government." 

These  are  the  pronouneem.nts  from     the 
patrons, from the masters of the Prir. Bri t ish  
imperialists. 

Now much has been said from benches 
about Mahatma Gandhi. There is another 
gentleman who goes under the name of 
Morarji Desai, who has always misunderstood 
Mahatma Gandhi and who quotes Gandhiji 
always. He says all kinds of things in respect 
of the privy purses. What did Mahatma 
Gandhi say ? Mahatma Gandhi wrote in 
Harijan on Ocu 1939—friends opposite 
should also hear—... 

DR. B. N. ANTANI : At Rajghat Mahatma 
Gandhi must be very happy just now. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : All right. You 
never understand anything. You are a  
Mahatma  yourself. 
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hatma  Gandhi  wrote  in  Harijan  on 

October 7,  1939 : 

"But every Indian Prince is a Hitler in his 
own State. He can shoot his people without 
coming under law, Hitler enjoys no greater 
powers." 

Are we to perpetuate these prototypes of 
Hiiler in this country ? This is the question I 
put before ihe nation. You answer it. This is 
Gandhiji's own quotalion. They do not know 
about Gandhiji and they never care to read 
about him or his life. 

let me come to Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru. I 
quote from his autobiography. Even his 
daughter has forgotten his autobiography. I 
may remind the House and the friends here 
who have not only forgotten it, but who would 
like to bury it now with the blessings of Mr. 
Nijalingappa and iorarji Desai, of what his 
autobiography says: 

"A   sense  of  oppression   comes;   it   is 
stifling and difficulty to breath, and below 
the still and slow moving waters there is 
ation  and  putrefaction." 

"How much of the wealth of the Slate into the 
palaces for personal needs and   luxuries   of  
the  prince,   how   little back to the people in 
the form of any service ?" 

Now, how much was going to the Princes has 
also been stated in his book, "Indian Feudal    
States    and    National    Liberation !e" by 
Mr. A. R. Desai.    He said : 

"The King of England receives roughly I  
1,600 of the national revenue, the King of 
Belgium one in  1,000, the King ly one in 500, 
the King of Denmark in  300, the Emperor of 
Japan one in 400.    No king receives one in 17 
like the Maharani of Travancore (which is the 
i-rogressive  State  in  India),   one  in 13   as  
the  Nizam  of  Hyderabad  or  the ija of 
Baroda,   

Maharrja of Baroda is the Convenor- 
General of the Concord. Do you know— 
his father was called "His Highness" ? 
FarzanJ Khas Daulat-i-Inglishia. 
What does it mean ? His Highness the special 
son of the English State, special son, not of 
the Indian people, but special son cf the 
English State.   And we have to 

pay money for this special son of Daulat-i-
Inglishia. And now our friends talk about 
patriotism.    He also wrote : 

"The world would be scandalised to 
know that not a few Princes appropriate one 
in 3 and one in 2 of the revenues of  ihe  
State." 

Th;s is what they say. Now, before I go to the 
other points 1 should also like to remind you 
of what Karl Marx stated, Karl Marx, the 
founder of Marxism-Leninism, the founder of 
communism, writing in "New York Daly 
Tribune" dated July 25, 1853 —nearly a 
century and a quarter ago : 

"The native princes are the stronghold of 
the present abominable. English system and 
the greatest obstacle to Indian progress." 

Therefore, as far es the Communists ur; 
concerned, the definition of the princes was 
there, not today not even when Bhupesh. 
Gupta was born, but this definition was there 
a century and a quarter ago and the princes 
were defined by the founder of the scientific 
communism, Karl Marx. This is the 
background ES far as this point is concerned. 

Now let me come to some other points 
relating to covenants and agreements. My 
friend has gone away. Where has he gone 
away'? Shri S. M. Mishra with a tilak on his 
forehead—where is he? Tilak is sometimes 
used for covering up sins. 

SHRI N. SRI RAMA REDDY : Please do 
not indulge in outright criticism. This is very 
unfair. Some people consider tilak as a sacred 
thing. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA ; Tilak is a 
sacred thing. But it is not on a sacred 
forehead, in this case ideologically. 

Regarding agreements and covenants, I 
would like to say that when the Constituent 
Assembly was considering the Constitution, 
the original draft Constitution d.'d not have 
any provision which the government is 
deleting now. The original draft Constitution 
presented to the Constituent Assembly by the 
Congress leaders of the time and the 
Constitution sub-committee of the Constituent 
Assembly did not think in 
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tefi of mating any provision whatsoever, for 
the privy purses or for special privileges of the 
pri ices. In fact a Constitution!. 1 amendmenl 
was brought in the course of the discussioi and 
this was brought in by Sardar Patel It was 
produced on the floor of the Cons tuent 
Assembly by Sardar Patel, Shri V. '. Menon 
and Shri C. C. Desai. The tlvee had come to 
the conclusion that privf purses should be 
included in the Constitul on of the country and 
hen:e article 291 emerged. It was a. different 
article. Wien they passed the Constitution 
amend me it. it was re-numbered. Those who 
talk about the Constitution should know very 
well that the Constituent Assembly was I iced 
with a surprise all on len when in amendment 
was brought in and hurriedly got passed. You 
must recall this. The proceedings of the 
Constituent Assembly are thsre. Let us. 
therefore, talk on the basis of acts. In the 
Constituent Assembly these agreements were 
settled and the covenants were discussed. 
Sardar Patel himself give the reason while 
explaining his position on 12th October, 1949, 
He said : 

"The capacity for mischief and trouble on the 
pact cf the rulers, if a settlement with them is 
not reached on a negotiated greater  than   we     
could imagine-  

Therefore, it v. is plain that we had to agree to 
pay diem money because these princes, these I 
/rants, these traitors took advantage of ihe 
difficult situation in the country soon a ter 
independence and blackmailed the G' 
vernment, brought pressure and bullied the 
Government with the assistance of some 
I.C.S, officitls in the Secretariat. A coni d'tat 
against the nation was thus staged on the 
Constituent Assembly which had to agree to 
sanction the privy purses and thi article was 
included in the Constitution to defile the 
Constitution of rndia. 

What tre hese privy purses? Up till now, 
accordir g to the Finance Ministry, taking the 
budget estimates up to 1971, we have already 
paid Rs. 107,51,31,185. Hundred and seve 
crores of rupees we have paM You es | <ay, 
Rs. I07i crores, which we have aire dy paid 
according to the Budget figures given recently 
by the Finance Mfnistry   incl; ding,   of course,   
the  current 

year's Budget Estimate. Now, out of this Rs. 
IOO crores paid up to 1969-70, twenty top 
Rulers grabbed Rs. 55.11 crores and this is 
how they have cornered the money, the privy 
purses. Do you know how it was settled ? 
.Sardar Patel revealed it and it is stated in the 
White Book on "The Indkn States". It was 
settled like this : Sardar Patel deputed a 
Secretary of his Department to meet the 
Princes and the local officials and then settle 
the privy purse to be paid to the Indian 
Princes, on the basis of the documents 
supplied E.nd claims made by the Princes 
themselves. There was not even proper 
scrutiny into the papers and the documents and 
the claims put forward by the Princes which is 
why the Maharaja of Baroda ran away with 26 
lakhs of rupees, the Maharaja of Mysore with 
26 lakhs of rupees and the Nizam was given 
50 lakhs of rupees and so on. This is how it 
was done. As you know... (Time belt rings) 
...Sir, you have given half an hour for Shri Raj 
Narain. 

Sir, this is what I say. Therefore, let us not 
talk about the obligations in respect of privy 
purses. Now; it is not the money that matters, 
the money, hundred crores of rupees in about 
twenty yeais. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA : Sir, you must 
not be so generous. If you are so generous in 
allowing time to people who are speaking in 
favour of the Bill, of abolition of the privy 
purse, you will have to give me time. I want to 
speak for half an hour. You must be generous 
to this side also.    You cannot do  it this way. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AK-BAR 
ALI KHAN) : I will be equally generous. 

(Interruptions) 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Now, I must 
tell you that Rs. IOO crores is the net income, 
the net money given to the Princes free of tax. 
Do you know how much income you require 
to have a net earning of Rs. IOO crores ? You 
require a gross income, subject to taXj of the 
order of Rs. 1.000 crores. Therefore, the 
privileges and advantages given to the Princes 
are noi to be measured in terms of the net 
money they get, but in terms of the gross 
income that would be required to yield that 
kind of net income, if they were subject to 
taxes.    Therefore, you see. you hava 
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a category of people who enjoy the privileges 
and position which are far greater than what 
even the Birlas and the Tatas are enjoying in 
spite of the i r  earnings and so on. This is very 
important and you •should bear this in mind. 

And, yet, I was surprised that the Maharaja 
of Baroda, who calls himself the Convenor-
General of the Concord—I do not know why 
ihe Prime Minister is talking to hirn 
needlessly when she has no time. If she has 
plenty of time to talk to the Princes, she can 
spend the time in good music and some 
cultural show instead of wasting the lime in 
talking to these useless Princes who have 
insulted us—has said this. Do you know whe* 
the Maharaja of Baroda said in a public 
statement... [Interruptions)  He  has said  this : 

"Il  is  an  act of betrayal  and perfidy by 
ill j State and the Government." 

This is what wou have got. You have nego-
h'ated for five, six or seven months; you have 
negotiated a number times and held six 
meetings with them, only io be told that you 
have committed ;>n act of treachery and perfidy 
to the Princes. And. yet, we find the Prime 
Minister saying that she is ready to discuss 
with them and pay compensation to the 
Princes.   What compensation ? 

We uic not taking any property from them 
under the Constitution. We have not given any 
property. These provisions of the Con-
s t i t u i t on  only guarantee certain payment in 
a particular way. as Ear as Article 291 is 
concerned, in certain agreement signed else-
where. Why then the question of compen-
sation comes? The Articles of the Constitu-
tion relevant to the acquisition of property do 
not apply. W'e are only taking awry some 
privileges that we offered to them. That is 
abou: all. We are not extinguishing any i ight .  
Wc have been over-generous. We arc 
withdrawing the generosity from the Princes. I 
do not know why people should pay 
compensation for withdrawing the generosity 
over t< period of 23 years or heavy payment 
at Ihe cost of the exchequer in the midst of the 
starving millions of our country. Therefore I 
would ask tlie Prime Minister not to talk about 
the transitional srrangemenis. Transition from 
what ? Transition from a monumental folly to 
a kind of bargain with Ihe Princes again ? This 
would be contrary to the spirit in which we 

are passing this measure. Therefore. I say, 
give up this idea of tampering and compen-
sating the Princes. They are not destitutes 
from East Pakistan. They are not beggars in 
the streets. They have not come from West 
Pakistan driven by some other people. They 
are rich people. In fact some years ago on the 
floor of this House it was revealed that some 
of the Princes had foreign accounts of the 
order of Rs. 30 crores in the British and other 
banks. They have palaces, they have jewellery, 
they have so many other things and what is the 
use of again paying compensation to them '.' 
Therefore this idea should not also be 
entertained. 

