
BIII,l"t,odueed 

SHRI S. C. SAMANTA :  I introduce 
the Bill. 

GIFT TAX (AMENDMENT) BILL. 

'Amendme"t of • ."tlo". 22. 23, elc.) 

SHRI S. C. SAMANTA (TamJuk): I 
move for leave to introduce a Bill further 
to amend the Gift Tax Act, 19'8. 

MR. DEPUTY·SPEAKER : The ques-
tioo is : 

"That leave be granted to introduce 
a Bill further 10 amend the Gift Tax 
Act, 19'8." 

Tlte motio" was adopted. 

SHRI S. C. SAMANTA: I introduce 
the Bill. 

COMPANIES (AMENDMENT) BILL· 

(/II'e,tlo" of lie" .ectll)" 43 B and 
Ame"dmellt of sectfon. 
224.237. etc.) 

SHRI S. C. SAMANTA (Tamluk): I 
mnve for leave to iotroduce a Bill further to 
amend the Compaoies Act, 1956. 

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER : The quos· 
tion is: 

"That leave be granted to introouce 
a Bill furthn-to amend the Companies 
Act, 1956." 

Tit. motloll was adopted. 

.. , S.HRI S. C. SAMANTA :  I introduce 
the Bill 

CONSTITUTION (AMENDMENT) BILL· 

(Amendmellt of a,tlcle. 3JO II1Id 332) 

SHRI SURAl BHAN (Ambala): 
move for leave to introduce a Bill further to 
ameod the Constitution of lodia. 

a Bill further to amead the CoDStitution 
of India." 

7"'e motlD" was tIIlopted. 
SHRI SURAJ BHAN: I introduce the 

Bill. 

1505 lin. 

CONSTITUTION (AMENDMENT) 
BILL-Contd. 

(Amend_III olllrt;eles 321111d 226) by 
Sit,; Tenll.ti ViswtUllllltam 

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER : We shall 
take up ·further consideration of the Bill 
moved by Shri Tenneti Viswanatham 00 tbe 
19th Deoember, 1969. Ooe hour was allotted 
and 33'mioutes bad ~ takell. 27 minutes 
are left. Shri. NarayaDS Rao wa. on hiJ 
legs ; he il now absent. Shri lCuote. 

SHRI DAITATRAYAKUNTB (Kolaba): 
This is a very simple Bill ... 

SHRI PRAKASH VIR SHASTRI 
(Hapur) : If it is simple, then why speak on 
It? 

SHRI DAITATRAYA KUNTE : It 
may be a simple Bill but there· are certain 
tbiJ18S which have to be musht to the 
notice of Members like my h ~  friend. It 
is a ~ Bill and th ~  is no compJic.tion 
involved. All the same, if the Constitution 
were not so amended, the litigant would 
unfortunately suffer, as has happened as a 
reauJt of the recent decision of tbe Supreme 
Court .iven in the year 1968. You will find 
from the Statement of Objects aod Reasons 
that tbere also it was a majority judgment, 
three judges supporting ooe stand and two 
judges suppor!ing the other stand wbich we 
are trying to take here. 

Tbis Bill seeks to modify articles 32 and 
226 of the Constitution io sucb a way that 
it should be possible for aoy litigant to get 
the advantage of these articles, wbere he has 
through some mistake not been able to take 
advantage of the provisions in time. After 
all, this. case where delay should be 

MR DEPUTY-SPEAKER The ques- excused. Thm.t is all that is beiR,sua_ed. 
tlon is : In the Limitatioll Act, we hove provisions 

:: "'I'JJat leave be granted to Introdace where' fi:.r-Iltbper reaSbns dela:y···is excus.d 

--·Published in Guctte of India, Extraordinary, Part II, sectioo 2, Dated 27·2·70. 
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and the reasons for delay arc taken into 
consideration. But because there is no such 
mention in the Limitation <\ct and riallUy 
so, these two articles, namely articles 32 a ~ 

226 should be properly ameoded so that It 
should be passible for tho Supremo Court 
and the aUlhoritiea concerned to live the 
benefit to the litigant by excusing the delay 
for proper reasons. I do not think that any 
further elucidation is necouary. 

