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including the Cabinet. So at least to save
your face conduct an inquiry.

§ am not going to withdraw my Reso-
Jution. I press it.

SHRIF. A. AHMED : Thé¢ hon.
Member has drawn attention to the licen-
ces. We have referred all these cases to
the Dutt Committee and when the report
is before us it will be possible for us to
know the exact position and decide what
actfon is to be taken.

o oftr Ry @ FA N FaOR
&% % 97 R ?

SBRI F. A. AHMED :
capect it.

By June we

SHRI S. K.UNDU 1 After that report
is recetve . will you atujodd an enquiry
commission ?

MR. SPEAKER : He has answered
thet point : he bas said ‘No’.  Therefore,
it does not arise now.

I shall now put the amendment of Mr.
S. M. Banerjee to the vote of the House.

The question is :

That io the resolution,—
add at the end—

“and the Commission should be
instructed to submit its report within
shsere months™.

The motion was negatived.

MR. SPEAKER : The question is :

“Having regard to the seriousness of
the charges that have been leveHed
against the Birla Group of concerns
by very responsible persons including
Members of Parliament, this House is
of opindon that a High Power €Commi-
ssion should be appointed by the Go-
verament to ge inte those charges and
recommend appropriate action.”

The resolution was negatived

16.27 hrs.
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oy & el § fasll Alw & a9y

ST @A ATEAT § 98 ¥ NI -
‘g gaT Y T ¢ 5wy far-
&t ¥ yEqE wEHl i

wsrm e, # W SEE W
W Tgw ¥ AT g & arW A
| o Fegin w1 A g, AMAT
el F1 A § W uaitE qdn
sonaifes gell waaw g | T -
o ¥ ¥ 93w § s@ SwE 4% 989w
FFY Iifgq | & 50 F 19 gATT AR
o TR Sifgs fRar T o qiel-
T & 1 SAaeF A g T F q
afewe ¥ fagia & 93 § 1 @ awE
afeFr Ay go N g o fafre
T ¥ TTAgrTSTE! Y, dfqa ¥ we-
iy, eyt mfasrr ¥ @Y AREER A
gvv & 3 glaard sk froll Aw e
g + afer 7 T e F =y T
21 6 fadeamie B @ ¥ f s
# @ afmndt a9 W 9T W g\ aEA
H o wwe W sfg W\ oR,
S a A g | fa=rer =nfgg
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[=7 =fa @]

qon wgroenel & aX# ¥ wmw Y
FAT =1gar g 6 o fafew @R @R
2w ¥ oY 9 IuF g 99 LIF GTH-
Tt o, I QA F AR ¥ qA-AZASN
s oF@ ¥ fafw grEmETTmE ¥
faems o wgewT T &A@ F @<
3T UF IFT FIAT 97 WK SH T W
¥ g N Ffry w@T @ A W9 @G
Iy & i wfwwig o sy fafe
THER & J9 W ¥ Wik A
F I WgT TUNR FA ¥
99 waerRk w1 feear wax &
TATHAT I AT FAT & w1 | F @A
@ agm fr & forw wow, ¥ & W
g vt Waga fawd 9 & efeT &
OF § T F7 qg < o wAT A
g ok ag Usm g—3wwE 1 qg AR
ahEg W ay g e oSw Tew §
el A gt 9 o & e frw )
¥ s fear ) Surerw Wy, &
IFTE FT AT HY qETE AT ATV §
ag N AT A g7 W ¥ AgE F
@i & o & fawre fasig faam ar
# oF & frear oo G FgAT AT@Ar
g—om 9y g 5 1038 ¥ agi
T SAAT AT 9 4T 47 i sqnaw
®q § FOT1 AR T HTAAT AT qrAIIE]
£ HiEl & G AR /Y 1, e
FIQ AT #) AIEIE W AVl oWy agt ¥
ATTHL WA TH & I AT 2, wgh
feorg @3 & AW ¥ oW fafax awmar
T T arg § i oY ¥ S T Wt
agi T | I Wt & o wfeat &
frg o § O & O8I ¥ AT W
qta ¥ gE F yOU wEH & AR
sl & arg aaee fear @g qw0
g fagros ar i

@ a%g A i wemeerX gU WK fafew
YT 5T @19 fag qIg § TG
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3 fm—fegam & somaer Y wfqssr
F qE, U # gfaser & q|, 1060
¥ way wfawm g #38 § W gl
R wgE dsT A ooy faAw
gfad WX it & (ol A1w) #Y
gfagy & € —ag g TOEer A AEAT
¥ fxg ot

@R qoa ATE g2 oY gk ¥
& mgW A ¥, R fegww &
560-600 fearaal & faarez Uw WO
T K A W, 99 997 9 T
wat qtfs o wor wgraems X
fafew g #71 q19 fear @1 T @R
& IR S= Y a=< fpar arar, ST
@ fea aan, 99 qawge AT
T, ThE &SN F@ & fag o
froft w1y fear mar, uw fafoss a9
feem ¥ w1 w1 femr wwr—ay fe
syeer & fagle & faoge  fawms
i |

TR UF a% faar orar § fs ww
| A 9% 919 I fHAr 91 1w
™ folt Nw T=< I a1 3g aTHar-
faemer SFm & Tt o @ @R
9 F AISU ¥ F W F 3gRT w0
T g

“The so-called lapse of paramountcy

was a part of the Plan announced on

June 3, 1947, which was accepted by

the Congress. We agreed to this arr-

angement in the same manner as we

agreed to the partition of India. We

accepted it because we had no option
to act otherwise.”

o MR o G 9, few awd
W W FETU g, ag TG AT W
NN N—FF € AT W) w
goft # §@R WA W Fgn u fF
gt A R o fawer A ff, @
faq g7 g ¥ wom 9w 1 @@ g
¥ R @ WA g
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$g A wEw € e s e
f, e N | g7 g § o FoF
I BT AEAT § 1 9w owTAN o«
fromm @me & ow A woy g W
ST vy @ @€ Afew ¥ o argw
® F & foar s Fg—

“The sovereignty of the British
Crown is supreme in India, and there-
fore, no ruler of an Indian State can
justifiably claim to negotiate with the
British Government on an equal foot-

ing. Tts supremacy is not based only
upon treaties and engagements.”