Before I sit down I say that the qui 
of compensation does not anise. The ques 
tion of betrayal or violation of any commit 
ment does not arise. We had made no 
commitment to them that for generation 
after generation we shall bear the stigma 
and disgnce of payment to the oppressors 
of the people. There is no commitment 
Il they talk about the pledges, what about 
the pledges to the 500 million people of our 
country, starving, unemployed, lining up 
before the Employment Exchanges without 
jobs.      suffering without drinking 
water in many places ? What about the 
pledges to them ? The pledges to (hem had not 
been only voiced in the resolutions passed 
from the platforms of the Congress or from 
the State Peoples Congress. The pledges to the 
m; ses are given in the Preamble to the 
Constitution which opens with the pledge to 
the people. The pledges to our masses arc 
given in the Diie-.tivc Principles of our 
Constitutions. The to the people are given in 
the Five Year Plans of our country. The 
pledges tht people we gave in our election 
manife on ihe basis of which we get elected 
getting a mandate of the people. Wha the 
violation of these? Who are going tc redeem 
these pledges? When the ployed shell have 
employment ? When the hungry will have 
food ? When the landless will have land ? 
Therefore I submit that ihe Princely Order is a 
shameful Order. The Princely Order is 
something which is abominable, abhorrent to 
the conscience of the nation. It is nol a 
question of individual Rajas or Ranis. I do not 
know them tnd I do not wish to know theni 
bill they are symbols of shame, dishonour, 
treachery, tyranny, violation of all that is 
decent and good in our public life.    They are 
the ex- 
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crescence of out society. Therefore 1 have 
great pleasure ir supporting this and I do not 
see my frit id Mr. Dhs.ria here. He took the 
initiativ in moving the amendment to get it 
passed at the AICC which moved the Ruling 
Party for the passage of the Bill, which 
symbolise the unity of the progressive forces 
sittin; in these Benches and those who are 
sitting in the other Benches like my friends, 
Shri Ki ishan Kant, Shri Chandra Shekhar, Shri 
Dl aria and many others. Here is an occasion v. 
hen we are uniting in concrete terms for he 
sake of the nation, not in any partisan spirit but 
recapturing the spirit of the nal on, recapturing 
the highest lradition of our nationd struggle. 
Here is a symbol of unity for us and the 
symbol of tyrann is being fought unitedly by 
all of us sitting on loth sides. Tomorrow we 
shall given ever a more crushing defeat to the 
side of read ion and the Princes' Lobby in Ihis 
House than in th; oiher House. I agree with the 
Prime Minister when she appealed to us (hat 
the Rzjya Sabha should give effect to iis own 
resolution. In this House only lasi year we 
passed a resolution telling the tation that the 
Rajya Sabha is for abolition of the Privy Purses 
and except my friend Shri Lokanslh Misra, not 
one Member voted against that resolution. Is it 
not our d.ity today to Iell the nation that the 
Rajya Sabha Members, collectively and 
individual!), mean what they say, thet they do 
not me: n it as a mere talking shop, '.hat they 
are rot double-talkers, that they Jo fulfil the pi 
dge they took on the floor of this House 
Therefore. Sir. not only for the sake of the 
national honour but for the honour of the 
House ;!so. we must pass this Bill with a 
thumping majority und tell ihe nation- that we 
are falling in step with them. 

Thank you. 

SHRI MAH/ VIR TYAGI : At what tim; the 
voting world take place ? 

THE    VICE CHAIRMAN  (SHRI    AK-
BAR ALI KHAN) :  Tomorrow. 

SHRI MAHAVIR TYAGI : Tomorrow at 
what time of tl e clock '.' 

SHRI   M.   N    KAUL :   After  the Prime 
Minister's reph 

SHRI   MAH WIR   TYAGI:   Will   it   be 
in the forenoon '? 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 
ALI KHAN) : Probably in the forenoon, 1 am 
told definitely in the forenoon... 

SHRI MAHAVIR TYAGI : It means that 
the debate will practically close today and the 
Prime Minister will reply tomorrow, say, 
between 11 and 12, and after that the voting 
will take place. 

SHRI BABUBHAI M. CHINAI : Mr. Vice-
Chairmen, Sir, if peisonal equations were to 
be squared, perhaps I would have been the 
first man to support this Bill today. If there is 
anybody, who has been much wronged by the 
Princes, it is myself. But that is not the 
criterion to be taken into consideration when a 
very high principle is involved. I want to bring 
to your kind notice, Mr. Vice-Chsirman, this 
Bill, which is being put before us, I intend to 
oppose it tooth and nail. It is not for the firsl 
time that I am opposing this Bill, this pro-
position. I have on all occasions, whenever 
discussions have taken place in my party on 
such a proposition, whether it was in the 
Jabalpur Congress or in ihe Delhi Congress or, 
sifter the split in the Congress, in the 
Gandhinagar Congress, I have always opposed 
it, and I intend to do so today. 

The Constitution (Twenty-fourth Amend-
ment) Bill, which is before our august House, 
seeks to end the concept of rulership and 
abolish the privy pluses and special privileges 
of ex-rulers. This Bill has been described as 
historic by the Prime Minister, Shrimati Indira 
Gandhi. I agree with her, though for different 
reasons. Certainly, history will decide how we 
legislate; rv exercised our private conscience 
and conformed to public morality. 

The Lok Sabha has passed the Bill by a 
small margin. It is up to us in the Rajya Sabha 
to view the whole issue indepei and 
pragmatically. We derive our avthority from 
the Constitution and the Constitution clearly 
shows that the Rajya Sabha is equal in status 
and in no way rnferier to Lok Sabha, and the 
two Houses together tfiat constitute the 
Parliament of India have to tgree for any 
amendment of the Constitution. Under the 
procedure laid down, an amendment of the 
Constitution may be initiated by introducing a 
Bill in either Hojtise of Parliament. .If only 
this Bill had been introduced earlier in the 
Rajya Sabha rather thffl in the Lok Sabha, I 
venture tc say that the outcome would have 
been different. 
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I am not for a moment suggesting that the 
hon. Members of the Lok Sabha are careless 
of their obligations or lack ir. objectivity. My 
short point l5 tn''t we from ihe Rajya Sabh; 
must believe the popular but erroneous dictum 
that, if a Second Chamber dissents from the 
first, it is mischievous; if it agrees with the 
first, it is superfluous. As I have already said, 
ours is not a Second Chamber, nor an Upper 
House. Our Constitution has dearly specified 
our high role in the legislative work of 
Parliament. 

Only if we vote against the Bill we will be 
true to ourselves and io the great patriots who 
are no more with us, but who in their wisdom 
thought it necessary and right to give 
protection to former Rulers—a protection in 
terms of specific articies in the Constitution of 
India. 

Speaking in the Lok Sabha, the Union 
Finance Minister, Chavan Sahib, said that 
history has ordained that privy purses and 
other princely privileges should be abolished 
now. He went on to say that this was a 
compulsion of history. These are fine words. 
But the feet of the matt ir is that history is not 
an inert force nor is it pre-determined. History 
is neither natural new supernatural. It is made 
or dii-raade by people, who take decisions. 
Today, we have been called upon to take a 
decision Wc are here to exercise our free will, 
free will both in the democratic as well as 
philosophical senses. There is nothing fiUtis'lc 
about this Bill. We can by our own conscious 
freeplay of wills, individually and 
collectively, nol allow a betrayal to take place. 

We will be betraying the ex-Rulers zs well 
as our great leaders who are n-o more with us. 
I appeal to the Prime Minister to abide by the 
Indian tradition, and that tradition is to 
discharge the obligations thrt have been 
committed by their faihers in their lifetime. 
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru, the architect of India's 
independence, committed himself to the 
prices. WiH the daughter, who is in a position 
of power disown what her father had 
committed ? Is she going to betray her filther? 

A reference has been made to the undivided 
Congress which by an AICC Resolution   
accepted   in   1967    to    abolish    in 

principle ihe privy purses and princely pri-
vileges. Even then, I spoke against this 
Resolution. And I cannot help saying that the 
two wings of the Congress seem to have this 
one undesirable objective in common even 
while there is enough of common ground for 
them to get together in more worthwhile 
causes. 

This  Bill represents in the extreme      a 
distorted sense of proportion in relation to the 
march of the nation towards the direction of 
modernisation and democratisation of Indian 
society. The Prime Minister has herself 
admitted that the abolition of privy purses and 
princely privileges will not solve poverty, 
unemployment or any other problem facing 
the millions. Thus the Bill represents a 
complete escapism from the real problems of 
public welfare. The source of confusion in the 
minds of so-called socialists stems from the 
fact that true ends are being forgotten. These 
socialists have become doctrinaire and are 
deifying the means into ends in themselves. 
Socialism cannot be measured by B reference 
to abolition of privy purses or more public 
enterprises or more planning irrespective of 
the results. Socialism cannot be tied in this way 
to rigid patterns, devoid of meaning and 
relevance and without substance to the masses 
or to the coming generation. 

While there are weighty problems of the 
day like rising prices^ falling production, 
growing unemployment, rural unrest, com-
munal tension, Naxalite violence, inter-State 
disputes. Centre-State relations, international 
affairs- and many more, we are westing the 
nation's money and time by discussing the 
fringe question as this Bill represents. At no 
time, since Independence, have out political 
life and time of Parliament been reduced to 
such an utter farce. 

Let us look fit the provisions of the Bill. 
There are only three amendments and there-
fore it is a short Bill. That does not make it 
less objectionable, just as a new-born child, 
delivered on the wrong side of the bed. 
because it is small, cannot mitigate the offence 
of Ihe parents. Of these three Articles which 
nre sought to be omitted, two are important 
and they are Articles 291 and 362. Clause 22 
of Article 366 is only consequential. Article 
291 guarantees the assurances given by the 
Government as regards privy purses. Article 
362 solemnly asks  Parliament to give due  
regard to the 
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assurances given n arlicle 291, with respect (o 
personal rights, privileges and dignities of the 
former rulers of erstwhile Indian States. In this 
ci nnection, article 363, which is untouched^ is 
if crucial significance. This article bars 
inte'ference by courts and tribunals arising o! 
such treaties, agreements, etc. It was originally 
introduced to fortify the guarantees given to 
the former rulers of Indian States. By retaining 
this article, what is sought io be done now is 
to deprive them of their right a ordinary 
citizens to seek the protection o!  courts. 

