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THE ENGINEERING GRADUATES

AND DIPLOMA-HOLDERS (TRAIN-

ING AND EMPLOYMENT) BILL,
1968

. SHRI M. P. BHARGAVA (Uttar
Pradesh): I beg to move:

“That leave be granted to intro-
duce a Bill to provide for the train-
,ing and employment of Engi-
. neering Graduates and Diploma-
-“holderg and for matters connected
therewith.”
The question was and the
motion was adopted.

put

SHRI M. P. BHARGAVA: [ intro-
duce the Bill.

RESTRAINT ON AND RELEASE OF
SHRIMATI SARLA BHADAURIA,
MEMBER OF RAJYA SABHA

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I have
to inform Members that I have re-
ceived the following telegram from
the District Superintendent of Police,
Kutch, dated the 9th May, 1968;

“Smt, Sarladevi Badoria, Member
of Rajya Sabha, was restrained at
11.00 hours on 8.5.68 under section
6% of B.P. Act for not conforming
to the lawful directions of the
police officers near village Dhro-
bana six miles north of Khavla in
Kutch District and was later on re-
moved to bhuj on the same day and
allowerd to go.” '

[ RAJYA SABHA ]
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THE CONSTITUTION (AMEND-
MENT) BILL, 1964 (To amend arti-
cle 291) contd.

SHRI BANKA BEHARY DAS
(Orissa): Madam,while I support the
Constitution (Amendment) Bi}1 that
hag been introduced by Shri Bhupesh
Gupta I may draw your attention to
lynother Congtitution (Amendment)
Bill which is now pending before the
House for the last one year. It
stands in my name in which I have
tried to show that only the omission
of article 291 of the Constitution will
hpt serve the purpose, because Mr.
Gupta’s Bill only tries to omit article
291 which relates to the Privy Purse
but my Bill relates to two articles
which concern the ex-rulers of India.
Article 291 relates to the Privy Purse -
and article 362, which I wanted to
omit relates to the privileges that are
being enjoyed by the Ex-Rulers of
India. I would have been happy if
my Bill would have got any chance of
being debated first because it is a
more comprehensive Bill which wants
to do away with the Privy Purse and
all sorts of privileges that sre being
enjoyed by the Ex-Rulers of this
country. Before I argue my case be-
fore the House I wish to draw your
attention to al} those facts, and parti-
cularly the privileges that are being
enjoyed by the Ex-Rulerg of this
country. In this connection I would
remind you how Justice Gajendra-
gadkar, in the course of a judgment,
reacted violently against the privi-
leges enjoyed by the Ex-Rulers ot
this country. Now, when we say that
this privilege of privy purse should
be abolished, somebody might say
that it is something like a dogma
with us. But I hope nobody in this
House will say that ex-Chief Justice
of the Supreme Court of India, Mr.
Gajendragadkar, when he delivered
that particular judgment, suffered
from any dogma, when he gaid that
a time might come when all would
have to think that all these privileges
were creating a different type of
citizens in this coutnry. iy ey
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Madam Deputy Chairman, you
know that before the ° Constitution
was adopted all those agreemenis
were concluded with the ex-rulers of
India and they were with respect to
their privy purses and privileges. But,
after 1950 the position in India has
changed because, in this democratic
set-up where all those Directive
Priciples so to say give a pointer to
the socialistic pattern of society, we
must have one class of citizens in this
country, But by continuing those
agreements and those privy  purses
and privileges we are trying to per-
petuate a condition in this country
where there will be two types of
citizens. And here I want to quote
only Mr. Gajendragadkar; he was the
Chief Justice of India at that time,
and in the course of his judgment he
has said this and I quote him.

“We would like to invite the
Central Government to consider
seriously whether it ig necessary to
allow section 87B (Civil procedure
Code) to operate prospectively for
all time. The agreements made
with the Rulers of Indian States
may, nc doubt, have to be accept-
ed and the assurances given to
them may have to be observed. But
considered broadly in the light of
the basic principle of the equality
before law, it seems somewhat odd
that section 87B should continue to
operate for all time. For past deal-
ings and transactions /protection
may justifiably be given to Rulers
of former Indian States; but the
Central Government may examine
the question as to  whether for
transactions subsequent to the 26th
of January 1950 this protection
need or should be continued. If
under the Constitution all citizens
are equal, it may be desirable to
confine the operationy of section
87B to past transactions and not to
perpetuate the anomaly of the dis-
tinction between the rest of the
citizens and Rulers of former Indian

States. With the passage of time
the validity of the historical con-
siderations on which section 87B
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is founded will wear out and the
continuance of the said section in
the Code of Civil Procedure may
later be open to serious challenge.”

Now this is not the opinion of a
Member of Parliament; it ig the
opinion of the former Chief Justice
of India, Mr, Gajendragadkar. Now
there are those of us who support
those privy purses and privileges on
the plea that they are sacrosanct, on
the plea that those agreements were
entered into and that the assurances
given should be adhered to. But wé
must all remember that on and from
January 26, 1950, the situation in
India has completely changed. So
we cannot go by those assurances—
if there were any such assurances—
which in any manner contradicted
the very fundamental provisions n
the Constitution of this country. Now
the basic and fundamental fact in
the constitution of this country is
that all the citizeng in this country
are equal before the law, and here
is an ex-Chief Justice of India who
in his judgment says that now the
time has come when the position
should be reviewed. I shall not go
into the details of the arguments
favouring an end to the privy pur-
seg and special privileges, but in view
of the observations in this judgment,
in view of that alone there is the
case made out that this Bill of Shri
Bhupesh Gupta gshould be accepted
by Government irrespective of what-
ever arguments are advanced in this
House based on moral or legal con-
siderations.

