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MANIPUR (VILLAGE AUTHORITIES
IN HILL AREAS) BILL*

The Minister in tlic Ministiy of Home 
Affairs (Shri Datar): I beg to move for
leave to.........
Shri  Nambiar (Mayuram):  Under

your ruling, should  he not say “on be
half of so and so” ?

Mr. Speaker. It is not necessary, be
cause any Minister can rise on behalf 
of another Minister. It is only for the 
sake of record that those words are 
noted. I shall see that a correct record 
of this is kept.
Shri Datan On behalf of Shri Govind 

Ballabh Pant, I beg to move for leave 
to introduce a Bill to consolidate and 
amend the law relating to the constitu
tion and functions of Village Authori
ties in the HUl Areas of the State of 
Manipur.
Mr. Speaker: I am reminded now that 

my ruling was that whenever a Minister 
other than the Minister belon̂ng to the 
Ministry  concerned moves it,  those 
words are necessary. For instance, what 
has the Minister of Agriculture to do 
with the Ministry of Home Affairs ? But 
if  the Minister belongs to the  same 
Ministry, he need not use those words 
“on behalf of so and so”.

Shri Kamath (Hoshangabad):  Then
aH this need not go on record; you may 
strike off the first few words.

Mr. Speaker: It will go on record.

The question is :

“That leave be granted to intro
duce  a Bill  to consolidate  and 
amend the law relating to the consti
tution and functions of Village Au
thorities in the Hill Areas of the 
State of Manipur.”

The motion was adopted.

Siiri Datan I introduce the Bill.

HINDU SUCCESSION BILL 

Mr. Speaker: The House will now take 
Tip further consideration of the follow
ing motion moved by Shri Pataskar on 
the 12th December, 1955, namely:

‘That  the BiU  to amend  and 
codify the law relating to intestate 
succession among Hindus, as passed 
by Rajya Sabha, be taken into con
sideration.”

Tbe time allotted is 35 hours and the 
fkoe 80 far taken is 53 minutes. So

there is a balance of 34 hours and 7 
minutes. It appears that the other day 
when  the  Deputy-Speaker  was  here, 
there was a suggestion regarding the time 
that might be allotted for the various 
stages of the Bill. I have gone through 
the various clauses and the amendments 
that have been tabled.  In view of what 
has been said from time to time regard
ing the general consideration, I think the 
clause by clause stage may require more 
time and, as such, I would suggest that 
20 hours may be allotted for the clauses,
10 hours for the general consideration 
and 5 hours for the third reading stage. 
If per chance we are not able to deal 
with the clauses within the time allotted 
for that stage, some more time from the 
third reading stage may be availed of 
for the clause by clause consideration. If 
the House agrees with this, I will en
force this allotment.

Shri Kamath (Hoshangabad):  Under 
the Business Advisory Committee’s Re
port, which was accepted by the House, 
the Speaker is empowered to extend the 
time beyond 35  hours, if considered 
necessary.  This is an important mea
sure.
Sliri Altekar (North Satara): I think 

that two hours will be sufficient for the 
third reading stage and 13 hours may 
be allotted for general discussion stage.

The Minister of Legal Affairs (Sliri 
Pataskar): I would suggest 10 hours for 
general discussion, 20 hours for the 
clauses and 5 hours for the third read
ing. I think the matter has been discuss
ed several times, but, of course, it is a 
Bill which does contain important clauses 
and*so I would like more attention to be 
paid to the clauses. The third reading 
stage is only a sort of a general discus
sion.
An Hon. Member; We may go up to

40 hours (Interruption).

Mr. Speaker: Let us strike something 
between 10 and 15 hours, let us have 
13 hours for the general discussion. If 
we take more time on the clauses, we 
shall try, if necessary, to extend  it; 
otherwise we shall conclude within the 
time allotted. Let us put it 2is 13 hours 
for general discussion.  After all, we 
have to say the same thing over again, 
the same thing which we have been say
ing all along.

'  Shri Altekar: When the clause by
clause consideration is over, there is very 
little of importance in the third rid
ing, because if any important suggestions
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^  to be made, they will be made only 
at the general discussioa stage.

Mr. Speaker: All right. Let us pro
ceed now.