Either the agieement, covenants, engage-
ments and Sanaa's should be looked upon as a 
moral obligation insofar as they are embodied 
in the Constitution or they should be treated as 
commercial contracts. If former, nothing sb 
mid be done to violate the Constitution 
through sny amendment. On the other hand, if 
they are contractual obligations, it is on y meet 
and proper that any aggrieved party to the 
contract is enabled to approach the courts so 
that the respective obligations are tested by 
courts. 'Heads 1 win tails you lose' policy is 
illogical, irrational, unjustified  and predatory. 

Let us remember that the original under-
standing itself on this subject was framed on   
bilateral   arrangements.    Sardar    Patel 
whom   we   call :d   the   Bismark    of    India 
brought about R revolutionary change from 
separate  States  to  integration  and      from 
separate consti utions to one for the whole 
country by pei uasiorj and through negotia-
tions and did not force a change    through 
legislative compulsion. Why cannot a change 
be effected no v in the seme bilateral manner ?     
Is   it  because  unlike   stalwarts   like Sardar 
Patel nnd Jawaharlal Nehru, those who are in 
pover today lack diplomacy or they are too 
giddy with power ?   Let not in the name of ; 
ny new ideology, let not in Ihe nam© of tbe 
people any lapse be covered or a wron:; done. 
As guardians of justice and framrs of 
legislation we have to be  watchful.   Whether  
an  individual or a party or a nat on. that 
which does not stand by the pledged word hes 
no future in this world or the next.    I beg that 
this House should oppose  the Bill so that the 
impression may go   ibroad that we stand by 
our word.    If,  or   the other hand,  this Bill is 
passed, it will be a false and disastrous step. 
We will be i ondemned by the world and 
history as violators  of commitments.    We are 
all mortals, and we must give place to 

the younger generation. The younger gene-
ration will not forgive us because their word 
will not be believed by anyone either al home 
or abroad, for no other reason than the fact 
that they happen to be our progeny. The sins 
of the father will verily discend on the son. 

The price of the Bill is not Rs. 4\ crores or 
so. It is the price of pledges, honour and  
ethics. 
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SHRI M. R. VENKATARAMAN (Tamil 

Nadu) : Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, 1 wish to 
support this Bill. The colleagues of my party 
will support this Bill. 

Sir, there have been references here to the 
All-India Congress Working Committee 
Resolution. Long, long before that, my party 
had the privilege of demanding the abolition of 
the purse to the Princes. Not only that, we have 
even gone on record in Indian history that we 
also attacked this very Covenant with the 
Princes-, the arrangement that was arrived at 
because that was the time when close on the 
heels of the success of the freedom movement 
were the struggles put forth by the people of 
these native States that lent strength to the 
national movement. That was the time when 
the Princes badly wanted a protecting hand. 
The logical course of the States' people's 
struggle would have culminated in the Princes 
being shown their place as they well deserved 
to be shown. Who can, forget how Pandit 
Nehru was treated when he went to Kashmir ? 
I have not forgotten, at any rate, when our 
President, Mr. Giri, accompanying Pandit 
Nehru, was stopped half way by the Raja of 
Bobbili, and when huge drums were beaten to 
drown in its noise the address by Pandit Nehru 
in Bobbili. How can we forget the behaviour of 
the Raja of Pudukotta towards that well-known 
leaders of the Congress Party. Mr. Satya-
murthy—Banning his entry ? Have we for-
gotten all these things ? Have we forgotten that 
the uprising of the Telengana peasantry close 
on the heels of the attainment of 
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Swaraj   threatened   the   very   existence   of 
ihe Nizam of Hyderabad ?   Have we for-
gotten   the   struggle   of   the     Travancore-
Cochin people when Sir C.P. Ramaswamy 
Iyer, with all his capacity and wits could not   
go   and   stand  against   that  brilliant, 
heroic people's struggle highlighted by the 
sacrifice   of   hundreds   of   Kerala   people 
on the fields of Vayalar and  Punnupra  ? 
Have  we forgotten all that  ?    Therefore, my 
party's support to this measure is obvious.    
This should have come a long time ago.    
And it has come at last.    That  is how I look 
at it.    It has not come easily. It has  come, I  
say, definitely  because of the   pressures   
particularly   of    democratic parties,   
democratic  forces   and   democratic voices 
in  this country.    Why  should  you take   
three   years   to   negotiate     with   the 
Princes   ?   My     esteemed   and     respected 
friend,  the  hon.  Finance   Minister,  said  in 
ihe   Lok   Sabha   only   two   days   ago   
that they took three years.    Why ? Of course, 
he was giving the factual  narrative.  Rut it 
shows   their   whole   attitude.     Even   now. 
while  I  say that we support this  measure, I 
want to decry completely all this talk of 
compensation to the Princes.    Whence does 
it   come   ?    It  is  repugnant to  the  whole 
idea  you  have put  before  the  House for 
passing   this   Bill.     It  is    something    like 
shadow-boxing in one sense that is going on   
in  this  House.    Some have said that this is a 
revolutionary measure, and there is this big 
talk of "historic moment', "we are having a 
tryst with  destiny", and  so on.    But this is  a  
normal   thing which  a democratic  
Government,  not  to  talk  of a Government 
which talks day in and    day out of socialism, 
should have done long ago. Now when  this 
measure comes,  you  say. there will be 
compensation.   Did you consult the  States'  
people,   to  seek protection from whom the 
Princes came to the Government of India, 
when you entered into covenants with  the  
Princes ?    It is a  sort of  alliance between 
the    rising    capitalist class of India, which 
after all got political power  when  the   
British   got  kicked   out, and the old feudals 
who were the props of the British rule and 
who wanted a protecting hand.    They came  
together;  and  the Congress  Party has  been 
functioning and it still functions, I am 
constrained to say, on behalf of these classes.    
You  are  all the time talking of the    people.    
All the time you are passing resolutions on 
socia- 

lism. But you are concerned about the pro-
tection of this feudal class and you take a 
halting attitude to touch their interests. That   is 
why this measure  is half-hearted. Therefore,   1  
want  to go on record right now   that   if   and   
when   this   question   of compensation comes, 
my party will oppose it  tooth  and  nail.    
There  should  nal  be any question of 
compensation..    The whole thing  is  
repugnant.    Now this  compensation is not as 
simple as it is sought to be made  out.    It  is  a  
sort  of sugar-coated thing.   You are going to 
give them by way of transitional  allowances 
nnd future compensation  huge amounts.    
There is a    regular   conspiracy   or   plan   
behind   ; give  them   huge  amounts.    So,  
instead of giving them privy purses, as you are 
doing to-day,   you     will   give   them     sub 
amounts   under   a      different   label.     Tt  is 
something  like  saying ''1  refuse  to call it a   
dozen; I   will call   il  only   twelve".    So what 
you are taking away with one hand, you   are  
giving  back  with   another   hand. So, however 
much my friend Mr. V Gupta or my friend Mr. 
Dharia or oiher friends may talk about "historic 
mooient", "a  step towards socialism", etc., this 
halting attitude  towards  the  Princes,  ths old 
feudals, is  not going to help.     (.Interruptions)  
Therefore,  my whole point is that this   
question   of   compensation   is   not   a simple 
affair at all.    Of course, the Prime Minister 
said in the other House that there would be no 
hush-hush about it, aid she would put it before  
Parliament.    If it is so, what  are you   going to 
do ?  Why is this    attitude    of    giving    
compensation ? This is my question.    Then 
you wiH say, "Krielids   like   Mr.   Lokanafh   
Misra   are opposing this measure and  they    
want    a huge  amount to be paid as 
compenbiiion. But Communists and Socialists 
and    other friends do not want any 
compensation to be given.    So, we want to 
give a fair and just   compensation."     That   is   
the   game. This   sort   of   a   thing   is   being   
prepared even now.   This sort of a thing canaat 
be tolerated.    All  this talk  of socialism and 
democracy is just hypocrisy.   The Government 
is hypocritical in the extreme saying that we are 
coming forward with a revolutionary measure 
while at the sarr.i time saying that for higher 
purses smaller multiples and for lower purses 
higher multiples.   What is all this mysterious 
fcrr.iula? It is something   like the tantras    ai 
the olden days which except the learned pandits 
nobody could understand.    Therefore, 
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is a scheme behind this whole thing. 
., the Princes know their game, 
ihey ftr-jw the i r  position, they know 
their di ficultj They will only be too 
glad to get sjme compensation and be 
rid of any further botheration. Our bour 
geoisie wants more money for industries. 
They ga on investing money in the shares 
of companies. All this is not going to 
benefit the people. You are doing all 
this at. the cost of the tax-payer. It is 
the people of India who will have to pay 
to these exploiting classes, to these people 
who alone are thriving in this country. 
This is the b Aground of the socialist 
talk ai anda that is going on in all   the   
hypocrisy of srnmei t. 

There is ano her thing which I want'to 
s,iy in this coi nection. We must take a 
i experiences and that les 
son is in relation to the Constitution. With 
this Constitutio 1 you cannot do anything 
people of India. It is coming in 
our way more and more. It came in our 
way fur the nationalisation of hanks, ft 
» in o ir way now again on this 
question, of Prby purses. When you want 
to do :> ne go( I to the people, bring some 
measure against those who are exploiting 
the people, there are all sorts of restric 
tions and hurdles, Lok Sabha discussion, 
Rajya bha t scussion, two-thirds majo 
rity, time Court, etc. all sorts 
of things. And the Supreme Coun will 
go baci on it-, own decisions which I had 
occasion to poiit out in this House when 
ire were discussing ihe bank nationalisa 
tion. Now yoi will find that bit by bit 
like a ich looked very nice out 
wardly i it whil Ii had all patches and ulti 
mately was prai tically torn, this is becom 
ing something Ike that. Let me not be 
lie saying that there is 
no ner.' •f a ( )nstitution for the country. 
Of course, we do need a Constitution. 
But a € istitul oa is not so sacrosanct that 
wc cannot toiuh it. Even now you are 
going on chang ng the Constitution bit by- 
bit, section by section, 22nd amendment, 
23rd an tdniet !, 24th amendment and so 
(in. Thh way he whole thing is going 
to be deleted. It is just like a cycle tube. 
If tbe; a pi icture. you get if repaired. 
If ther.- is a sapond puncture, have it re 
paired. But like this if there is a repair 
after sh i'd vou go on onlv repair- 

ing it when the whole thing is full of punc-
tures ? You have got to throw it away and get 
a new tube. This is my point. This is what any 
layman will say... 