Madam Deputy Chairman, before
I go to the other aspects T want to
just draw your attention to the im-
Plications of all those  guarantees
that have been given to those ex-
Rulers. If we scar the Budgets of
a few years, we wil] find that in the
Year 1950-51 we paid to these ex-
rulers a privy purse amounting to
flve crores and seventy-three lakhs
of rupees, and in the year 1966-67, so
recently as that, when so much is
being talked that after some of them
die, then the privy purses of their
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ﬁeirs will be gradually scaled down
in the year 1966-67, that is, after six-
teen years of enforcement of the
Constitution, we still paid those ex-
rulers five crores and five lakhs of
rupces; it means that it had been
slashed down to the extent of about
sixty-five lakhs of rupees only. And
if you go to the very aspect of how
many persons are getting privy pur-
ses, to what extent they are
getting these, you will be astonished
to know that only one ruler, of Hy-
derabad, is getting fifty lakhs of
rupees in a year, which amounts to
more than four lakhs of rupees in &
month. And I know that in my Sfate
an ex-ruler who ig the Chief Minis-
ter is drawing more than twenty
thousand rupees a month. So from
this you can understand that by con-
tinuing these privy purses and spe-
cial privileges we are virtually con-
tinuing two classes of citizens in
this country. I know that the Con-
gresg people are very much  angry
with ex-Rulerg just now,...

SHRI SHEEL BHADRA YAJEEK
(Bihar): Since the very beginning we
have been so.

SHRI BANKA BEHARY DAS: You
know  what Thappeneq in the
Constituent Assembly. Though we
were very few, we and some
pwthers also violently opposed this
provision in the Constituent Assem-
bly, but the entire Comgress Party
supported this provision and even
wanted that these agreements should
be dncluded in the Constitution of
this country. Now I understand that
for the last few months or years
most of the Congress Party Members
have been thinking in terms nf abo-
lition of privy purseg and special pri-
vileges though 1 know they will
never abolish them because, up till
now, the Congress Party hag been
banking upon the support of the feu-
dal elements in the country for power,
Is it not a fact that the Maharaja of
Baroda, who happens to be the lea-
der of the trade union of ex-rulers, is
a member of the Congress Party up
till now? Is he not a Minister on be-
half of the Congress Party in the Gov-
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ernment of Gujarat? It is he who has
formed the trade union of the ex-

rulers. Till the other day we were
knowing that only suppressed sec-
tions in the society, the proletariat,
that is, the tillers of land, the
workers in factorieg or others had
been forming trade unions for pro-

tecting their rights. But now, in this
country, after twenty years of inde-
pendence, after all talk of socialism,
we find that trade unions ar: being
formed by the ex-rulers—rulers who
are getting so much as privy burses.
One of them is getting more than
four lakhs of rupees s month., Now
he wants to protect his rights because
the Constitution of the country
wants that he should not have any
such right any more. That is why you
also want to protect the rights of

ex-rulers. Now who becomes the
president of a trade wunion?  Shri
Sheel Bhadra Yajee, I know, was
the president of some trade union,

but I do not know whether he is con-
tinuing to be a trade unionist novr.
Now who becomes the leader or presi-
dent of the trade union of ex-rulers?
It is the Maharaja who resides in
Gujarat and is a Minister in the Con-
gress Government there, he becomes
the leader of the trade unicn of ex-
rulers. And although they wanted to
the institution
of trade union, the name ‘“4rade
union” wag nauseating to them. So
they coined a new word “Concord of
ex-Rulers” and what is this “Con-
cord of Ex-Rulers” for? it is for the
protection of their rights. And what
are the rights and privileges they
are enjoying in addition to their
privy purses? Here I want to say
not merely that they are getting
more than five crores of rupees from
the exchequer of the Government of
India; I also want to give just a few
instances about the privileges that
they are enjoying, and if you ecal-
culate those privileges in terms of
finance, you will come to know what
the privileges amount to. One of the
foremost privileges i immunity from
presecution. It means that, even if