15.07 lars. 

[SlarImati Japbe. Slaala I .. II. elilll,] 
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~ ~ it; 'll'f it ~  f.lf.flli) 'fir.-
~ 'l'I')itm, I 

SHRI VIKRAM CHAND MAHAJAN 
(Chamba): This Bill is a timely Bill and I 
think that it should be supported, and in any 
case, Government should refer this to a 
Select Committee as to whether tho nec:ea· 
aary amendments should be made in tlae 
Constitution. 

Under atrlcle 226 of the Constitution, 
nwy citiBn has a right to move the High 
Court, if there is any legal right of his which 
is being infringed, I am a practising lawyer 
and I have seen that in many cases. the 
High Courts have thrown out very good 
cases where there were genuine grievances of 
the poorer sections of society on the ground 
that as the pet itioners have come after a 
delay of three monlhs, tho courts will not 
Interfere under article : 26. But the Consti-
tution bas not prescribed any limitation in 
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that article. But the High Courts have taken 
rulings from English decisions wherein they 
have sa id that in cases of extraordinary re-
medies against Infringement of constitutional 
rights, such limitation should be there, and 
the cit izens should come to the court as 
early as ~  because it is a legal right 
which is being infringed. But tbe courts have 
forgotten that India is a country where 
illiteracy is predominant, and it often hap-
pens that the litigants are misguided by many 
people. If the case is good on merits, and if 
• IJ"C8t injustice has been done to a citizen, 
then the court should interfere, but I can 
cite hundreds of cases where the courts have 
declined to interfere on the ground that the 
citizen has not ~  at an earlier stage. The 
normal period within which they want the 
citizen to come before them is three months. 
I think it is a great injustice which is being 
perpetuated merely because of the inter-
pretation of the courts. and I think that 
Government should take this opportunity 
and accept the principle of this Bill and 
refer it to a Select Committee, if they cannot 
accept it straightway. 

Secondly, under article 136 of tbe Consti-
tution, there is no limitation prescribed for 
taking up cases in tbe courts. But the High 
Courts and tbe Supreme Court bave pres-
cribed under tbeir power to make rules a 
period of 90 days and 60 days. I aaain sub-
mit tbat this power is an extraordinary power 
given to the Supreme Court under the Con-
sritution to interfere in cases of grave in-
justice, and no rule should be permitted to 
stand which will curtail tbe powar of the 
Supreme Court to interfere in cases of grave 
injustice. As I have pointed out already, 
tbis interpretation has neen taken from the 
Englisb decisions, and I submit that it is in 
the interests of the poorer sections to have 
this Bill. So far as the more aftIuen! sections 
are concerned, tbey are advised by good 
lawyers and they can go quickl, and bave 
tbeir grievances redressed. But it is the 
poorer sections of society that do not bave 
sufficient legal advice availabie to them and 
that suffer the consequences of these arbi-
trary rules wbich have been made by· the 
differeDt Hi_h Courts and the Supreme 
Court. I snbmit that it is time to remove 
the limitation. I submit that the limitation 
&bould be at least a year, if III al/ this power 
is to be effectively exercised in favour of the 
poorer sectloal of society. Therefore, I 

humbly submit to Government that they 
sbould accept the BiU as it is, or in any casa 
refer tbis to a Select Committee. 

SHRI S. KUNDU (Balasore): This fa 
a BiU of far· reaching importance, because 
what was never thought of in the Consti-
tution or wbat was not even contemplated 
by many jurists has really been done by the 
judgment of the Supreme Court in which 
they have ssid that on grounds of delay and 
on grounds of laches writs cannot be admit-
ted uuder article 32. 