SHRI R. T. PARTHASARATHY (Tamil 
Nadu) : You have taken oath under the 
Constitution. And how can you go against it ? 

SHRI   M.   R.   VENKATARAMAN     : 
Don't try to rattle me. We all have taken oath 
under the Constitution. That is a different 
thing. But by way of these frequent 
amendments you are doing it piecemeal.    
You do not remove it wholly... 

SHRI R. T. PARTHASARATHY : That is 
the Marxist theory. 

SHRI   M.    R,   VENKATARAMAN   : 
Your bands have the same stain as those of 
mine,  if at all, if that comes to that. 

Therefore, since the Regulating Act of 1773 
and the Board of Control Act of 1784, there 
have been various Acts. There was the 
Government of India Act of 1813, then of 
1833, and then there was the Indian Councils 
\cl of 1861. There was the Act oE 1919, 
Minto-Morley Reforms, then came the I s> 19 
Act and the Montague-Chelmsford Reforms 
and then there was the Simon Commission 
which created the Government of India Act of 
1935. For whose purpose were all these enact-
ments made ? They were all made for the 
benefit of the British people, for safeguarding 
the British interests. Did this country not have 
a Constitution ? Yes, il did, but for the benefit 
of the British in those days. Now after we got 
independence, we made our own Constitution. 
The Constitution written by the British did not 
serve our interests. Therefore, some eminent 
people, some "wise" people, of ours wrote  
this Constitution and left it to us. But 
experience is tell ing us that everything done 
at that time is full of defects. Shri Dharia said 
that there is a gap between the noble 
sentiments contained in the preamble of the 
Constitution and what we are witnessing in 
the country today. Therefore (his Constitution 
must go. Tlie Constitution, after all. goes 
before the Court and the court applies the law. 
The Parliament makes the law. But they make 
the law, with due respect to Shri 
Parthasarathy, in accordance with the 
Constitution which was made in 1949 or 1950 
Things have changed  .   .   . 
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SHRl R. T. PARTHASARATHY  That is 
why we have amended it 23 times. 

SHRl M.  R.  VENKATARAMAN   :  It will 
go on changing. Unless it is changed 
fundamentally  and  basically, people    will u  
to throw  it  out  because  they I   it is their 
enemy.The Cons- used   to  attack  the people. 
I seriously as that.    How can tolerate  that 
They will  say  :"Have  a   fresh   Constitution  
All  of  us must sec the writings on the wall. 

Lastly, much has been talked about the 
sacrifices of the princes. The princes saw the 
writing on the wall. They had, there-lore, to 
seek protection and our new class which came 
to power wanted all the territory and all the 
resources. So, these agreements were entered 
into. There is no question of any sacrifice 
being made by them. Let us take things as 
they arc. Let us not exaggerate things. 

I cannot understand my friend, Shri S. N. 
Mishra's statement. He said : "I am for the 
abolition of privy purses. Yet I oppose the 
Bill'. I hope he will reconsider his attitude. 

SHRT S. N. MISHRA : You happen to he a 
lawyer. Have you not understood what J said ? 
Why did they not change the agreements 
which are the mother documents ? 

SHRI M. R. VENKATARAMAN : The 
agreements they have entered into were with 
the persons who are the accredited enemies of 
the people. I am not only a lawyer, but also a 
politicutn. I am more concerned with your 
attitude to the privy purses. You say that you 
are for the abolition and yet you do not 
support this measure. I am not able to 
understand these contradictory positions. Ts it 
because of compensation being given ? What 
exactly, is the reason behind it ? I think he is 
inconsistent. I really hope that he will rethink 
and reconsider his position. I will not make 
this appeal to Shri Loka-nath Mishra. He was 
forthright. He does not approve of this Bill at 
all. Some body else said the Supreme Court 
should decide it. I can understand that position 
too, but not your position. I am seeing this in 
the context of differences between the Ruling 
Congress and the Organisation 

Congress. What should be the best atti 
tude io help the reestablishmenl of the 
Congress with 1972 in mind ? Is it the 
strong-arm attitude to protect certain 
interests in the background of giving radi- 
calisation and talks of communism and 
socialism among the people or is it better 
to pretend to be socialists and under the 
icialism do the s^me things ? 
I see these two attitudes on thr part of 
the  Congress    parties as  : thing 
which  constitutes the difference. 

Tliat apart, the Government has at last 
come forward with this measure—belter late 
than never. 

SHRI  BHUPESH GUPTA  :     Arc yon 
not  Mr.  Vice-Chairman speaking on this 
matter   ? 

SHRI M. R. VENKATARAMAN : l hope 
that the Government will seriously think 
about the issue of compensation. There can be 
no question of any consideration of 
compensation on (his issue. 

SHRl S. N. MISHRA ; Sir, Mr. Bhupesh 
Gupta wants you to speak. 

SHRl BHUPESH GUPTA : Sir, you come 
from Hyderabad, proximity to the Nizam.    
You should also speak. 

SHRI THILLAI VILLALAN Sir, I rise to 
extend my whole-hearted support to this Bill, 
the Constitution (Twenty-fourth Amendment) 
Bill, 1970, since our party has already decided 
in favour ot the abolition of privy purses and 
special privileges to the Princes. This is the 
mast awaited Bill by the whole nation. But, I 
must say. this is the most controversial one. 

Sir,  in ihe morning, our Leader of the  
Opposition,  Shri  S.  N.  Mishn. he  would  
support the  Bill  if brought  in  the manu:1''hi 
be brought.    In the so, Sir, Morarji Bhai, who 
leads the Opposition there, has also stated. 
This Bill is a deceitful piece of legislation. T 
support the Bill if the Bill is brought in ihe 
manner in which it should be brought." To my 
poor understanding and meagre knowledge. 
Sir, I can conceive of two manners or two 
ways in which the Bill is to be brought. Sir, I 
would deal with the problem involved in this 
Wll by dis- 
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sccting it into three parts : One is, the 
constitutional and legal, the second is, the 
monetary or financial, and the third, the 
last but not the ; least, the political, mora! 
and ethical aspecjts.  

IAN  in  the  Chair] 
Sir, as a Mud  titutional Law, I want to 
discuia he constitutional or-legal problenjs. 
The first manner or w   Sit,    The amending  
Bill  in- te  three     Articles,     namely, 
Anicie 291, Arlicle 362 and Article 366. sub-
clause  (22); from our Constitution. 

Sir, I shall first take up Article 366(22) 
which deals with the definition of Ruler The 
manner I mentioned is this, Sir. If we go 
through the provisions of Article 366, sub-
clause (22), we can find the definition : 

"The Ruler, in relation to an Indian State, 
means the Prince, chief or other person by. 
wh|om and such covenant or agreement as js 
referred to in clause (1) of Article 291 was 
entered into and who, for the time being, is 
recognised by the President as the Ruler of 
the State and includes any person who for the 
time being, is recognised by the President as 
the successor of such Ruler." 

The first manner or way is this. Sir. The 
President can withdraw the recognition of a 
Ruler at an.' moment. Here, there is one way 
for tie Prime Minister to fulfil the purpose of 
this Rill by asking or by requesting the 
President to withdraw the recognition of 
Rulers or Princes, who are now prevented 
from getting privy purses. But, she has i ot 
chosen that manner or way we can sa^ that 
this is most deceitful by applying 
technicalities or what we can call, the back-
door method. Sir. But she has chosen the 
other way. That is the most democratic w:iy, 
by bringing an amending Bill, a Constitution 
(Amendment) Bill, to this House, Sir. I will 
like to ask our Leader of the Opposition in 
which manner' he. waits the Bill to be 
brought beforr the House—by the deceitful 
manner of taking shelter under the 
technicalities of the provisions in the Cons-
titution or the democratic way of biinging a 
Constitution (Amendment) Bill before the 
Parliament which is the desirable manner ? r 
appreciate the democratic Spirit shown  by 
the  Hon.  Prime Minister 

by Ihc adopting the democratic way of 
biingiiig forwa.d this Bill and I applaud the 
manner in which  the  Bill is brought. 

'then, by removing Anicle 291, we 
stopped (hs payment of the Privy Purse 
from the Consolidated Fund of India. By 
thi'j cuticle we have given sanction to the 
obligation o-i the part of the Government on 
any agreement or convenant with the IUi!er 
of any Indian State. But from the \ ei y 
reading vye can find that these agreements 
or covenants are not at all contractual oiijs. 
They are only political arrangements of a 
temporary nature. If they are contractual, 
there is no necessity of ingraining of this 
article. This has been incorporated since 
these agreements stanJ on a different 
footing. 

Some say that these agreements are of an 
international nature, and the Govern-msnt 
should answer to the comity of nations. This 
is also a false notion. These agreements 
were entered into at the time of the 
formation of the Union. We have changed 
the very structure of the Union itself. First 
we had Part A, B and C States, then we 
reorganised them on the basis of language 
and now wc are carving out new States, 
States within States and conferring 
Statehood for Centrally Administered 
States. We are in the age of change. We 
have therefore to amend the Constitution. 

We have amended our Constitution 23 
times within 21 years. If the Constitution is 
sacrosanct, then there will be no meaning in 
having article 368. We vire not having a 
rigid Constitution. It is flexible and the 
process of amendment of the Constitution is 
not cumbersome  or  difficult. 

Therefore the argument of commitment will 
al^o fall to the ground if we analyse the 
position of fulfilment by the Government to 
the nation. This Government . has committed 
to the nation that they will give democratic 
socialism. Therefore they have to democratise 
the society t.s committed to the nation. The 
commitment to the nation is bigger than any 
commitment to any other sectirn, if at all it is 
worth the name of commitment. 

There is n > infringement of the Fun-
damental Rights. This is not at all a 
Fundamental Rifht -or propertv right. There 
i; no hitch regarding articles 14, 10 or 
31 (1 ) (2 ) .  