an ex-ruler commits a dacoity, the
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police cannot arrest him unless the
Home Minister here, Mr, Chavan,
gives the clearance. Then only the
sub-inspector of police can arrest that
ex-Ruler. So even after more than
twenty years of independence, the
ex-Rulers of this country, even if they
commit burglary, even if they com-
mit dacoity, even if they commit
rape, even if they commit whatever
crimes the Indian Penal Code or the
Indian Crimimnal Procedure Code en-
visage, even then, the permission of
Mr. Chavan here ig required to get
any such ex-Ruler arrested. Sothis
is number one privilege that the ex-
Rullers afre enjoying. Number two
privilege is exemption from income-
tax—I do not have to explain that.
Then there is the exemption from
Wealth Tax—very poor people they
are; they cannot pay the Wealth Tax;
so they are exempted from Wealth
Tax. They are also exempted from
Estate Duty. Also to a certain extent
you know that they are privileged to
purchase certain  articles of their
choice abroad freely; they can import
also free of any Customs Duty. And
then they are exempted from local
taxes. If they want to ride a car they
need not pay for licence for the car.
But if Shri Sheel Bhadra Yajee wants
it he should pay something to the
police and get a permit, These ex-
Rulers need not do that. For requisi-
tioning of property also they have
exemption. They also have certain
postal ang telegraph facilities and
privileges. Ang their birthdavs should
be observed officially. Though they
are individuals of this country their
birthdays should be officially declared
and observed. Justas Gandhiji the
great man whose birthdav we observe
officially so also in the case of these
ex-Rullers like those of Hyderabad
and others—we know how patriotic
they were—their birthdays should be
officially observed. And then they do
not have to pay for their water and
electricity. They are so pour that
they are not required to pay for their
water and electricity to the munici-
pality. And then you knmow there
are these titles of theirs which have
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to be recognised. And some of them
get military honours also and become
ADC, and all that. And then they
have free driving licences and per-
sona] number plates. Thig I need not
explain. And then they have fishing
and shooting rights and they can do
this fishing and  shooting without
anybody’s permission. But if Mr.
Yajee wants to fish or shoot he should
get the permission of some wetty
officer. They also get free medical
attendance and Mr, Yajee can get it
only after he becomeg a Member of
Parliament. They also lLave armed
guards and escorts, That means just
as the President ¢f India has his armed
guards and has to be escorted so also
whenever these Maharajas drive along
our roads in cars for which they
have obtained no licences by paying
any fees, they should be escorted.
They can also possess arms because
their lives are more precious than the
life of any Member of Parliament or
any one else. These are the kinds of
privileges that they enjoy and even
if Mr. Bhupesh Gupta’s motion is
accepted and mine is rejected they
will continue to enoy all these privi-
leges that I have mentioned. 'That is
why I say the abolition of the privy
purses alone will not be enough. All
these privileges that they enjoy in
this country should also go. If you
calculate these privileges in monetary
terms they wil] amount to much more
than the privy purses,

Madam Deputy Chairman, in this
connection I would also like to say
that in the Code of Civi] Procedure,
section 87B gives the ex-Rulers ‘the
privilege that they cannot be prose-
cuted without the permission of the
Home Minister of the Governmeni of
India. Similarly section 197A of the
Code of Criminal Procedure of 1898
gives them certain privileges. Then
again, these ex-Rulers are exempted
from the expenditure tax. Of course
it has been abrogated now. They are
exempted from the gift tax  also.
While others have to pay this tax
these ex-Rulerg will be exempted from
it. These privilegeg still continue in
It is not ag if it is just a



2295  Constitution (Amdt.)

matter of Rs. 5 crores a yeac. If
you take into account all the privile-
ges that they enjoy you will find that
you are virtually creating a superior
type of citizens in this country and as
long as this continues the democratic
traditions that you are trying to build
up in this country, the democratic
values that you talk of everybody
here, will remain absolutely nonsense,
What equality before the law can you
have as long as you give all these pri-
vileges 1o these ex-Rulerg that are
guaranteed in the Constitution?
Therefore I say that it is high time
hat fhose goaraniess ate  Yemoved
and these privileges should not con-
tinue to be enjoyed by them.

Madam Deputy Chairman, when-
ever the question of privy purses is
referred to one argument iz always
advanced. Of ccurse the argument
that there is this Constitutionsal
guarantee is one of the anguments ad-
vanced, The other ig the moral
aspect of it, as they say. It is said
that we have been committed to it
that we should honour those com-
mitments, and continue to give them
these privileges, Now can a  greal
country like ours, the biggest demo-
cracy in the world, how can it go
back on its assurances?  Madam
Deputy Chairman, may I remind the
Government how many  assurances
they have given to the people of this
country? Is it not g fact that when
the Chinese aggression ook place the
entire Parliament gave the assurance
to the country that not a single inch
of our land now under the Chinese
would be permitted to continue tobe
under them and that we would got
them wvacated? Did not the whole
Parliament assure the country during
the Pakistani aggression that al] those
areas which went under the occupa-’
tion of Pakistan would be vacated
and they would again be under the
Government of India?ls it not a fact
that in the same year when the utch
trouble was there the assurance was
given to the country that Chad Bet
and the other areas in that region
would be brought under the Indian

[ 10 MAY 1968 ]
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Government? What have you done
about all these assurances? Have you
gune back on those assurances or noi?
Then again, is it not a fact that in
the Directive Principles of our Con-~
stitution we have guranteed tc  our
people that every person in India
will be provided with employment
and that within ten years there will
absolutely be no illiteracy in  the
country? Have we not given them the
assurance that there will be no un-
touchability wcrth the name? Have
we not given the people those assu-
rances in the Constitution and have
ey b hren RitRTwed fivme Wmir
to time by Parliament? Have we not
gone back on them? I would have
been very happy indeed if the agri-
culturists of our land, the  poorer
sections of society, the tillers, the
labourers can now say that those as-
surances have been honoured. You
remember those assurances when it
comes to the matter of the e:-Rulers.
But when it comes to the assurances
that you gave to the common man

you forget all these assurances and
the monopolists . .
SHRI M. H. SAMUEL (Andhra

Pradesh): Is it the stand of the hon.
Member that hereafter we  should
neither give nor take any assurance?

