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SHORT    DURATION    DISCUSSION 
UNDER  RULE     176     REGARDING 
ABOLITION  OF     PRIVY     PURSES 
ETC. OF RULERS OF FORMER 
INDIAN STATES 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Now, we 
go on to the short duration discussion On 
the abolition of the privy purses. Before 
we begin the discussion, I want to say 
that there are 18 singnatories to this 
motion out of which seven names come 
from the Congress Party, to which ei^ht 
or June more names have been added, 
which makes it about 15 or 16 names. I 
do not think the Chair can call every one 
of them. The Chair will use its own 
discretion   .   .   . 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA (Orissa): 
You may kindly adopt the same pro-
cedure. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I want 
to say that I want the same procedure 
adopted by which we will finish it within 
the limited period of time. The PSP has 
got four names. Mr. Govinda Reddy, you 
may decide who will speak. 

SHRI MULKA GOVINDA REDDY 
(Mysore): We have already sent our list. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Then, 
Mr. Banka Behary Das, you will speak. 
Mr. Murahari will speak for the SSP. And 
then the problem is the Congress list 
which is ever so big. Mr. Chatterjee, one 
name is there from your party. But the 
Congress list is far big. I hope they will 
not mind if the Chair uses its discretion 
and gives a fair distribution. Mr. Tengari 
your name is there. There is no problem 
about the Opposition parties at all 
because you come to a decision of who 
will speak for the whole party. 

Now, I call Mr. Bhupesh Gupta. You 
will get ten minutes. 

SHRI B. K. P. SINHA (Bihar): There 
are some very eminent parlia- 

mentarians sitting here. They do not 
belong to any party. But their viewf are 
very valuable. They should Be* a chance. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I will 
not overlook that point at all. But the 
point that we will carry on the discussion 
up to 6.000 and at 6.00 sharp, the 
Minister-in-charge will reply. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA (West 
Bengal): Madam Deputy Chairman, I am 
glad that we have an opportunity to 
consider this question of the privy pirrse 
institution which has got to be abolished 
and I do hope that by now the 
Government has made up its mind and 
that the Home Minister would be in a 
position to make a categorical statement 
in this House that the privy purses shall 
be abolished. 

Now, much has been said about the 
moral sanctity of the privy purse and our 
beloved Princes, glittering and res-
plendent, all want to make out as if the 
heavens will come down and there will be 
a moral collapse of the society if we were 
to abolish the blood money that they 
receive as privy purse. I would like to 
remind the House straightway that when 
the Draft Constitution was presented to 
the Constituent Assembly, there was no 
provision initially in the Draft 
Constitution to provide /or the privy 
purses or for the provision of article 291 
of the Constitution as it is today. It is only 
in the course of the discussion that Dr. 
Ambedkar, the Law Minister, suddenly 
moved an amendment to the clause which 
was at that time called 267A to include 
the provision for privy purses in the 
Constitution. And that amendment was 
adopted without discussion. Now, from 
these two things it is quite clear that the 
founding fathers of the Constitution, as 
they are miscalled, thought that there 
should not be any provision tin the 
Constitution about the privy purses. 
Second'y, only as an after-thought did the 
Government decide to provide for the 
privy purse and the reason for this is quite 
clear.   You will find it in the 
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deliberations of the Constituent 
Assembly and other statements made 
later on as to what was the ground on 
which the privy purse was sanctioned 
later on. Sardar Vallabhbhai Patel, the 
then powerful Home Minister of the 
country, Mr. V. P. Menon, his adviser, 
and some other people like Mr. C. C. 
Desai, then Secretary of the Home 
Ministry and now, by the grace of 
Maharani Gayatri Devi of Jaipur, a 
member of the Swatantra Party, they all 
came to the conclusion . that the privy 
purse had to be given and the 
Constitution must provide for it, and an 
undertaking had been given to the Princes 
or the ex-Rulers that that would be kept. 
Sardar Vallabhbhai Patel was a blunt man 
in some respect. He said very clearly in 
one speech why he was giving it. He said 
and I quote: 

"... the capacity for mischief and 
trouble on the part of the Rulers". 

He said: 
"Need we cavil then at the small—I 

purposely use the word small—price 
we have paid for the bloodless 
revolution   ..." 

So, it was the price to be paid for what 
Sardar Vallabhbhai Patel at that time 
thought was a bloodless revolution. All 
the Princes had to be paid for it. After all, 
how cannot the Princes be paid for such a 
great thing as the architects of or partici-
pants in the bloodless revolution? But the 
money that was paid was blood money 
taken out of the hungry people. 
Generations were sought to be 
condemned in making this payment. And 
by now, according to the statement of the 
Home Minister, Rs. 91 crores have 
already been paid as privy purse to the ex-
Rulers of the Indian States. Well, by now, 
it is Rs. 100 crores. It is their earlier 
statement. I took into account up to 1966. 
Now, it would be Rs. 100 crores 
(Interruptions). I am giving the official 
figure. Now, this money is not a small 
sum. Apart from the   quantum of   money 

involved, there is a gigantic moral 
question involved in it and that is what 
we must settle. I am glad that the AICC 
has, at the instance and initiative of my 
esteemed friend, Mr. Mohan Dharia—he 
will be remembered, if for nothing else, 
for the resolution he moved at the 
AICC—adopted this resolution, with Mr. 
Chavan, I understand, supporting it. In 
the morning, I said strong words against 
him. I will convoy a good word for him. 
He supported the abolition  of the  privy 
purses. 

Now, what for were they paid the privy 
purse? If you go into the covenants and 
the merger agreements and so on which 
provided for the privy purse, you will 
find that it is paid for great purposes. 
What are the purposes? It is stated here; I 
will just read out the agreement which 
has been signed with His Exhalted High-
ness the Nizam of Hyderabad and in-
cluded in the  White Papers: 

"His Exalted Highness the Nizam of 
Hyderabad shall, with effect from such 
and such date . . ."— The date is  
given— 

"... be entitled to receive annually for 
his privy purse a sum of Rs. 50 lakhs 
free of all taxes, for meeting the 
expenses of His Exalted Highness the 
Nizam of Hyderabad and his family, 
including the expenses of his personal 
staff, maintenance of residences, 
marriages and other ceremonies." 

This is the purpose for which Rs. 50 
lakhs had been sanctioned for the great, 
Exalted Highness the Nizam Of 
Hyderabad. And in addition, he gets 
another Rs. 25 lakhs from the Andhra 
Government on account of certain lands. 
Well, are we to maintain his harem? Have 
we built up our democracy to maintain the 
Nizam's harem? I should like to ask. I do 
not know how many women are there, 
whether they are looked after, how they 
are cared for or attended to, whether they 
are employed or unemployed.    But year 
after year,     I 
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am made to pay Rs. 50 lakhs to the Nizam of 
Hyderabad. We are told that it has been 
reduced now to Rs. 20 lakhs. Now it has been 
reduced to Rs. 20 lakhs for the young Nizam. 
Maybe, his harem is still bigger, I do not 
know, if there is some equation between youth 
and harem. But anyhow, it is so. Now this 
new Nizam has been met by another Maharaja 
in the Cabinet by the grace of Shrimati Indira 
Gandhi, Dr. Karan Singh. Immediately after 
he celebrated his accession, the new Nizam 
Hyderabad came out with a statement that his 
privy pure w'as very small and that it should 
be increased. Rupees twenty lakhs is not 
enough. The Princes in the Congress Party 
and the Princes in the Opposition, after all, it 
is a bond of blue blood. They are coming up 
together in order to pressurize the Government 
of India not to abolish the privy purse. I 
should like to know whether it is permissible 
for the Members of the Congress Party, 
specially the Princes, who occupy the 
Treasury Benches, to enter into such unho'y 
alliances with others of the same breed in 
order to maintain the privy purse. Well, that is 
for Mr. Chavan to say. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: Even if that 
topples the Government, you would not agree. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I do not believe 
in getting a government topple with privy 
purse. I do not want the politics of privy 
purse, Rajmata or Rajahs or Maharajas. I 
would like to have a government toppled by 
the blow of democratic forces. 

Now, Madam Deputy Chairman, when the 
privy purse was initially given, it was seen 
that about two dozen Princes at the top were 
receiving over Rs. 2 crores. Out of Rs. 6 
crores at that time roughly, they were taking 
the lion's share. And these very Princes come 
and tell us that as a result of this the small 
princelings will be put to difficulty. 

Now what is this privy purse? Among 
them are: The Nizam of Hyde- 

rabad—Rs. 50 lakhs plus Rs. 25 lakhs from 
Andhra; Gaikwad of Baroda—Rs 26 lakhs; 
Scindia of Gwa-lior, now Rajmata, his 
mother—Rs 25 lakhs; Holkar of Indore—Rs. 
15 lakhs; Mysore—Rs. 26 lakhs; 
Travancore— Rs. 18 lakhs; Patiala—Rs. 17 
lakhs; Bikaner—Rs. 17 lakhs; Jodhpur— Rs. 
17.50 lakhs; Nawanagar—Rs. 10 lakhs; 
Bhavnagar—Rs. 10 lakhs; Jammu and 
Kashmir—Rs. 10 lakhs; Rewa—Rs. 10 lakhs; 
Udaipur—Rs. 10 lakhs; and Kolhapur—Rs. 
10 lakhs, and so many others. 

In the covenant you will find that apart 
from this they had been allowed to retain 
much of their property, money, gold, foreign 
exchange, palaces, buildings, horses included 
because the Princes cannot be thought of 
without their horses. Here you find that the 
Maharajah of Jaipur was given so many 
things, shooting lodge, outhouses and all that, 
83 acres of uncultivated land for supply of 
fodder and 19,000 acres of grass preserves 
and so on for his horses. There are so many 
other things. I need not go into that. It is not 
merely privy purse, much of the other 
properties were left with them. Now imagine 
how much one has to earn in order to retain, 
say, Rs. 15—18 lakhs of rupees; maybe, it is 
Rs. 25 crores which is impossible for any 
businessman in the country. If he pays 
income-tax within a reasonable time, they 
may not retain this much. But this privy purse 
is tax-free, besides so many other advantages. 
Why should they get so much? And yet when 
the late Prime Minister, Shri Lal ***hadur 
Shastri, wrote a letter to the Nizam of 
Hyderabad asking for a little money to the 
Defence Fund, the Nizam sent Rs. one lakh 
and said that he w^s a very poor man and he 
could not pay any more since he had a number 
of obligations. And when an appeal was made 
by late Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru earlier fo- 
contributions to the Defence Fund, the res-
ponse from the Princes was negligible 
whereas the toiling workers gave out of their 
sweated money Rs. 20 lakhs to the Defence 
Fund, and yet the workers are being denied a 
living 
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wage, a docent wage. At the same time 
these extravagant Princes, the best of 
hunan society, the parasitic class who ;ire 
born in treachery, de-pradation and all 
kinds of crime are backed by the national 
exchequer to the tune of crores and crores 
of rupees year after year. What moral 
sanction could there be, what more 
reprehensible thing could there be than 
this in this free country of ours when 
millions are starving and suffering, when 
sentiments are guided by socialist ideas, 
we pay to this horrid lot of 300 or less 
Princes a total sum of over Rs- 5 crores 
annually even at this hour jilus very many 
properties and so 01 ncluding foreign 
exchange running inla crores of rupees 
which these gentlemen hold. 

Madam Deputy Chairman, I must tell 
you thJit not only they maintain their 
heirlooms at home and abroad which the 
Home Minister is supposed to be looking 
after, jewels and other things are being 
removed and sent outside the country. It 
is not only a moral question in this 
matter, it is morally reprehensible if we 
allow this to continue a moment longer 
this agreement against our conscience. It 
is a crime against the basic concept of our 
civilisation. It is a crime against the 
memory of our great martyrs who laid 
down their lives fighting the British 
while these princes let loose a reign of 
murder and violence against the people. 
They ruled with unbridled tyranny. (Time 
bell rings.) I am finishing Madam Deputy 
Chairman, therefore, the privy purse has 
to go and must go here and now. I do not 
know why this Government is hesitating 
over this matter. Fortunately now all 
legal opinions which have come to the 
Government, make it abundantly clear 
that the abolition of privy purse does not 
require even the amendment of the 
Constitution. 