 



135 Constitution [ RAJYA SABHA]    {24th Amdt.) Bill, 1970 136 

[Shri  Thillai   Viilalan.] 
Th-' second pari is the financial aspect of it. 
Thev are Princes, not paupers. Thoy are not 
much worried about the monetary aspect. 
Besides, they say they arc more worried about 
the self-respect, breach of trust, loss of 
honour, derogation of law or rule of law and 
the into -a section of the people. So I do not 
want to go into the quantum of ; now Heine 
abolished. Sir, 1 want to stress that there  is 
no question of compensation or solat ium or 
multiple to them. There is no property right at 
all. 

There is no sacrifice either, I say this 
because there has been mention here of their 
sacrifice, because when some hon. Members 
recall the past glories of the princes, they sa\ 
they have sacrificed, they have shown 
patriotism. ( Time hell) I will finish within 
one or two minutes. Sor^e hon. Members say 
that because ot their sacrifice and patriotism 
the integration of India was fulfilled. That was 
an argument advanced by some of my friends. 
Sir. I want to know what is the sacrifice. Sir. 
A coward cannot preach non-violence. An 
invalid cannot preach non-violence. A beggar 
cannot be a 'Dharmaprabhu'. First of all, a 
person must be in possession, of certain rights. 
Then only tlie question ol' abandoning them or 
giving them up arises. And if he does abandon 
them or give them up voluntarily, then only it 
will be called a sacrifice. But here in the case 
of these princes there is no right at all; they 
were not in possession of any right. It is the 
right of the people. Tt is the right of the toiling 
masses. Simply the flprinces were exploiting 
the people. So there is no question of sacrifice 
at all and, at the same time, there is no 
question of patriotism also, Sir. We can call it 
panicianism. We can put it like this that only 
to save themselves they siened the Covenants 
of Accession. 

I here is talk much about breach of trust. 
There is no trust all, because now this is the 
trust reposed by the nation in this 
Government, rt has been an executive 
arrangement by the Government. Now it has 
been changed:  that is all. 

The honour of the nation will be enhanced 
since i1 democratised the whole society by 
abolishing the feudal remnants, ft will not in 
any way lower the    honour 

of our country. These are days of democracy 
not of monarchy. 

Justice to be done to the nation, not to the 
princes. Therefore, Sir, by abolishing the 
privy purses we are rendering justice to the 
nation. 

Here there has been mention about the 
conscience also. The conscience of individuals 
should not be considered. The conscience of 
the nation has been pricking for more than two 
decades. At the command of the conscience of 
the nation the Government is acting in 
bringing this amending Bill. The behests of 
Time should be heeded. If not, Time will be-
come the judge of events and give its own 
verdict in its own way. Only to save one 
section of the citizens of this country from the 
fury of Time this Bill has been brought. So the 
princes must all join and support this Bill. Sir, 
the I eader of Ihe Opposition stated that they 
are now thrown out into the streets. 
Wh e t i i e r  they are now thrown out into tlie 
streets or not, the people were on the streets. 
They were struggling for the integration. . . 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Please 
conclude now. 

SHRI  THILLAI VILLALAN:  Yes, Sir. 
The people were si niggling against the ty-
ranny of these princes and they now 
succeeded in that struggle. 

Sonic hon. Members spoke about the 
glories of some of the princes also, Sir. But 
we have got enough materials for the vagaries 
of the princes also. We need not go into the 
vagaries of these princes; we know   many   
things  about   these   princes. 

Before I conclude. Sir. I would like to say 
this. Here some hon. Members mentioned 
about Mahatma Gandhi, Vallabh-bhai Patel 
and Pandit Nehru, Sir, and they said that if 
they were alive today they will not go back on 
the word given to these princes. I am not a 
political magician. I have r»o magic wand in 
my hand to bring them alive. Therefore, Sir, I 
am not able to do a political miracle. But Sir, I 
can assure this House that they are mingled in 
the blood, sweat, toil and breath of the toiling 
masses of this country. Sir. They have made 
their hearts as their seats  but they are not here 
because 
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so many of us are heartless. In the morning the 
Leader of the Opposition mentioned about the 
heart. But the pity is most of us are heartless. 
Therefore, they are not here. They are only 
with the masses. They h; ve now the hearts of 
the masses as ther home. (Time bell). Through 
them i hey are showering their blessings on 
the Government for bringing this amending 
Bill. 1 also join the three hundred million who 
are applauding this Government for bringing 
this Bill. I whole-heartedly support the Bill. 
With these words,   I conclude. 

SHRI N. G. GORAY : Mr. Deputy 
Chairman, I have been listening to the debate 
in the Hous j since the Prime Minister moved 
the motion. I had tried to follow the debate in 
th i I ok Sabha also. I find that this debate has 
suffered. On the one hand, some peo 'le have 
praised it sky-high, while oth rs have 
denounced it. We are living ir an atmosphere 
of hyperbole, ever since we started discussing 
this Bill. There we e hon. Members who 
described this Bill as historical and somebody 
said that t ie day on which we pass it will go 
down in history as important as the 15th of . 
ugust or the 26th of January. Others hare said 
that it is a breach of faith, a dish mourable 
piece of legislation. It seems t at nobody is 
trying to put it in  the  corre t  historical  
perspective. 

I was surpris:d that my friend. Shri Mishra, 
the Leader of the Opposition, in spite of the 
faci that he supports the idea of abolition of 
privy purses, is opposing it. He has said that 
not only he, but his whole party, wil oppose 
the Bill. It is very strange that he accepts the 
idea of abolition, but, at th' same time, he says 
that it will not b^ r assible for him to support 
it. It seems hat he is trying to hunt with the 
houn. and run with the hare. So far as the Jan 
Sangh reaction is concerned, I was iot at all 
surprised. The Jan Sangh seen s to be a 
worshipper of the past. They refuse to be 
architects of the future. So ar as the Swatantra 
Party is concerned, th -ir solicitude for the 
feudal class and the c; pitalist-class is well 
known. Therefore, a Ioi of things were said 
about the sacrifices o the Princes. I do not like 
to criticise any person, but sometimes it 
becomes  verJ   difficult not to go  back 

to  history, because it is very necessary to 
understand  the role  that  this  Order had 
played.    The Maharaja of Darbhanga had 
written   to   me  a letter and he   had supplied 
all the arguments that he had mustered   in   
favour of preserving    the privy purse,   and to 
that letter I    had    replied saying that  I look at 
this  question from two   angles:  one  is  the  
historical     angle and   the other is the social 
angle.    I do not   want to go back  to ancient  
history, but  if you look  into   the  history   of 
the last two centuries, you will  find  that this 
particular order has somehow managed to 
survive, though   the  Moghul  Empire    has 
vanished,  the  Maratha  Confederacy is   no 
more, and the Sikh kingdom was liquidated, and 
still this  order   continued.   Then the British   
have gone,   and  the    People's Republic  was 
established   in    .India,    and still for 22 years 
the order has continued. I think it is the greatest 
miracle in history what these people have 
achieved, that they have  gone through  all  the 
vicissitudes intact.    So   much  praise  has been    
heaped on them even by the Prime  Minister 
that what they did at the time of our freedom 
was  something   for which   we  should  be 
always grateful.   I would like to point out here:   
is  this   the   only    countiy  in    the world 
where the     feudal    interests    have 
voluntarily surrendered  themselves ?    Sir, you 
will remember that in Germany under Prince  
Bismark  the old  States  were  liquidated.    In 
Japan in the mighty period the mighty lords;' 
who had parcelled up Japan, surrendered  their   
power  to   the      mighty Emperor.    These  
things have    happened. This  is   being quoted   
in  India as something  by way of supreme   
sacrifice,   and my friend,    the    venerable    
friend.    Shri Pitamber Das. went to the extent 
of saying that they surrendered their  crowns.  
Were they wearing crowns ? If they were  wear-
ing   crowns,  they   werte Jmade   of    card-
board.   They were not crowns.   They were 
living  because  the  British   were   there   to 
support them.   When the British withdrew their 
support and when the Princes found themselves 
confronted by a mass agitation of the people,  
they  resorted to  this way out,  and  Sardar 
Patel also   thinking  that it would   be  better to 
gain their support followed  a   particular policy.     
So  it was a simple case of what is described in 
Sanskrit as : 
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Shri N. G. Goray] It was a simple case of 
adjusting their relations. New relationships 
were established and our Princes perpetuated 
themselves for some time, and peace was 
bought, time was bought by giving the privy 
purses to  the Princes. 

Now, Sir, 22 years have gone and so much 
is being made of these honourable convenants 
that were entered into and the word that was 
plighted and all that. Sir, I would like to ask 
the legal luminaries who happen to be here: 
after all is it not a fact that law is a child of the 
social environment ? Or is law something sup-
reme that whatever the social environment, 
however great the changes that may happen, 
the law remains where it is ? It is not possible. 
All these covenants, Sir, are nothing but a 
reflection of the new relationship between the 
people and the Princes. That also has changed. 
These 22 years have passed and still they say 
that the privy purses must be there. I just want 
to ask the House to think of the 1857 struggle. 
It was a feudal struggle. I am not saying that it 
was really a struggle on behalf of the people. It 
was a feudal struggle. What has happened to 
those who died at that time fighting the British 
? The Rani of Jhansi fought the British. There 
is no question of giving privy purse to her 
descendants. She has vanished from the scene. 
Today in this House the name of the Scindias 
was mentioned. The Scindias became the 
chief-tans. They had a State of their own 
simply because they refused to help the Rani 
of Jhansi and the Rani of Jhansi was killed on 
the battle-field of Gwalior. So, Vijaya Raje 
Scindia, who happens to be the leader of the 
lana Sangh, is claiming the privy purse for the 
betrayal of the freedom struggle and fhe Rani 
cf Jhansi who fought them is liquidated, and 
the only thing is that we raise statues to her 
memory. The same thing has happened to the 
Peshwas, the same thing has happened to the 
descendants of Ranjit Singh. Sir, the last 
Moghul, from the jail of Mandalay Road, said, 
"I want only six feet of land in India when I 
die". But even that six feet of land was not 
made available to him. 