SHRI BANKA BEHARY DAS:
Whatever assurances were given after
we got our independence, whatever
assurances you have enshrined in the
Constitution of the country, are you
going to abide by those assurances?
If not, why have this double standard?
When you look at the face of a Maha-
raja or ex-Ruler you remember the
assurances. But when you look at the
face of the common man you forget
al] the assurances that you have given
him. Sc¢ all this talk of morality, of
assurances  given, of covenants
and agreements, I do mnot under-
stand. Why there should te this
double-tongued talk in a demo-
cratic country, I do not understand,

Madam, at one time I remember
Pandit Nehur dig try to get some
justice and in this Rajya Sabha in
reply to a question on a cut in  the

\
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privy purses of ex-Rulers, the Prime
Minister, Shri Jawaharlal Nehru,
stated that he wrote a persona] letter
to about a hundred Princes, receiving
privy purses of a lakh of rupees or
over, for a voluntary cut in  their
purses, Although a number of pro-
visional replies were received by the
Prime Minister from the ex-Rulers,
he said the matter was being consider-
ed by them more fully., The Prime
Minister further informed the House
that, there was no proposal to amend
the Constitution for this purpose as
the Government wanted to proceed in
a matter like this by agreement as far
as possible. In reply to a  supple-
mentary question, while explaining
the situation before and subsequent
to the partition and attainment of
independence by the country, neces-
sitating the signing of agreements
with the ex-Rulerg the Prime Minis-~
ter said that the position haq under-
gone a change since then and added:

“They were entered into’.

He means the agreements,

“at a time when all kinds of
factors had to be taken into consi-
deration.”

That Prime Minister went and another
Prime Minister came and now the
daughter of our firs{ Prime Minister
is our Prime Minister, Still the
replies of the ex-Rulers remain to be
provisional. And they will continue
to be provisional as long as you allow
these guarantees to remain in the
Constitution. This reply was given in
1853 and now some founteen years
have gone by, The Prime Miister
said at that time that they were on-
tered into at a time when all kinds
of factors had to be taken into con-
sideration. He also said:

“The Government that was then
functioning was facing the change-
over here and it had to take into
consideration all kinds of factors
and at that time the then Gavera-
ment came to that decisinon and
these were entered into.”

’
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But I say there have been great
changes during this period and parti-
cularly after the Constitution  wag
passed and after it came into oberar
tion, as was stated by Mr. Bhupesh
Gupta, it will be unconstitutional and
immoral to allow such provisions 1@
continue in the Constitution of our
country.

Madam, here I want tc refoer to the
political aspect of the matter. In
1949, when the Constituent Assembly
was debating the concerned article,
most of the Opposition Parties, all the
progressive parties of the  country,
violently objected to it. I remember
when Sardar Patel went to Cuttack
and gigned this Agreement with the
96 ex-Rulers of Orissa we who were
in the Congresg at that time, though
we were members of the C.S.P.. held
a big demonstration that day in
Cuttack town demanding that in the
Agreement this particular provision
about Privy Purses should be com-
pletely omitted. I know at thai timeé
it was a very small cry because the
Congress prestige was very high and
before Sardar Patel and Jawaharial
Nehru the opinions of other people
were very small but when in 1849 the
Constituent Assembly was debating
this very article there was a  great
movement throughout the  country.
Even many Congressmen outside
violently opposed and I  remember
even many of the leaders of the
States Peoples’ Movement who were
members of the Congress Party at
that time objected to have such a pro-
vision in the Constitution of the land.
But we know history; such a provision
was put in because at that time the
Congress wanted to appease  the
Rulers and that appeasement conti-
nued up to the fourth genersl elec-
tion. Before the fourth general
election there was hardly any Con-
gressman who was demandiag the
abolition of the Privy Purses. By
and large they were all talkinz all
these years of moral obligations and
al] that but during the fourth general
election when many of the ex-Rulerg
started opposing the Congress the
Congress started thinking in terms of
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the abolition of the Privy furses. So | some pressure in the Congresg Partly

there is some justification when these
ex-Rulers say ‘Up till now you were
supporting us because we were sup-
porting you but because some of us
have started opposing you, you have
also started opposing this” After the
fourth general election there was
<risis in various States. Just see
what was the attitude of Mr. D, P.
Misra in Madhya Pradesh aud what
was the attitude of Mr. Sukhadia,
Chief Minister of Rajasthan? The
Maharani was opposing Mr. D. P,
Misra and she was wanting to have
a non-Congress Government and was
creating difficulties for him and so
Mr. Misra began clamouring from the
housetops that the Privy Purses
should be abolished whereas in
Rajasthan because Mr. Sukhadia
wanted to continue gg Chief Minister
with the support of the ex-Rulers he
said that the continuance of Privy
Purses was a moral obligation, they
were based on  assuranceg and all
that. So the political and partisan
attitude of the Congress Party has
been brought to bear on this question.

SHRI M. H  SAMUEL: Orissa?