Now it is claimed, how can we do it? It 
is a crime. What about so many other 
promises to the people?     You 

have committed breach of faith with the 
people and the people are punishing you 
before our eyes. And why do you talk 
about this particular Covenant which is 
not backed by any moral law? Even 
legally the Government is not bound by 
it. 

Madam Deputy Chairman, agreements 
are sometimes made by the Government 
for its Own reasons of public policies but 
when times change agreements do 
change; agreements are given up; 
otherwise one cannot think of social 
progress. If we go by the past 
agreements, and if we have to stick to 
them perpetually, the civilisation would 
come to a stop. I am not going int0 the 
merits or demerits of the agreements but 
they are to be judged in the light of social 
values. The situation demands, as far as 
the Princes are concerned, its abolition 
and the withdrawal of special privileges. 

Now, I would like to invite the at-
tention of the hon. Home Minister— I 
think he is aware of it—to the judgement 
in the case of Sudhansuse-khar vs. the 
State of Orissa where the Supreme Court 
has held that you easily abolish the privy 
purse and the Princes will not be in a 
position to question its abolition taking 
protection under the Chapter on Funda-
mental  Rights. 

Therefore, everything is quite clear. 
The legal position is absolutely clear, so 
clear that we do not need any m*e clarity 
at all. Again I thank Mr. Dharia for this. 
The A.I.C.C. now is on test. The nation 
will watch whether some people in the 
administration in the Ministries, are 
superior or the august body of A.I.C.C, 
the supreme tribunal of the ruling 
Congress Party is superior. (Interruption). 
Well, I am npt, blind if the A.I.C.C. does 
this. It is a matter of public policy. Here is 
the Congress Party which is ruling the 
country and the mandate has come from 
the highest tribune of the Congress Party 
for the abolition of the privy purses. The 
prime Minister and the Home Minister, if 
they are loyal  to their organisation, if    
they 
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ifcrear allegiance to the organisation, are 
bound by the sacred mandate of the 
A.I.C.C. to take measures for the 
immediate abolition of the privy-purses . 
. . 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please 
wind up. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Madam 
Deputy Chairman, let us not be afraid of 
the princes. They might have created 
some trouble in 1948. There might be 
some justification for that sort of a shady 
deal between the Government of India 
and the former princes at that time, some 
20 years ago. But to-day the princes have 
to put on bush jackets and behave like a 
common man. Life has changed. The 
Princes will dare not do anything. Well, 
the princes cannot do anything. They 
cannot create any nuisance and if they do 
so, the people will know how to tackle 
them. I know the princes are essentially 
cowardly people. Therefore, I again 
appeal to the Government that there 
should not be any delay. There is horse-
trading going on between the 
Government "and some princes so that by 
some voluntary cut, they can assuage 
public feeling and escape the abolition of 
the privy purse. The privy purse which is 
a crime against the conscience of our 
society, an evil and a blow to our 
civilisation and certainly a blackspot in 
our democratic system, must go here and 
now there must not be any delay or 
hesitation in achieving this laudable 
objective set forth before the nation by 
the A.I.C.C. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL 
(Gujarat): ' Madam, the House has heard 
a treatise on Communism and the English 
language loses much Of its significance 
or acquires a new meaning when words 
are used by the Communists, whether it 
is 'immorality", whether it is 'democracy', 
whether it is 'sanctitiy'. I hope tftis House 
or Parliament, which still calls Mahat-ma 
Gandhi the Father of the Nation and not 
Lenin or Stalin, will remember the truth 
and stand hy it . . . 

SHRI    BHUPESH    GUPTA:    Th« 
Maharani of Gwalior is the Mother of the 
Nation according to the Swatantra Party? 

THE    DEPUTY    CHAIRMAN:    No-
interruptions, Mr. Bhupesh Gupta. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: It is 
known that after the agreement with the 
princes was arrived at, not only 
Parliament but even Mahatma Gandhi 
expressed very clearly that a very small 
price was being paid for what was 
achieved towards the unification, towards 
the integration of this country. For 
centuries this country was divided into 
little principalities. I think, acocrding to 
history, it was-the first time after Ashoka 
that this land was united under a single 
administration. And what is the price? 
We have heard a tirade on bloo* money, 
election manifesto and so OB> I do not 
know what exactly it is. Wa» it not blood 
money when the Constituent Assembly 
and when Mahatma Gandhi approved of 
it? Has it becom* blood money only 
because Mr. Bhupesh Gupta and his 
friends—I arrJ sorry that some people 
inside the Congress als0 feel that way . . . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA; On a point 
of order. Mahatma Gandhi was 
assassinated on the 30th January, 1948. 
Most of the agreements had been signed 
after that. How could he have endorsed 
agreements which came afterwards? 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: This 
shows the kind of truth my friend, Mr. 
Bhupesh Gupta and his friends persist in. 
The idea was put before Gandhiji and an 
idea of the amount that was to be paid 
was also given to Gandhiji. The trans-
lation of the agreements into documents 
took some time, a period of one year 
only. It was certainly largely the work of 
Sardar Vallabhbhai Patel, assisted by his 
very able lieutenant, Mr.  V.  P-  Menon . 
. . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA- Did he not 
join the   Swatantra Party? 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: . . . 
Who had explained the position    to 
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Gandhiji and obtained his blessings. And it is 
a historical fact; whether it is convenient to 
Mr. Bhupesh Gupta or not, it is a fact. Mr. C. 
C. Desai assisted him sometimes he was not 
always in the States Ministry, but he did assist 
him for some time. He joined the Swatantra 
Paty when he found that the Congress Party 
went wrong . . . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Because he 
joined the   Birlas. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: No, 
Madam. I would appeal to him not to interrupt 
me. I did not inter. rupt him. Why does he feel 
hurt so much to recognise fact and truth? After 
all, I fiave been persjistenly telling the 
Congress Party that they are going on the 
royal road to Communism. I said it when the 
Third Plan discussion was going On even to 
Prime Minister Nehru. I pointed out that Lenin 
had said the road to Paris is through Shanghai 
and Calcutta V/ell, they have taken Shanghai, 
no doubt. Where is Calcutta today? Don't we 
know the state of affairs in Calcutta, in 
Naxalbari, to-day. For that, whom have we to 
thank for? That is the state of affairs. 

AN HON. MEMBER: Your partner. 
SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: Not my 
partner., but your friends and part-1 ind you 
sitting there have been admiring and 
applauding, all the time. lie is your idol. Your 
first idol was Nehru. The second idol is sitting 
here. Since the last ten years that I have been 
here . . . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: If I said that, I 
am an idol of the Congress Party? 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: You; are. 
I do nc know whether the hon. Home Mini-.^r 
feels in the same way as Mr. Bhupesh Gupta 
feels— whether he feels that a paltry sum of 
Rs. 30.000 paid for Satara pensions is also 
blood money. He should know bitter; he 
comes from there and he "would be knowing 
the intimate details of the matter.    But I want 
to know 

whether the Congress Party, like   the 
Communist  Party,   is   going  to  repudiate 
one by one all the agreement* that it has  
made, all  the  covenants that it has   entered 
into.   Is there no sanctity,  no  sense of  truth,     
justice, honesty,  left  in  the  Congress  Party. I 
use the word 'honesty' deliberately, Madam.    
In the last 10 years, repeatedly the Congress 
Party has brought out   measures   eroding     
fundamental rights  and  property  rights,     
without putting  it  honestly  in  their election 
manifesto. Madam, Article 31  of the 
Constitution was first amended jn 1954, I  
think.    The     elections  took  place in 1952.    
Did the Congress manifesto show that they 
were going to do this? No Madam, Jawaharlal   
Nehru, when we were   wanting to win 
freedom, in the policy resolution at the Karachi 
Congress—I   was   present,   I   know— 
guaranteed property rights to everyone.  That 
was when we were fighting  for  freedom.  
After having     got freedom,   and  after  the  
people  who could hold back his Communist 
views, after      Gandhiji died,    things    seem 
to    change    and    the    first       step taken    
was    amending . article   31 j That   was after   
the 1952    elections. If    the      Congress        
was    honest, it    should      have    made    a      
clean breast of its intentions in the election 
manifesto of 1952.    The same state of affairs 
followed  1957.    Again in  1962 when the    
Seventeenth    Amendment was    brought 
before the parliament, when the election had 
taken place only a year before, did the 
Congress Party tell the • country.    *We are 
going    to move an amendment to the 
Constitution which will affect your property 
rights to such an extent that even an acre of 
land would be called an estate?' So that was 
not   honest.   . 

What Congress Party is doing with the 
Princes 5s in the same line. Is the Congress 
Party so annoyed at the reverses in the last 
elections as evidently my friend Mr. Gupta 
who is so friendly with the Congress Party is 
and goes on talking of Jaipur, Jaipur and 
interrupts me every time by saying Jaipur?   
Have  the (reverses   in    the 
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elections so injured the Congress Party 
that they have forgotten all decency, all 
honesty and the very Constitution by 
which they stand and swear, the 
Constitution by which we are here to-
day? If the States had not been integrated, 
where would we have been? There were 
600 States in the country. What a 
situation would have arisen if all the 
States had not been persuaded and had 
not agreed to join the Union? How much 
headache this one Hyderabad gave us and 
how much headache is one Kashmir 
giving us to-day even? If the advice of 
Sardar Patel had been taken the Kashmir 
problem would not have existed. Where 
you did not take his advice and you have 
gone wrong, we are paying through our 
nose. If you repudiate the agreement with 
the Princes, where is your justice before 
the world bar of public opinion about 
your stand on Kashmir or Kutch? Do you 
want to go and face the world, the U.N. 
and the Hague Court as a Government, as 
a people, who keep Their word to the 
people or do you not? if you say that the 
Privy Purse is nonsense and is not an 
agreement or covenant, where is your 
case in the U.N. about Kashmir? I hope 
the friends who are so hasty about these 
matters will take a little time to think 
about it and after all what are we paying 
today? We are paying some Rs. 5 crores. 
What is the total expenditure Of the 
Governmen* of India?   What is your 
Budget? 

SHRI OM MEHTA (Jammu and 
Kahmir): What about the other facilities? 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: 
Other facilities? Why do they worry you 
so much? Are you so very jealous that 
somebody is getting a little better 
position? Why not voluntarily ask them 
to surrender it? That is a better way to do 
it. Was it not that the Princes voluntarily 
gave up their right as the Rulers? In the 
transfer of power, the British Government 
declared their all free and sovereign, why 
did they give up their power? It    was    
done    by    agreement,    by 

persuasion. If there is anybody in the 
Congress who can do it, he is welcome to 
do it. Why do you not persuade those 
who are in your Government, in your 
Cabinet, in your party to do it? Why do 
you not set an example and let us seefl I 
for one, think that we are being driven 
the wrong -way. We are going the Rus-
sian way, since Prime Minister Nehru 
took this wrong attitude. Remember what 
Lenin said in his book on imperialism. 

SHRI A. D. MANI (Madhya Pradesh):   
Have you read it? 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: Of 
course. What he says is, the road to Paris 
is through Shanghai aid Calcutta and 
recently, last week did you not read what 
Mao Tse-tung had broadcast—it was in 
the Indian Express and the Statesman—
appealing to the Indians to subvert this 
Government? I am afraid what my 
friends here in the Congress and my 
friend Mr. Gupta and some of his friends 
here want to do is, they want Mao Tse-
tung to come and take over. They are 
preparing the way for it. It would be a 
sad day for this country when we fall into 
that trapj 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: There 
are quite a number of Members wanting 
to participate in this discussion. If each 
takes 10 minutes, many will be left out. 
If you can restrict yourself to five 
minutes, many can be accommodated.   
Mr. Sinha. 