& O qaT T § P g9 g AR aw
9 HIOH HR T qr & gefad o
WA vz T fr s A ¥ o g
Y &, za% ®% gy A8, WA
e F e ¢ 1WH gERAAT O
g T ¥ ar frgam & o arfaer
&, oY worr 8, Amifes § a7 fegem
¥ oo § 9 sw  fawd
g fegema o adwty T ) aE-
W &1 ot aqma 21

@ feafew § gg v 78 a9 =@
Efs ow awrgn W R, ao O
T g7 few § &g ol #vgw
atg & frlt Ay 9% qE@u wo gw o
W woaw AEET, AR AT gRN
g ATHR & T T APIAETHT FY TR
grEst O faadl gfaerd ag @R
feg g1 owar--

Free medical attendance and treat-
ment to Rulers and their familites in
Government Hospitals.

W gEa d—
Provision of armed palace guards at
the official residences of rulers.
Provision of escorts for Rulers
their families while travelling, on
ment of apropriate charges.

Rights of the Rulers and their
sorts to fly their own flages on
resjdences, cars and aeroplanes.

and
pay-

con-
their
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Rulers and the members of their
families are given certain exemption
under the Indian Arms Act, 1959 and
the rules thereunder.

Privy purse of the Rulers is exempt
from both incometax and super tax
and also from the computation of total
income and world income.

Annual rental value of the official
residences of a Ruler is exempt from
income tax.

Rulers are permitted, under the
Motor Vehicles Act, to have their cars
registered and to take out driving
licences without any payment.

Exemption of Rulers from local tax-
ation has been left to the State Govern-
meants for decision, the general inten-
tion being that the position obtaining
prior to [5th August, 1947 shonld be
continued. The States were advised
that in the event of house-tax being
levied or in or extended to the areas
formerly constituting the States, the
main residential palaces of the Rulers
should be exempt from the tax.

g8 @9 3ga @ ghaAw W oW &
ot 1 99T a1 Y AW W) @
T X AT § I GIY SATIT FIHATH
g fafga N AT F gaa & -7
F & od § ) 9ud g TG
The provisions of section 85 and of
sub-sections (1) and (3) of section 86
shall apply in relation to the Rulers of
any former Indian State as they apply

in relation to the Ruler of a foreign
State.

wa fed, werm udew, fir oA
' ¥ W X § @ oY giEed
frerel oY fafas TR A1 & w@aw &
oy Y oy e fas
e g% w1z frfme SO A1
¥ i g gfewid faelt §
‘former Indian State’ means any such
Indian State as the Central Govern-
ment may, by notification in the Official

Gazette, specify for the purposes of
this section.
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[57 f ]
‘Ruler’ in relation to a former ffFgrT R wwY Wt ga=r af gfawd

Indian State means the person who for
the time being is recognised by the
President as the Ruler of that State for
the purposes of the Constitution.

@ fafarsr @der A1z ok fafaw
AT 1€ 7 &A1 F IT F 37 AE@
fama & ¢ Wiy faafeq & &
gl fama #& oF T A9 @E—T
Trgar § & aitw #1E 3 waw fa=reafy
= PR TSHL gTgd ¥ ar 3§ fawfed
¥ oy fafawr s f18 AT fwfaaa
TR F18 § fadw gfawd T W @
st W@ A, 9Ed S fuwEm 5@ g
%93 swde ¥ ag faw 7 ¢

We would like to invite the Central
Government to  consider seriously
whether it is necessary to allow S. 87B
(Civil Procedure Code) to operate pro-
spectively for all time. The agree-
ments made with the Rulers of Indian
States may, no doubt, have to be acce-
pted and the assurances given to them
may have to be observed. But con-
sidered broadly in the light of the basic
principle of the equality before law, it
seems somewhat odd that S. 87B should
continue to operate for all time. For
past dealings and transactions, protec-
tion may justifiably be given to Rulers
of former Indian States; but the Central
Government may examine the question
as to whether for transactions subsequ-
ent to the 26th January, 1950, this pro-
tection need or should be continued.
If under the Constitution all citizens
are equal, it my be desirable to confine
the operation of S. 87B to past tran-
sactions and not to perpetuate the
anomaly of the distinction between the
rest of the citizens and Rulers of for-
mer Inodian States. With the passage of
time, the validity of the historical con-
siderations on which S. 87B 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.