SHRI BANKA BEHARY DAS: You
know the Congress was ruling up {ill
now and the Congress Government
did not try to abolish or move the
Government of India to abolish it
The ex-Rulers of Orissa were divided
ip two halves. Half of them were

in the Congress Party and the other

half were in the Gana Tantra  Pari-
shad. Naturally because the Con-
gress Party there was relying on the
support of some of the ex-Rulers in
Orissa they were not demanding for
the abolition of the Privy Purses, 1
am not going into all these factors. I
aonly want to say this. Once you have
passed a Resolution in the AICC that
the Privy Purses should be abo-
lished it is your moral duty also
to see that it is abolished as soon as
possible. But what has been happen-
ing for the last one year? Some of us
have been sincerely agitating for the
abolition of the Privy Purses but what
has happened? The moment there was

for the abolition of these I'rivy Purses
immediately a trade union of the ex-
Rulers came into existence and the
trade union has started with iis bar-
gaining power to negotiate with the
Government of India just as it happens
between the employer and employees.
I think the Government of India are
thinking as if they are employers—
they are the representatives of the
people—and the ex-Rulers think that
they are employees who can by bar-
gain and fighting have these Privy
Purses and other privileges continued
ang keep that article in the Constitu-
tion sacrosanct.

=t Fo qo a1a? ([FgR): wit W
agr feafa 31

SHRI BANKA BEHARY DAS: That
ig why I say, now that you have com-
mitted yourself to the people of the
country from the platform of the AICC
that the Privy Purses should be abo-
lished, the only course open to you is
to come forward here and either accept
the Bill that Mr. Bhupesh Gupta has
brought or you yourself introduce a
Bill immediately and try to see that it
is passed. I know there will be no
difficulty in getting this passed because

two-~thirds majority is guaran-
teed. It is not like the
Kutch Award where you are

trying to avoid a situation and where
you are put in a difficult position in
the High Court because an Under
Secretary goes there and tells some-
thing which is contrary to the assu-
rances that were given by Lal Bahadur
Shastri on the floor of the House. You
forget all those assurances that Lal
Bahadur Shastr; gave, you forget all
those assurances that Pandit Nehru
gave, you forgot all the assurances
that the Constitution gave to th2 coun-
try but when it comes to the question
of Privy Purseg tp these ex-Rulers you
remember the assurances that were
given to them. That is why I say that
Mr. Bhupesh Gupta’s Bill should be
accepted or if you do not want to
accept his Bil] I would earnestly re-
quest you that you shoulg immediately
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bring forward a Bill yourself. And as
I sa.d you are assured of a two-thirds
majority. Not only al] our members
but most of the members of the oppo-
sition wil] support it and the Constitu-~
tion can be amended. I myself am not
very happy about the Rill that Mr.
Bhupesh Gupta hag intrcduced because
I would like that article 362 also to
be omitteq bhecause this question of
privileges ig also very important, The
provision of privileges wirtuially mili-
tates againsg the Fundamental Rights
as has been pointed by Mr. Gajendra-
gadkar, the Chief Justics of India. So
I will plead with you ihat by continu-
ing to have this provision in the Con-
stitution you are virtually helping to
have two types of cit'zens in the coun-
iry. So it is high time, in the inferests
of having a society based on eguality,
the Constitution should be amended
in this regard also. Mr. Bhupesh
Gupta’s Bil] should be accepted and
we assure that you will get tul] sup-
port from at least two or three pro-
gressive parties from here, if you try
to honour your own commtment made
in the AICC to the country. Thank
you.

THE DEPUTY MINISTER IN THE
MINISTRY OF LAW (SHRI MCHAM-
MAD YUNUS SALEEM): Madam
Deputy Chairman, this Bil} introd-ced
by Mr. Bhupesh Gupta seeks to amend
article 291 of the Constitttion. This
Bill, Madam, has got i‘s gwn history.
Originally this Bil] wag introduced in
this House some time in November
1962, and it wag discussed on different
dates, in September 1963 ard Febru-
ary 1964. On the latter date Mr. Bhu-
pesh Gupta said that hy would watch
how the Congress Working Committee
handleq this matter and thien he would
consider whether he would prass it to
vote or not. Madam, on 253th June 1967
the All India Congress Committee
seriously considered this issue and
' passsed a Resolution stating that the
privileges and the Privy Purses enjoy-
ed by the Princeg are not in conso-
nance with the concept end practice of
democracy and that the AICC ig of the
view that the Government should exa-
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mine it and take steps t, remove
them.  Madam, during the last
two sessions of Parliament there
have been special discussiong in
Lok Sabha as well as in this
House and the matter was also fre-
quently raised in the form of questions
and supplementaries. The Home
Minister haq preliminary talks with
the Princeg on two occasions, The first
meeting was held on the 3rd November
1967 and the second meeting was held
on 26th December 1967 o consider thig
matter withy the Princes. The Horge
Minister has conveyed to the represen-
tatives of the Princes Government’s
intentiop to abolish Privy Purseg and
the privileges of the Ex-Rulers, Now
this matter is receiving serious consi-
deration of the Princes alse and we
have been informed that a meeting to
consider th's matter has been fixed
for 28th May 1968. Further discussion
will be held wity the Priuces after the
meeting convened by the Princes for
the 28th May 1968 is coocluded. The
Home Minister, answering questions
on lst May, 1968 in this House, said
that we should have patienrc. He had
also explained the position {p the
Princeg when he met them ‘They told
him that they would report the matter
to their Committee and then let us
know. At this stage, theref re no use-
fu] purpose wil] be served by proceed-
ing with this Bill. Therefore, I would
request Mr. Bhupesy Gupta, in view
of the position which I have explained,
that he may not press further conside-
ration of his Bill. After the Govern-
ment reacheg further conciusons, it is
very much expected that Government
itself may bring up the matter before

Parliament for seeking a suitable
amendment of the Constitution, In
view of thig submission, Madam, I

would request Mr. Bhuptsi- Gupta to
consider the fact that no uscful puf-
pose will be served by a further dis-
cussion of his Bill because the matter
is seriously receiving the consideration
of the Government as well as the
Princes.