SHRI B. K. P. SINHA: Madam, this 
issue has its constitutional and legal 
aspect and also its moral aspect. There are 
people more competent than myself who 
would address this House on the 
constitutional and legal aspects of the 
problem. I would therefore devote very 
little time to that. I am inclined to share 
the views of Mr. Gupta that the 
Constitution and the law as they stand to-
day provide no protection to the Princes 
because article 131 of the Constitution 
takes away the original jurisdiction of the 
Supreme Court in dealing with such dis-
putes which arise out of Covenants and 
Agreements. Article 363 takes away the 
jurisdiction of all the courts 
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though" according to article 143 the 
President, which means the Government 
ot mdia, if he so desires, can refer this 
matter for advice and opinion of the 
Supreme Court. There are of course, 
articles 291 and 362 which give the 
impression that the agreements on the 
basis of which these Privy Purses are 
being given, have a certain sanction but 
then since these issues have been made 
non-justiceable by the articles to which I 
have referred earlier, if the Government 
to-day even by an executive order, 
decided to abrogate the Privy Purses, the 
Princes shall have no remedies and these 
two articles w1*1 remain as constitutional 
anachronism, as the article on prohibition 
or the article which prohibited; cow-
slaughter remains in the Constitution. I 
have said this is really a great moral issue. 
What was India like before the States 
were integrated? Here is a map which 
makes it clear that before the States were 
integrated, India was split up into several 
parts. From the North West of India to the 
South East the Indian States ran in a chain 
excepting for a very thin strip of territory 
joining U.P. with the then C.P. That was 
the picture of India. Hyderabad and 
Mysore also split up India into so many 
fragments. Then the Native States, 
because paramountcy had been 
withdrawn, had become sovereign States 
and they were free to accede either to the 
Dominion of India or Pakistan. Mr. 
Jinnah the architect of Pakistan, was 
working on the Princes. He approached 
some of them and told them, giving them 
his fountain pen and a blank sheet of 
paper: You write down what you want of 
me and I will sign blindly on the blank 
paper'. This is recorded in pages 116 and 
117 of the book 'Integration of the Indian 
States': 

"Jinnah, I was told, signed a blank 
sheet of paper and gave it to 
Maharajah Hanwant Singh of Jodhpur 
along with his own fountain pen 
saying 'You can fill in all your  
conditions'." 

But then the Princes out of a sense of 
patriotism—I use the world patriotism 
deliberately-scorned the offer of Jinnah 
and decided to accede to the Dominion 
of India. 

Not only that, Madam Deputy' Chairman, 
but the plighted word of our great leaders 
are there. Sardar Patel made no secret of the 
fact that the nation through Sardar Patel—it 
was not Sardar Patel's personal com-
mitment but the nation through Sardar 
Patel—made certain commitments to the 
Princes and Sardar Patel said in the 
Constituent Assembly that the privy purses 
were a very small price to pay for the 
integration of India. Then Madam, it is said 
that the Father '' of the Nation was not a 
party to it; May I refer those hon. Members 
who say that to page 489 of the same book : 

'Integration of the Indian States,' by V. P. 
Menon—Mr. Menon who helped' Sardar 
Patel in the integration of the Indian States. 
There it is stated "Gandhiji appeared quite 
satisfied with my explanation" The issue of 
the quantum of the privy-purs? of certain 
Princes arose and somebody gave a wrong 
impression to Gandhiji and so Sardar Patel 
sent V. P. Menon to explain everything to 
Gandhiji and after V. P. Menon explained 
everything Gandhiji was satisfied that 
justice had been done to them. I again 
repeat this line in the book —"Gandhiji 
appeared quite satisfied with my 
explanation." 

AN    HON.      MEMBER:   He    says 
Gandhiji   "appeared" satisfied. 

SHRI B. K. P.  SINHA:    Later, on the 
same page you find this: 

"The formation of the Saurashtra 
Union and the merger of the Eastern 
States had, in fact, given Gandhiji 
great satisfaction. But he was able to 
see the shape of things to come". 

And he was content to leave these things 
to Sardar Patel. Therefore, the plighted 
words of these great figures of India are 
there. It is said that Nehru probably was 
not a consenting party. But there is no 
document,  no record to substantiate this 
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different views is, in my opinion, to 
falsify  njsiory. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You 
iiave to wind, up now. 

SHRi B. K. P. SINHA; Madam I have  
tajten less  tnan  ten minutes.  ' 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You 
have taKen ten imnuies. ±1 you ail lane 
so much time from the Congress Jt^arty I 
win caU only two. Tnere'are eignteen 
names here. 

SHRI B, K. P. SINHA: I will finisn 
just now, Madam. 

Madam,      there    are    come    who 
want     to     treat    these    convenants' ana  
these  agreements  as  scraps    o£' paper.        
Let      me      remind      this nouse      that      
there      nave;    been' powerful    figures    
in    tne    world's history w&o have tried 
to treat cover-nanis and agreements and 
treaties as; mere scraps ox paper.   We 
know of an' arrogant monarcn wno ordered    
his army to march through a neighbour-' 
ing territory telling the ruler of that 
territory that the treaties of neutrality were 
mere scraps of paper. And we also know 
the fate that overtook that monarch. It is 
not only monarchs,' Madam Deputy  
Chairman,  who     are capable of 
arrogance.   Even democra-'-cies are 
capable of arrogance.   May I remind   the   
House  of   the  Atheniori democracy 
which in the faith in the certain   of  its   
own   wisdom   ordered one of the greatest 
men that this world had produced 
Socrates—to drink hemlock, and we know 
how nemesis overtook that democracy and 
how it. was crushed under the heels of 
aristocratic  Spartans and later on      by    
the Macedonians.   Therefore, let us     not 
be too sure of ourselves.   Let us keep 
faith.   Let  us  have  faith.     Let  this 
nation have some consideration, some 
respect, for the plighted words of its 
leaders.   Let  me  remind  hon.  Members 
of what Tulsi Das said: 

 
No State, no nation can    function 

efficiently unless it has certain moril 
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guarantee to them privy purses and 
certain privileges on a reasonable and 
denned basis. The privy purse settlements 
are, therefore, in the nature of 
consideration for the surrender by the 
Rulers of their ruling powers and also for 
the dissolution of their States as separate 
units, so let us eschew incorrect ideas. It 
is historically untrue that these are ex 
gratia payments received by many 
persons. These are solemn commitments 
made for a consideration and as quid pro 
quo that were given effect to by the 
solemn assurances signed in the name of 
the Government of India. 

Now, what has happened to make Us 
forget pur solemn assurances and go 
behind them? Are we nearing 
bankruptcy? We are spending hundreds 
and thousands of crores for various 
purposes. Is five crores an amount which 
will bring us to ruin? Even if we are to be 
bankrupts the honourable course would 
be to go to our creditor, the man to whom 
we have plighted our word and ask him to 
reduce the amount or come to a 
settlement. That is what every honest 
bankrupt does. But we are far from 
bankruptcy as we all know. 

SHRI M. M. DHARIA (Maharashtra): 
Madam, I am very sorry. It is not 
bankruptcy which demands this; it is 
democracy, it is socialism that demands 
this. 

SHRI M. C. SETALVAD: Therefore 
what we have to consider is this. Is the 
course which has heen suggested, the 
course of making a breach of our solemn 
assurances and faith, a course which a 
Party founded by Gandhi, a Party led by 
Nehru, can ever pursue? Is it a course 
which a Government which has on its 
emblem the phrase 'Satyameva Jayathe' 
can ever follow? Emphatically not. 

SHRI BANKA BEHARY DAS (Orissa'): 
Madam Deputy Chairman, the onlv 
plausible argument that is being advanced 
by these persons who are opposing the 
abolition of privy 1 purses is that they are 
opposing it on the   ground   of  moral     
principle.   I 
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would have been very happy if persons 
like Mr. Setalvad who is a constitutional 
lawyer had brought to bear his ideas 
about the constitutional aspect of this 
problem but if it is a question of moral 
values then I think everyone is equally 
competent to remark what moral value is 
involved in his  question. 

Madam Depuy Chairman, before we go 
into the various aspects of     this problem, I 
have to remind our friends here under what 
circumstances these privileges and privy     
purses    were granted.   As  you  know   
when  these merger  agreements were 
signed, the country had already been 
partitioned. There    were    so    many    
problems. Mr.     Jinnah     from       across     
the border    was      beckoning    to   these 
Rajas     and     Maharajas       to     revolt 
and was even prepared to offer various 
inducements and to   compromise with 
them if they wanted    to merge their 
territories with Pakistan. That was one side 
of the picture. The Rulers of this  county  at 
that time, not      out      of      any      sense        
of moral values but to see that the security 
of the country is to a certain extent 
preserved, wanted to   arrive   at some 
compromise with these Rulers.   I still 
remember the day December 14, 1947 on 
which the first merger agreement was 
signed with the Orissa State Rulers by 
Sardar Patel in the     Raj Bhavan of 
Cuttack.     Some of these Rulers  had   
rushed   to  New      Delhi. There was 
uprising in their States and they wanted the  
protection of     the Central Government.   
At that    time Sardar Patel rushed to  
Cuttack    on December 14. 1947 and the 
first merger lagreement  was  signed.   Here   
I also want to refer to the same book which 
was referred to by Mr. Sinha, "The 
Integration of the Indian States," to show 
under    what    circumstances these 
agreements were signed. Mr. Menon on 
page 477 says: 

"Apart from the privy purses we 
permitted them to retain certain private 
properties and guaranteed them the 
personal rights, privileges and dignities 
which they had hitherto been enjoying.   
We believed that 

these concessions would in due course 
enable the Rulers and their successors 
to adjust themselves to the new order 
of things and to fit themselves into the 
modern social and economic pattern. A 
discontented group of Rulers with their 
numerous dependants would have been 
a serious problem to us." 

Naturally to avoid tins serious problem 
these agreements were made under 
duress. In spite of the fact that many of 
the political parties were against these 
merger agreements especially in relation 
to the provision of privy purses and in 
spite of the fact that most of the State 
People's movement people raised their 
voice against this privy purse these 
agreements were signed. Not only that; in 
the course of these agreements, again the 
Government of India deviated from the 
very principles that they adumbrated first. 
Mr. Menon writes about Saurashtra and 
he says: 
"Saurashtra was the only instance in which 
we departed    from   , the Eastern States 
formula and gave a higher rate of privy     
purse.    The position before us was either     
to agree to the increase and thus con-
solidate Saurashtra or to postpone or 
perhaps give up altogether the idea of 
consolidation." So it was a price the then 
rulers of the country had to pay to these 
Rulers for the consolidation of the    
country because after the partition the 
question of Kashmir, the question of Hy-
derabad were all still there.   So that was 
the main reason for which they had to 
compromise. 

Madam, I also want to refer to the fact 
that in this House in December 1953 
while Pandit Nehru was replying to the 
question regarding voluntary cut in privy 
purses, he had to admit that he wrote to a 
hundred Princes who were drawing privy 
purses of Rs. 1 lakh and over for a 
voluntary cut but the response was not 
very happy. And in the course of a 
supplementary answer he says that the 
agreements were entered into at a time 
when all kinds of factors had 
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to be taken into consideration when the 
Government that was then functioning 
was facing the changeover. Those who 
are now talking of.... 

SHRI N. SRI RAMA REDDY 
(Mysore): Is it not true that Nehru was 
for voluntary cuts? 

SHRI BANKA BEHARY DAS: May-
be but he categorically stated that they 
had to do it because of various factors, 
because of a certain amount of 
compulsion of circumstances. He also 
admitted that in spite of the fact that be 
wrote to a hundred princes for voluntary 
cuts the response was not encouraging. 
Those who now talk of voluntary cut and 
are approaching them for a modification 
of the agreements should remember that 
Nehru wrote to these Princes, not to those 
who were drawing a few thousands of 
rupees a year but who were drawing one 
lakh and over. 

SHRI N. SRI RAMA REDDY: His 
method was one of compromise. 

