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17.42 ...... 

RESOLunON RE : 

RIGIIT TO PROPERlY 

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI (Madurai): 

I beg to mOVe : 

"This House is of oplDlon that the 

right to private property in the means of 

production is inconsistent with the t ~  

of a real democratic society and having re-

gard to the fact that the existence of the 

Right to Property among the justiciable 

Fundamental Rights in our Constitution 

has become a serious obstacle to the coun-

try's social, economic and political advance, 

recommends that the Government should 

take steps to amend the Constitution ac-

cordingly. " 

We all know that tIili right to property was 

enshrined in Article 19(f) and Article 31 of 

the Constitution of India as it was adopted 

in 1950. We also know that the Constituent 

Assembly which adopted this Constitution was 

not a real, sovereign Constituent Assembly. 

It was not an Assembly created by the 

sovereign will of the people. It was an 

Assembly which was created under the good-

will of the British Government and British 

Parliament, and the representatives in that 

Constituent Assembly could by no stretch of 

the imagination be called tbe representatives 

of the people of this country. They were re-

presentatives of the Assemblies which were 

elected under the Government of India Act, 

1935. As far as the Indian States are con-

cerned, the representatives were elected by a 

College of Princes. They were the nominees 

of the Princes. The Assemblies were elected 

on the basis of property qualifications and 

literacy qualifications. We all know that at 

that time very few people in this country were 

literate. Literacy itself wu a big privilege of 

the propertied classes in those days. The 

position was very clear then. An illiterate 

man if he happens to be a propertied man, is 

a good man, can vote and can be elected; 

only a poor man has not got that right. It is 

on this basis that the Assemblies were elected 

at that time and the members of the Consti-

tuent Assembly were indirectly elected by 

these Assemblies together with tbe Princes' 

representatives. Therefore, I say that it was 

a Constituent Assembly which was weighted 

in favour of tbe propertied classes in this 

country and against the non-propertied 

classes, who are the maooes of people. It was 

a mimOlller to call it a Constituent Assembly 

because it was not a real Constituent Assembly 

in the real sense or the term. No wonder, it 
laid so much stress on the right to property 

and enshrined it in the fundamental rights of 

the Constitution. What is a fundamental 

rwht? This question has now become very 

acute particularly because of the judgment in 

the Golaknath case and later on in the Bani: 

Nationalisation case. There is a valid and 

big distinction between property and pI"<> 

perry. There is property which is meant for 

consumption and use ; there is property which 

i. a means of production. Property 10 the 

sense of means of production is different from 

property for use by individuals or families. 

Wealth is created by the application of labour 

to the means of production. I am not speak-

ing of times when society was rent into two 

~  aod slave owners or the distant 

period of time when land was the only means 

of production in the world. I am talking of 

modern times when industrialisation has taken 

place on the basis of capitalist private pro-

perty relations in the world in a capitalist 

society ; according to the laws of production 

that eXist in capitalist society we find that 

property rights in the sense of ownership of 

mean. of production have got a tendency to 

concentrate wealth in the hands of fewer and 

fewer people. This has been the history of 

countries which have taken to the path of 

capitalist development, countries such as USA, 

Britain and other capitalist countries. So 

long as Ibis right to property is accepted as a 

fact of life, they cannot prevent concentration 

of wealth and the growth of monopolies 

whatever may be the laws they may .pass. 

This is what we find in America, Great 

Britain and in other countries and India is 

no exception. Despite all their pronounce-

meots and protestations that they are working 

for a socia1ist society, what has happeoed in 

this country? Here also there is concentra-

tion of wealth in fewer and fewer hands. Is 
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this conducive to the growth of a real dem0-

cratic 9Ociety? On the one band people my 

that they are in a democratic 9Ociety; on the 

other band they allow the growth of COD<:eD-

tration of wealth in the hands of a few people. 