SHRI BHUPESH GUUTA: Do vou
think any useful purpose will be serv-
eq by what you are saying? '
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SHRI MOHAMMAD YUNUS
SALEEM: I am sure of it that usefu!
purpose wil] be served and we are
seriously considering the matter. The
Home Minister is contantly in negotia-
tion with the Princes. A meeting of the
Princes is being held on tic 23th May,
1968 and after their det ! tinng the
outcome of their-meetins v ! .2 com-
mun-cated to the Home Minrster. We
are going tg take thig mattsr vp erii-
ously at the highest level

SHRI BANKA BEHARY DAS: Wiil
he make them agree t» the abolition
of Pr vy Purses?

SHRI MOHAMMAD YUNUS
SALEEM: I have repeaterily said that
we have made it clear to them that
the Government intends 1~ take suit-
able oction to abolish their privileges
and Privy Purses.

SHRI BANKA BEHARY DAS: 1s he
persuading the Princes o asree tg the
abol.tion of Privy Purses?

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That is
whzt he says.

SHRI BHUPESH GUF{A: I should
like ‘o know in what manner- - jg it by
discussing or by writing 3 letter?

SHRI MOHAMMAD YUNUS
SALEEM: I have told the House that
two meetings have already been held.
In wview of the assurance given by the
Home Minister to consider the maitter
and the intention of the Government
to abolish their Privy Purses and pri-
vileges, they have conveaed 5 meeting
to consider it, (Interruption). The in-
tention had been disclosed to the Prin-
ces by the Home Minister After it
has been considered by the Princes and
their reply is receiveq by the Home
Minister, this matter will  receive
serious consideration of the Govern-
ment and suitable action will be
taken

SHRI BHUPESH GUPIA: Now, it
does not receive serious consideration.

SHRI MOHAMMAD YUNUS
SALEEM: It is receiving serioug con-
sideratiim,
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPfA. So, it will
receive more serious considerat.on.

SHRI MOHAMMAD YUNUS
SALEEM: A suggestion has heen given
to the Princes. Ia order to consider
that, a meeting of the Prinees, has been
convened on the 28th Ni«y, 1863. Fhey
are oxpected to considec it and after
their reply 1s received, we will consi-
der the matter ag to what steps should

_be taken in ordsr tg prorcod with this.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA The hon.
Minister need not get excited. Does he
at al] expect that the Princes in their
meeting on the 28th May. 19638 would
at al) agree to the aboltion of the
Privy Purses? Do they have any such
intelligent anticipation? 1 should like

to know it. Do you ever think they
wil]l agree?
SHRI MOHAMMED YUNUS

SALEEM: It is expected that a realis-
tic attitude will be adopted by the
Princes in their meeting,

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: So, Mr.
Yajee. The debate goes on

A sirey awy AR e
JqhAT AgeaT, § FIAE W qwv
F1 TATET 3T § AT IAHT A feA ¥
yfswar oy w3 § 5 Sweiv a8 fadas
AT FT FATQ AIFTT FT €AW ATH(AT
T & A< @rg & 99 Tga & A
# gegi ug faam f sfww F g &
AT AT FT A O T AT
¥ 1 @Y 2 A Ay Oy oF & s @
2 IR W FTAT AMEH ATHT ITHT
7z fadaw #gU &, TEY @@ AR
zfear wFT AN 7 AN a9 fwar ¥
fr fody od gar 9TF7 a9 gfaarg
Fa7 wfaF1T g27 fag 9@ |

Y Yo Fo FATI (W@"{N;)
Fai qT 1 (FaT ag gEHE WA 3,
TEF 9T 9T FL TG BT 3qF1 3147 |

=Y Arewg awe ;o § v O @7
&, ¥AT gAT @Y g, F19 @I 7 ghAa,
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[s o sz o]
gaq w1 :ifaw Fifay, awT w1 g
WE IR T WIE |

AAFE {7y Faaa, 99 fF o aat
AT T AT AT HAS A0 F T T FASA
ER G CiEiRe CiREab R TR
AT ALTASTT & ITFT GEHEATT AT
fem, waes gar faon, faar amw &
oIS #1 ag oI fear fF ag 7 593 &
WASITH G |