Sir, the Constitution-makers, while 
framing the Constitution, provided uifferent 
forums  in the High Courts and the Supreme 
Court. In the High Courts, through article 
226, tbey have given certain discretionary 
powers to the judges to decide on the merit, 
whether to admit the case OJ not. But in 
article 32, they have kept It free. They 
thought that every citizen, however low or 
however high, rich or poor, should at leul 
~a  a chance to go to tbe bighes: forum of 
the judiciary in this country, to agitate or to 
safeguard the rights given to them under !be 
fundamental rights. If we take away tbal 
right which bas been given by the Consti-
tution, by a judgment of the Supreme Com 
saying that hecsuse it is delayed they cannot 
go to the court, it would not be right, and 
indirectly like the Golaknath'. case we are 
going to pass an amendment of the ConstI-
tution. I consider that the Constitutioa-
makers never thought thaI article 3l cannot 
be invoked by anybody afler some delay or 
if there were some laches somewhere. There-
fore. this judgment will lreatly impair the 
fair justice to be given to the people, 

]n this connection, I will read out a few 
lines which have been pronounced by Justice 
Hedge of the Supreme Court in one of bis 
dissenting judgments; these are very valuable. 
He ssid: 

"Should this court, an institution pri-
marily created for the purpose of oaf. 
guarding fundamental rlibts guaranteed 
under Part III of the Constitution, nar-
row down those lightS? The impli-
cations of these decisions are bound to 
be far-reachi.... It is likely to pull dowa 
from high pedestal now occupied by the 
fundamental rights to the level of othc 
civil tights, I am apprehensive that this 
dKiIiIIa DIll)' mark aD important IUlDina-
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point in downgrading the fundamental 
rights guaranteed under the Constitution. 
I am firmly of the view that the relief 
asked fur under article 12 cannot be 
refused on the grounds of laches."' 

This has a far-re.ching consequence I am 
happy that Prof. Ranga is agreeing with me. 
He is a sensible aod reasonable. elderly 
state<lman of ours. He agrees with us We 
all 3gree with thi •• and we must congratulate 
Mr. Tenneti Viswanatham that he has 
brought this Bill. I request the Government 
to accept this Bill. 

SHRI RANDHIR SINGH (Rohtak): 
Mr. Chair.llan. we are grateful to Shri 
Tenneti Viswanatham for bringing forward 
this lacuna whIch exists in articles 32 and 226 
of the ~a t t  There is no menlion of 
limitation in these articles for any writ, 

whether habeas corpul' or certiorari or 
mlmdumll .• or any other writ. As our society 
changes, the necessity is go eater and greater 
aD the part of the public, especially as the 
people come to understand things. gain 
greater standards of. living and understand 
their s'.lcial and other rights. The people 
realise their fundamental rights, IlDd for re-
deeming their fundameotal rights. they have 
to knock at the doors of the courts, especially 
in a count ry like ours where we follow tbe 
British law. and British law is lhe progeny 
of the Roman law. There are maxims like 

ignol'oftllQ legis neminem excu.lat-ignorance 
of law is no excuse, and .delay defeats 
equity. There·.are maxims like these. There 
are 80 to 85 pel cent of the people who live 
in the rural areas of the country, most "f 
whom are illiterate. and 80 per cent of their 
writs relate to land. Except 10 to 15 per 
cent of the people who live in the cities "ho 
know the limitation period. most of the 
others in the villages. about 90 per cent of 
the people, get a knowledge of the limitation 
period years and years lifter the period has 
IJ!Itoif, So, this is something which is the 
need of the hour, and Shri .Teoneli . Viswa-
nathAm has realised. it. TWs is. something 
which, is ,of very &r.eJlt impprtance. and of 
vital utility to the people living in the rural 

areas. 