SHRl BANKA BEHARY DAS: It was 
compromise but the method of 
compromise did not give any results. I do 
not know if Nehru would have been here 
what would have been the position today. 
Here I have to remind m3^ friends who 
say that only five crores of rupees are 
involved that if you go deep into the 
agreements you will see that the 
privileges and benefits that are being 
given to these Rulers will amount to 
much more than these five crores of 
rupees. I 5 P.M. may enumerate a few ins-
tances in the settlement of the Rulers' 
private properties:— 

(i) Palaces and    other    residential 
buildings; 

(ii) Farms and gardens; 
(iii) Grazing areas; 
(iv) Privy purse; 
(v) investment   and   cash   balance 
(vi) Ancestral jewellery and      regalia; 
(vii) Civil List Reserve Fund. (This is  

meant  for  the     marriage 

celebrations of their    family 
members); 

(viii) Temples and religious funds; 
(ix) Objects of historical importance 

like manuscripts, etc. though 
treated as private property to be 
preserved in museum by the 
Ruler. 

(x) Houses in Delhi, which are being 
utilised by them for their 
residential purposes. 

Besides these, there are  other fringe 
benefits also, which are:— 

(i) Free medical attendance and 
treatment to the Rulers and their 
families in all Government 
hospitals; 

(ii) Provision of armed palace guards 
at the official residence of the 
Rulers; 

(iii) Free supply of water and electricity 
for their private residence in the 
State up to the present 
consumption. That means on the 
day of their merger agreement, 
whatever be the quantum of 
consumption of electricity and 
water, to that extent they will be 
enjoying it. Till posterity, the 
exemption from electricity and 
water charges will be there. 

SHRI A. D. MANI: They were having 
all these privileges when they were the 
Rulers. 

SHRI BANKA BEHARY DAS: They 
had the privilege also of molesting 
women in their States. The other fringe 
benefits are:— 

(iv) Rulers are permitted under the 
Motor Vehicles Act to have 
their cars registered and take 
out driving licence without any 
payment; 

(v) Baggage of Rulers of Indian States 
entitled to a salute of ten guns 
and over is exempt from 
customs duty. 

(vi) Immunity from prosecution 
whether civil or criminal 
without the permission of the 
Government of India. 
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Madam Deputy Chairman, here the 

question of morality is involved.    It is not 
a question oi a few crores ol rupees.   That 
is also there in     this year's Budget,  but 
even Mr.    Sinha says that witnout 
amending the Constitution this can be 
done.   I do not agree with him.   I can 
quote him toe Famous judgment of the     
Supreme Court in the case of the family: 
members'  allowances of the State Rulers 
of Orissa.    The allowances given to those 
people were withdrawn.    They went to 
the supreme Court and they got a decree.   
As a result, the Orissa Government had   
to  pay all     these allowances to the 
family members of these Rulers. These are 
not included here.   So,   I   want  to   say   
here   that unless we amend these three 
articles of the Constitution, we cannot    
take away all these privileges and    privy 
purses  that have been      granted    to 
them.    Also, I want to remind those who 
are now banking too much on moral   
principles   that   in   the      very 
Constitution of this country, under the 
Directive Principles  of the  Constitution 
you have guaranteed jobs to the people, 
you have guaranteed    social security to 
the people and you have also  guaranteed 
that there will    be free      and      
compulsory       primary education     for    
every    child    born in this     country     
within     ten years from  the  inception  of  
the  Constitution.   Have you provided all     
these things to the people of this country. 
When  the  question of the people of . this 
country arises, you do not go by these 
principles, moral principles and moral 
values, but when you go into the question 
of a few Princes, hardly 284 of them, you 
talk of moral principles.   Here I can say 
that 284 Rulers are  getting the privy purse 
and  out of them   about  99   are  getting 
more than Rs. 25,000|- a year and also all 
these  privileges   and  immunity  from 
criminal   and   civil   cases.   You     are 
creating  a  type   of  citizens who  are 
superior to the common people of this 
country.     After all,  where      is    the 
sovereignty?    The sovereignty lies in the 
peonle of this country,  not even in 
Parliament.    If the sovereignty of the 
people has to  be resoected.  this 

Parliament has to amend the Constitution 
and it has amended the Constitution so 
many times. 

Here I want to refer to only one point. I 
have here the merger agreements with me 
and here I want to remind the Home 
Minister that out of the four types of 
merger agreements that were entered into 
with 500 odd Princes, there are two types 
of agreements at least where the 
Government of India was not bound to 
pay the privy purse. In the case of the 
Nizam of Hyderabad, I am reading the 
proviso:— 

"Provided that the sum specified 
above shall be payable only to the 
present Nizam of Hyderabad for his 
life-time and not to his successors for 
whom provision will be made 
subsequently by the Government of 
India." 

■ 
That means, if the Government of India 
did not want it, they need not have given 
any privy purse to his successor, but out 
of love for the Nizam, out of love for 
those people who were responsible for all 
such criminal acts in this country to the 
extent of betrayal of the cause of this 
country, these people are being appeased. 
Now, there are forces inside the Congress 
and I pay my tribute to my friend, Shri 
Dharia, who is responsible for this 
amendment. I want to warn him and his 
friends also, including Mr. Chavan, who 
personally says that he is in favour of it, 
that there are forces within his Party, not 
only Princes, but those persons who have 
not the courage to see that those moral 
principles are implemented when the 
question arises of the people at large. The 
question of morality arises only when a 
few persons are involved here. All those 
forces will be there to subvert it. I would 
request the hon. Minister-in-charge and 
also the entire Congress Party to see that 
if we want to implement It, if we want to 
see that the wishes of the people who are 
sovereign prevail in this country, we will 
have to amend 
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the Constitution without any further 
delay and see that this superior class of 
citizens are eliminated from this country 
as a first step towards the goal which we 
all cherish. Thank you. 

KUMARI SHANTA VASISHT 
(Delhi): Madam Deputy Chairman, I 
think in the history of India Sardar Patel 
has done a very great service to the 
country when ha integrated the Princely 
States with the rest of British India and 
brought about a peaceful integration of 
the country and I think the behaviour and 
conduct of the Princes was very good 
indeed that they all voluntarily joined 
with the rest of India which later on came 
to be known as the Union of India. They 
did show a good deal of generosity and 
excellent behaviour and patriotism for 
the country. They came forward and 
entered into these agreements and the 
question of privy purses came in the 
process. There is much that can be said 
nice about the Princes and their 
behaviour and what they did for the 
country at that time. They showed that 
unity could be brought about, which is 
always one of the greatest  needs  of our 
country. 

Our Opposition friends have said many 
things bringing in all sorts of questions. I 
think we have to do away with the privy 
purse. This is the stand of our Party. I 
respect and like the principles that my 
Party follows. I like them and i love 
them. That is why I feel that now the 
entire climate of the world has changed. 
The wind has changed, whether we like it 
or not. All are crying for social equality. 
Everyone wants equality, rule of law, etc. 
which we have also enshrined in our 
Constitution by which our democracy is 
guided and at which we are a-m-ing. We 
are wanting our democracy to be so 
shaped that it will give equality to 
everybody, to every citizen, etc. In this 
context the wind of change is blowing in 
the whole world.    Many things    have 
changed. 

The Princes have changed in their 
behaviour, in their ways and so on. Their 
attitudes also are changing. I can 
appreciate it and I can understand it as to 
how difficult it is ..to give them up( when 
they have enjoyed so many privileges, so 
much of unquestioned authority, and 
various other advantages. They have had 
a sort of psychological make-up. It 
becomes a sort of psychological make-
up, the way you are brought up, the way 
you live, there is the entire background 
that he is the son of a bureaucrat or the 
son of a Prince, or whatever you call it. It 
is also really difficult for them to change 
that psychology. Yet they are changing. 
They are becoming a part of this 
democratic world and particularly this 
democratic India. Their thinking is 
changing, their attitude is changing, 
which is very good, and I appreciate it. I 
do understand I again emphasize that I 
understand, the difficulties they face 
economically. They did not have to earn 
their living. Gradually they have to think 
of it. They have to earn a living and 
therefore they have to have some 
training. They have to qualify themselves 
for some sort of thing, and particularly 
their children have to compete like every 
other child in this country. These things 
are coming and they have to come. This 
is what is happening. Yet the vast masses 
of the people In our country do want that 
there should be social justice. I myself 
personally believe deeply, almost as an 
article of faith, that there should be equa-
lity, that there should not be different 
behaviour for different people, and so on 
and so forth. 

I may also point out that privy purses 
are really a very minor matter, Rs. 5 
crores this way or that way. That much is 
wasted in so many things. These are really 
not material. We cannot make an almost 
world issue or national issue out of it. It is 
not good enough to be made into such a 
hig issue, because this money Is too small 
a thing, but ultl- 
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mately some time or other basic equality 
must be achieved in this country if at all 
we claim that we want a democratic 
society. If at all we say that we want 
social justice then very many things have 
to change. They may be brought about as 
peacefully, in a congenial manner, and as 
pleasantly as they can be brought about, 
and I do hope and wish that there should 
not be many other factors coming in or 
forces coming in which will make the 
process unpleasant or unpalatable or 
unhappy for those friends of ours. 

Madam, I believe in basic democratic 
values and I hope my party will fight for 
them. I hope other parties will also fight 
for them and try to achieve them. I am 
very sorry to say that we talk about 
socialism, but we only give our 'darshan' 
to the poor people. We talk about 
socialism and we talk about welfare state. 
Madam, J also feel that we only talk of 
socialism and I doubt very much if we 
believe in it. This has become a talking 
material; it is just a slogan or it may be 
opium. Whether it is going to dope us or 
dope the public at large I do not know. 
But it does not go far. We do not carry 
them out in practice. I would further say 
that since we talk about doing things by 
the common man and the common man, 
'he poor common man is used all the time 
for all sorts of things, but we never worry 
about the common man. We do not do 
him justice and the common man expects 
a lot from this party, my party, because it 
has been in power for so long, and he is 
deeply disappointed when we do not deal 
with him fairly. Therefore, I feel that we 
should not only profess certain things but 
we should do them. But if we cannot do 
them, then we should not talk about them. 
Then we should not try to create those 
forces which create disruption in the 
party, in the country, which create 
difficulties and so on. If we want to help 
the common man and the poor people, we 
should do so;   if we   want to   bring 

about equality or social justice, we 
should do so. We cannot talk one 
language and do something else. I think 
the Government sometimes suffers from 
a split personality or schizophrenia. They 
talk someUiing and do something quite 
different. We talk about socialism. We 
pass long resolutions. But what do we see 
on the right hand side and left hand side, 
both sides? The princes practically rule. 
They have very great power in not only 
the Central Government but also in the 
StataS. Whether the Opposition forms the 
Government or our own party, the 
princes are very much there. Why do we 
talk about things that we want socialism 
and so on? We say socialism but we do 
not do it.   That is my main grievance. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Piease 
Wind up. 

KUMARI SHANTA VASISHT: I 
have taken less than five minutes. You 
gave everybody else so much time.   Just 
two minutes. 

We talk of morality—'Satyameva 
Jayate'. It is good to talk about morality. 
We make promises and even put it in our 
Constitution that there shall be 
compulsory education up to the Higher 
Secondary standard. But we have not even 
reached the target of primary education. 
We talk about these things. Then we do 
not worry' about morality. I may point outj 
Madam, because my friends have quoted 
many things, that if they even refer back to 
various incidents in international affairs 
and look up something about international 
law; they will find that even England has 
invariably, so many times, on so many 
occasions, not paid its debts to various 
other countries to whom it was supposed 
to pay. They just did not pay and said, "we 
are not going to pay; we will not pay". 
That was all there was to it. 'Jf you look up 
the past history of a hundred years, I am 
sure my friends, Mr. Dahyabhai Patel and 
many others, will find many such 
examples. England did not pay it3 debts 
and did   not bother   about   it. 
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Would Mr. Patel worry about the 
morality of the English people whom 
they call the greatest country in the 
world, the father of democracies? It is not 
only England but various other countries 
have scrapped them like a piece of paper, 
and that is also part of history which you 
cannot deny. Therefore, 1 say if we want 
to do it, we should do it nicely and 
properly. If our princes voluntarily do 
something about it, I shall be very glad 
about it. 