ST 330 AT © AT FY EATEA FAT
fear A AT 7 TaAeF qrdf qa7 f2ar

St Fo Gio TNIT : T EqA+T &L
Qg w0y A4 fF K14 A ITHY €qqeT
fFam

sy oaE TS oAy 35T, w9
fream=®t @@t 7 @ F¢ v qE@A
=l

T Fo T'o AT : FTT {LTIOT FLH
FAT F 77 7, AT Feqazq F seagmar

él 1T, Fuahe U
st AaE WA F3 A3y, giAx,
gafad f& & FrIAarg |

ATFATT, AT 92F FT AN T
AR Qe wAAT & afFd # wAwar
g frawr@ayfraand faaqg
Jq AAS AT Z A AL 37 qeF A AA
aofmz ¥ 3w /9 UsAr W, ¥ IO
foraat 7 AT g1 @r 91 ar afg
gxara gan, wfa gidy, facwg gEr
Y 989§ T F9 B: qT AT HZIUAT
R gY I g1 WX aF tFr aF w7 F4
STEIA o, THT KT F7 FEIT 47T a1 1
T famy gfaard §r a3 15 T,
IJUMITHE g JATAT 74T, ag FIS
=1S A ZET
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S Fo 9o X7 IF ILG T AT
ZATEATATAZ FOAT AT T

st S W AR WG A 5K A
EXFT 3, AIHE AT FT FAAw FAD,
st wrenarfa® feaawady € ag @ o
TETTSAT R TLE &7 §, 98 FATL WO AL
FI FAT AAAT | AT YAT AT HfAw
Ffay |

1 99 9T HAFT A AT B,
FqifE g I Fearaal & o Jav o1
M qAST g8 777 7 5 3 ¥ar
fergema + o3 wzag A AfFF afe
HIETT 92T AR AT 3T 5T 7144 {%AF
4 FHA 9T F1 09 T € {700 FI|r
fF saar agr sFEard F, T T,
a1 fRT wIare 9239 1 g7 AL AFA
F1 ATFEAFAT TG AT, SIART f% wrq
AT 989 FZT T | T AT FITAAH
F GEIX RA A GAATE, AR
TIAT FI FIT STF QT IAAA FIA
q& FY | IT IFT 19 F F 177 g .
1T ST A F FAT AT F 4B FAX AT
ANT A, 1 Frag Gywfacs qrEt AR
F AN A, IFI A% T &Y w7 OF v
AZIUALAT F1 @ew FIAT Afga, A
Fg4 F AIAT & {F A AFOOSTOAT
FT TAT FT G FIAT FET, F18 (64T
famy s & fa=re 29 Frd T8 FT QY
oA s A 2E 3T AT °y
F =ow Aifa @ fegard afs3 arouay
qifa F qrg a4 I€1T FF FANA
ot frgere |

ZArqT FIAT 92T R A ANZ
TeY FFJ & | ATHT A1 gRT T WY
Fwag feggar 3nfs 37 7qr 7fy
wfa g a1 TS0 "grasrA;
F T A, SAFT T AT, ITHRT AT
g faadt « FfFT mommT ol A
gaF gaArar fw g, FAST T97 47T,
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7T gEgrdr #1E Gfvaa T8 8, Ew
TEHT g Wy &, fadr 0@ ot & |
Tfw 9@ www fafewdt &0 Afq 9w
wffeqrd 1 A 7 G IFT AT
fife &=, atd axETee Heade g
firar | AfwT ST T QAT AT FY
fafiy gfagr g9 F garfas & a9
gAY T 1T FT GRATAATE] JIHE 3
JEFT S AET BTV | KAV Ag AT AT
a1 fr gxeme g, Fifa 2w, favag
AT /X T ST AT S AR
fadt o 37 7 IrAwEFAT TG Y,
98 §F GrINT 37 FT I€G AGY A
sfe afs fafeor fecrae oY, fafawmar
T 600 TN WETANAT FT FIAEATT
g7 fear 47 a7 99F TY @R 2F
TSt wrF Jifq waTs Iqy g
AT Ay & | #afy & @@ wa R
SIS 927 % 9 4 T& wiaar g
i o w7 g 5 a7 gw Awi F
% 3q9 sivaeisr 7@ &, afFT @
as framt & @ s, SERTRn
T UTS, I G2 F F3T  FHIEIT
& I9F FgT & T WY | 2T AW ITHT
T gamm ¥ & 917 o, afaendt £
& sraard a2 A 3T d57 7
gty g & warfas fafew fecaraan
FT & F9 F Ay 37 avg #1 sqqeqT
g% | T9 9T W ZANE FTAG JHAT
A, 77 wEg W a1 aw frim
Toar sy a1 5fFT 7 5 99 f5 g@C T
YATTITEY s09€4T & TEIH1C FT fa4r,
fag o sqaeqr &1 wAAE 2
HHIF 1 YT AT, IAEF HAAGH
g 1 et a6 7 T g, AT AFXAA AL
F a5 o1 frdw gfrar &1 @ @ 3,
R fgrgeama 4 a1 afads W
ﬁ*@?ﬁ'ﬁ'\?ﬁ'*’ﬁﬁ'ﬂ? qa+g JEI
FAE ) o o g fax are P
TG 7 w31 F FHF AT I g AT
I €, ¥ F ITHT AG AT GFAT
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gﬁ%‘rﬁr{ T3 27 -, TF W B
gIT Qqfay, 9g 41 99 227 7R fagar
F1 AgLETAT & A 2, 7Y, 7w A
AR AT F T F AAL | FHw
T ST qIHATE FT AT FT qG AL
F. T Y, gAY YAV AW T a0
T 1938 W ghge FHF 9 A ufex
HATELATT HE€ T @7 FAT T AR
IaF are (% T =fear v Swor w5y ot
for ool & ar A7 fgrgerT A aa
g 3| ®leS ¥ F194 FT A, FA-
FIRGET HI ga-Tfqa@l T 19 73
TN HEATHW FATH FT TEAT GHT
Tz g1 2 % 1955 X 97 99g F Q0
[IAT F TATIATZ FT ATY HTATAT
& AT ATRTC F9 K FT L0 F@T
AT FTARE AN T 1 98 (799F 7
FY T&TF TET 4T | ZART ATA F B/A
HIFTT FTAT | AT o7 F0H67 Fagrar a7
T AT AT fF 7T IF TAC AGIAAT
FAT « T qg et oF vEar AET
U ITHT TAT QAT 8, Tg AR T=FHA-
qIST & | 77 IAFT A AAL 3 IAR
% AEY FE AARAT 3 FF I gAT AR
qIE F GATTATE 7 fria ¢ o, wma
faa7 43 g% =% 797 AT AT AR,
feusomr, aegaraad),  wWOEr A
31 =17 arfzar sux &4) 7€ 2, W
Ty g fF 97 arfwar iz @ fesa @t
st 2 fF fergema « wATSATar
9gfa g & @1 98 Ty T9a7 A7 AT
gl st & 1 89 fATsq A6 &1 Fg
T ¥ IAFT O FEy 2 | AP IR
A1 wrfaaraz £y fifT F1 o7 T FA
ST £ 1 W 29 AT AL AFTL &
47 3, WA 7, a5 TATAAE 3§ |
ZATT =97 avEl &F 17 91 AT AZT-
TASHT AL AT GqAT HT AF0AT AHA
% IuE fAy oStHY 81 ST gRrSEng
Y W qg IfF qug £ AT @ T,
foroar £1 7147 g% a@ A TEY TG
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a1 f& s e T @ avz w0
TEE AT 1 H WO GFTT F AT
T § F AT AueaE aady
g Affa § qua< w57 £, = gw
q off, o g o, f5 qg e
gaaTe #7 fear ¥ owwh owv afg 7
qAAT &, T TA g FEIIATE #71
g‘{tﬁaﬁ?ﬁél g ASB( F TS
!