There are cases abollt resettlement and 
aquisilion of land. Now there is some· 
thing in the oiling about tbe ~ ta  

~h  La property. Therefor.. ID tbmc 

(.4II1II,.' 11/1 t 

circumstances, I feel a reasonable limitation 
period would be .1 years; I do not agree 
even to one year. There may be bona Iida 
cases where he did not know something out 
of sheer mistake of certain facts There 
may be other cases of about fundamental 
rights of minorities, etc. If there are edu· 
cated people, the limitation period may be 
less. But in cases of land, the limitation 
period should not be len than 3 years. 
Of course. there can be no discrimination 
between literafe and illiterate litigants, But 
for a case wltich concerns property, where 
most people are illiterate litigants, 'he limi-
tation period should be at least three years. 

Some cases are disposed of in less than 
two minotes at the Supreme Court level. 
Do you realise the huge expeoditure incur-
red by the poor litigant? Even a small 
lawyer wilt not accept less than Rs. 500 or 
Rs. rooo and there are other expenses. I 
am not casting any reflection on t he pro-
fession, but knowing that a case will not 
stand before the Supreme Court for even a 
minute, people are fleeced. There is some 
inherant right left to the court, but after 
three months, there is no discretion left. 

A. I said, I feel the limitation period 
in respect of ca,es involving fundamental 
rights,·lIwuld be at least! years Normally 
in property cases, it is 12 years. In cases 
of recovery of money in money suits. it is 
three years. In the case of fundamental 
rights, even if you do not provide for 12 
y.n, it should be at least three years, 
One year is less. I hope Government 
would appreciate the urgency of this in the 
cbaoging society and see to it that this is 
incorporated in the statute book in proper 
shape, bearing in mind the national interest 
.and !be interata of the underdogs and the 
peasantry, a predominant portion of whom 
are U1iterate. 

11ft ~ \1iT ( ~)  ~t  

~~  ~ ~) ) ~ t ~  ~ ~ 
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,lIr smr fll'Wi1 t.t tg1 ~  ~) it ~  I would, therefore, lubmit that the 
fl ~ f ~  ~  efl'ect of the majority judlment or tho 
.11\" ~  5 I ;<\,T. C ~  1'T '!>Ie ~ Supreme Court sbould be nullified and tbe 
~ ~ Iff;r m<f ~ ~ ~~ "" ~ amendmeot sUggeited by my colleasue, 

~ ""11' ~ I <IT ~ ff'l'fu" it ~ fll\" ~ Shri Tenotti Viswanatham, should be 
,,-. ac..--epted. That amendment says that tho 

it ~ if; ~~ at p ;n:m ~ lIrfilr.r fiRr rrmedy under the article sbould Dot be 

ij; ~ ~ ~ t if!\, fiITlT q'f ;riff ~~  denied to a pelitioner 00 accouat of the 
time factor. Whenever tbe Supreme Court 

" rJlttmrlf it ~ ~  ~ .lfTlmJlf it or the Hiah Court feels tbat it is a fit case 
"r 1fT ~ ~  ~ )  ;:lfTlf t¢t fir<fiT for iuuial a writ of mandam,.J. "aheM 
'IT "'T ~ ~  A .... " ,...A corpus. certiorari, prohibitioo or qua 
<' r. r; ~ ~  ~  IJI'.f .. ~  ~~ worrall/O, that right should not b. whitded 

~ f'li il§ff \'fTIT f"T"H «. ~ ~ ~ dowo merely because there is some delay 

~ flli f;mT 'liT 1fT fiJlIIi ~ ,tn. ~ ~~  in ftlioS the writ. ThereTore, I support this 
\:1' l! Bill. 

mm ~  ~  ~ ) it lqit 'liT 
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.mt ~ IfTtiit <:rIfT ... W i!il AIR mrr.r 
t~~~ I 