(^) :  W

^ fkrhr r̂fr

 ̂snw f  t w

^  <1-̂41 la I   ̂̂  I

t  T̂TT̂ ̂  ^
^  5HTR ̂   t •

qfmR-

 ̂  ̂ ^   t I ̂

Pf>dicTf ^ <̂<aai   ̂̂  ’TT̂ ̂   ̂ ̂

fVîl f i%̂ TRtT̂ ̂o 3Tfd̂id 'sUdT STTST 

I  ̂  \3o

# ’TT   ̂ ̂   5<o 5T%W ̂ RcTT, ?T̂

m  W  W IT ar  I

 ̂  ̂ mi  f̂tTn:  (̂1Rii+

(^’Trf̂ni)  ̂̂1<

(^)  W 't‘I

T̂fqf̂   ̂ inf̂  f ̂    ̂̂
 ̂   I   I  2T̂  ĉ;  r̂df   ̂   îfEiW ̂

f̂̂lftHd  11 ̂  TT   ̂   ̂ ^

snrr̂   ̂ qfrwr ̂  ̂ p?tt

I I  m̂?rm-

P̂TTSr  T̂ RT «H<il ^

p̂pft  f, *̂fiO ?PT oZT̂ Wr 

F̂fV t  I ̂  ̂  3Î TT ̂  f̂TTPPft f%#- 

 ̂'5̂i¥t XTWH  ^

TTSJPR ’«ClflTd+  %

 ̂  T̂TffRTT I

#  5R?̂   ̂  T ̂   t  I  »TT?g % ft ?TW   #

vww cfl̂ «îrf ̂ vffrr  ^ ^

 ̂    ̂  t I   ̂ ̂  ̂  3JW

 ̂?TR  ’ft#̂T5!#̂ RT 

t  ?rtT  1̂'̂cii t  snrf̂RfN"  i

<?tfVi   ̂̂   ̂ 1% snrf̂ ^

? R N )T ̂  t   I ^?rfW ^R

 ̂ 5nr% ^  ̂ t i  ^

tiH ̂ TFT  *̂TT ̂ n̂r ̂rrw

W f%# *T̂, ÎT ?|ir

p̂r# ̂  ̂  t‘ I f ̂

II ’jTpft

 ̂  ̂  ̂   ̂  5IFTT  f ̂  f^

?f sRfeit55r| i ^

^  snrf̂RftvRiT  ̂ wmr ^

 ̂ 11

fTO m   ̂ f  ̂ % ?f̂

(̂ m)  #  ?TTf̂  |m ̂TT# t fsPT ̂  

f%q% #

 ̂̂   T  ̂ t   I  ^

(1¥t%  ̂ #■ *Tft TT̂ )̂  5F ?n¥

t  ̂  ̂^  ̂ 5T̂  ?TRTT  t
 ̂  ̂ t  =̂   TO

>̂ft̂   ̂̂3n̂   ̂ ̂ ?TT̂

=̂rf̂ I ̂   ̂ ’d̂ nfŝ  iT5f)̂ 

(̂TT3?m̂ ffe^)   ̂   ̂ 111̂ 

 ̂  ̂  t ̂  T̂̂  (̂ «̂i4>)