So, we must try to understand that there is a 
historical compulsion about which Shri  
Chavan  spoke the other day.    Here 

a lot of people made fun of it, historical 
compulsion. It is ordained by history. I 
entirely support him and say that this is 
ordained by history, this was ordained by 
history. But perhaps the Congress itself, the 
united Congress, which was instrumental in 
defeating the historical forces for such a long 
time. It is a good thing, therefore, that at last 
they have realised that this thing cannot go on, 
it is impossible it is really not in keeping with 
the spirit of the Constitution. How can you 
have privileged people and privileged classes 
? How can you think of giving compensation 
to t h e m ?  My friend here brought up this 
question of compensation. I really want to tell 
you, Sir, that so far as may party is concerned, 
we had moved this Resolution on the floor of 
this House. Really, the whole discussion was 
not necessary because this House had in all 
sincerity and in all seriousness passed that 
Resolution almost unanimously; two or three 
people might have voted against it. But once 
the entire House had given its consent to the 
Resolution and put its seal of approval, where 
was the necessity of such a long debate ? But 
now we find that such a long debate is taking 
place and all sorts of things  are being  said. 

Sir. here I have got a small pamphlet 
written by the Maharajah of Bikaner. I was 
really amused to read this pamphlet. The case, 
as the Maharajah has put it, is that while he 
was receiving Rs. 10 lakhs, he was spending 
Rs. 15 lakhs and therefore he says, why do 
you abolish the privy purses ? I think it is 
much better that he should have welcomed 
this because he was spending Rs. 15 lakhs 
when he was receiving Rs. 10 lakhs. Now, ths 
question comes, where was he getting Rs. 5 
lakhs per year from? 

Therefore, this is a very funny argument 
that has been placed before us. And we are 
being told that in respect of the Princes we 
should adopt an attitude which will not 
deprive them of their privy purses and other 
rights. Sir, I say, once for all, let us decide 
whether India is going to be a real Republic or 
not. If it is going to be a Republic, then you 
cannot have a few selected people enjoying 
certain rights and privileges and purses which 
are being denied to the common people. 
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Sir. when tl is question of compensation 
came up. my friend here was very specific. I 
would like u be specific myself and I would 
tell the Prime Minister that if she has got any 
lea of giving compensation to these peope, we 
will not tolerate it. Let it be very clear, 
because, Sir, to whom are you giving this 
compensation ? I would like some of i lese 
Princes to tell us how much money tney have 
put in the foreign banks, how much property 
they have here. Are they going to be destitutes 
if the privy purses are nol given to them ? Are 
they going to be oi the streets ? They are not 
going to be oi the streets. The only thing is 
thai wf shall be carrying out some of the 
Directive Principles of our Constitution. By 
this measure, we would be helped to bring 
about some sort of egalitarian society, some 
beginning, but a very small  beginnini; at that. 

So, Sir. I support this Bill. But so far 
as the compensation issue is concerned, I 
would like to point out that when you build 
huge dams, hundreds of villages are sub 
merged ard people are thrown out. What 
compensation do we give them? Those 
people who hive got some land, they get 
some compens; tion. But those people who 
. ; got no lands, they 
6 P.M. )    not   get    any   compen- 

on. They have to go to 
Bombay, they lave to go to other cities, to 
fend for then selves as best as they can. There 
is no . uestion of compensation. When you bri 
ig in new machinery like tractors, so ir any 
people are thrown out of their occupations. It 
is happening and it will happen and we are 
not thinking in terms of g ving any 
compensation to these unfortuaite people who 
are not so \ocal, who are not influential. On 
the other hand, we alk of giving compensation 
to the people who do not need it ai all. 
Therefore. I would like to say tha so far as my 
party is concerned, we an supporting this Bill 
with reservations. We would have liked this 
Bill to contaii a few clauses about com-
pensation, wha idea the Government has. I do 
not wan the Government to have something 
up heir sleeve. We know that this is going o 
give them tremendous power of pahonage and 
leverage. We know that, but I only think that 
it will be possible for us to arrest this process 
and I hope that th. -y are honest when they 
say that thev want equality.    With this parti- 

cular constitutional arrangement they are 
honest, I hope, if they really want to go 
towards an egalitarian society, I hope wiH not 
betray what they are promising to do. Let 
them not play a fraud on the people of India. 

SHRI PRANAB KUMAR MUKHERJEE : 
Sir, I support this Bill wholeheartedly. It has 
been stated by some Members that it is 
historic Bill. Others have characterised it as a 
revolutionary one. But neither of them dealt 
with it in a revolutionary way. It is the direct 
outcome of a resolution passed on the floor of 
this House a few months back and it was 
pointed out. when the resolution was passed, 
that Government should bring a Bill 
abolishing the privy purses within the next 
Budget Session. The Bill now brought in by 
the Government is a simple Bill, amending 
certain provisions of the Constitution and 
abolishing the privy purses. This House has an 
obligation to pass the Bill because originally it 
was mooted on the floor of this House. 
Secondly, when the popular House has pased 
the Bill affecting public life in such a vital 
way, this House should not go against this 
Bill. 

The main question is whether after abo-
lishing the privy purses and amending the 
constitutional guarantees Government is 
violating the treaty obligations which the then 
Government had entered into with the native 
Princes. In this connection it was pointed out 
that as soon as the Indian Independence Act 
was passed by the British Parliament, almost 
all the native States had got back their 
sovereignty and the Government of .India, by 
making instruments of accession, had 
recognized the power of paramountcy and the 
power of sovereignty of all the native States. 
This contention is not correct. Even Sardar 
Patel who dealt with the matter with his own 
hands and who was well conversant with it did 
never express that the native States had their 
own paramountcy. In his speech on the 5th 
July, 1947 Sardar Patel categorically pointed 
out that the Indian States had no sovereignty. 
When the British established their rule in India 
they evolved the term 'paramountcy' which 
established the supremacy of the British 
interests, but the doctrine has remained 
undefined to this time. Therefore, the question 
of   sovereignty in regard    to    a 
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[Shri Pranab  Kumar Mukherjee] treaty   
obligation as   far as    international law is 
concerned, does not exist. 

Surely the main issue is this whether the 
circumstances under which such treaty 
obligations were made are still prevailing' 
today. We all know that when the treaties are 
made, when the instruments of accession were 
signed, the whole country was bleeding from 
the partition, suffering from the miseries of 
partition. When in the country all sorts of 
fissiparous and separatist tendencies were 
prevailing in every corner, as an astute 
politician Sardar Patel had no other way but to 
accede to the demands and claims of the native 
Princes who utilised the situation in their best 
way. Therefore, it is not correct to say that the 
circumstances under which the treaties were 
made still continue. Even sa per international 
law there is no definite and specific mention of 
the period during which the treaty obligation 
should continue. Therefore, the question of 
treaty obligation, as claimed by the supporters 
of privy purses, should not be taken into 
consideration. 

It has been pointed out, Sir, that the native 
Princes ruled their States with efficiency. They 
were patriots and some of them did their best 
for the betterment of their subjects. Sir, I am 
quoting from the Budget provision of one of 
the most progressive States at that time, that is, 
Bikaner. In 1929-30, out of a total Budget of 
Rs. 30.00,000, a sum of Rs. 12,55,000 was 
spent on Government staff, Rs. 82,000 on the 
marriage of the Prince, Rs. 6.18,384 over roads 
and buildings, Rs. 4.26,614 over the expansion 
of the palace, Rs. 2,24,864 on the Royal family 
and only Rs. 2,22.979 on education. That was 
the state of affairs  in  the native States. 

It has been pointed out by quoting Pandit 
Nehru on various occasions that Pandit Nehru 
supported the States. But I know what he 
writes on page 530 of his autobiography. He 
condemns the British Government for 
supporting and continuing the most atrocious 
administration in the world in the native States. 

We all know how the native Rulers dealt 
with the freedom movement. There may be 
one or two exceptions, or one or ;two 
progressive   rulers.    But to generalise 

them and to pose as if they were great heroes 
and supporters of freedom and great patrons of 
their subjects, as great patrons of education 
would be completely unhis-toric. This is 
absolutely without any basis. There is nothing 
to boast of the native Princes. 

I shall now refer to another point about the 
way the native Rulers rule their States. It has 
been pointed out by Mr. P. L. Churgarh in his 
book, "Indian Princes under British 
Protection" that the "King can confiscate 
property or any right of any citizen and there 
is no remedy to it". Without any definite 
charge any person could be detained for an 
indefinite period. This book was published ia 
1942. Therefore, immediately before 
independence what were the state of affairs in 
the native States could be easily understood 
from these observations   made by  the writer. 

Even when Mr. Harekrushna Mahatab 
formed a committee to investigate whether 
there was any begar system and Dasas system 
in the native States of Orissa, his observation 
was that as late as 1945 the begar system and 
the Dasas system existed in almost all Slates. 
It is curious enough that mysteriously 
evidences collected from the two native States 
of Keonjhar and Dhan-kol were stolen away 
from the custody of the Enquiry Committee. 
Therefore, there is nothing to boast of about 
these native States. 

It is made out that it is just a quesion of Rs. 
5 crores per year for 281 native States. Where 
is the money ? And these are not spent for any 
constructive work. These are not spent for any 
useful purpose. And what is it that the native 
Princes contribute to our culture ? Some of 
them are undoubtedly very good golf-players. 
Some of them are very good dancers. Some of 
them are very good patrons of the French art 
or French night clubs. Most of them spend 
their time in Europe, in some of the luxury 
cities of the Continent. That being so, 1 do not 
ses why this system should continue. It has 
been pointed out that according to the 
Constitution, their rights are guaranteed. So 
many rights are guaranteed under the 
Constitution. There are Directive Principles. It 
was expected that with the implementation of 
the Constitution, within a certain number of  
years, certain provisions    of   the 
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Directive Principles would be given effect to. 
But wh:n we cannot give effect to the 
Directive Principles, when we cannot give 
free and compulsory education to all children 
up 10 the age of 14 years, when we cannot 
five jobs for the unemployed youth, when we 
cannot improve the lot of the downtroi den 
people should we still go on paying pi ivy 
purses ? To continue to give privy parses to 
the ex-Rulers is an anachronism in democratic 
principles and this anachronism should be put 
an end to as early as possible. With these 
words, I 
conclude
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SHRI T. N. SINGH (Uttar Pradesh) : Mr. 
Deputy Chairman, I want to know how long 
we  are  sitting. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Up to 8 
O'clock. 

SHRI T. N. SINGH : How can we sit for 
such a long time ? 

SHRIMATI       YASHODA       REDDY: 
Do you expect all the Members to sit up to 8 
O'clock for voting   ? 

MR.    DEPUTY     CHAIRMAN:     The 
voting will be done tomorrow. All the 
speeches will be over today and the reply of 
the Prime Minister will be tomorrow. 

SHRI KRISHAN KANT (Haryana) : It was 
already announced in the morning by the 
Chairman. 