SHRY s. S. KOTHARI (Maodsaur) : 
The fundamental rights enshrioed in our 
Coostition consitute the coroer·stooe of 
dem.>cracy. If domocracy is 10 be preserved 
in the country it is of the utmost importaoce 
that not only should the fuodamental rights 
be preserved but the right to coostitutional 
remedies under articles 32 aDd 226 sbould 
not be limited 00 account of the time factor. 
Of course. a reasooable time limit is ioevi-
table. You cannot say that tbe fuoda-
mental rights should be eoforced even after 
a lapse of 10 or 12 yeals. I thiok a period 
of three It> five years would serve the pur-
pose. The person aggrieved has to approac" 
the Hilh Court or the Supreme Court within 

,hat ~  

SHRI S. N. MISRA (Kannauj): It il 
my experience as a member of the bar tbat 
whenever you approach the Supreme Court 
or the Hilh Court 00 a writ petitioo UDder 
articles 32 or 226, in most of the esses the 
writ is throwo out on the grouod that 
the petition was belated. even though it is a 
guarantee giveo 10 the litigaots to approach 
the High Courts aDd the Supreme court. 
Because of this limitatho that IUaraolee 
could not be availed of by many of the 

~  people. There is a tendency on 
the part of the courts to throwaway .. rit 
petitions only 00 the ground of delay. 
Becau.e no Ilmitatioo is prescribed some of 
the High Courls go to the exteot of saying 
that it is belated eveo when it is ooly two 
months old. The Allahabad HiSh Court 
always throws out writ petitions if they are 
more thaD 90 days old. Therefore, it 
is very necessary to eosure that there is DO 
period of Iimitatioo. It would be opeD to 
the courts to dismiss the petitioo on aoy 
grouod other thaD delay. I submit tbat tho 
amendmeot before the House should be 
accepted aDd no period of limitation should 
be provided so that the courts shall Dot be 
in a positioo 10 throw out a writ petition 
ooly on the grouod of delay. I support this 
amendment. 

THE DEPUTY MINISTER IN THB 
MINISTRY OF LAW AND IN THE 
DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL WELFARE 
(SHRI M. YUNUS SALEEM): Madam 
Chairmao, I am really very much surprised 
to hear the arguments of learned Membera 
of this House in support of the ameodment. 
Ilarticularly of some hon. Members of this 
JIouse who are members of tho bar al'9. 
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It Is a matter of common knowledge that 
wherever a remedy is provided it is aubject 
to certs in conditions. 

In articles 32 and 226 of th~ Constitu· 
tion certain extraordinary remedie< have 
been provided to seek redress from the 
High Courts and the Supreme Court 
particularly with relard to fundamental 
nahts. Tbese remedies are discretionary 
remedies and in the exercise of powers in a 
discre'ionary remedy by Judges of the Hisb 
Courts and the Supreme Court one should 
consider how it would be possible for any 
court to grant a remedy if tbe Impugned 
order comina before the High Court or the 
Supreme Court was passed 10, 12 or IS 
years before moving the court. There must 
be some Jimit. 

According to this amendment which has 
been moved by the hon. Member there 
would be no bar in respect of limitation to 
the remedy. It would be a very difficult 
situation. Supposing, the impugned order 
was passed some time in 1952 and the 
II8Ilrieved party was continuously sleeping 
over the mailer for 18 years; tbe aggrieved 
party files an applic:Uion under article 32 or 
226 In 1970 and says that because there is 
DO limitation provided under article 32 or 
226 be is entitled to come before the court 
a. a matter of right. The result would be 
DO Jimit in time; when it becomes the 
whim of a litisant he will move the High 
Court or the Supreme Court under article 
226 or 32, 

The judges of the High Courts and the 
Snpreme Court are cu.todians of the 
Constitution. If the delay is properly and 
reasonably explained, in a fit case I am 
certain the delay shall be condoned and ha. 
been condoned in gene-al cases. I am aware 
of cases under articles 32 and 226 where 
writ pelititions have been entertained even 
after iiV'!! years. But one has to satisfy 
the judicial conscience of the court that the 
.. rieved party a~ unable to approach the 
court on certain very reasonable grounds 
and, therefore, the court should consider 
wbetber on p.ccount of these reasons his 
application under art iele ~  or 226 should 
be considered or not 