g N Y A afeed w1
o faafear ¥ awed i o

faeet § oY qg% ¥ et = W0
W& g A fagwm &
Fagg Ry 5 fem % @
200 FAT ¥ 500 FAT To ¥
% m@e & ¥ afEw 1950 ¥ W
% 3 O, AATHT 7 W@ F 29
¥ ¥ 105 FAT o fear a1 § N WA
i gw g, @A TQT @ A wwrd
¥ 9T TGGT A qeE W qgraenwt
N fear T ¢ fager 19 @9 ¥ @R
I T EFS § 5 @ aETH R
%97 § i gu 3w ¥ gwrorETe WX g9
a7 eqife & 9Ey § 9y framm g
T § | &« fawfay F g @t ¥ a%
® wveT & €@ avE ¥ FET WA §,
g a% g8 & o o guY araR F W
FEFE FT W@ § SN 1T 7§ a9,
T EsT A AUFEU AT & 5 Gfaww
F Traifeea fafroeg Fawq ok W A
qeq  srafas faem, IF R FH AR
TR FT AFF 3 KT G A qrgar fFar
a1 afew fagyr 20, 22 @1 § GIFT
q gflae ok amwETE # AT oA
wogd frar s &R # g gfear T
Ao 5 eraifeea fufasse & wga
FIETC F) TN TRY | FAT IF I97 W
qET I FT TR &7 fqeq 78 § b
o gad o< §7 T-Fr rer-wgremsi
1, foegiy gt & Tha I 1o
99 FT ITUERE FAE § I E GO
105 FQT To T WY & | 98 w1 FOwT
g ?az da1 v & fggem #
QT ¥ A19 T A<g § ATARETE
#7 aeq Wige | wafag & sy erear
g fE St sommaew @R 3@ § v faar
T A8 I A ¥ FANX AT R,
Auga A ar) w9 Fg o
g AAX AHY MY arEawy g0 K
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W9 SRR I Irgw § v 1956
A FATT F1 TEATHF A A v
A wAS g W FT a1 v AR
T ¥9 sidw frar a1 wefan oY
TLIFW FT faar ag oo § AR @
W OWAY R IeE FRE AN T IR F
a9 ¥ | g g@ & fr wraera aeaT-
g St w FET Y AR Ig IFAN §
TATHY, FEITET Y R gH 9
#§ oot = i & g A FEAT R
5 e srqam adi &, g @ ¥
FUGT & \THA TEAT AILC WX AT Y
H T FT GFD 2 |
gfrar & Y gad € 197 F qfew
& =t gt %1 0F vaww & aww A
g FGAMAT 15T § ¢
. “No compact can endure when ow-
ing to the evolution of ideas it has
ceased to square with general concep-
tions of right and wrong. And cer-
tainly things no longer stand in India
as they stood when most of the treaties
were made.,”
A gw AW gmEdr g fefr F ey
qurt @fear § wigae § O o7ar F
@ F W FY, g IGN qQAT W
g sei RS am A g AUy
goes MA@ FPu e
1 9wy ARG g9 ¥ ATIST
fear & &5 qgem wew SEFA.LfF Y
fatrw gfaard § s @ w0 | A
I feafey ¥ ggad g 138 A
X F q15, 99 3T F qUF QAT IWR
Lacif i icand RGN R ]
e frfadrer w1 wen &390 | AfFT g9

T gwT WY aF )

T S Froht Wi & X § woRw
ET w1 wgwm a1 fv g W A
wmifgear-fgear @en wEw, ¥
wit a6 g adf gar | waw § w0l

any
T
frad
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g, TEWT HTIW gH AN o whe ¥
TR FE qA-AGTS § W FHw F
geer €, Aar el afqdT @R
T SR areT a9 § fF @ @
ddq, g UG oA 7T dNq WL
ST, AT &1 FUY gE qH § IR A
@ W W@ AT IR W aw wd
FIq FoTAT A wA v waw ¥
I qEY W q7E g @ AT IAW AR«
a1 5 g @ ar ¥ faar 3T afew
75 faa adf gar 1 & qg welt § o
1EaT &, usay "Eiey, 5 5@ wwa .,
@it 1 7 oy & s & s Afaar
g o fagig § ot Aqg A a1
37 & Aq ¥ gfawr o @A wfgw
W g B EFR FW & fag o)
o o wfgdam e aar g | @A
Tt St o# wefale 2 sEgaT A g,
IEY 7N ST WA v ar fgrgEa A
oF atg & fear a7 @+ §, o% ave
FT AIAEAW 9 FHAT § W HAW
T AR Arfe qrE 5 g aeee
=G FIH AGATAT 2 )

TN T TR T AW ¥ wEEd
¥ g9 & fF 1@ seara w1 qudT
F ot ga® agaa § aife &30

MR. SPEAKER ; Resolation movedj:
“This House is of opinion that the
continuation of tax free payment of
privy purses to the former rulers of
Indian States and of special privileges
is against the democratic and egalitarian
* principles enshrined in the Constitution,
and therefore recommends to the Go-
vernment to take all necessary steps
both executive and legislative to com-
plete the abolition of these payments,
subject to an outright rehabilitation
lump-sum paymeat of seven times the
annual privy purse amount or a sum
of one milllon rupees, whichever is
smaller by the 2ad October, 1969.”
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SHRI SRADHAKAR SUPAKAR (Sam-
bhalpur) : 1 beg to move :
That in the resolution, —

omir “‘enshrined in the Constitution,
and therefore recommends to the Go-
vernment to take all necessary steps,
both executive and legislative, to com-
plete the abolition of these payments,
subject to an outright rehabilitation
lump-sum payment of seven times the
annual privy purse amount or a sum of
one million rupees, whichever is smaller,

. by the 2nd October, 1969”. (1)
SHRI RANJIT SINGH (Khgiilabad)
1 beg to move :
That in the resolution, —
after “that the” jnsesr “‘question of.” (2)
That in the resolution, —

Jfor “is against the democratic and
egalitarian principles enshrined in the
Constitution”
substitute —

“‘guaranteed to them by compact
and under the Constitution be properly
examined.” (3)

SHRI
(Hapur) :

PRAKASH VIR SHASTRI
1 beg to move :

That in the resolution,—

for “‘is against the democratic and
egalitarian principles enshrined in the
Constitution™
substisute

“guaranteed to them by compact
and under the Constitution be properly
examined taking into account the
statements made in the matter by the
Goveroment of Indla from time to
time.”” (4)

SHRI
move :

That in the resolution, —

for “to take all necessary steps,
both executive and legislative, to com-
plete the abolition of these payments,
subject to an outright rehabilitation
lump-sum payment of seven times the
annual privy purse amount or a sum