 ̂   ̂   ̂qm (  ̂ #

F̂T̂rrar) f  ŝF̂ nrir

fir̂   I ?Tf ̂  ̂    ̂ I

 ̂  ̂ ̂  ?n-  I I

# W  5rm ‘d̂lTd+

fN>r ̂|ikin̂«*>dl
# ?rrern: T^wf̂ ^T?: f̂ r̂r 

T̂f̂ I %T  ftnr 3T̂ ?r̂ ̂  ̂  

f  ?̂TTff# feft

PiMm ^ »î q<a»n -qif̂<4 I

f̂hr  f i% ’TTpft   ̂1 ®r

f f% TO?ft  ^ wf̂  ̂J7# 

3̂t#t qr f I fsfT̂ 2n?f ̂ 

^TTR   ̂ ĴTRt

5ZR̂ ^   ^ T̂ t i ̂ » TOWJT>

r̂ Ĥ<{̂<  ?fh:  ̂ t̂tpt

 ̂  T ̂   t   I  ̂̂
f  1?T 5̂1 kW) # 5rf̂ ̂  ^

sFfrr  ̂ t I   ̂  ̂ 

F̂̂ m̂ TRft 3Rt̂ qr̂

t 7̂fr«rr i

R̂R?t  ^̂fRT  r̂rf̂ % ̂  JTT  sr̂

 ̂ m, Miff ̂  ̂PTPT ̂Tf̂nFR  ̂̂  ̂ 

 ̂ ̂  ̂r*TR ̂  wr  |f f

P̂Fq%  T l̂ |

?TT5r ̂  ^

 ̂ ̂   ̂  ?rr t| f I  ŝfRFT

f   ̂  vf5̂ ̂  ĤTPT

f̂km -hhn4î  ̂ f[̂

?TT  I hP+H  4 4̂nj  g  %
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[«ft  OTTti]

5PPR # mrs[ ̂

 ̂ t ^   ̂ to: ̂
 ̂I ’hN+1 ̂   r̂f̂. Pf fw

ozR̂   t̂'̂ PTRwr

<?(H   ̂  ̂ Tî   ̂I   ̂ I ^

^ ̂   SR5T ̂    ̂   ^ ̂r̂rdf4)i»

(#mf̂ ) ^  (wîcTf̂)

TTsfR"  t ^ ’TT̂

 ̂  ̂ >̂PT  •'iH +̂dT  I 

T̂TFff  T?: ̂   I  ?fh: #

"F +!<’*!  w ̂ RHX ̂   ?rn5r 

 ̂T̂ f 1  ̂ ^
ftr  ipft  ?ftr *T̂  ?flT

âRT̂ f̂ Rhr   ̂   ^ 5Pmr  ̂ t| f i

A f ̂   ^

qr ̂  ̂  ^
wrm T̂PTT ̂  ?rFT  îPd+lO

qfr̂ piT  •

 ̂ T̂  ̂\  ŵ*  55RT # ti[̂

r̂fŴT  r̂?:̂  ^ t|  t' I 

?̂rn%?iT3r

^ft N4^fh:*t>0 '̂)

^  ̂5PT szr̂nF̂TT qT fsmwH ̂
 ̂  ̂̂ TT ĤTM ̂

Tfm I ̂  ̂ITT̂ %n̂  t ̂  ̂  ̂ TfW?T

ŜHET =F̂ r̂it   ̂ M̂»i  f̂ai ^
I

I I ^

 ̂  ̂?TRr  ̂ ^

W’fr# qr   ̂t| f r*î«t>1
r̂iFft   ̂  ̂ OT

f <̂rjt % ?TT̂ n̂n̂  ^

qr  5f̂ ̂  ̂  t‘ I ̂i'Rhuh ̂ cfr
?rq̂ fq̂ ̂  ̂  ̂̂rsrr ̂

mK f ” ̂ q̂  ftr 31̂
W 5R>TT  ̂srmf̂r̂ >̂̂T m  I ̂
fqr̂ r̂r̂ ?ttt  m̂r̂ szrgp̂
5F  q?: 6̂i<mid  2fT??rr  |

4   ̂ -ql̂ai # I

im m ĵ  ^5nrr#  ̂ \

Wm̂  «P5̂ STRT  t ‘   ̂*n5T̂ 5
ft» F3|Y ?ftT   ̂  ̂ *T  «TFT

qiT̂   ̂  ̂̂PRTFraT

SF ??Tm qr yfa«f>f?: f̂r# ftr |,

 ̂  n̂rw  3̂̂T5F  «f>r4̂ ^

r«<d <wi   ̂I t  : If the

functions and social needs dema

nd that there should be discrimi

nation̂ discrimination will have to 

be made, ̂fk  ̂ ?fk

^ <aPTrf̂ f̂lx

# f̂T?PTT t  ̂yHfri  ̂f̂ROT # 5TTWt 
r̂?̂ftq’fTft

mP+WH ^  
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T̂ t| t I   ̂ ^
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^ fsnwft vfM ̂   # qr ̂
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^ ̂ 1̂%  ̂  ft t • W '̂  ̂  ̂  ̂ ̂  