Mr.    Dharia, Mr.    Chavan's    great 
friend,  has  brought  this   amendment in 
our party.   I have great love for many of 
tho principles for which our party stands.    
But if anybody    talks about the common 
man, that person gets into difficulty.    
Before the elections our great leader, Mr. 
Kamaraj, talked    about    something,    1 
had   a feeling in my mind that this person 
would get into difficulties.    I had a hunch} 
I was  sure,  "he talks  about the common   
man, he   will get   into difficulties."   
Unfortunately,   s'-ire   as fate, every time, 
whenever you    disturb any vested    
interests,    whether these are capitalists or 
the industrialists or the great powers jr the 
great press or anybody as big as that, you 
can be sure that you will be in difficulties.    
Several of our leaders    also including Mr.  
Chavan  talk like that. If he talks about   
these things,    inequality   and   so   on—
that is   good enough for people   like me   
to   talk about. 

THE MINISTER OF HOME AFF-
AIRS (SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN): You are 
wise. Therefore, you are talking about 
princes. 

KUMARI SHANTA VASISHT: Do 
not be in a hurry.   Please wait. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: There is 
no time to wait. You have to wind up. 

KUMARI SHANTA VASISHT: I am 
only warning Mr. Chavan. He is a great 
leader; he has great potential; his rapport 
with people is good. 

But when you tread on such issues, people 
will attack you and they   will inspire 
attacks    against you. ' Those forces will 
make you a controversial person so that 
your chances may become bad and you 
will get into difficulties.   Mr. Chavan> as 
Home Minister you will get into 
difficulties, controversies will be raised 
about you. So many things will happen. 
This is the reality of life.   (Interruption) 
Mr. Kaul belongs to the section   which is 
very well taken care of. Your experience 
does not count.   It is my experience that   
counts,    because I    know better  than  
that.    Therefore,  I    say that equality 
should be brought about in this country;    
social   justice    and social equality    
should be there.    If princes are going   to   
control in   so many States, then I say all 
the princes should "De made Cabinet 
Ministers. That will solve the problem. 
They can all become Ministers and tlic-ir 
privy purses can be taken care of.    Or we 
should have to bring about the abolition of 
the   privy   purses and   see that every 
citizen in this country   is an equal citizen.    
We cannot    have people who are thrice 
born; we cannot have people    who are   
first-class citizens  or second-class    
citizens    or third-class    citizens.      
Therefore,    I support the policy of my 
party, and I am proud of it 

Thank you very much. 
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SHRI R. T. PARTHASARATHY 
(Madras): Is it not a bilateral Consti-
tutional agreement, at that time, of a 
sovereign ruler with sovereign India? 

(Interruptions) 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order, 
order, please. Mr. Parthas arathy, please 
take your seat. 

1
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COL. B. H. ZAIDI (Uttar Pradesh): 
Madam Deputy Chairman, according to 
the Independence of India Act, the 
Princes were given back complete 
sovereignty and paramountcy was 
terminated. As a result of this, although 
their number was very few indeed, a few 
princes who were ambitious and talented 
started dreaming dreams and thinking of 
developments which would have been 
very injurious to the best interests of our 
country. Various schemes were being 
considered by the Princes as well as by 
the rest of India and by our leaders. But 
so far as I can remember, in those early 
days the idea of total integration, which 
was later on brought' about, nobody 
thought of. It must be said to the eternal 
credit of that great statesman and patriot, 
Sardar Vallabhbhai Patel, that with 
bigness of heart, with bigness of ima-
gination and with the gift of vision5 he 
thought of offering a very generous deal 
to the Princes, which satisfied the Princes 
on the one hand and ensured the 
wonderful, unprecedented integration and 
unity of our country on the other hand. 
One or two friends have said that the 
arrangements then made between the 
Government of India and the Princes 
were the result of the pressure of 
circumstances. Perfectly true. The 
circumstances created a situation and the 
statesmanship of Sardar Patel found a 
solution. 

Friend Bhupesh Gupta said, "Do not be 
afraid of Princes", I noted down his 
words, that "Princes cannot do anything". 
It is perfectly true that the Princes today 
are helpless. They had depended on the 
pledged word of the Government of 
India, the pledged word of India, the 
pledged word of the great Sardar Patel 
whose 
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memory we relish, whom we admire, 
whose lessons we have taken tJ heart. 

This reminds me of the story of Indo-
Chinese relations. So long as the question 
of Tibet was pendingj there was the 
"Hindi-Chini Bhai Bhai" and we were on 
the best of terms. But when Tibet was 
swallowed up and when the Aksai Chin 
road had been completed we saw ;he 
development of 19C2. This sort cl mora-
lity we of the Congress Party cannot 
subscribe to. India's word was pledged 
and bilateral arrangements were arrived 
at. Now morality and good conscience 
demand that we must honour these 
pledges. 

Now before I go further, I should like 
to point out that the Princes not only 
parted with their rulership and their 
political power, they parted with a good 
deal of their assets also. I am not talking 
of the railways or the places, the 
buildings or the lands, but even with all 
their cash and investments which 
amounted to nearly Rs. 8u crores. At 
today's rate ot interest that Rs. 80 crores 
would at least yield Rs. 5 crores that you 
are giving to the Princes. But leave it 
aside. I agree, Madam, that nothing is 
permanent. The only thing which appeals 
to me so far as the views of some of my 
friends are concerned is that nothing is to 
continue in perpetuity. I agree with that. 
But the arrangements with the Princes 
were arrived at due to the statesmanship 
of Sardar Patel on the one side and the 
good sense and patriotism of the Princes 
on the other. And I have every reason to 
believe that if our leaders would talk to 
'.he Princes, if the two parties get 
together, the same good sense and 
patriotism will find a solution. Who says 
that things cannot change. But do we 
believe in evolution and gradual peaceful 
progress or do we believe in revolution? 
Some of our friends believe in revolution. 
But if we do not want these privileges 
and these privy purses to continue in 
perpetuity, then they can 

be gradually eroded. They can be eroded 
as a result of mutual discussion as a 
result of agreed arrangements that we can 
come to. But let us not be in a hurry and 
talk as if our pledged word means 
nothing.' 

Madam, it has been said what will a 
person gain if he gets the whole world 
but loses his own soul. What will India 
gain if we can save these Rs. 5 crores but 
break our pledged word? The pledged 
word of India is far more valuable to us 
than this Rs. 5 crores. There should not 
be a petrayal of trust and a breach of 
faith. Let us talk to the Princes again so 
that something equitable", something 
reasonable is thought of which will bring 
about the desired change gradually over 
the years. 

Now, friend Bhupesh Gupta made a 
reference to the Nizam getting Rs. 50 
lakhs. May I tell my friend. Mr. Bhupesh, 
that knowing the late Nizam as I did, I 
can tell him that his total expenses on his 
own personal . account amounted to less 
than what Mr. Bhupesh Gupta spends for 
himself every month? The Nizam was 
maintaining 12,000 people out of his own 
purse. I can say from my personal 
knowledge that he was running in deficit 
every year. 

SHRI A. M. TARIQ (Jammu and 
Kashmir): He was maintaining Raza-
kars. 

COL. B. H. ZAIDI: Leave out the 
Nizam. No one can deny the fact that 
thousands of people depend on these 
princes. They have employees. There are 
thousands of people who will lose their 
jobs if you abolish the privy purse. 

It is said that the continuation of the 
privy purse goes agamst democracy, that 
it is against the wishes o'f the people. 
Would we consult the people of the 
States? I challenge any one in this House. 
Go to the people of any State and say 
that you want to put an end to the privy 
purse of their ex-rulers, and then see 
what they have to say.   See the writing 
on 
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the wall. These Princes whom we damn 
day in and day out somehow seem to be 
growing in popularity. (.Interruption) 
Looking to that situation, I am sure, you 
would not think about the termination of 
the privy purse. The people in the States 
do not want it. If you do not think it is 
so, go to the States and see for yourself. 

Lastly, Madam, if the privy purses 
have to be put an end to, let that not 
happen in the time when the Congress is 
in power. The leaders of the Congress 
and the Father of the Nation approved 
this arrangement. A day will come when 
this thing will be stopped. There will ba 
revolutionary movements and forces 
which will not tolerate the continuation 
of the privy purses. Why should my 
party, which Drought about the inte-
gration of India and came to a peaceful 
settlement with the States, be blamed for 
breaking its word? Let Mr. Bhupesh 
Gupta and his friends, when they come 
to power, do sOj not we. 

 
THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. 

Rajnarain, there are many speakers who 
are to participate. 

 

Any member may, with the con 
sent of the Chairman, move that 
any rule may be suspended in its 
application to a particular mo 
tion ..." . 

THE    DEPUTY      CHAIRMAN:    I 
know the    Rule, Mr. Rajnarain. Let us    
continue    the    discussion.      Mr,;.. 
Thengari. 

 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I have 
given my ruling. 

SHRI B. K. P. SINHA: You are   a 
cousin of the Maharaja of Banaras. 

 
SHRI D. THENGARI (Uttar Pradesh): 

Madam Deputy Chairman, a couple of 
days back the hon. Minister had stated on 
the floor of this House that the entire 
issue was under examination. I do not 
know what progress has been made so 
far ih the process of examination. But to 
our mind certain aspects of the problem 
are very clear. 

Firstly,  I  am   convinced  that    this 
problem or issue of abolition of piivy purses 
has no international aspect or. implications.   
Kashmir and Kutch ace 
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problems ana therefore, they cannot be 
described £i having any international 
implica-So far as the legal and ccnsti-
tt'lienal position about the abolition d 
privy purses is concerned it appeared in 
the press to-day that the Law Department 
has given a certain opinion which says 
that there would be no legal or 
constitutional difficulty in the abolition of 
privy purses. I do not know how far the 
report is correct The decision of the 
Supreme Court in the case of family 
allowance of the ex-rulers of Orissa has 
also been cited. Personally I am not a 
constitutional pundit. But I know that 
pundits of Constitution will cer-•y 
interpret the various relevant previsions 
in different ways. But I ckubt very much 
whether that sanctity is attached to 
Constitution by the ruling Party also, in 
view of the ii'ii that the number of 
amendments tc the Constitution is greater 
than the number of years that have rolled 
on since the adoption of the Constitution. 

The moral aspect has also been referred 
to. There is some substance in it, but I 
must also say that this status of super-
citizenship that has been accorded under 
the law, under the Constitution, is at least 
unmoral if. not immoral. The human 
aspect of the problem has also to be 
considered. But there is only one human 
aspect of the problem; that is, if the privy 
purse is abolished, how to rehabilitate the 
princes who will have rher means of 
livelihood. That a be considered 
compassionately. But this problem has 
some other important aspects that must 
be taken into consideration. 