They are taJkiag with the tongue in t&eir 

cheek; this is hypo<:ritical as there is no such 

thing as democraey if it allows concentra-

tion of wealth in the hands of fewer people. 

Why go to other couatries? We Imow what 
happeoed in the last Rajya Sabha demons. 

Members of the ruling Congress complain 

that money played a big role in the demons 

to the Rajya Sablra. That is the pooition-

concentration of wealth is playing a decisive 

role in afl'eeting the votes of Members of the 

Legislative Assemblies for elections to Rajya 

Saliba. When that is the case, we C8D under-

ataDd what role it plays in the other aspects 

of lIOCial and economic and political \ii'e. 
Therefore,-

AN HON. MEMBER : Defection. 

SHRI P.RAMAMURTI: I am DOt talk-

ing of defectioa alone. I am talking of other 

fundamental rights given in the Constitution. • 

Therefore, when the majority judgment in the 

Golalmath'. case said that fundameatal rights 

are uatural rights, I want to know whether 

the right to property is a aatunl right. Was ° 

the right to property a primordial right as 

they pointed out ? Was the right to property 

ezistiDg &om time immemorial? Did pr0-

perty relations eWt in 90ciety from time 

immemorial ? Is it or is it not a fa<:t that 
property itself is a creation of the law &om 

time to time ? Take Hindu law for example. 

Is the property right the same for th.,.., who 

follow the Dayabhaga BY*ID and to those 

who follow the Mitabhara system? Is the 

Manu code a primordial thing? It is s0me-

thing which happened after Hindu 90ciety 

had progrdSCIl to a certain extent, and then 
when the rulers had to keep slaves under 

slavery, Manu·. code came into existence. 

Therefore, let us he very clear that pro-

perty is not a primordial thing. We know 

the Vedic hymn : 

~ t ~ I ~  .. ~ Ii 

an ~~  mf.a-: ~  I 

Do we know what it means? It means, let 

us work together; let us enjoy the fruits of our 

labour together; and then there will he peace. 

That is the song that the ancient Vedic tribes 

used to sing. There was a tribal society and 

they had to work together. There was no 

such thing as individual property right. It is 

only when 90ciety was rent into classes, when 
more powerful people grabbed the means of 

production and made other people work for 

them, that the question ofproperty came up. 

This is how lIOCiety has developed all along. 

I am not going into the historical aspeet. I 

8m now c:oncerned -with what is happening in 

our 90ciety today. 

My question is this. Today, in the Consti-

tution, you say sometliing as the Directive 

Principles of State Policy, and you my some-

thing in the fundamental rights. Are these 

two n:conciIabie ? Can you reconcile, and 

have you been able to rec:oncile the direetive 

principles of State policy enshrined in Part IV 

of the Constitution with the fundamental 

rights; the justiciable fundamental rights, as 

enshrined in Part III of the Constitution? 
Why is it, for eumple, that during all these 

22 years, not one principle of these direetive 

principles of State policy has heen made s0me-

thing real, something tangible? And can I 

go to the Supreme Court asking them to say 

that this Government has not adopted policies 

as per the directives given in Part IV? I 

cannot go there. It is a trick played upon 

the common people. Those members of the 

Constituent Assembly, who are °jmore c0ncern-

ed with property rights, but understanding 

that the democratic feelings of this country at 

that time were something, to he reckoned with 

they played a trick on the common people 

and said : ''These are the directive princi-
ples, but you cannot go to the Supreme 

Court; you cannot go to a court for their 

enforcement. They are just directive prin-

ciples. But what is fundamental is the right 
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to property BDd certain other rights." 
I want to point out that all these rights 

were ephemeral. They annot be enjoyed 10 

long as this fundamental right to property 
exists. Article I!J, whieb relates to funda-
mental rights, says : 

"All citizens shall bave the right-

to freedom of speeeh BDd expression; to 
assemble peaceably BDd without arms; to 
form associations or unions; to move &eely 
throughout the territory of India; to reside 
and settle in any part of the territory of 
India; to acquire, hold and dispose of pro-
perty ; and to practise any profession, or to 
carry OD any occupation, uade or busi-
ness." 