I respectfully submit that there is no 
bar to tbe rillht which bas been Iran ted 
nnder tbe Constitution. On account of 
~h a ow)' ~ bar to adopt a ctrtaiD 

r<medy has b<en creal<d. The majority 
judgment of the Supreme Court delivered in 
T,lIokchand Motichand versus Bombay Sales 
Tox Commissioner has discussed this point 
on the basis of tbe authorities of the 
American and English ·courts where it has 
been said I hat when a Iitisant does not care 
to move the court within a reasonable 
period a discretionary remedy cannot be 
granted to any party as a matter of right. 

I appeal to my lawyer brothers to con-
sider what will be the position if a penon-
it may be the subject-matter of litigation 
about the right of property or any other 
right-gets information of the impunged 
order and sit. tight ova it for several years 
and comes to the court one fine morning and 
he is not even required to explain the delay. 
If this amendment is accepted, the result will 
be that he will not be called upon to explain 
the delay. A. the Bill st.nds now, there 
will be no restriction, no limitation, about it. 

SHRI A. K SEN (Calcutta-North-
West) : Is the hOD. Minister prepared to fix 
a reasonable time-limit as Mr. Misra sug-
gested, say, 3 years or 4 yean ? 

SHRI M. YUNUS SALEEM: I think, 
I will be prepared to consider if some pro-
posal comes. But I am placing my sub-
mission before the HlIuse on the Bill as has 
been mJved by the hon Member. 

SHRI RANDHIR SINGH: 1 make a 
proposal that it should be 3 years. 

SHRI M. YUNUS SALEEM; I leads 
as follows : 

"No remedy under tbie article shall 
be denied to any petitioner by the 
Supreme Court on the ground of 
delay." 

This is an amendment to article 32. 
There is a timiJar amendment to article 226 
saying: 

"No remedy under tbis article shall 
be denied by a Higb Court to any peti-
tioner on the around of delay." 

So, according to this, even after 30 yean 
lallse if the petition is filed, it must be enter-
tained by the court. I am constrained to 
<ubmit that if this is accepted, it will place 
till COurla In a vel7 dilIIeuIt poIitIoD. BWI! 
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today, the courts are flooded with petitions ment of Justice Mr. Hedge you will flod that 
under articles 226 and 32. he was relyinll not merely on his own views 

If there is no limitation prescribed, every-
body, instead of going to an ordinary court 
of law will be attracted to move the High 
Court and the Supreme Court. I submit the 
honourable House will consider this aspect 
of the case that there is not a single remedy 
p,escribed under the civil law for which 
limitation is ~t prescribed. Here, the hon. 
Member wants that there should be no 
limitation at all. That is not possible. I am 
not prepared to accept this Bill and I request 
tbe hon. Member to withdraw it. 

SHRI A. S. SAIGAL (Bilaspur) : Will 
the hon. Minister accept an amendment for 
3 years 1 

MR CHAIRMAN: Not at this Btage. 

SHRI M. YUNUS SALEEM: Let the 
hon. Member withdraw the Bill. 

SHRI RANDHIR SINGH: My pro-
posal is already there. 

SHRI TENNETI WISWANATHAM 
(Visakhapatnam) : Madam Chairman, this is 
a simple case of amending articles 3Z and 
226. Article 32 reads like this.·.· .. 

SHRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA (Delhi-
Sadar): There is no Cabinet Min;ster in the 
House. Of course, the ex-Cabinet Minister 
is here. rr he can officiate, I don't mind. 
SHRI TENNETI VISWANATHAM: 

Article 32 begins with this language 
which is slightly different from Article 226 
which distinction the hon. Minister must 
know. Article 32 begins like this : 

"The right to move the Supreme 
Court by appropriate proceedings for the 
enforcement of the rights conferred by 
this Part is guaran teed." 