RANJIT SINGH: I beg to
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in the matter in a manner that does
not endanger the integrity of India or
her territorial status which derives from
and is based upon the compacts with
the said Rulers.” (7)

SHRI PARTAP SINGH (Simla) : I
beg tp move :

That in the resolution,—

for ‘‘to take all necessary steps, both
executive and legislative, to complete
the abolition of these payments, subject
to an outright rehabilitation lump-
sum payment of seven times the annual
privy purse amount or a sum of one
million rupees, whichever is smaller,
by the 2nd October, 1969.”

substitute —

“thereafter to proceed expeditiously
in the manner that does not do injury
to the credit and honour of India.” (8)

SHRI SHEO NARAIN (Basti) : I beg
to move : '
That in the resolution,—
for ‘“‘to take all necessary steps,

both executive and legislative, to com-
plete the abolition of these payments,
subject to an outright rehabilitation
lump-sum payment of seven times the
annual privy purse amount or a sum
of one million rupees, whichever is
smaller, by the 2nd October, 1969
substitute —

“thereafter to proceed expeditiously
in the matter in a manner that would
have the approval and blessing of the
Father of the Nation.” (9)

SHRI PRAKASH VIR SHASTRI: I
beg to move :

That in the resolution, —

for ‘‘to take all necessary steps, both

tive and legislative, to comp

the abolition of these paymenu, sub-
ject to an outright rehabilitation lump-
sum payment of seven times the annual
privy purse amount ora sum of one
million rupees, whichever is smaller, by
the 2nd October, 1969

betirut,

of one million rupees, which is
smaller, by the 20d October, 1969
substirute—
“shereafter to procoed expeditiously

“thereafter to proceed expeditiously
in the matter in consultation with thq
said Rulers.” {10)
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MR. SPEAKER : This Resolution was
taken up at 4.30 p.m. It has been given
one and a half hours. I know that the
time allotted is very little for an important
Resolution like this. Anyhow, it can have
only one bour today because Dr. Ramen
Sen wants his Resolution to be moved and
everything has to be over by 5.30 p.m. So,
this discussion will over-flow to the next
day. We will continue this discussion up
to 5.30 p.m.

SHRI R. D. BHANDARE (Bombay
Central) : So far as the principle under-
lying this Resolutiou is concerned, I think
the whole House agrees with it. So far
as the Congress Party is concerned, it is
committed to this principle. Two questions
arise here—when that principle should be
Implemented and the method by which that
principle should be jmplemented.

I shall first deal with the second
question, namely. method of implementation
of that principle. First of all, will it be
proper, advisable, constitutional and moral
to abolish the privy purses and privileges
by the fiat of a Resolution ? Here I am
speaking only on the question of method.
To the question whether we will be able
to do it by a Resolution my answer will
be that by a Resolution we would not be
able to amend the Constitution ...

SHRI S. KANDAPPAN (Mettur) : The
Resolution is only to urge the government
to take steps.

SHRI R. D. BHANDARE 1 Am I not
aware of the fact that as far as the principle
{s concerned, there is no dispute so far
as wo are concerned ? The whole trouble
arises regarding the question of procedure.
It cannot be done by a mere Resolution.
That is my view. I say, because of the
constitutional position, by a mere Resolu-
tlon it connat be done.

The reason why I am saying so is that
we have got to go to the past history as
to how the privileges and privy purse were
incorporated in our Constitution. At the
time of Partition, our country had to face
a number of difficult problems. After the
withdrawal to British power, the two
guestions arose. How to retain the integrity
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question. At that time—I need not
mention that—there were a number of
princely States, more than 600. Now, as
soon as there was the withdrawal of British
power, a political vacuum was created
because of the lapse of the Paramourtcy.
Therefore, the question arose what should
be done o order to rope in all the princes
80 that the integrity of the country could
be achieved. It was open—I hope that
proposition will not be disputed—for the
princes either to join the Indian Union or
not to joln the Indian Union. But I am
glad that because of the firm action taken
or rather a fair award given by late Sardar
Patel and also the gesture made by the
princes that the integration was achieved
and a Covenant was entered into. In
legal parlance, I say, it was an act of
succession and, as soon as there was the
withdrawal of British power, the rulers
acceded to the Indian Union and that
act of succession was entered into a
Covenant.

Now, the question arises whether by s
mere Resolution or by a simple method or
by a simple majority we can break the
Covenant or give up the Covenant. The
question arises whether we should attach
any sanctity to the Covenant or we should
not attach any sanctity to the Covenant.
My answer will be that we have to, if the
affairs of the big nations are to be
conducted, respect the Covenant which was
entered into. That was not enough. At
that time, it was felt by the founding
fathers of the Constitution and those who
were party to the act of succession and the
Covenant that the Covenant or an agreoment
should be sanctified by the Constitution
itself.

SHRI DHIRESWAR RALITA
(Gauhati) : May I remind you that
Hyderabad did not accede to India or come
under the Covenant or an agreement ? we
had to conquer it ?

SHRI R.D. BHANDARE : My hon.
friend is raising an extraneous matter.
Here we are not ned with Hyderabad
or Nizam. We are first concerned with
the Act of Accession secomdly with the

of the country was the first g and
how to retain a stable Government, a stable
tele, in this country was she second

¢ and thirdly with the Constitutional
provision which was accepted as a result of
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SHRI DHIRESWAR  KALITA :
What about Nizam ?

MR. SPEAKER : That can be deait
with separately.

SHRI R.D. BHANDARE: 1 am
confining myself to the body of the Reso-
Intion and the principles underlying the
Resolution. I am not dealing with extra-
neous matters.