Now, I want to know, are all these things 
open to the common man in the stud? 
Yes; theoretically he has got the right; theo-
retically he has got the right to carry on any 
profession, any trade in this eountry. But 
can be do it ? After all, the property of this 
country is what? They are the means of 
production in land and big factories. When 
all these big factories BDd lands are concentra-
ted in the hand. of a few people of this 
country, what is the use saying to the other 
people, ''You are equal before law. The 
Supreme Court wiU treat you equally"? 
How can he enjoy that equality? The neb 
man will engage Mr. Setalvad to argue his 
case, while the poor man will not be able to 
find money even to appear before the Supreme 
Court. This is a chimaera, a sham thing. 
The common man does not enjoy all these 
things so long as the right to hold private 
property is enshrined in the Constitution itself. 
It . is a bogus thing. The Supreme Court, 
in the latest Bank NationaIisation case, have 
said: 

"The restriction impOsed upon the 
rights of the named banks to carry on 'DOD-

banking' business is, in our judgment, 
plainly unreasonable. No attempt is made 
to silPJ>ort the Act which while theoretically 
declaring the right of the named banks to 
carry on" 'non--banking' business makes it 

impossible in a commercial ...... for the 
banka to carry on any busineso". 

They say, by this Batik Nationalisation Act, 
you bave taken a_y all their assets. Nothing 
is left. You say, they have got the right to 
carry on non-banking business, but for that 
they must bave money. You have taken a_y 
their assets. So, although the right is dec-
lared theoretically, it is unreasonable, it is a 
chimaera; it is not a fact. That is what the 
Supreme Court says. I wish they are able to 
take the same attitude with regard to the 
common people of this country. All this talk 
of right to hold property is nothing but a 
theoretical right so far as the common people, 
the workers, are concerned. When the wor-
ker has not got the right of work, when he 
cannot get employment in this country, what 
is the use of having the right to hold pro-
perty ? That is only a theoretical right 10 far 
a. the vast majoriiy of the people are concern-
ed. It is intended only for the rieber sections 
of people, DOt for common pcopIe. That is 
the reality of the situation. 

When we talk about the right to hold 
property, I want to point out that this right 

. should DOt be included in the justiciable 
fundamental rights of Constitution. It i. 
for Parliament, for the society from time to 
time, on the basis of eonditions obtaining 

. in that partic:ular society and through the 
appropriate organs ofGovemment, be it Parlia-
ment the Legillature, be it the Panchayat, 
whatever might be the form of Government 
that might obtain in a particular society, it is 
for that society to define what shaD be the form 
of private property that will be good for 
that society. 'It is not for any court or Cons-
titution to decide permanently. This is the 
basie queslion I waDt to canvaso here. 

When we say that everybody has got the 
right to hold property, I want that right to 
be a real ODe. After all, property in this 
country consists of lands and big factories. 
When we say that every man must have the 
right to that property, I want that right for 

. every single individual in this country. How 
can I get that right? If all these JBDds 
belong to a few individuals, obvfously tbe 



maJority of the people will DOt have right to 

property. If all the factories bclcmg to a 

few individuals, the overwhelming majority 

of people will not have the right to hold 

property. UnIcos property is either collecti-

vised or is held by cooperatives or is sociai 
property, every individual in this country 

does not have a share in that property. 

Therefore, when, you enshrine this right to 

private property as a fundamental right, you 

are denying the right to hold property to the 

overwhelming majority of the people. There-

fore, it is a humbug practised on the common 

people; it is a deception practised on' them. 