The right to move the court is guaran-
teed. It is not merely a right to JCI a 
remedy. The right to move the court is a 
fundamental right. Part III, you remember, 
contains all fundamental rights. There are 
other fundamental rights. But the right to 
~  the Supreme Coun by itself is a fun-
damental right and it cannot be abridged. 
Tbat tbing sbould not be lost sight of. Cbief 
Justice Mr. Hidayatullah's judgment over-
~  it. If you turn to the dissentiDJ juds-

but he was also relying upon the views of 
Justice Rajagopala Ayyangar, who speaking 
for the majority observed that : 

"Once it is proved to tbe satisfaction 
of this court tbat by State action the 
fundamental rillbt of a petitioner h •• 
been infriOJed, it is oot only the right 
but tbe duty of tbis court under Article 
32 to afford relief to bim by pa;sing 
appropriate orders in tbat bebalf. The 
riJht given to tbe citizen to move this 
court under Article 32 is itself a funda-
mental right and tbe same cannot be 
circumacribed or curtailed except as pro-
vided by tbe Constitution." 

By way of a compromise. Mr. A. K. 
Sen, Mr. Randbir Singb and othor friends 
are saying, 'Wby not bave tbree year. f.lf 
five years l' Let me proceed Justice Hedge 
qrees with what Mr. Justice Rajagopala 
Ayyanpr said in (1964) 1 SCR 332 but he 
goes furtber : 

''It i. inappropriate to equate the duty 
imposed on tbi. court to the powers of 
tbe Cbancery Court in England or the 
equitable  jurisdiction of tbe American 
Courts." 

The reason is that there are now written 
fundamental rillbt, in those countries. Their 
fundamental rillhts bave not been drafted 
in tbe same way as in OUr Constitution and 
the reason, therefore, is as Mr. Justise Hedge 
says: 

"It is inappropriate to equate the 
duty imposed on this court to the powers 
of tbe Chancery Court in England or the 
equitable jurisdiction of the American 
Courts. Tbe duty imposed hy tbe Consti-
tution caDDOt be compared with the 
discretionery powers." 

The hon. Minister said that this is a 
discretionery power. Tberefore, I do not 
want to dilate much on it. 

SHRI A. Ie. SEN (Calcutta-North-
West) : We have moved an amendment f<)r 
referring t:"is Bill to a Select Committee and 
tbe mover is accepting it. Let tbere be 
voting. 

SHRI RANDHIR SINGH: We are 
IDOvinll that tbe Bill should ga to a Sele;! 
Committee, 
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SHRI RANGA (Srikakulam): Who are 
the Members of the Committee ? 

SHRI A. K. SEN: Shri KaDwar Lal 
Gupta. the Law MiDister. myself. Shri Ran-
dhir Singh. Prof. Ranga aDd others_ 

SHRI RANGA: On the spur of the 
moment? All parties should be there. 

SHRI RANDHIR SINGH: You are 
there. 

SHIH A. K. SEN: Madam Chairman, 
we are all agreed to send the Bill to a 
Select Com'llittee. All of us are agreed 
about it. 

SHRI RANGA: Even if Government 
is to accept certai" matters had to be satis-
fied about constitulional amendments. By 
reference, it means, you ale accepting the 
principles underlying this. It comes to 
that. 

SHRI A. K. SEN: For Ihat two-thirds 
majority is not Deeded. Not for refererce. 
(InUrrup,ions.) 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Order, order. Do 
you accept that amendment? 

SHRI M. YUNUS SALEEM: I have 
already placed my Bubmission before this 
House and Mr. Tenneti Viswanatham has 
replied to the debate. 

SHRI TENNETI V1SWANATHAM: 
have accepted reference to Select Commi-
ttee. 

SHRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA: Let 
the Minioter accept it. 

SHRI M. YUNUS SALEEM: This 
threatening will not do. I am not goiDg to 
aaree to this threatening; this is a peculiar 
way of doing this. (Interruption.) 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Let the Minisler 
answer. 