Therefore, the question arises whether
we should give up, by a simple Resolution,
the conventions and the Constitutional pro-
visions. 1 think, even the rulers, will come
to the same conclusion that in a democratic
set-up there cannot be a separate treatment,
a special treatment. I am sure that they
will not insist upon this because democracy
is not only a form of government but is it
a way of life. Under that way of life, we
have accepted the principles that all
persons, irrespective of their place and
position in the society, must stand on the
same base and between the same parallels.
That is the democracy principle. That is
the principle of equality. All must be
treated alike. The same principle is des-
cribed in some other language. The
principle of equality necessarilly means that
all must be treated alike. I doubt very
much, in their wisdom, the rulers will go to
the extent of denying or destroying that
principle. It is true that patrotism
compelled and impelled the princes to join
the Union and their noble act cannot be
forgotten. In this connection, T would
like to say that I am quite aware of the
fact which was described by the then
President, Dr. Rajendra Prasad. When he
went to Bikaner, he had spoken there. He
sald that the great move for the unification
of India could materialise primarily because
of the goodwill and ready-willingness of
princes like Mabaraja Sadhu Singhii, to
participate in Constitution-making and to
send their representatives to the Constituent
Assembly of India. It was a difficult task
at that time, it was too difficult to be
described in words, because but for this
kind of wilful cooperation, India might
have remained split into several bits. It
redounds to the credit of late ‘Maharaja of
Bikaner that, by his bold decision, he gave
a correct and timely lead to our princes,
and this eventually Ited in-the
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States. This noble act, this noble action,
on the part of the ruler of the Bikamer
State cannot be forgotten. It has been
written down in gold letters in the history
of the country. The accession has aiso
been written in the Constitution. The
covenant has been incorporated in the
Constitution.

Fherefore, my suggestion .is that the
hon. “Member mover of the Resolution
should withdraw his Resolution because we
accept the principle underlying it .and we
can at the proper time bring an amendment
to the Constitution whereby this can be
done.

SHRI M. R. MASANI (Rajkot) : The
mover of the Resolution brought in some
extraneous matter concerning what happened
in certain States in Orissa prior to Indepen-
dence and merger. 1 would not like to
waste any time on that irrelevance except
to say that this sob staff sounded ironic in
the light of the fact tbat Shri R. N. Siogh
Deo, a member of princely order, is the
highly resp d and popularly elected
Chief Minister of that State and that
my young friend Shri P. K. Deo Raja -of
Dhenkanal has been elected to the Lok
Sabha by the vote of his people.

17 brs

Now, I would like to confine myself to
the first two lines of the Resolution to
which Mr. Bhandare referred, because if
the premises canpot -be sustained, the rest
of the Resolution is utterly ussless and
irrelevant.

1 happened to be a Member of the
Costitoent-Assembly which framed -the
Constitution with if democratic and equali-
tarian principles, but which also provided
for the Privy Purses and the Privileges of
the Princes. Let us first deal with first-
principle of equalitarianism. Thisis an
ambiguous word.

It is true that the Constitution In its
Preamble has prescribed for equality .of
status and of opportunity but that is net’
absolute equality. There is no principle
of -econmic equality prescribed in the
Constitution and even in respect of the
principle of equality of status, there are

of not only Bikaner but all the prineely

many epti embodied, like the :reser-
vation of seats for the -Scheduled .Castes-
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and Scheduled Tribes, which is a violation
of the equality of status. There are vari-
ous provisions for the production of mino-
rities which are quite right, and there are
special provisions regarding the Indian
Civil Service and even Government emplo-
yees of all ranks, and so on. What is im-
portant is Social Justice. That is impor-
tant and not equality and the two are
very different. Even Stalin, the Soviet
Dictator, said many years ago :

“Bquality has nothing to do with
socialism. It is a petty bourgeois,
deviation worthy of a primitive socie-
ty.”

Therefore, equality is not a principle
that comes in the way.

As Mr. Bhandare has said, these were
not concessions unilaterally granted ; these
were bilateral treaties entered into between
contracting parties. The Princes gave away a
great deal. They gave away their sovereignty.
They gave away their territory. They gave
their States. They gave away all their privi-
leges. would like to quote from a book
written Iby Shri V. P. Menon, who, along
with Sardar Vallabhai Pate), did much for
the unification of India. He said :

“There has been a tendency recently
to regard the price paid for integration
in the shape of privy purses as too
bigh. We cannot strike a balance
sheet without juxtaposing the assets
against the liabilities. For this purpose
we may ignore the consummation of
the great ideal of a united and integra+
ted India which has affected the desti-
nies of millions of peeple ; the federal
sources of income including the rail-
way system of about 12000 miles which
the States surrendered to the Centre
without any compensation; and the
abolition of interrnal customs as a
result of integration, which has grea-
tly benefited trade and commerce in
the country. But we should certainly
take into account the assets we have
received from the States in the shape
of immense cash balancey and invest-
ments amounting to Rs. 77 crores as
well as bujldings and palaces. If these
are weighed against the total amount
of the privy purse, the latter would
seem. insignificant.”

All-that has happened is this.. This
lpmhn becn . made betweon-two con-

VAISAKHA 19; 1891 (S4K4)

Privy Purges (Res.) 294
tracting parties. One of them gave up much
more than the other, but was to have
partial compensation. Now, I may
say that compensation is highly consistent
with democracy ; it is only expropriation
that is undemocratic. Itis only fascist
and communist dictatorships which expro-
priate. Democratic socialist countries

_are always prepared to give compensation.

And for the Mover of the Resolution to
say that compensation §s undemocratic is
utterly baseless.

The Princes brought into India, {Into
the Indian Union, not less than 489, of
the area of the Dominion of India and
289%, of the population of the Dominion,
and in return they got this paltry privy
purse and these small privileges. This was
just and r ble comp ion which is
in our Constitution and is therefore highly
democratic. Not to glve this compensa-
tion or to depart from it will be violation
of democracy.