I want that deceptinn to go. ,Now, having 

said 10 much about this thing, I want to uk 

you, this Golaknath case, after this latest 

Bank Nationa\i.ation ease, are we to leave' 

this matter in the band. of these wonderful 
Wise people' who call themselves the judges 
of the Supreme Court? After this case, I 

have no resPect for these people. r want to 
make it clear. After all, there is a purpooe, 

there is a point, why the Supreme Court 

decided the Golaknath case' in the way in 

which it did. There is a\so a purpooe why 
in the Bank NationaIisation case, the Supreme 

Court decided in the way in which it did. We 

know this is not the fint time when this 

question was raised. 

Then, in 1951, in the Sankari Priosad"';' 

the same question arose as' to whether the 
Par\iament, wider Artic1e 368, gets a constituent 
poWer, constituent authority, and not merely a 

legislative authority, and on the basis of that 

constituent authority, whether the Parliament 

can amend the Constitution including the Part 

fil of the ConstItution. This question was 
raised as early as the 1951 and the Supreme 

Court at that time •••••••• 

MR.. CHAIRMAN: ,Are we discussing the 

~ Court or the ~ right? 

SHIll P. RAMAMURTI :  I am pointing 

out why this bas ,heeome, IlCCesIIIIry. i am 
a<gUing my case. After these judgments 

have come, we canDot trust them. They 

decided unanimously that the Parliament 

bas that right. This was the position taken 
in 1951. 

Later on, in 1965, in the So,jjan Singh case 

a\Jo, the Supreme Court decided to uphold 

the decision taken in 1951. Then in 1967, 

another set of wise members of the judiciary-

those people who dedided earlier a\so were 

wise people and thoee people, in 1965, whC! 

decided to uphold the decision the Sankari 
Priosad case, including the then Cbc:if J UItice, 
Mr. Gajendragadkar, were a\so wise people-

Some other wise members of the judieiarv 
said, "No. They were fools." We are ~ 
wise people and we say, you have DOt got the 

right to amend the Fundamental Rights 

Chapter of the Constitution. Like Buddha, 

under the Bodhisattva tree in 1967, these 

people got a revdation was and the revdation 
that the Parliameat cannot amend the Funda-

mental Rights Chapter of the Constitution. 

This is the moot wonderful thing. 

Similarly, in 1970 or in 1969, another set 

of the Supnme Court 'judgt:a held difFerently, 

on everyone of the issues raised in the Bank 

Nationa\isation case, on the question of appli-

cability, on the question of the mutual 

""clusiv ...... , of Artic1e 19 and various other 
articles of the Constitution, inc1uc1ing Artic1e 

31. They held that these articles are totally, 

'mutually, CI<clusive and that they canJIOt be 

joined together. For 20 yean, in case after 

caie they IieId that position. ,But in 1970, 
they say, ''No. They are not', mutually 

CI<clusive." On the other hand, the c:onect-

ness, the t t t ~ va1idi tY of a particular 
Act passed by the ~ wiU' bO" decided 
not on the basis of the object of that Ia';', 
whether the object is enshrined in an article 

,Ji the Constitution, but it shall be judged 

On the basis of how far it iofringes the funda-

mental right of the individual under Artiele 

'19 of the 'Constitution.' The side effect of 

that Act ~  far more i,mportant than 
'the soc:iaJ good of the country.' This was 
the position taken by these ten Judges sud-

denly. For twenty years they held diIlb-endy ; 

suddenly under the Bodhisattva tree today 

they say, . uWe are DOW ~  reVelatiOn 

ha. come; this is ~ revelation which the 
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entire country must accept." I refuse to 
accept that revelation; I refuse to have any 
consideration or regard for such people who 
change like this. 