Firstly, I am astonished why the 'ruling 
Party has chosen this particular moment 
for passing this resolution. I have great 
admiration lor my friend, Mr. Dharia, 
and between myself and Mr. Dharia the 
area of agreement is much wider than the 
area of this agreement. But we are net 
discussing    individuals,    We    are 

considering  the functioning    of    the 
collective mind of a particular Party. 
Therefore, I really fail to understand what    
was      particularly    auspicious about this   
muhurtham because   the Congress has 
been wedded to a socialist pattern of    
society or    socialism right from  its  
Avadi  session.    How is it that the 
muhurtham was chosen only after the 
General Elections    of 1967?    I am really 
inclined to agree with the remark passed 
by Mr. D. P. Mishra—though we   
disagree    everywhere else—that there 
may be some element of anger in the 
A.I.C.C. decision to abolish privy purses 
because certain Princes had gone against 
the Congress.    It appears  as  if  so  long 
as the Princes invariably sided with the 
Congress, the    socialist Congress did not 
find it necessary to pass any resolution and    
now    that the    pro-Congress   attitude of 
the   Princes   is undergoing a certain 
change, in order to pressurise them, this 
resolution   is being brought.    Therefore,    
the political motive  of  the ruling  
Congress Party has also to be taken into 
consideration.   There is one move aspect 
to the problem.    So far as the ex-rulers 
are concerned,    we do    think and we do 
believe that these privy purses should be 
abolished.   There is no doubt about that.    
But there    is another aspect to it.    Shall 
we allow the Party, the ruling Party, to 
create a bad precedent on the strength    of 
which they can go back upon   their earlier 
assurances given to other sections of the 
population?    For,    there are 
commitments    not only    to    the Princes 
but    to    other   sections—the middle 
classes and even to the working classes    
regarding    living    wage. Now there has 
been breach of trust. They have not kept 
their word and we have condemned    them 
for that. Wherever there has been breach    
of trust, we have condemned it.    Now, if 
we endorse or sanction this breach of trust, 
will they not be emboldened to  go back  
upon their commitments in other cases? 
Therefore, it is necessary, according to me, 
to find out a way whereby such a 
precedent    will not be  created  but the  
purpose    of 
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abolition of the privy purse also will be 
achieved. Therefore, a new approach is 
required and here I am reminded of the 
procedure followed by Sardar Vallabhai 
Patel. We know that before the provision 
was incorporated into the Constitution, 
Sardar Vallabhbhai Patel had 
negotiations with the Princes—he was an 
iron man and indeed, he proved his 
mettle—and brought round all the 
Princes to his way of thinking which was 
difficult and only after the matters were 
settled, it was incorporated in the 
Constitution. I think that if we follow this 
procedure then without bringing in any 
legal sanction or legislative sanction, it 
should be possible for us to do it. The 
hon. Home Minister is a statesman and I 
think this is a challenge to his 
statesmanship, to bring round the Princes 
even at this atage. Sardar Patel was 
called upon to deal with real living tigers. 
Now they have become paper tigers. Is 
our Home Minister not capable of 
dealing with these paper tigers? So we 
should like that the procedure followed 
by Sardar Vallabhbhai Patel should be 
followed by our hon. Home Minister also 
now. And while the examination of the 
issue is going on, I should like to know 
from him whether he is also 
simultaneously conducting negotiations 
on this problem with the Princes, because 
the entire environment is such that public 
opinion has been mobilised to such an 
extent that even the Princes will have to 
come down and in this way, if matters 
are settled, then we will not be 
sanctioning or endorsing another breach 
of assurance by the Government so that 
their assurances to overy section of the 
population also remains inviolable. 

 

 
SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: As head of 

the Government, the Prime Minister 
should speak on this subject. 

SHRI BABUBHAI M. CHINAI 
(Maharashtra): This is a Calling 
Attention Motion and according to the 
rules there cannot be any voting on it. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. 
Rajnarain, I have already stated in this 
House that this subject is going to be 
treated as discussion of short duration 
and i am not going to change my mind 
or apply any other rule this evening. 
That should be final. Mr. Chatterjee. 

 
(Shri Rajnarain then left the House) 

SHRI A. P. CHATTERJEE: (West 
Bengal): As far as the question of privy 
purse is concerned, I find from the 
various utterances made by the 
protagonists of the princes that now the 
legal and Constitutional grounds have 
receded to the background and very 
immorally, I should say and very 
suspiciously too, the moral ground has 
come into the forefront. I should say 
before you, Madam Deputy Chairman, 
that if Princes or their representatives talk 
of morals, then beware of them. If 
persons who kept harems, who had the 
first night of every wedded girl and who 
kept slaves in their mansions and palaces, 
if they or representatives of them talk of 
morals, well, then we can only raised our 
eye-brows and say "O temporal O Morest 
"Ohe times, O the manners."—that we 
have    to 
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listen to morality from the princes and 
from representatives of such princes. 
Madam, I do not know why this talk of 
sanctity of the agreement between the 
Princes and the Government of India or 
the morality of the agreement between 
the Princes and the people of India is 
being so much talked about. We know-
even if we do not know, history will 
make us know; some people may try to 
forget history, but history is very 
persistent and insistent in its teaching—
and history tells us that a little before we 
achieved our independence in 1947 and 
also after that, there was an engulfiing 
pleople's struggle throughout the princely 
States in Hyderabad, in Baroda, in 
Rajkot, in Rajasthan; everywhere there 
was a movement started by the people of 
those States and that movement was so 
menacing that it threatened to topple the 
princely rulers in those different 
kingdoms. Who does not know of the 
famous Telangana movement of 
Hyderabad? That Telangana movement 
was almost on the point of engulfiing 
Hyderabad and the Nizam of Hyderabad 
was shaking like an aspen leaf in the face 
of that struggle. What did the Dominion 
Government of India do at that time? 
They started police action. The police 
action was started not so much to support 
the people but to save the Nizam of 
Hyderabad from the Telangana struggle. 

SOME HON.  MEMBERS:  No. 

SHRl A. P. CHATTERJEE: Every-
where it has been shown that the States' 
people's struggle was taking on such 
ominous proportion that the Princes 
would have toppled down. Those heads 
would have rolled down. It was the 
Congress Government, the Dominion 
Government which sent the police and 
the military to support the toppling heads 
of those States and the Dominion 
Government shook hands with those 
bloodthirsty Princes over the dead bodies 
of the peasants and the dead bodies of the 
patriots in those  States.    While  they  
shook 

hands with those States the Dominion 
Government greased their palms by 
putting into their pockets these lakhs of 
rupees as privy purse. Is it a moral 
agreement? It is an agreement of 
treachery, it is a treachery against the 
people, a treachery to which the Princes 
and the Dominion Government were 
collusive parties secret parties. Therefore, 
to talk of morality is nothing but 
hypocrisy—hypocrisy rank, hypocrisy 
perverted and hypocrisy rotten. I will also 
say before you that those who talk of 
morality, have they ever known that the 
agreement, was between the Dominion 
Government and the Princes? That was 
before 1950. But on the 26th January 
1950, the people of India took, over the 
rule of India. It is from the people that 
Parliament derives its rights. It is from the 
people that this Government derives its 
power and derives its privileges. These 
people who have come into their own 
after the 26th January 1950, these people, 
who are striding on towards democracy 
and socialism, on these people by what 
standards of morality can you force these 
treaties and the Covenants by which you 
are putting these lakhs of rupees into the 
pockets of those petty Princes, those 
pampered jades of India, pampered 
hirelings of British Imperialism? You talk 
of morality, when the person who fought 
for independence of Kashmir from British 
Rule, that person is behind the bar and we 
find the person who tolerated British 
Imperialism, who was almost a lackey of 
the British Imperialism, in the Cabinet. 
This is the morality we are now talking 
about. Therefore, there is no morality in 
it, there is no legality in it, there is no 
constitutionality in it. I congratulate Mr. 
Dharia on his bold resolution that he put 
before the A.I.C.C. I see that in the 
Congress ranks there are people wh0 even 
now can see more than some of the 
leaders of the Congress, can see beyond 
their nose. Mr. Dharia is one such person 
and I congratulate him and I am quite sure 
that people like him, with the people also 
in the Oposition    parties, 
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with the good and mighty support of the 
people of India, will ultimately see that 
the privy purses, these privileges, these 
amenities which are still being given to 
the hired lackeys of British Imperialism 
are abrogated in no time. 

 
THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN; Mr. 

Tariq. Be brief. I am extending the time 
a little more but even so I will not be 
able to accommodate everybody. 
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Madam, 
you should ask the Prime Minister to 
make a statement. Why is she going? 
Madam, in such matters the Head of the 
Government must make a statement. Mr. 
Chavan has said what he said was his 
personal view, that the privy purses 
should go; that is a good view. But it is 
time that we know what the Head of the 
Government has to say on the question, 
what the entire Government has to say. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN; That is 
all right, Mr. Gupta, please sit down.    
Let Mr. Tariq go on. 
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: If he gives 
you a biscuit, it is the height of 
generosity. 

THE DEPUTY    CHAIRMAN:    Mr. 
Gupta, we are running against time. 
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(The Prime Minister left the House) 
SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Madam, 

you should ask the Prime Minister to 
make a statement. Why is she going 
Madam, in such matters the Head of the 
Government must make a statement. Mr. 
Chavan has said what he said was his 
personal view, that the privy parses 
should go; that is a good view. But it is 
time that we know what the Head of the 
Government has to say on the question, 
what the entire Government has to say. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That is 
all right, Mr. Gupta, please sit down.    
Let Mr. Tariq go on. 
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THE  DEPUTY     CHAIRMAN:   Mr. 

Kaul, please be very brief. 

SHRI M. N. KAUL (Nominated): I 
shall be very brief and place only a few 
points for the consideration of the House. 
Madam, the whole concept of the privy 
purses, I think, has been misunderstood. 
The position before independence was 
that the freedom struggle had not 
penetrated deep enough in the Indian 
States. If the freedom struggle had 
penetrated deep enough, then there would 
have been representative governments in 
those States and the privy purses would 
have been fixed on the same basis as the 
President's emoluments are fixed. This 
did not happen for various reasons and the 
Princes were in an advantageous position 
because they were mixing up their privy 
purses and the general revenues. That 
consideration should be borne in mind. 
The second difficulty which Sardar Patel 
encountered was that the British 
Government had declared that 
paramountcy had lapsed. If you read his 
speech as a whole you will see that it is a 
political speech. He made it quite clear 
that the circumstances were not propitious 
and time was running out. He had to settle 
with the Princes. The paramount intention 
in his mind nt that time was the inte-
gration of India. The payment of money 
was a secondary consideration. Even then 
he had based his calculation on a rough 
estimate made at that time. Taking all the 
Princes together, it was found that they 
were having more than Rs. 20 crores from 

the revenues of their States and he settled 
the figure at Rs. 5 crores. That was the 
best that he could do in the 
circumstances. A sentence is being cited 
to show that privy-purses were a kind of 
quid pro quo for the Princes surrendering 
their sovereignty. But I say that, in a 
political speech it was put in that way as 
Sardar Patel was describing the political 
realities at the time, if the provisions that 
Sardar Patel put in the constitution are 
read as a whole and if the judgments of 
the Supreme Court that I will refer to are 
taken inta consideration, it will be quite 
clear that Sardar Patel did not bind the 
hands of future Parliaments or State 
Legislatures; I will refer to three judg-
ments of the Supreme Court. 

One case that went up to the Supreme 
Court was in relation to a suit against a 
'Ruler' which was filed without the 
sanction of the Central Government. 
There the Supreme Court was compelled 
to give a verdict in favour of the Ruler 
because the Court said that this provision 
had been put in Sec 87B, Civil Procedure 
Code, with a view to implement the 
agreements with the Rulers which were at 
that time in the general interest of the 
unity of the country as a whole. At the 
same time the Court made an observation 
which has profound significance. They 
said that with the passage of time the 
validity of the historical conditions on 
which section 87B of the Civil Procedure 
Code 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. That is a very 
vital judicial pronouncement and it should 
be borne in mind. 

The second case that came to the 
Supreme Court was with regard to the 
income that the Ruler derived from his 
agricultural lands. The Supreme Court 
held that the taxation was valid. They 
interpreted article 362 of the Constitution 
in a very progressive  manner.    The  
contention 
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before them was that Parliament or a 
State Legislature was enjoined to make 
laws with due regard to the guarantee and 
assurances given in convenants with the 
Rulers. The argument on behalf of the 
Ruler was that in view of the words "due 
regard shall be had to the guarantee or 
assurance given under any such covenant 
or agreement" in article 362, the 
guarantees and assurances in the 
covenants and agreements should be 
deemed to be incorporated in the relevant 
law. The Supreme Court rejected that 
contention and laid down a very 
important doctrine. The Court said that 
article 362 is a recommendation to 
Parliament OT a State Legislature. You 
can see the wisdom of Sardar Patel. 
Article 362 according to the Supreme 
Court is a recommendation to Parliament 
or a State Legislature. It is open to Par-
liament or a State Legislature in the 
general interest and in its wisdom to 
disregard that recommendation. I can 
confidently say that Sardar Patel put in 
this elastic provision because he did not 
want to bind future Parliaments. 