How can people swear by the Constitu-
tion—one part of it—and go against another?
Does it mean that Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru
was an enemy of socialism, of equality and
democracy ? Does it mean that Sardar
Patel was not a believer in democracy ?
What had he to say ? When he presented
this provision to the Constituent Assembly,
to us there, Sardar Patel said :

“In commending the various provi-
sions concerning the States to the
House, I would ask the honourable
Members to view them as a coordinated
overall settlement of a gigantic prob-
lem. A particular provision isolated
from its context may give a wholly erro-
neous impression. The from in which
the Rulers find recognition in the new
Constitution of India fn no way im-
pairs the democratic set-up of the State.
The Rulers have made an honourable
exit.”

Sir, I recall that a little before his
death, I was visiting Sardar Patel and just
then the Praja Mandal Ministry in. Gwalior

1 would request the Home Minister,
Shri Cbavan, to listemand not to show
utter contempt for this debate......

THE MINISTER OF HOME AFP-
AIRS (SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN): I was
talking-to a prince.
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SHRI M. R. MASANI: Let him not
waste time on Princes. Commoners are
much more worthwhile listening to.

Sir, I was talking about a conversation
which I bad with Sardar Patel after the
integration of India. At that time, the
Praja Mandal Ministry was there in Gwali-
or and they had fired on students in Gwali-
or. There was then an uproar in Gwalior
and a demand for an inquiry. Just then I
happened to be calling on the Sardar in
Bombay. He was very bitter. I do
think he repented of what he had done
but was sore about what had happened.
I remember his words. He said : ‘‘Masani,
we used to say formerly that these Rulers
were being propped up by the bayonets of
the British Army. But who do you think
is propping up this Praja Mandal Ministry
in Gwalior ? It is my bayonets. If they
are withdrawn, the people will drive away
these people and put the Princes back on
their thrones™.

Even the Congress Working Committes
Resolution of June 1967 held a very differ-
ent view from what Shri Rabi Ray is now
asking the Govenment to acccpt. The
Working Committee introduced in {its ten-
point resolution the following draft :

“The privileges other than the privy
purses enjoyed by ex-rulers are incon-
gruous to the concept and practice of
democracy."

An amendment was moved by a back-
bencher, Shri Moban Dharla, and by a
snap vote in an empty house where there
was not even a quorum, that amendment
was accepted.

I would like to draw the attention of
the House to the fact that, in the considered
opinion of the Congress Working Commi-
ttee in June 1967, the Privy purses were
compatiable with democracy, but the smaller
privileges were incongruous. But by the
vote by a handful of people, what was
democratic became undemocratic In a few
moment. That is the precious principle
that Shri Bhandare wants us to accept.

The real point is this. These are Petty
issues and the interest shown in them s
the result of petty minds. I am glad that
the Congess President has once again
talked some sense on the subject. ] am
sorry to have to quote Shri Nijalingappa
every day. Only yesterday I had to quote
bim on the Plan, This morning I read in the
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newspapers that Shri Nijalingappa yester-
day expressed regret that “‘certain elements
in the Party are harping oo small issues
like privy purses.” I cannot help it if the
Congress President talks sense. It is my
good fortune to be able to quote him.

Sir, the real issue is a moral one. Is
it right to break promises solemnly made ?
Is it right to break Treaties into which a
country enters with it hands completely
free ? These commitments were made by
Sardar Patel and the Government of India
and passed in the Constituent Assembly
completely freely. We entered into them
because we thought that they were fair and
they were just, and as I said just now,
Sardar Patel was grateful to the other party
to the contract. Is it right and proper that
the same Government—there is not even
a change of government—that entered into
these contracts should now consider such
a shameful breach of faith as going back
on them ? This is the real issue before
the House.

The Mover of the resolution has a
funny or good sense of humour. He
suggested that we should choose the birth-
day of Mahatma Gandhi as the day on
which we should be guilty of this breach
of faith. 1f he had known Mahatma Gabn-
dhi a little as some of us did, he would
bave realied that Mahatma Gandhi attached
the greatest value to truth and to the
pledged word. Whenever he gave a little
promise he saw to it that he would carry
it out. I think it is an insult to the
memory of that great ran to suggest that
on his birthday of all days we should go
in for this shameful or shameless breach of
faith.

There is a section in the India Penal
Code to which I would like to draw the
attention of the hon. Home Minister,
nemely section 415. Let him read it care-
fully. It relates to the act of cheating for
which a sentence in jail is prescribed. Any
attempt to do away with the contract
made by his prodecessors will amount to
an act of cheating. If he were a common
citizen, a court would find him guilty
because he would have deceived other
people into abandoning what is theirs, he
bas reduced their bargeinning power and
he has put them at his mercy and then be
goes back on what he had promised. This
would amount to an act of cheating.
Pandit Jawabarlal Nebhru and Surdar Patel

Privy Purses (Res.)
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were honourable men. They had no such
intention thet their successors should go
back on (heir pledged word, But the
moral crime would be just as great as if
the hon. Mipister was himself committing
that act of cheating in the year 1947-48,
because like me, he too was a party to
this deal, as a member of this Party—I
do not remember if he was in the Consti-
tuent Assembly—and as a member of the
Bombay Government, and he was there-
fore as much involved as all the rest of us.
1 would appeal to him to have some regard
for the sense of honour that he owes to
himself and to those for whom he speaks.

Then, consider the effect on the confi-
dence of the people in the morality of this
Government and the validity of our Cons-
titution. If one part of the Constitution
can be violated, what are our Fuadamental
Rights worth 7 And what are the obliga-
tions of Government worth ? Then. con-
sider the effect abroad. The effect on the
credit of the country abroad must also be
considered. If this Government can break
its pledges to the princes of India, why
should the fereign creditors and the people
who give money to this country expect it
to honour the commitments that we
make ?