^ 5RfT t ̂  ̂    ̂  I
 ̂  </)̂  '+>̂d  ̂  ̂ f̂ T̂  I

w  ̂̂  ̂   ^ ̂   t • ̂

frn̂ ̂ ̂  «̂iM Tw ̂  ̂ Mi ̂  ^

^?TRTT  ̂ I

^̂rft  ^   ̂ fV  5̂R

n̂rî   ̂?T̂ r̂nrr «n-

(M?r ̂FFff)  ̂

# 5F̂ «TT fe ^ fjRTrarr  'f)f*T?ft 

(4R4r<) I

5RT ̂PhRi ̂ ̂TR  ̂̂  w   ̂

?Ri  îPd+l 'O  qf̂4̂«1  ^ I

 ̂  f̂tr̂ T̂ ^̂ TRT
?rnTT  f*T̂, <i>̂i '*141 f̂ qrr vt̂ ^

f̂R̂ , fq>T ^
^  tw   ̂̂ Rft̂  |?rr ̂  
 ̂  w  ^ vft ̂

»T f̂T̂ I ̂T  ̂  ̂1%  n̂rrsRT̂
^mrsr̂f̂ ^   frirf̂ Rf̂ R

 ̂t% ?TR ^̂*t> ’HwHI  ^ ̂
T o t   ̂   I  ̂  mr̂   #   ̂  ^

»̂TPTr >̂R  ̂  ̂ ®f

 ̂̂   f̂T̂ I  qr  «if̂<

^ ̂ 'Tfê  fW TR f%  ^ TO 

I f?T̂ qiw^

 ̂   11  ?T̂ #■ ?rr# fin:

 ̂̂'rnsr   ̂̂TRrfsrv *̂tr
3̂TR  r̂rf̂, ̂  5RHT ̂ ^

T̂ r t   I  ?TT<T  ̂   ̂   t   ̂  ̂ M w

^ ?rr̂  T̂R" % yRrTT ̂ ̂TPR ̂ ̂
TO  I ft» oR̂   ̂̂ iR ̂  IT̂

w?T T^

r̂rf̂ f% »T̂  r̂rf̂  ?fK ̂

^RM̂  ̂ ^̂ R '»Hal %  t̂%
2—103  Lok Sabha

2̂TR  r̂f̂ I ̂  ^̂f̂RT R̂T Pf

 ̂  fer ?TRT ̂  ?rfe  I ̂   #

?TR 5Tflr   ̂    ̂ ̂

 ̂ ciT̂ ̂    ̂?TR

srrf̂

 ̂̂ d>̂ «T̂   ̂?f1fT vJt̂«T> fq<»tg |[ ̂f+*f

mÎci   ̂̂ »RR ̂ iiK̂I  ?TRr ??R 

^ ^   ̂ 

 ̂  ĵfRT  ̂ I

t  ̂R IR T   f    ̂ 5ITTT

 ̂ fTlî 5RRT  W)

5T̂  I ?fk  W ?n̂  ^

(̂Tt%)  ̂ MŝgR 

F̂fft)  ̂îRT ?ftT  T̂̂TT «T̂ ̂ r
 ̂ ?rnR 2Tf Tfft’̂ft̂  ̂f% w  ^

5R̂ ̂ OTT W 5pqR 'Tf̂ ? ̂

3RT ̂ TfiT%  ^ f̂ T̂TR 

f̂̂TT ̂ RT  W M+K ̂ ̂IHir>j’T> Pq̂<<+ 

TT  zrfe   W T    ̂W  «TT   ̂  ^

apm ^  W  ̂JTH ̂ IW   ̂

’̂TÊR (yfdfnfN  +jŝ) ̂ T̂R ̂  ?fV̂

ir̂ ̂FTHT to  ?RT  ̂ ?!(  ^

?rr MM̂ii  ?ftT ̂

?F̂   ^̂TTT  ¥T ̂

'SfR f̂RHFT IV nol'aii  1% 'JIKI

'dtiH ̂  f̂FT ̂   T̂FTT ^

TW llf̂ T̂TTT ’NTfĤ 
?rlw (̂tr!)  ̂iHt   ̂ TT̂

 ̂  'TT 5sft̂ ̂  ^

^ IRITT qr ̂*1 <̂i«f>)

Tî ̂ t‘ ̂ f̂ ^̂fvddild  (?R̂rf̂ 

T?r)  ^ ?RT ̂ WT firwr t ^

I  TFR  #

 ̂   ̂'̂'W  5RT  tiM d   ̂  r<M̂<i

qf ̂   t   ̂  ̂ W ̂  ̂  hI -̂tr
W  5̂?Ti?