Wby such things took place? There is 
a reason for this. In the Golak Nath cue the 
Judges said-I want to point out the contempt 
that they have for this House and the people 
of this country-

"But, haviDg regard to the past history 
of our country, it could not implicitly 
believe the representatives of tbe people,"-

Mind you, they say that the Constitution 
maken and tbe Constitution, baviDg regard 
to the past of tbe country, could not bave 
implicit faith in the representatives of the 
people of this country ; remember that-

''for uncontrolled aDd unrestricted 
power might lead to an authoritarian State. 
It, therefore, preserves tbe natural rigbt •. " 
including the rightofproperty. 

They could not trust the people of this 
country. They could not trust the elected 
representatives of the people of this country. 
These people do not trust, the majority of 
the Judges who gave tllat GoIak Nath cue 
judgement do not trust the people of this 
country. They do not trust the representa-
tives of the, people of this country. That is 
the reality. 

Wby ? Mter these 20 yean new currents 
have begun to stir the poHtical and economic 
life of this country. You know the result of 
the last general elections. The last general 
elections resulted in what? They knew that 
new forces were emerging in this country 
which were going to question the right to 
hold property altogether. They wanted to 
buttress against that. It is not without oigni-
ficance that this judgment came just immedia-
tely after the results of the last general 
elections in 1967 were announced. These 
people were afraid of the rising forces. They 
cannot trust the representatives of the people 
who may take away the right of property. 
Therefore they "y, ''No; the Constitution,,, 

we interpret it, means that as far as the 
Fundamental Rigbts, Chapter llI, is c0ncern-

ed, that Chapter is unamendable; it is 
unalterable j it is Cor ever; it is tI1IIIdi; it is 
"""""""; it will never end; it is for 
ever." This is the kind of mentality with 
which they bad gone about. 

Similarly, we also know how the later 
Judges also behaved. We also know that all 
the norms have been upset, not only with 
regard to mutual excIuoivcness of Article 19 
and various other articles hut even on the 
question of compensation and even with 
regard to the Fourth Amendment of the 
Constitution how they bad completely 
changed. The pooition that they beld in the 
judgement which this Court itself bad delivered 
just a few months back in what is known as 
the Sbantilal Mangaldas case Wlljl completely 
reversed. Every pooition was totally rever-
oed. 

Wby ? I wish to point out that after all 
the Supreme Court is not something which 
is above politics; it is not IIODletbing which 
is above ideology; it i. not something which 
sitting somewhere in an ivory tower. After 
all, it is a part and parcel of the upbringing 
which they have had all these yean. Their 
upbringing comes out; it is bristling-in that 
judgment; it drips &om every pore of that 
judgmenL I will tell you just one gem of iL 

After all we are deaHng in the case with a 
situation after the Fourth Amendment to the 
Constitution was puoed. Therefore, there II 
no need whatsoever to refer to the position 
before that. Nonetheless, while explaining the 
position of compensation our learned Judges 
observed : 

"In its dictionary meaning 'compen-
sation' means anything given to make 
things equal in value: anything given as an 
equivalent, to make amends for less or 
damage. In all States where the rule of 
law prevails, the right to compensation is 
guaranteed by the Constitution or regarded 
as inextricably involved in the right to 
property." 
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Therefore, they bave come to the condUlion 
that if our COUDtry is to be a COUDtry with 

rule of law, then the right to compeuaation 

DWIt he ino:tricably involved in the right to 

property. All these conceptions they bave. 

Therefore, they quote wbat is the position in 

the USA. How are we concerned with that ? 

We are concerned DOt with the position in 

USA. We are concerned not with the 

pooition with "'lIard to japanese Constitution. 

We are not concemed with the Canadian 

Constitution. We are not concerned even with 

the laws of England. We are concemed with 

the Constitution and with the Amendment tbat 

has been pused by the Parliament in its Fourth 

.Amendment in 1955. Instead of dealing 

with that specific subject, these people go on 

quoting BIacbtone in his "CommenIarica on 

the Laws of England" : 

"So great moreover is the rqard of 

the law for private property, that it will 

not authorise the least violation of it ; no, 
even for the general good of the whole 

community." 