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr.

Yajee, will you take more time?

SHRI SHEEL BHADRA YAJEE:
Yes.

THE DEPUTY CHAIEMAN: Then 1
will ask Mr. Shukla to make a state-
ment.

—

STATEMENT RE PUNJAB HIGH

COURT’S JUDGEMENT HCLDING

THE PUNJAB APPROTFRIATION

ACTS OF 1968 AS ULTRA VIRES
THE CONSTITUTICN

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE
MINISTRY OF HOME AFFAIRS
(SHRI VIDYA CHARAN SHUKLA):
Madam Deputy Chairman, it jg learnt
that the High Court of Punjab has held
that the Punjab Appropriation Acts of
1968 were ultrg vires the Constitution
and hence not valid. T; is also learnt
that the Government of Punjab have
moved the High Court of Punjapb to
grant a stay and that the request is
being hearq by the High Court. I am
awaiting further information from the
State Government.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA (West
Bengal): Madam, this is nut enough.
Thig much we knew. In fact this is
in the P.T.I. news which 15 zZiven. We
wanted to know what steps ihe Gov-
ernment was going {o ‘ake ir view of
the judgment. It is now quite clear
that two Appropriation Bills had been
declared wultra vires the Constitution.
You will remember that in this House
we said that these Bills were illegally
passed, and we had even produced
documents and other things. The Home
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[ Minister not only did not listen to

what we said, he defended everything

thay the Punjab Government was

doing, the Governor did or the Punjab

Assembly did.

Madam, now a serious question
arises. Under the Constitution the
Central Government is called upon to
protect and defend the Constitution
ang it is the watchdog of the Consti-
tution in the sense that it should see
whether in the States the constitutiona)
‘ processes are being observed or they

are being violated. It is now quite
clear according to the judgment of the
Punjab High Court that r~g Appro-
priation Bills were passed illegally,
which was ultra vires the Constitution.
It is the first time in the history of cur
independence since the Constitution
came into effect that we have a judge-
ment of this kind. What has happened?
After the Appropriation Bills had been
passed monies had been spent on the
basis of a Bil} which had no .aaction
in law or the Constitution,

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN (Andhra
Pradesh): Madam

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I know
you defend everything the Government
does. Monies have been spent, all
illega] expenditure. Therefore, they
are guilty, those who have done thie
expenditure and all that. Secondly,
the Government itself is illegal be-
cause it is drawing money on the basis
of a Bill and Ministers’ salaries are
provided fop in the Bill, in the Appro-
priation Act, which is not valid. There-
fore, the Ministers are living on an
expenditure which is not sanctioned.

Madam Deputy Chairman, my point
is this. In this House from +he Opposi- .
tion again and again we brought it up
and tried to impress upon the Home
Minister that it wag illegal, that it was
wrong. We had been brushed aside.
Then we had to go to the Court. I
may tell you when one of our Minis-

ters filed a case, we sent our
lawyers also and members of
the Communist Party also went to