SHRI M. YUNUS SALEEM: I was 
going '0 submit. let the proper motion come 
bef<1re the House. There must be names aDd 

yth ~  

SHRI RANDHIR SINGH: Everything 
is there. You are Dumber ooe on the list on 
the committee. 

SHRI M. YUNUSSALBEM: I have 
not read it. 

SHJU RAI'o.'DHIR SINGH: This is the 
Motion. Sir, I beg to move ...... 

SHRI RANGA: Mr. Koushik's Dame 
may also be included. 

SHRI RAJARAM (Salem): Mr. Krishna-
moorthi's name may also be included. 

SHRI RANDHIR SINGH : Yes. Sir, I 
beg to move: 

"That the Bill further to amend the 
Constitution of India, be referred to a 
Select Committee consisting of 16 mem-
bers, Damely : 

(I) Shri C. K. Bhattacharyya 

(2) Shri Kanwar Lal Gupta 

(3) Shri Shivs ChaDdra Jha 

(4) Shri K. M. Koushik 

(S) Shri V KrishDamoortbi 

(6) Shri D. K. Kuote 

(7) Shri P. Govinda MenoD 

(8) Shri Srinibas Misra 

(9) Shri S. N. Misra 

(10) Shrimati Sharda Mukerjee 

(11) Sbri K. Ananda Nambiar 

(12) Shri A. S. Saigal 

(Ill Shri Ebrahim Sulaiman Sait 

(14) Shri A. K. Sen 

(1 S) Sbrl TenDeti Vi swanatham 

(J ~) Chaudhuri RaDdhir Singb. 

with instructions to report by the first 
day of the next session." (I) 

SHRI RANGA : When is the Committee 
to report ? 

SHRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA: It will 
report within four months. 

SHRI RANDHIR SINGH: Witb in-
structions to report within four mODths 

SHRI DATTATRAYA KUNTE: On 
the first day of the Dext sessioD. 
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MR. CHAIRMAN: This is the amend· (8) Shri Srinibas Misra 
ment before the House. (9) Shri S. N. Misra 

SHRI M. YUNUS SALEEM: I do not 
accept it. 

SHRI DATTATRAYA KUNTE: Let it 
be put to vote. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: I shall put the 
question to the House. 

15.55 hr •. 

. (Me. Deputy-Speaker ,,, ,lte Clta/,) 

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: The lobbies 
have been cleared. 

SHRI P. K. DEO (Kalahandi): Will 
there be any more speeches ? 

MR. DEPUTY-SPEARER: After tbe 
lobbies have been cleared, there is no more 
discuasion. 

SHRI M. YUNUS SALEEM: After 
having reconsidered tbe matter, 1 am inclined 
to accept the amendment. 

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Unless the 
House is unanimous, I have no option but 
to put it to the House. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: If be accepts 
the amendment, tben it is all right. 

SHRI M. YUNUS SALEEM: I bave 
said tbat I accept the amendment. 

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Then, I 
think tbere is no object in putting it to the 
vote. 

The question is : 

"Tbat tbe Bill furtber to amend the 
Constitution of India, be referred to a 
Select Committee consisting of 16 mem-
bers, namely : 

(I) Sbri C. K. Bhattacharyya 

(2) Shri Kanwar Lal Gupta 

(3) Shri Shiva Chandra Jba 

(4) Shri K. M. Koushik 

(5) Sbri V. Krishnamoorthi 

(6) Shri D. K. Kunte 

(7) Shri P. Govinda Menon 

(10) Shrimati Sharda Mukerjee 

(11) Shri K. Ananda Nambiar 

(1:!) Shri A. S. Saipl 

(13) Shri Ebrahim Sulaiman Sait 

(14) Shri A. K. Sen 

(I S) Shri Tenneti Viswanatham 

(16) Chaudhuri Randhir Singh 

with instructions to report by the fint 
day of the next sessbn." 

Tit. mollon wos adopted . 

15.59 brl. 
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