This is the understanding with which these 

judges fuaction. 

SHRI V ASUDEV AN NAIR (Peermade) 

They might bave learnt it hy heart. 

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI : It is not 

lIOIIlething which they bave learnt alone. It 

is something which is in their blood. That 

is reality. This is something which is in 

tbier blood and these are the people who 

_nt to arrogate to themseJvn the right to 

dictate the Constitution of this country. I 

say this in all seriousness. They say that 

eVen the representatives of the people elected 

by adult suffrage cannot amend the Constitu-_ 

tion, they cannot touch this fundamental 

right to property. This is wbat is said in 

Golak Nath majority judgement. They say, 

'We cannot trust you, elected representatives 

of the people.' This is the positioa. There-

fore, I would like to say whether this country 

can at aU trust these Supreme Court judges 

and entrUSt its fate and deVe10pment of the 

country to them. 

SHRI R. BARUA (Jorbat) : On a point 

of order, Sir. Are we discussing the powen 

of the Supreme Court? are we diocUJSiDg the 

amendm .... t to the CODstitution. It will be 

very wroug to discuII the charKter and the 

judgment of the Supreme Court. Some may 

feel that the property right should not be 

there. IT his argument is to be accepted 

that they wrongly interpreted the Constitu-

tion, then there is no substance in the 

amendm .... t he has proposed. The whole amend-

ment seems to be that the judges did not 

properly apply their minds and therefore, they 

came to a wrong judgement. IT it is a case of 

wrong judgment, where i. the necessity of 

this amendment? Therefore, I submit that 

it i. not the Supreme Court judges and their 

powen we are discwsing. We are dilCUSling 

whether the amendment should he there or 

not. 

MR. CHAIRMAN : I was allo fee1ing 
like that. That is why I asked you whether 

we are dealing with your resolution. You 

have spoken much more against the working 

of the Supreme Court than the points refer-

red to in your amending BilL 

SHRI D. N. TIWARY (Gopalganj: Sir, 

necessarily the judgement of the Supreme 

Court will come here. Memben have eVery 

right to criticise the judgment. 

11ft ~ snrR ~~  

~~  iro ~ ~ ~ I 

1!1if;ftlf ~ ~  <iti it; ~  1IiT, 
~ ~~  ~ ~ 

~ ~ Iflfr ~  ~  ~ arqRfll1T 

1lIl{ ..... ~ '1>1 imr 'fiVIT ~ ~  

~ ~ ~ :orr 

MR. CHAIRMAN :  I win request you 

to confiDe younelf to your resolution. 

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI: My resolu-

tion is, this thing should he taken out of 

the Constitution of India. By including it 

in the justiciable cbapter of the Fundamental 

rights, this is subject to the decision by thc 
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Supreme Court. I want to point out the 

cbanginll deciaiona** of the Supreme Court. 

We cannot leave this question to the chaDg-

ing decmoDl** of the Supreme Court. 

That i. my argument. Therefore I have to 

point out that this Supreme Court bas been 

behaving in various ways. 

We cannot leave the future' of this country 

to the cbangiDg decmODl** of the Supreme 

Court from time to time. That is my argu-

ment. Sir. ~  I have got every 

right; I will repeat it from every public 

platform. 

MIl. CHAIRMAN: That will not go on 

record. So far as theoe words against the 

Supreme Court are concerned. they should 

not go on record. Supreme Court is the 

highest judiciary in the country. 

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI: Therefore. 

Sir ..... 

MIl. CHAIRMAN: ThOle words need not 

go on record. Supreme Court is the highest 

judicial authority. 

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI : They are 

perfectly parliamentary terms. They are not 

derogatory terms. Sir. After all. for some 

people it might he hurtful. What am I to do? 

I am finding myself in a position where I do 

not know where I am. I do not know where 

the Parliament stands. 