In another case which went up to the 
Supreme Court, that Court held that 
"personal privilege" meant purely 
personal privilege and it did not imply 
guarantee in relation to any personal  
property  of  the  Rulers. 

So it is quite clear that the Supreme 
Court in these three judgments that I 
have cited, has taken a progressive view 
in the matter, that is to say, they have 
taken the view that with the march of 
time and with the development of 
democratic traditions in the country, 
some changes will be necessary and the 
necessary power is effectively vested in 
Parliament or a State Legislature and 
there is no power in the Courts to 
interfere in such matters. The 
Constitution-makers also envisaged that 
with the passage of time changes would 
be quite legitimate and fair. 

Now I come to the crucial article, 
article 291 of the Constitution. Arti- 

cle 291 says that privy purses shall be 
charged on and paid out of the 
Consolidated! .Fund of India. We know 
what that means. Privy purse sums are 
not presented to Parliament in the shape 
of estimates and Parliament does not vote 
them. That is the constitutional provision. 
It is further provided in this article that 
"the sums so paid to any Ruler shall be 
exempt from all taxes on income." That 
is a very vital provision. This is an 
exemption which the Princes enjoy in an 
exclusive manner. I will just give an 
illustration to show how large is this 
exemption. There are other wealthy 
persons, but amongst the fraternity of the 
wealthy the Princes with a Privy purse of 
over one lakh enjoy a pre-eminent posi* 
tion. I have made a rough calculation. 
Suppose the privy purse is Rs. 20 lakhs. 
A wealthy person in India must make a 
gross income of between one crore and 
two crores before he can retain a net 
income of Rs. 20 lakhs for himself. That 
aspect, the taxation aspect of the matter is 
very important. Let the privy purse 
remain as privy purse, but let this tax 
exemption go. If this exemption of 
taxation provision goes, then the burden 
on the exchequer due to the privy purses 
is considerably lightened. It could never 
have been the intention of the framers of 
the Constitution that this should be a 
perpetual concession. Their intention is 
also clear from articles 362 and 363. 

These political settlements were not 
subject to judicial review. Taking all 
these sections together and also the 
interpretation of the Supreme Court, it is 
quite clear that what was done in 1950 
and in the earlier years was in the nature 
of political settlements and the intention 
even at that time, as is apparent from the 
provisions of the constitution, was that 
with the passage of time and the 
formation of public opinion these 
settlements could be varied. They contain 
exceptional privileges which are quite 
contrary, as the Supreme Court has  said  
in its  judgments,  to 
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[Shri  M.   N.   Kaul.] 
the   fundamental   right     of  equality 
before law. 

Madam, I am one of those who believe 
that in the first instance there should be 
negotiations with the Princes. But if 
negotiations fail then I suggest that this 
provision giving exemption from 
taxation should be taken out from the 
Constitution. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. 
Bhargava, try to be brief please. 

SHRI M. P. BHARGAVA (Uttar 
Pradesh): Madam Deputy Chairman, I 
rise to wholeheartedly support the 
abolition of privy purses and certain other 
privileges and amenities enjoyed by the 
Rulers of the former Indian States. I must 
congratulate my friend, Shri Mohan 
Dharia, for precipitating matters in the 
meeting or the All India Congress 
Committee and bringing this subject to 
the light and making it possible for our 
countrymen to consider this question. 
And I want also to congratulate the Home 
Minister for the quick steps he has taken 
in the matter. The first step, as is well 
known, in all these matters is to consult 
the Law Ministry and the Home Minister 
lost no time in consulting the Law 
Ministry. As hon. Members would have 
seen in the papers this morning, what is 
the Law Ministry's opinion? The Law 
Ministry has informed the Home Ministry 
that there is no legal or constitutional bar 
to the abolition or reduction of privy 
purses and the privileges of the former 
Rulers. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA: But he 
is also a disciplined soldier of the AICC, 
you must remember. 

SHRI M. P. BHARGAVA: Some 
doubts have been raised in this House 
during the debate that the Government 
may not be serious and that they may not 
accept it and that is why I have quoted 
the opinion of tne -Law Ministry.    After 
the receipt or 

the opinion of the Law Ministry it is for 
the Cabinet to consider this question in 
all its details and come to a decision 
quickly. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: No detail 
is needed. 

SHRI M. P. BHARGAVA: And    I 
have no doubt that before long    the 
Cabinet decision will be available and the 
Government will    have to bow to  the   
wishes   of  the     countrymen. We have 
to- decide whether what we have been 
saying about bringing    a socialistic 
society is to be implemented or whether it 
is to remain a promise on paper.   If it is to 
be a mere promise on paper then we can 
afford to  be  not  serious  about  taking 
any steps but the time has come when the 
country will not tolerate    any more any 
promise on paper. The country wants to 
see the promise to be implemented and put 
into practice and if that is to be done, one 
of the steps— and a necessary  step—is  to  
abolish this  special class     of     people.    
The Princes should have decided long ago 
whether they would like        to enjoy the 
special privileges or would like to make  
their  presence  felt     in     the country's 
politics.    They cannot have it both ways, 
enjoy special privileges and yet make their 
presence felt in the  country's politics.    
And that    is exactly what they have been 
doing; whether in the Opposition or in   
the ruling party they have been trying to 
make  their  presence     felt.    If they want  
that   their  presence  should  be felt I have 
no objection to their coming forward and 
making their presence felt but if they take 
that     decision they have to take the other 
decision tedso  that  they fwould     forego   
the special  privileges  which  they enjoy. 
It cannot be both ways, that you go on 
enjoying special privileges and at the same 
time  go on    making your presence  felt.    
That   is   the     aspect which I wanted to 
place    before the House  and  I  have no     
doubt     that before long a Bill will be 
forthcoming for amending the     
Constitution 
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and it will be possible for us to end this. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: That is 
already there; my Constitution 
(Amendment) Bill on the subject is 
pending before the House. 

SHRI M. P. BHARGAVA; I have Tio 
doubt that before long those of us who 
want to see the Resolution of the All 
India Congress Committee implemented 
in right earnest will see 'that the abolition 
of the privy purse takes place and after 
that other steps in that direction will be 
forthcoming before long. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. 
Jagat Narain, just three or four minuses. 

 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. 
Chitta Basu, just a few questions if you 
want to ask. There is no time for all. 

SHRI CHITA BASU (West Bengal): 
Madam, I will take five minutes. 

The privy purses and the special rights 
and privileges" enjoyed by the ex-Rulers 
are an anachronism in our society. It is 
incongruous with the present set-up of 
the society we are living in. Not only that 
but it is a blot on our Republican 
Constitution under which we are working 
today. Therefore, there connot be any 
question as to why we should not imme-
diately go in for the abolition of the 
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these      particular rights and privileges 
enjoyed by the ex-Rulers. 

Certain questions have been raised 
with regard to the morality and patri-
otism of these ex-Rulers. History has 
shown that there has been mighty 
liberation movement, freedom move-
ment, in the States. There has been the 
States Peoples Conference .  .  . 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Just 
give your points. There is no time for a 
speech. 

SHRI CHITTA BASU: Some ques-
tions have been raised by some of our 
friends which have to be contracted. 
Some of our friends Tiave said that there 
was no movement for freedom within the 
States. History has it that there were 
powerful movements under the 
leadership of the States Peoples 
Conference, the leaders of which were 
men like Pandit Jawa-harlal Nehru and 
other Congress leaders. On the question 
of patriotism if you go through the 
speeches of Sardar Vallabhbhai Patel you 
will come to conclude that these special 
concessions and privy purses     were   
wrested     under duress. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN; That 
will do, Mr. Chitta Basu. 

SHRI CHITTA BASU: I will quote 
Just one thing. He said that the situation 
was fraught with immeasureable 
potentialities of disruption for some of 
the Rulers did insist on the exercise of 
their technical right to declare in-
dependence and then to join the 
neighbouring Dominion. That means the 
situation was such that under the threat of 
declaring independence and joining the 
neighbouring Dominion they wrested 
concessions in the form of privy purses 
and in the form of special rights and 
privileges. Therefore, nt> question of 
patriotism comes in and no question of 
morality comes in. Rather it would be 
immoral if we allow these things to 
perpetuate. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That 
•will do.    Mr. Sri Rama Reddy.   You 

should finish in three minutes. I wish the 
Congress Party had selected their 
speakers. It is a long list and the Chair 
cannot accommodate everybody. 
Therefore, I would request you, as the 
Opposition have done, to select your 
speakers. 

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN 
THE DEPARTMENTS OF PARLIA 
MENTARY AFFAIRS AND COMMU 
NICATIONS (SHRI T.-K. GUJRAL): 
We have given only a few names from 
the Congress Party. We did not anti 
cipate this list_____  

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Even 
then the Opposition Members have been 
co-operating in this and they only put up 
one speaker out of five. I would like the 
same co-operation to be extended by the 
ruling Party. I want that you give three or 
four names. Otherwise I cannot accom-
modate everyone. 

SHRI I. K. GUJRAL; We assure-you 
of full co-operation. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: On a point 
of order. You gave the ruling based on 
which the Parties were called upon to 
give the names.   We gave . . . 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I did not 
give any ruling. I requested. There is no 
time now. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: No, no. it 
is a very important matter anS others 
from here should be allowed to speak, 
because you" said something about the 
Congress Party. First or all, if you say 
that the Congress Party ... 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I am not 
calling all the Members of the Congress 
Party. I am using my own discretion. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: You said 
Parties will give their views through one 
man, but the Swatantra Party can claim 
two. 
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THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. 

Bhupesh Gupta, please take your seat. 
From the Swatantra Party two have not 
spoken. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Then, you 
should not have said what you said .  .  . 

KUMARI SHANTA VASISHT: You 
cannot object. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I do not  
object .   .   . 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN; I am 
requesting the House on all sides to co-
operate with the Chair, because 1 would 
like every Member to be called. 
Therefore, I requested Party-wise to .give 
their names, so that we could have the 
discussion within the given period af 
time. The Minister-in-charge has also got 
other work and, therefore, I a'm seeking 
your    co-operation. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: But do you 
not think that we are handicapped? You 
say from the Opposition one man from 
each Party, but it means the Congress can 
put up a large number of people to speak 
again and create the impression in the 
country as if this House is not for the 
abolition of the privy purse. That should 
not be the case. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Nume-
rically they have not taken so much time, 
nor so many speakers have spoken. Now. 
I do not want any more on this Mr. Shri 
Rama Reddy. 

SHRI N. SRI RAMA REDDY: 
Madam, let me quote Sardar Vallabh-
bhai Patel's speech . .. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Mr. 
Bhargava has spoken admirably the point 
of view of the AICC. What else do you 
want? 

SHRI N. SRI RAMA REDDY: Madam 
Deputy Chairman, with your permission, 
I would like to quote the speech which 
Sardar Vallabhabhi Patel made before the 
Congress . .. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN; You 
.have no time to quote. 

SHRI N. SRI RAMA REDDY; 
"Human memory is proverbially short. In 
October, 1949 we are apt to forget the 
magnitude of the problem which 
confronted us in August, 1947." If this 
was the impression of Sardar Vallabhbhai 
Patel in the year 1949, two years after 
independence, our memory is certain to 
be shorter now. Probably it is on account 
of the short memory that we are having 
of the great events that took place in 
1947, that we are talking in a way as if 
we have the right to decry all the 
agreements that we have entered into. .. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA; Has he 
defected from the Congress Party? 

SHRI N. SRI RAMA REDDY; It is 
only Rs. 5 crores  ., 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You 
need  not  repeat   it. 

SHRI N. SRI RAMA REDDY: It is a 
very small matter. We are having terrific 
problems like China, Pakistan, 
Naxalbari, etc... 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA; We would 
like to know whether he has defected. 

SHRl N. SRI RAMA REDDY: Before 
the founding fathers of Indian freedom 
got independence for India in 1947 they 
had to fight for several years, probably 
for fifty, sixty or seventy years. Let us 
keep the word which our leaders had 
given to the nation, to the Princes. It is a 
very small price.   Let us not break it. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That 
will  do. 