SHRI T. N. SINGH : It is already past six 
and I do not think it is fair of you to expect us 
to sit here for such a long time. 

SHRI N. SHRI R\MA REDDY : By sitting 
for a long time we get tired. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Actually we 
decided this earlier. Tomorrow we have got 
some other business. 

SHRIMATI       YASHODA       REDDY: 
No notice was given  to  us  in  the morning. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No, the 
Chairman announced it in the House in the 
morning.    I was also here  in the House. 
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So far as I remember the Chairman told us 
that we will have to continue the debate and 
finish the speeches today and we will have the 
reply tomorrow. 

SHRl N. SHRI RAMA REDDY: It is 
difficult to sit for such a long time. 

SHRIMATI YASHODA REDDY: The 
Chairman did not say that. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: The Chairman said 
that the 'rime Minister will reply tomorrow. 

SHRI KRISHAN KANT: The Chairman 
announce I in the House very clearly that the 
disci ssion will finish today and the Prime 
Minister will give her reply tomorrow If the 
Members do not want to participate, it is a 
different thing. 

SHRI T.  IS.  SINGH:   But that is  not 
the way. 

SHRI CHANDRA SHEKHAR (Uttar 
Pradesh) : Mr. Deputy Chairman, if there are 
more Members wanting to speak, what is the 
difficulty in extending the discussion for 
tomorrow 

SHRI T. N SINGH : We can have the 
discussion eve i tomorrow. It does not matter.    
We ; re also human beings. 

SHRI LOK. .NATH MISRA : Sir, kindly 
consider one hing. If the voting could be 
taken up 3  O'clock tomorrow  .   .   . 

SHRI OM VIEHTA: Actually it was only 
with mi ual agreement that we said that the 
repl I will be tomorrow forenoon. If ITH e 
Members want to speak, it is all right the reply 
can be in the afternoon tomorrow. 

MR. DEPITY CHAIRMAN : Then, should 
we adpurn now ? 

SHRI OM MEHTA : No, no.    We must 
continue up ti 7 O'clock. 

SHRIMATI Y \SHODA REDDY : I think 
that  is  very right.    We accept it. 

MR. DEPUIY CHAIRMAN : All right, up 
to 7 O'clock. The Government side has come 
half way to meet the honourable Members. S( 
let us sit up to 7 O'clock. We will get some 
time tomorrow also. 

SHRIMATI YASHODA REDDY : Thank 
you very much, Mr. Om Mehta. 

 

Mr. Deputy Chairman, may I request you to 
restore some order and silence in the House ? 
May I have the pleasure of some silence in the 
House while I speak ? 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I think there 
is silence. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : May we also 
have the pleasure of not having any irrelevant 
reference to outsiders ? 

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR : I never thought 
that Shri Bhupesh Gupta was an outsider. 
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SHRl MOHAN LAL GAUTAM (Uttar 
Pradesh) : Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, I rise to 
support this Bill. My reasons are very simple 
and I have not to discuss the merits or 
demerits of the Bill, the propriety or 
impropriety of the proposition. I as a 
Congressman, am bound by the decisions 
taken by the undivided Congress at the AICC 
meeting. The AICC, at its meetings on June 
23-25, 1967, adopted the ten-point 
Programme, and the 10th point was regarding 
the Privileges and Privy Purses of ex-rulers. 

SHRI R. S. DOOGAR (West Bengal) : 
May I know, Sir. if Mr. Mohan Lal Gautam is 
getting the time from my party's quota ? 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Not from 
your party's quota. 

SHRI  MOHAN LAL GAUTAM :  And 
the decision taken on the 10th point reads as 
follows : 

"The privileges and privy purses enjoyed 
by the ex-rulers are incongruous to the 
concept and practice of democracy. The 
AICC is of the view that the Government 
should examine and take steps to remove 
them." 

This is the decision of the united Congress, 
Sir. Then, after the s'plit in the Congress. we 
met at Gandhinagar near Ahmedabad on 
December 21 and 22, 1969, at the Seventy-
third Session of the Indian National Congress, 
and what we decided was this : on Economic 
and Social Policy. 

"The profile of the economic and social 
policy advocated by the Congress has been 
firmly drawn. The ten-point programme is a 
part of this profile. To impart it 
effectiveness and reality is the urgent task 
today. 

I need not read any further. Sir, this is the 
position that, as a Congressman, when. these 
decisions are there, it is not for me to discuss 
whether the commitments given by Sardar 
should be honoured or not. The real occasion 
for these discussions was when these things 
were moved in the AICC meeting, when they 
were moved in the Congress sessions. If we 
had, at that time, discussed it, it would have 
been all right. Some people might have voted 
this side or that side, but after it was passed 
both by the united Congress and the separate 
Congress, I, as a Congressman, with a 
standing of fifty years, accept it. I joined the 
Congress movement as a wholetimer in 
October, 1920 and I have been a whole-timer 
since then. There are one or two persons who 
may claim to be senior to tne, but not many. 
Then, if somebody wanted to oppose this, it 
was very easy for the Congress (O) to have 
convened a meeting of the Working 
Committee. Although. I think, the decisions of 
the opan session cannot be rescinded by the 
Working Committee meetings. the Working 
Committee could have met and said : "No, we 
stand by the commitments of Sardar Patel and 
we will honour them. We will not go back on 
them." Then, all these arguments of our 
friends, who advocate that we should continue 
the privileges, would have been quite 
appropriate. But we have passed that stage. 
We took a decision, right or wrong. Unless 
that decision is rescinded, unless we change 
that decision... 

SHRI K. S. CHAVDA : Als'o in Goa they 
took a decision for prohibition. Was it taken 
up by the AICC ? 

SHRl MOHAN LAL GAUTAM : I am 
coming to that. When I finish, you may please  
put questions. 
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SHRI S. N. MISHRA : No questions. 

MR.  DEPUTY   CHAIRMAN :     Order, 
order, please.    No  interruptions. 

SHRI MOHAN LAL GAUTAM : Mr. 
Deputy Chairman, I have made my point very 
clear. This ten point programme was hastily 
drawn up. These are not the top priority ten 
points and I venture to say, according to my j 
idgment, even if we achieve tnis ten-poi it 
programme, it is not going to bring sotialism 
to this country. But I am helpless. What can I 
do ? So long as these deci ions are there, I 
have to abide by them. As it is there is no 
option for me but to support it. It will be  a 
flagrant  viol; tion  otherwise. 

SHRI T. V. ANANDAN (Tamil Nadu): 
We are proud thi' we have a Gandhian 
amongst  us. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Let him 
finish. 

SHRI   MOHAN  LAL  GAUTAM :   My 
friends who do not know me must know that I 
have suffered for something. There are only 
three penons in the country who withdrew 
their candidature to the Constituent Assembly, 
though they were selected by their local unit; 
of their States. " They refused to go to tlie 
Constituent Assembly —myself, Acharya 
Narendra Dev and Kamaladevi Chat 
opadhyaya. We have suffered for social sm. 
We have suffered for our conviction > and I 
venture to say that I have not so icht favours 
either from Sardar Patel or I'andit Jawaharlal 
Nehru or from anybody .-lse. I have suffered 
at the hands of both, but I have stood for my-
self and I have got a clear conscience. I have 
lived a clear political, economic and 
intellectual life. 

Well, Sir, much has been said about these 
commitmem;. Some people have praised the 
Princes very high which is, I think, not the wr 
Die truth. Some people have condemned hem. 
I am of opinion that it is also not the whole 
truth. I was closely, watching although not 
connected, but vary close, when I was there in 
the Constituent Assembly. Some of the 
Princes' took a patriotic stand and joined the 
union. There were patriots amongst the 
Princes even when the Britishers were there 
and they suffered on that score. Then, 

there were far-Bighted people vvho sur-
rendered. They thought of the forces that were 
coming up against them and they surrendered. 
Then there were some weak persons who 
resisted, resisted very mildly and surrendered 
immediately. There were some who resisted to 
the last and then police action had to be taken. 
Therefore, let us not discuss all that. What is 
the use of talking whether they are good, bad 
or indifferent ? Now it is a question of 
abolition of the privy purses and privileges. 
The credit must go to Sardar Patel. When I 
used to go abroad as Vice-President of the 
Inter-Parliamentary Union in 1949. 1950 and 
1951, the gist of achievement of the country 
was put just in one small sentence : the 
greatest achievement of India today is the 
integration and democratisation of the Indian 
States. That was tlie achievement, and the 
credit for that must go to Sardar Patel. Even if 
we give the credit to some of them or all of 
them, it does not matter much. 

What is this Bill ? This is a very simple one. 
It has only three clauses. Something is said 
about the quantum and how it will be 
negotiated and all that. The Prime Minister in 
the Lok Sabha openly declared that the 
formula will be placed before the Parliament, 
and we will have the time to discuss that. The 
second point is the privileges. These 
privileges made these princes untouchables. 
There are two types of untouchables : one, the 
lower grade whom we do not touch; and the 
other, those vvho cannot be touched. If a 
prince commits a crime, he cannot be pro-
secuted unless we get the sanction of the 
Government of India in the Home Ministry. 
He is also unapproachable, untouchable. What 
we want to do is. what this Bill wants to do is 
to make them honourable citizens and equal 
citizens like others. 

Then about the question of the word 'ruler', 
I think as some friend said it is a1 misnomer.   
There    are    no    rulers.   The 

 
objections that have been raised are that the 
whole picture is not clear. I will not say that I 
hold this view or that view, but I agree that if 
the entire picture was 
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[Shri  Mohan  Lal Gautam] 
clear before us. it might have been better. But 
if tbe whole picture is not clear, what is to be 
done '? Suppose one hunched per cent is not 
given to me and only 50 per cent is given to 
me, how can I reject ? I am very clear on this 
point that it is not a minus quantity, there is 
some plus point; whethet it is 90 per cent, 70 
per cent or even 5 per cent. Ihere is some plus 
in its favour, there is no minus. If it was 
minus, ] might have opposed it, I would have 
opposed it. But there is something that they 
get according to the decisions taken. 

{Interruption) 

MR.  DEPUTY   CHAIRMAN : Order, '   
order. 