These are very good reasons, apart
from abstract morality. 1 would appeal to
the hon. Minister to think again. He will
do himself and that great Party to which I
belonged at that time when we made that
pledge to the Peinces a great injustice ; he
will be doing a great injustice to this
country and to his own party and to him-
self if he allows himself to be pushed into
an acceptance of this wrong principle. I
was then a Member of the Party to which
the hon. Minister belongs, and...

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN : But be left
that party.
SHRI M. R. MASANI: ..I would

not like him to let down his Party, to
wbich I then balonged, because I also
share in that responsibility and if he does
that he proposes to do, then I shall also
be made to share his guilt, and I would
not like to share the guilt of a breach of
faith.

Therefore, we oppose both the principle
of this resoulution and its terms.

VAISAKHA 19, 1891 (SAKa)

MR. SPEAKER 1 Now, Shri Himat-
singka. The hon. Member is absent. Shrl
K. N. Tiwary. He is also absent. Then,
Shri Sita Ram Kesri. He is also absent.
They have given their names, but none of
tbem is here. Now, Shri S. Kandappan.

Privy Puries (Res)

SHRI SRADHAKAR SUPAKAR :
You may call other Members from the
Congress Party now.

MR. SPEAKER : It is not my job to
manage his party’s affairs.

st afrgew (FT) - TeaE qg-
3G, AT AR |

MR. SPEAKER :
name is not here.

SHRI SHASHI BHUSHAN :
written to you.

MR. SPEAKER : The party has sub-
mitted a list to me and the hon. Member’s
pame is not there in that. Let there be
no controversy about it now. Let the hon.
Mamber resume bis seat. 1 have read out
the names that were given by the party. I
have got a dozen other names. That does
not mean that I should flout the list given
by the party.

ot gfoge @ e [EEE W
Pmmggmifegnae & W ¥
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MR. SPEAKER : 1 do not know.
His party has submitted the list. I have
got the names of other people also. I have
got a dozen names before me apart from
the names given by the Congress Party.
The Party has given me a list and after thas
list is exhausted. perhaps I could czll any-
body else as I choose.

The party bas given names, but within
five minutes 1 find that the Members have
disappeared ; they give their names but
they disappear. I do not know what is to
happen. .

st e aat (FigR) : &
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The hon. Member’s

I had
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MR. SPEAKER : 1 do not want to
flout any party lists. 1 must hobour
those lists, because otherwise I shall get
into trouble.

SHRI NARENDRA SINGH MAHIDA
(Anand) : 1 may bring to your notice that
on private Member's resolutions, the ques-
tion of party does not come in.

MR. SPEAKER Now, Shri S.
Kandappan has the floor of the House.

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE (Kanpur) : If
they are so indisciplined, why don’t you
derecognise them, Sir ?

SHRIS. KANDAPPAN (Mettur) : 1
support the Resolution moved by Shri
Rabi Ray. T am wondering why Govern-
ment, and some membcrs of their party,
are very much agitated and concerned over
the commitment they had made earlier to
the princes and why they do not seem to
be concerned at all about the word given
by Government on the floor of the House
that they are going to abolish the privy
purses. This pledge was given to us the
p tives of the p Since
then two years have passed and I do not
know whcther they are ever golng to fulfil
it in the near future.

Lacted

SHRI SHASHI BHUSHAN Shri
Himatsingka says he does not know about
his baving to speak and his name baving
been given.

MR. SPEAKER : 1 am not interested
in that. Am I to take the official list
given by their party or not ? Is it a ques-
tion of controversy here ? I am not
interested what passes between the Chief
Whip and their members. The Chief Whip
himself has signed it. His name is there.
Bven- the spelling is the same—Shri P. D.
Himatsingka. So there is no mistake about
it.

" SHR1 HIMATSINGKA (Godda): I was:

not told.

SHRT'S. KANDAPPAN : 1 do not
kpnow why Goxernment are so much-waver-
ing and luke-warm {in their approach to
this question. '
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hﬁ!’. SPEAKER: If he wants to go,
be may quietly leave. I do not mind.
There need be no argement about it. If

quorum is not there, the House will be
adjourned.

0
™

SHRI S. KANDAPPAN : What is
happening to my privileges—I1 do not know
Everybody is taking away my time.

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE : There is

no discipline in that party at all.

SHRI SHEO NARAIN :
disciplined.

He is well

SHRI S. KANDAPPAN : Instead of
trying to pretend that they are going to do
something and really serious to abolish the
privy purses and privileges, I hope they
will at least while replying to this debate
make their position clear to the House and
to the country at large, because I have a
suspicion that they have been pressurised
and they are not in a position to honour
the pledged word given on the floor of the
House to members.

SHRI M. R. MASANI ; They had no
right to make such a commitment.

SHRI S. KANDAPPAN : They should
make their position clear as to why they
are not keeping up to their promise to this
House. After the 1967 elections, discussion
took place here and then the Home Minis-
ter, Shri Chavan, very categorically saild
that he was for abolition of the privy
purses and privileges of the princes. and
that soon he was going to introduce a Bill
to that effect. Two years have: since
elapsed. In between; there has been a lot
wavering statements and hesitant appro-
aches to this problem. But whenever this
qnestion was taken up here, Shri Chavan
was very categorical. He never denfed his
earlier commitment to the House.

In the Hindu of July 4, 1968, I find this
passage !
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“The Government of India has finally
decided to scrop the princely privileges
and privy purses. A scheme prepared
by the Home Ministry in this regard
was broadly endorsed by the Internal
Affairs Committee of the Cabinet which
discussed the issue for about an hour
today. While the privileges of ex-rulers
are to be withdrawn immediately, the
amount of privy purses isto be paid
on a salb system for a specified period
which may be 20 or 25 years so that
its abolition does not cause undue
financial difficulties. The scale of
payments worked out by the Ministry
gives generous treatment to the smaller
princes”.