Therefore. I want to point out that after 

all these decmoDl by the Supreme Court with 

regard to Furuiamental Rights. it bas become 

impoooible for this country to take a single 

step forward in the direction of all these 

principleo which have been enshrined in the 

Directive Principleo of the Constitution. 

Why? Sir; it has been stated that compen.-

sation should not only he the market value 

but should alao take into account the poteDo 

tial value of the particular property. That 

is one of the things; there _y he so many 

• things. When that is the case. I want 

to ask. whether at all it is poooible. I will 

*&punged by order of the Chair. 

take a very oimple thing. Tab: the 'city of 

Old Delhi. In 20 years time from now on, 

what will he the tndIic problem in Old Delhi ? 

What will he the size of b..-? Their wheel 

bases are increasing day after day; the husM 

and trucb are increasing in large numhcn. 
Will we he able to cIemolish houses on both 

aideo and widen the streets? What will he 

the amount of compensation to he paid to 

these things ? What win be the market value 

at that time? What will he the potential value 

at that time? If these schemes are to he 

'accepted. Sir. no social progreII whatsoever 

can ever take place in this country. 10 long 

as this Furuiamental Right is there in the 

Coastitution. It is not a fundamental right, 

hceause it is not a natural right. By natural 

right. when a man i. born he gets the capa-

city to work. he gets the capacity to speak 

he gets the capacity to associate himse1f with 

people-these are natural rights. But, on the 

other hand. the right to property is certainly 

not a natural right. The right to property 

comeo to the penon who is born with a silver 

spoon in his mouth. It is not the natural 

right of all the individuals that are born in 

this country. Therefore. Sir. to eall this a 

natural right, to eall this a primordial right. 

is a misnomer. It is a travesty of truth in 

this country. the largest majority of the people 

of this country are born without property. 

Therefore they cannot enjoy any of the 

freedoms that are mentioned in the Funda-

mental Rights Chapter of the Constitution. 

Therefore I want that the Government. if it 

is true to its profeosiODl. if it wants to carry 
this country forward-I am not bothered 

ahout socialism. if it wants to move the 

country forward to a more just and democra-

tic society. if it is true to that profeosion. 

want the Government to come' forward with 

measures to abolish and take away Article 

_ 19 (f) and (g) and Article S I from the Funda_ 

mental Rights ampter of the Constitution. 

Thank you. 

SHRl KANWAR LA!. GUPTA: Prime 

Minister bas defended private property 

today. 
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Mr. CHAIRMAN: R.eooluDon moved : 

"The House i. of opinion that the 

. right to private property in the means of 

production is inconsistent with the evolu-

tion of a real democratic society and having 

regard to the (act that the "";stencc of the 

Right to Property among the justiciahlc 

Fundamental Rights in our Constitution 

has hccome a serious obstacle to the coun-

try'. social, economic and political advance, 

recommends that the Government should 

take steps to amend the Constitution 

accordingly." 

Are you moving your amendment, Shri 

Shiv 0Iandra Jha ? 

SHRI SHIV CHANDRA JHA (Madhu-
hani): Yes, Sir. I beg to move:-

"That in the resolution :-

after "production" 

inurl "distribution and exchange" 

Mr. CHAIRMAN: Are you moving your 

amendment, Shri n-ao S. Patil ? 

SHRI DEORAO PATIL (yeo&mal): Yes, 

Sir. I beg to move :-

''That in the resolution :-

tIIitl at the end :-

"during the current seaion". 
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''No penon hoIdiog or poIICIIing pr0-
perty below the ceiIiug prelCribed by law 

in this bebalf. • ..... .. 

~ ~ : 1J"f;r;fi1f ~ iIftAT 

~ ~ U~  ~~ 

~~~~  

~ : 
''No penon holding or ~ pr0-

perty below the celliog prescribed by law 

in this behalf and which shall not exceed ..... 

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: He <:aD conti-

nue the next day. 

18.30 Ian. 
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