SHRI N. SRI RAMA REDDY; 
Therefore, I commend the compromise 
made. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: You have 
allowed two Swatantra speakers, one 
here and another there. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. 
Sapru, only questions.    No. speech. 

SHRI P. N. SAPRU; I shall he very 
brief. 
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Madam Deputy Chairman,   I do not 
believe  in the  institution of  inheri 
tance. I do not believe in the insti 
tution    of  property.    Property       is 
not sacred with    me    and I do    not 
believe in the diving right of kings. I 
believe in the theory of equality, but 
I  cannot  forget the years     between 
1347 and 1951. They    were    critical 
years and 1 must pay my tribute to 
Sardar Valiabhbhai Patel who achiev 
ed the most wonderful    achievement 
that any statesman has ever achieved 
in the history of the world, where the 
Britishers presented us with the pro 
blem of Integrating 562 States. They 
were  expecting  police action in  562 
States. They were expecting complaints 
before  the  United  Nations  by those 
States. Sardar Valiabhbhai 
Patel by his statesmanship showed 
wisdom such as no statesman in the 20th, 
19th, 18th or 17th century has shown. It 
was a small price to pay. Of course, 
things change. Life changes. While 
honouring our commitments, we also 
sbculd reason with our Princes who are 
as much Indians as we are. Therefore, I 
would say that we should in this matter 
take a view which is fcufd upon certain 
principles of morality. I am not a 
complete Marxist. I cannot, therefore, 
?ay that morality has no place in life. 

SHRI N. SRI RAMA REDDY: Have 
communists any morality? 

SHRI P. N. SAPRU-. Therefore, I 
would say let us do everything that we 
can, but let our action be such as can be 
justified on principles of justice. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: Madam 
Deputy Chairman, this matter is being 
discussed for the last two and a half 
hours and I must say that I am greatly 
profited by the discussion. Naturally in 
the last few months this question, has 
been very excitedly debated in the 
country, both on the platform and in the 
Fiess. Naturally it is only in the fitness of 
things that this House also takes up this 
question and discusses it in the manner in 
which it did.   As far as I am concern- 

ed, I have expressed my views in this 
matter, not in tr.y personal capacity 
but as representing the Government, 
There are two aspects of the problem. 
I must say that the All India Con 
gress Committee has passed a resolu 
tion, which I consider to be a very 
important resolution, an epoch-making 
resolution because it has started 
some new direct'on of thinking in 
this matter. As a Congressman 
I entirely stated by that resolution. 
At the same time, Government has 
undertaken examination of all the 
aspects of the problem and after exa 
mining them the Government as such 
will take certain decisions or adopt 
its line of approach to the problem. 
Naturally then the Government will 
have to come hefne this House to 
seek its sanction or approval. So, this 
is the basic thing that I must place 
before this hon. House At the same 
time I must explain why the all India 
Congress Committee also decided in 
the way it did. It was not in any 
spirit of vindictiveness, because some 
body said that we are trying to change 
our word to the princes. That is not 
so. Princes are on the other side. 
Princes are on our side. Princes are 
loyal to this party or to the other- 
party. Naturally as citizens of India 
they have a right to hold their views, 
about political matters. This resolu 
tion has nothing to do with the think 
ing of the princes or group of Princes. 
But certainly the thinking in the last 
twenty years has shown certain direc 
tions, and this resolution is a result 
of those direction.-. Some people have 
tried to confuse this idea with socia 
lism. The abolition of privy purses 
has nothing to do with socialism. It 
has nothing to do with socialism really 
speaking. It is very much a demo 
cratic approach. These are some 
of the basic things. 

Some people have raised the question 
of morality. Naturally life cannot be 
devoid of morality. Considerations of 
morality have to be taken into account. 
But what morality is most important? We 
have to think about the fundamental 
morality of the republic.    When we say 
we  are      a 
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democratic Republic, we say that there is 
equality of opportunity; we say that there 
is equality of status before the law. Can 
we in terms of these privy purses say that 
there is equality of citizenship? Here is a 
person who gets Rs. 10 lakhs or Rs. 20 
lakhs without any personal income-tax; 
he is also an Indian citizen. Here is an-
other person who gets Rs. 150 including 
dearness allowance* he is also an Indian 
citizen. How can you say that this is 
consistent with any democratic concept? 
That is the fundamental morality. If at all 
any morality has to be considered or 
personal morality -as to be considered, 
the commitment to the nation has to be 
considered. But when the question of 
morality is introduced, I also believe in 
it; I believe in morality. But this basic 
morality has to be taken into account. 
Commitments are also made to the 
millions of the people in this country. 
What about those commitments? The 
Constitution provides for those com-
mitments. The Directive Principles of the 
Constitution speak of employment, of 
education, of many other opportunities in 
life. What about those commitments? 
What about those moralities? I know 
what I am talking about. Kumari Vasisht 
reminded me of the f..ns of life. She 
warned me that I should be careful about 
what I am saying. I can thank her for 
that. I can tell her that I have come up in 
political life the very hard way. I have 
identified myself with the lot of the 
common people and I will remain in 
politics only with this identification. The 
moment that identification is not there, I 
do not care whether I am a Minister or 
not, whether I am in difficulties or not. I 
have lived in political life full of political 
difficulties, and I have seen that if one is 
loyal to the cause of the common man in 
the country, there will be no difficulty 
for him. Apart from that, if one has to 
face trials and difficulties, one should not 
hesitate. This is about my person. 

Another thing. I was rather very 
intrigued about some Members; I 
expected   some   Members   to      make 

some very profound constitutional and 
legal arguments, and I was disappointed 
because they gave us some moral 
sermons. Some Members from whom I 
expected moral sermons gave us some 
good lectures on law. This is rather an 
irony of cur life. I was reminded of a 
very interesting remark once an America 
Presidential candidate made to a 'iiose 
friend—I do not want to mention names; 
it was recent; it is a matter of forties or 
fifties. After the defeat of that 
Presidential candidate he was asked by 
his friend, "How do you explain your 
failure?" He said: "In my election 
campaign I had a team consisting of 
intellectuals and politicians and I 
expected them to play their respective 
roles. What happened ultimately was that 
the intellectuals behaved as politicians, 
and the politicians behaved like intellec-
tuals. That made a whole mess of my 
election campaingn". I saw something of 
that here. Whatever the constitutional 
position is, it is always my stand that it is 
being examined; it is being examined, it 
will be examined. To the Law Ministry's 
opinion some Members made a 
reference; it is well known. But I have no 
doubt in my mind that this step in the 
form of a Congress resolution is taken 
and it has to proceed in that direction. 
What exact form it will take I cannot say 
now because everyone has to wait for the 
examination of those problems. But 
history has taken a step, and I do not 
think, when once history has taken a step, 
anybody can retrace the step backwards. 
It is not like that. When I say history, it 
means history in all sense. I think I have 
said what I wanted to say on this 
particular matter. 

I am one of those who not merely 
admire but adore the role and the 
contribution of Sardar Patel in Our 
h'?tory. The hon. Member, Shri B. K. P. 
Sinha, made quotations about it. There is 
no doubt that the contribution of 
integration of the States in India was 
perhaps the most important historical 
achievement in the country in the last so 
many centuries, if I may say so; there is 
no doubt   about it. He 
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[Shri Y. B. Chavan.] said Pandit Nehru had 
never said about this or that. He had to take a 
view of Gandhiji in an indirect manner on 
what some senior civil servants discussed 
with him. Regarding Gandhiji's life and 
philosophy, he has talked about many things 
and written about many things; they have to 
be interpreted in the light of those writings 
and the principles which he believed in. It is 
net enough that we should go back always to 
the great men of the past. We have to look to 
our present and our future and decide the 
issues en the merits of these problems—
whether this is not inconsistent, this question 
that somebody is completely exempt from 
taxes, that somebody has even exemption 
from appearing before the civil courts or 
criminal courts for all his defaults of a civil 
nature or criminal nature. There are my 
friends sitting on this side, I am not against 
them. I can assure them. They are Members of 
this House. They are as representative as I am 
of the people, and I would make an appeal to 
the Princes: Let them not think in the way 
some people are thinking and are trying to 
make them think about it. They are citizens of 
India; they are patriots and they claim to be 
patriots; we concede them that claim. Let us 
be equals. Let us have the right to share in the 
political life, economic life and social life of 
this country. There is no question of anybody 
trying to destroy anybody. It is a question of 
taking the Republic of India in the right 
direction, on the onward march. That is, really 
speaking, the main question .   .  . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: What is  the 
position with regard to the simple proposition 
of abolition? How far : have you progressed? 
Have you decided in principle that privy purses 
should be abolished? Following the principle, 
do I understand that you are considering the 
legal and other aspects of it? That should be 
made clear. 

SHRI % B- CHAVAN: I think I have made 
nvself clear in my  statement. 

If I have not made myself clear, even if I say 
a hundred words or a hundred sentences, it 
WOKU not make it clear I said I stand by the 
Congress resolution. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Here you are 
speaking as the Home Minister. Do you say as 
Home Minister . . . 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: I have said it the 
other day which I repeat. When I said that this 
matter is being examined it is being examined 
with a view to implementing that decision. It 
is not my personal view or anybody's 
personal view. When the Government is 
examining, the cause for examination arose 
only after that august body passed that 
resolution. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: No, Madam 
Deputy Chairman. We know, Mr. Chavan 
even before you spoke that you are in favour 
of the abolition of the privy purses by reading 
all the proceedings of the AICC meeting. For 
that, we need not have a discussion here. We 
want to know from you, as a member in-
charge of the Government whether you 
recognise that privy purse should be 
abolished and that everything is being done 
with a view to expeditiously examining that 
decision of the Government. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: Expendit-ous 
examination is what I am aiming at. But wben 
I am saying that the matter is being examined, 
what form the result will take. I cannot say 
just now. Yov, are not functioning in the 
Government and therefore you do not  know  
the   difficulty. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I can tell you. 
If I had been functioning in the  Government .  
.   . 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No more.   
You have said many points. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: Mr. Bhupesh 
Gupta, I will not be able to tell you more than 
this even if you ask me one hundred 
questions on this. 
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THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN; He was 
very clear. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: This is not 
something new for the Congress also 
because it is, really speaking, what is 
being talked and talked and discussed 
and discussed. Even our Prime Minister, 
long before she became Prime Minister, I 
think in the Congress Working 
Committee, agitated for the abolition of 
the privy purse.. (Interruptions). But you 
see hat the Government has to think and 
act collectively. We are taking advantage 
of the discussions in Parliament, in the 
Rajya Sabha and in the Lok Sabha. You 
are not, really speaking, identifying 
yourself. You believe in democracy but 
you are not identifying yourself with the 
process of democracy.   That is my main 
difficulty. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA; It is 
between you and the Prime Minister. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: We have to 
proceed in this way . . . (Interruptions) . 
Quite right. If possible, we have also to 
talk with the Princes. There is nothing 
wrong in that. It is not something that we 
are fighting with them. They are our 
friends. Certainly, if necessary, we will 
have to talk with them also. There is 
nothing wrong fla tbav 

SHRI A. P. CHATTERJEE: You will 
take the Princes along with you? 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: We will talk 
with you also, if necessary. That is what 
I am saying. When I am talking here, I 
am talking with you, it is a dialogue 
between the Opposition Members and us 
and it is something very useful. This is 
also a part ot the examination. 

So, the di.ccfiri is laid down, the 
approach is laid down, the action is 
initiated. N. w, we must show patience 
and have faith in the Government 
(Interruptions). They must show some 
patience and faith in the Government 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: How long? 
SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN; Well. I cannot 

say how long; I can tell you that it will 
not be unduly long. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The 
House stands adjourned till 11.00 A,M. 
tomorrow. 
The House then adjourned at fortythree 
minutes past six of the clock till eleven 
of the clock on Tuesday, the 1st August,  
1968. 