?T̂  f t   I  ̂ 3 ̂   ̂   ̂ f t

 ̂   ̂  ̂5RTO

ferr #f̂  ^ ̂  fsfOT i[?R   ̂ 
•kHT̂ fqJT  «̂(ITT ĵ R̂t ̂  ̂ Md̂H 3̂TR 
?Rf^^  ̂  ̂ (̂ Tfr̂) Wftr 

 ̂  ̂qT5rf̂*RT̂?R I

3̂F̂ M m

?fk W tt  ̂ Mtrt ^
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[«ft

m   5nrfir m  itptt ̂   | ̂

«rrft» wsRTR ̂ ŝrf̂ RiRt

 ̂  iw   5TRTT

(W )̂  ^

(f¥ w ^) ŝjTTTRt

(sT̂ T̂fro  ^)  ?fN:

(qTTOf) I

f̂r ^  t ̂  ̂  ̂

 ̂  (ftfftl̂Tr̂T̂)  ITRR^

11  ̂ ̂   ^

STÔ  ^ SPT̂ ftr̂T ̂  T̂ t, ̂

?TTRrf̂ ^

jY+'ĥ   (vmRTR)  Vrnrtft) 

 ̂ t ?rk #■  t̂TT ̂ ETT̂ ̂

ft» (f̂ )̂  ̂ ^

TT#f̂  (?Tr?rf̂  T̂ d )

 ̂  t, ̂  ̂  ̂  W  ^
(̂  m w f)   ̂  W R T   qt̂TT

 ̂  JR  qtc 2FT

îRHr  ̂  ̂  ̂rnnf̂

 ̂   5RHT ̂  3TR  t/

 ̂ JTT̂ ̂   ̂ (cPTrr)

^  I ^ tn:

 ̂    ̂ t   ̂  ^   ff̂lfdĉK

t ̂  fe WPT̂ ̂ RRTC  ̂  I

 ̂  ̂  t • ̂    ̂%?TF;r ̂  ̂

^HÎ ’̂=̂  4f<«ia*i  m  I ̂J?R>T 

?w(R«im  f̂rsT ̂  ? TR ̂ R rrt

?TN+̂ fJT#%5FS{ ̂ft̂T̂TR #5 f |

q i q  ̂ 7?̂  ̂   ̂ f%  ̂  ^

 ̂  ̂  qr  ? Tf̂  ^Ti<irM4.iO

^  >dti'M ̂ + 1 ?n: w  

O T T̂f̂  ̂ t̂i ̂ ify+ l̂  T̂RT  ?TT,

^   ̂  ̂  ̂ Fqĵ ̂   ^

'dTîinH<DK   ̂ ?TfTOI<  5T|f  qpRTT  «TT

at  ^

 ̂ q s ̂   fT R   T f  ŜTRT  i   t

son; daughter; widow; son of a prede
ceased son; daughter of a predeceased 
son; son of  a predeceased daûter; 
daughter  of a predeceased  daughter; 
widow of a predeceased son; son of a 
predeceased son of a predeceased son; 
daughter  of a predeceased  son of a 
predeceased son; widow of a predeceas
ed s(mi of a predeceased son.

 ̂  T̂îify+iO ̂  tr I

^ ̂  ?T̂ 11  3ft

fWtS" 5T2T“̂ “Wr (f%̂ T ̂ ) ̂  ̂iiP+iri 

fw    ̂  ̂ ^  #

 ̂  I, if̂2R

 ̂ ?T̂ I I 

(f̂ W  ^)  ^

 ̂  5̂  I, (̂TPT%) ̂

M?rt¥  (̂flfiR)  =̂Tî m ?fk
W  ^  ̂qr *1̂

=5rT̂’qri  snqr̂t (̂ftfjR̂rcqf̂)

^  ̂   ̂TTf̂ î MN<d1  ( ̂ ?rFq1%)