But till today even this diluted form of
implementation has not taken place. I
say this is diluted because I do not find
any princes in this country, the progenies
of the old princely families, who are just
trylng to eke out a livelihood and have not
enough to make both ends meet.

After all we know them ; they are our
good friends. We know they are quite
well off. They do other businesses and
other work. In fact I am pained when a
speaker argued on the principle of honour-
ing agreements or commitments that they
should go on getting the privy purse. I
feel that it is rather humillating and it is
not good for any man of self-respect to
expect unearned income from the Govern-
ment of a poor country. In fact I feel
that the princes should themselves come
forward to voluntarily relinquish it. Not
even a single person has done so.

SHRI NARENDRA SINGH MAHIDA:
I have surrendered it in 1948.

SHRI S. KANDAPPAN : Others
should have followed suit ; some how it
has not happened.

Some say that it was a free covenant
and a sort of gentleman’s agreement entered
into with ex-rulers and should not be
violated and that it was mot good for a
great country like ours. They seem to by
concerned about the image of India which
will suffer in the international sceme. Mr.
Masani said something about a few States
where people were keen to reinstate them.

SHRI M. R. MASANI : I did not say
80 ; Sardor Patel said 0.
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SHRI S, KANDAPPAN : You quoted
Mr. Patil. I also happened to read some
kind of old writings on this particular
item. But I should like to know in how
many of the 600 States people were so
anxious and are so attached to their
anclent rulers that they would not be
willing to merge with the Indiad nation ?

SHIR M. R. MASANI :
advoacate a plebescite ?

Would you

SHRI S. KANDAPPAN ! If it can be
agreed on all fronts. That would not be
advisable because I feel that the public
mood is rather against the privy purpses
and privileges. In fact as far as I know
most of the States ruled by erstwhile rulers
with the exception of a few States scattered
here and there where the people might
have been attached to the royal houses,
the mood of the people on the whole was
otherwise ; they were on the verge of
revolt and the rulers were saved by the
national leaders by this arrangement. That
is bow I look at it.

There is another important aspect. We
are a democratic country and in a democra-
tic country the entire territory of the
State belongs to the whole people, not to
the royal families alone. Did the rulers
attach any importance to the will of the
people when they entred into this agree-
ment with the Government of India and
Mr. Patel signed that agreement and the
ruler also signed that agreement ? Were
they not treated as chattels and private
property ? Mr. Masani quoted the assets of
the various royal families.

17.25 hes.
[Shri R. D. Bbandare jn the Chair}

Were all their personal assets ? How
did they amass and accumulate so much
wealth ? Is it not obnoxious and repugn-
ant to the democratic ideals to think that
the assets of the royal household belonged
to the ruler alone and not to the people ?
1 am unable to reconcile ‘myself to this
feeling.

AN HON. MEMBER : Not alj
property.
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SHRI S. KANDAPPAN 't If you
concede that it is public property, then did
you consult the public while you accepted
the privy purse ? You came to this agree-
ment and this merger as if it is your own
property and you did it out of your own
free volition, the surnendering of the entire
property to the Goverpment of India, with
out taking into consideration the peopl
who mostly matter. So, this argument that
it is a uery solemn agreement which we
should honour is not coavincing to me.

Apart from that, there is another
aspect. After all, it is more than two
decades since the so-called agreement took
place. The situation has changed. Is it
anybody’s argument that in a democratic.
developing country, some agreement entered
into some two or three decades back even
after circumstances have changed, should
beh ed ? i

(Intertuptions)

AN HON. MEMBER : Question.
SHRI S. KANDAPPAN: A lot of
changes bave taken place.

MR. CHAIRMAN : Do not take any
notice of the interruptions.

SHRI S. KANDAPPAN : It is very
difficult when the interruption comes from
very close colleagues.

SHRI R. K. AMIN (Dhandhuska) :
May I tell him that most of the princes who
contested the elections got elected.

SHRI S. KANDAPPAN : So what ? A
lot of changes bhave taken place.
Even the Constitution which was formulated
and accepted by this country was changed
many a time. I am sure that you would
not be reluctant to support some of the
amendments to the constitution, It is not,
therefore, a question of any sacredness
being attached to it, and it is not a ques-
tion of the image of the country abroad
and all that. If you are reluctant, even at
this stage, to abolish the privy purse, I do
not think any democratic country in the
world will take you seriously ; I do not
think the democratically minded people
will take you seriously. It is a very abnox-
fous idca. I would appeal on that score—
not even on the question of money—to the
princes and their concord apd those who

(H.A.H.Dis.)

are enjoying these privileges to come
forward themselves voluntarily to surrender
the privileges, because it is not good for
them. [Ifeel it is wanting in self-respect
of any decent man to live perpetually on
unearned income ; this is unearned income
and tax-free at that which they should be
prepared to surrender voluntarily. So, I
fully sypport this resolution.

I would add one more word with regard
to the argument that you had advanced
when you bappened to be in your seat here:
that the mover of the resolution is not just
pretending or imagining that by a very
simple resolution being passed here, we are
going to abolish the privy purse. It is
only an enabling measure. When we
pass this resolution, we accept that the
Government would come forward to make
the requisite changes in the Constitution
and other codes so that the privy purse
may be abolished.

I hope and wish and I do not feel that
our Home Minister, Shri Chavan, was very
sincere when he made the statemeni. But
I do not know what sort of difficulties his
party or he himself got into that he is not
able to come forward in this respect. It is
high time that the Government should
make up its mind to abolish the privy purse.

MR. CHAIRMAN :
Let us proceed to
discussion.

Now it is 5.30.
the half-an-bour

17.30 hrs.
HALF*AN-HOUR DISCUSSION
Delhi Polic Commission’s Report
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