SHRl MOHAN LAL GAUTAM : Another 
point that is raised is that il should be made 
justiciable. I am one of those who advocated 
abolition of the zamindary system and I had to 
suffer imprisonment in 1934. When these 
zamindaries were to be abolished, Panlji was 
very particular and he tried his best to see that 
some provision was made in the Constitution 
that the quantum was not negotiable. If it were 
made negotiable, it would have been very 
difficult for the UP people to abolish 
Zamindari or oiher estates. So when we want 
tc abolish the privileged class, and if it 
becomes justiciable, we know what it means. 
Delay, delay and delay. Therefore, we tried 
and we were successful because we did not 
allow the quantum of the Zamindaris. after 
their abolition, to be justiciable. Now, there is 
something which is not justiciable. How can I 
say that it should Ve made justiciable ? I 
cannot say. Therefore, I am not in favour of 
making it justiciable. 

Sir, some people think that they can go to 
the International Court. I am not a lawyer, and 
I am not prepared to give my opinion whether 
they could go to the International Court or not, 
at the time of Independence, when they were 
in a way independent States, they could have 
got that status. But after merging themselves 
within tfie Union, after having enjoyed the 
rights and privileges of normal citizens for 23 
or 24 years and after becoming members of 
the legislatures and taking oath to the 
Constitution and all that, I do not think 

they will be justified in going to the Inter-
national Court. 

SHRI  BHUPESH  GUPTA :  They can 
not do it. 

SHRI MOHAN LAL GAUTAM : They 
have not got the status to go to the Inter-
national Court 

It is said that by negotiations we could do 
it. Last year at the time of the Bangalore 
Session, I raised this question in the AICC. 
We met in July. 1969. at Banga-'lore. The 
Deputy Prime Minister1 and the Home 
Minister were entrusted with the job of 
negotiating with these friends and there was 
no agreement. My remark was that if he were 
the Home Minister at the time of Sardar Patel, 
then the integration would not have taken 
place because all this would have taken very 
much time and Sardar Patel could do all these 
things in no time. Now. if we were to go in for 
negotiations, we may be successful or we may 
not be successful. But it is for the Government  
to do  it and  not for us. 

SHRl BHUPESH GUPTA : There was a 
mass  movement. 

SHRI MOHAN LAL GAUTAM : There 
were many factors, I know. I am acquainted 
with all of them. 

Now. Sir, people say that there are poor 
Princes, there are rich Princes. But when we 
abolished the Zamindari system, we did not 
take all these things into consideration. And 
there is one fundamental difference between 
the Princes and the zamindars. There were 
zamindars in UP at least—I can speak of 
UP—who invested their hard-earned income 
and bought a few acres of land, and then they 
sub-let them. These lessees became the 
proprietors, and this meant that injustice was 
done to them. Suppose there are two lawyers. 
They served a lakh of rupees each. One 
invests in buying shares or establishes some 
industry. His share is quite safe, his money is 
quite safe. The other man invests in land, buys 
land. That is confiscated practically. 
Therefore, injustice was done to the people. 
There was not a single Prince who invested 
his money who did anything (o improve the 
conditions. Therefore, this question of poor 
people and our hearts bleeding for them, has 
no meaning    now.    And    when    the 
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question of social justice comes, we have to 
do something: ome will have to suffer and do 
suffer. Therefore this question of pity ar.d all 
that i. of no use. 

Sir, we as Cong essmen have been taking 
decisions and we are past-masters in not 
implementing ther i. We are guilty of many 
emissions. hit this is the only time when we 
are like y to commit an act of commission. I 
dn not want to be guilty of it. I am guil y of 
omissions many a time oi ycu can say 
whatever you like. We have professed ma'ny 
things but we have not done many things. We 
are guilty of omissions, but let us not be guilty 
of commissions also. Therefore, as a Con-
gressman I would appeal to all Congressmen 
tc support the Bill. 

SHRI KRISHAN KANT : I congratulate 
Shri Mohan Lal Gautam for his bold and 
correct stand and appeal, through you. Sir, that 
all Congressmen who have been freedom-
fighters si ould follow the example of Shri 
Mohan Lil  Gautam. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : If they give up  
reaction   they  could  be   reunited. 

SHRI HAMI1) ALI SCHAMNAD (Keraia) 
: Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir. let me at the 
outset express my deep sense of appreciation 
for the Government in bringing forward this 
progressive, simple and a good Bill to abolish 
the privy purse. It is a landmark in th- hislory 
of India and in the histor of pHrliamentary 
democracy. Shrimati Indira Gandhi, the Prime 
Minister of India, has shown to the world that 
India could reach finally the goal of socialism 
through arliamentary democracy alone, 
without to pedo democracy, without indulging 
in vioi ;nce, without the people taking the law 
ir:o their own hands. She has shown that 
through parliamentary democracy alone we 
will reach the goal of socialism. This has been 
proved beyond reasonable doubt by the Prime 
Minister of India today. 

Sir, the Princs not only received the privy 
purses but have also enjoyed special 
privileges which are now sought to be 
abolished. Tod; y. Sir. these privy purse and 
privileges ait outmoded. In a democratic 
country hiw can we allow a particular section 
of India or a few individuals to enjoy special 
privileges when even the tallest, man of India, 
the President or the 

Prime Minister, or the smallest man, has got 
only onfe vote ? Every one of us, be it a 
millionnaire or a pauper has only one vote. 
How can you have special privileges for a few 
individuals of this country ? So, morally and 
legally the introduction of this Bill is 
justifiable. I am very glad, Sir, this' wiH 
definitely give a lesson to the seekers of 
violence, the land-grabbers, the Naxalites and 
so on that they need not take the law into their 
own hands. Instead, let them come to 
Parliament through parliamentary democracy 
and achieve what they want. 

Sir, much has been said about the ex-Rulers 
of this country and I do not want to say any 
more about them. We all know what they 
have done. There are only a few Rulers who 
have sacrificed their lives such as the Tipu 
Sultan of Mysore. He died fighting against 
British imperialism in/stead of surrendering. 
His lesson to the coming generation was that 
he would surrender only his dead body. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : The Rani of 
Jhansi was betrayed by Gwalior. 

SHRI HAMID ALI SCHAMNAD ; As 
against him there have been Princes like the 
Nizam of Hyderabad who enjoyed his wealth 
and did not care for his subjects. He was the 
henchman of the British. There were so many 
other Rajas and Kings whom I do not want to 
name.    There has been 

Sir C. P. Ramaswamy Iyer, and 7 
P.M.     others too.   We need not say that 

all those people dhave sacrifice for 
the good of the country. A few have sacrificed 
for the good of the country. (Interruptions) 
What has it to do with Muslim League ? Why 
should you say about it ? 

(Interruptions) 
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  How long 

will you take ? 

SHRI HAMID ALI SCHAMNAD : Ten 
minutes. There are unnecessary interruptions. 
Even the Syndicate Congress has gone to the 
Muslim League in Kerala. They are wooing 
us. We refused. We told them "You are 
reactionary forces. we are not with you." 

SHRI  S.  N.  MISHRA :   We    are    not 
smugglers. 

(Interruptions) 
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MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Order, 
please. 

SHRI HAMID  ALI SCHAMNAD :     1 
know whether smugglers are in the Syndicate 
Congress or not. (Interruptions) No leSS a 
person than the son of Mr. Morarji Desai has 
been clubbed with smugglers. 

(Interruptions') 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : I would 
appeal to the hon. Members not to get 
agitated. Let the hon. Member finish his 
speech. 

SHRI CHANDRA SHEKHAR : Mr. 
Deputy Chairman, at least the Leader of the 
Opposition should have consideration for  a  
new  Member. 

(Interruptions) 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Order, 
please;  let  him  continue. 

SHRI    HAMID    ALI    SCHAMNAD: 
Now, much has been said about the sanctity of 
the contract or treaty. I would say, we cannot 
call it a treaty. It was a transitional 
arrangement made by Sardar Vallabhbhai 
Patel, with the ex-Rulers in those days, 
nothing more than that. There is no question of 
breaking promises. The abolition of the 
zamindary system has already been referred 
to. Was it not a contract ? The zamindavy 
system has been abolished. The Supreme 
Court held that it was against the Constitution. 
So, the Constitution was amended by the 
Parliament to give legal validity to the 
abolition of zamindary system. Similarly, the 
Land Reforms Act of Kerala was struck down 
by the Supreme Court. To give legal validity, 
again the Constitution was amended and the 
Act was included in the Schedule to give 
constitutional protection to agricultural lands. 
We think of the Princes. What about the small 
landholders ? The man, purchases the land, 
gives it to another man to cultivate with a 
registered lease deed and asks him to pay an 
annual rent of Rs. 50; and the tenant pays him 
back the rent due to him. We brought an 
enactment and said "Do not pay the rent back. 
The land is yours." It was asked "What about 
tlie registered lease deed ? We have agreed to 
pay rent to the landlord." We said "Nothing 
do-L33RS/70—000—16-11-70—GIPF. 

ing. The land belongs to the tiller." What 
about the compensation ? The fair rent had 
been fixed. Ten times the fair rent would be 
the price of the land payable within a certain 
period of time. In Kerala it is being 
implemented stage by stage. Is it not breaking 
the contract between the two parties after the 
registration of the lease deed ? Between the 
two persons the tenant agrees to pay the rent 
to the landlord. He takes possession of tlie 
land. But the Government interferes and says, 
don't pay the rent. That is for the welfare of 
the country as a whole. This is the system 
which is being introduced. 

Take the instance of another enactment. 
The Debt Relief Act has been brought into 
force. What is debt relief? Even that debt 
relief is being given in i i .tafments to the 
agriculturist in such a way >that it is to the 
detriment of the country, to the detriment of 
the people, to the detriment of the nation as a 
whole. So many enactments have been 
brought. In the Constitution itself there is a 
provision that you can amend the Constitution 
if it is for the welfare of the country. We can 
amend the Constitution if it is for ths welfare 
of the nation as a whole. And when the 
question of the abolition of privy purses 
comes. I do not know why some people are 
not in favour of that measure. Just fo mention 
an example, has anybody spoken anything 
against the small landholders ? Not that I am 
not in favour of it. When that is so. it is highly 
immoral on the part of any free citizen of this 
country to oppose this Bill. Tlie nation as a 
whole, the people as a whole, today want that 
the Privy Purses should be abolished. It is the 
duty of the people to see that the Privy Purses 
are abolished. The Government of India 
should only respond to the wishes of the 
people of our country.   Thank ycu. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN :   Wc will 
continue   this  tomorrow. 

The   House stands adjourned till 11 A.M. 
tomorrow.  

The House then adjourned   at 
seven  minutes past   of the clock till 
eleven of the clock on . Saturday.      
the    5th   September, 1970. 