 ̂  qf t 1 r̂r̂ d̂ r̂rrot ̂T ?pq- 

JTT̂  2TRt?FqftT 

î nff̂  ̂  ĴTTTT

‘̂M*1 ôPKiqiq ̂  ̂rrq) ̂ftr ?rf̂ Did ̂iqftr 

ârqi ̂  TfT t I f̂RT«fTTr ̂ 'tq ^^ 

f̂rrrW  ^ «ft ^

^̂ YTfWrr?rff

«TT   ̂ ?TRt T̂PT%  ̂̂
% ̂  feft ̂  ̂   ̂  n̂rffer

n̂f̂  5TT,  ̂  ^ ^

 ̂ ? rf̂  q fW R    ̂T f̂  «TT  I

^ qf̂ % ?Fq% fŵRft 

t   ̂  feqt¥ mqi  (f̂ )̂

hP+h ?Tf̂  % ¥̂vqf̂

fĤrO t  ^̂rqrffer mUrv

«TT, ̂   si?r 5TfJT4r̂d  grfgR>R  ?fV7: q^ 

 ̂ 5TRT  «?T

^  ̂   # q̂ P̂  fiRT9TT

'IfiT#  mr̂ t  qfWT T̂Tq%)

W  ̂(̂ ^)  y  (spR-
n̂?ir)   ̂?nft  ̂ ̂  |f «ft,  ^ 

?F?T̂ ?rRf 

 ̂ (isitf̂  ?rf̂ V)t%-

 ̂)   ̂ W t ‘ 5TTt̂5fT?:  5FT ^

«TT   ̂  ̂  R̂TT  T̂RT  «TTI

 ̂  >!TT #i%?T ^̂\ ^
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^  ferr W 

•T̂ K̂*fl WK 'ail̂'̂ll \

^  (isn%

^ Wr ̂ «lK ̂

(mr)  SRPTT  W t

?TRT W  ̂    ̂ WcMRT

f TOT m  ̂   ^

TiT̂ ̂  dY frr̂Tn" viîFT

f̂!w îrr r̂r:

“Provided that, if the deceased 
had left him surviving a female rela
tive specified in class I of the 
wSchedule”.

TO  2Tf  R̂fN̂T fw  mr :

“Or a male relative specified in 
that  class  who  claims  through 
female relative.”

(ftrĴ nmr)  ?rawit'Sdi  i

Explanation—for the purpose of 
the proviso to this section, the in
terest of every one of his undivided 
male  descendants  in  the  copar
cenary property, and the female 
relative shall be entitled to have her 
share in the coparcenary property 
computed and allotted to her ac
cordingly.

1 P.M.

tr̂  tn*TTC7 tr̂t̂ R ̂

 ̂ ^ sTPn̂
?TPqf%)  #   ̂    ̂ I ,

 ̂ftr it would lead to 
hardship and injustice and will 
make unsafe the title of a copar
cenary even after the partition.

 ̂  ̂  fad<K)

(̂ ) ̂f|̂ N'H>w4d(?nrnrT) 

TOT 15srrf%T  spff  ferr

STRUTT ?

 ̂   ̂ I  ̂?rn: ^

t̂riT ̂  t̂nr

(Iwfer  ^ fw

'Siwnr I # ̂ RiT  «rr ^

t •
'+>̂Rta ̂   ^ ®mN

3T% (mI6'M)  ^

I ftJT  5̂1ê  ^ 21̂

TOf  ?TFT ̂   *iĤT ft ̂   r̂nr

Sf  ̂  WTĵ m I  ̂

5TTT #  WT# ^

 ̂ I ^

?TFT #  ̂ ̂  ̂  t •

**32. Testamentary succession :
Any Hindu may dispose of by will 
or other testamentary  disposition 
any property, which is capable of 
being so disposed of by him, in ac
cordance with the provisions of the 
Indian Succession Act, 1925,  or 
any other law for the time being in 
force and applicable to Hindus.

Explanation.—  Notwithstanding 
anytĵg contained in section 6, 
the interest of a male Hindu in a 
Mitakshara coparcenary  property 
shall  be deemed to be property 
capable  of being disposed of by 
him within the meaning  of this 
section.”

^  T̂̂nrrrt fmrm:

 ̂ ^ ̂ prnr % w wr ̂

$ t I  ̂  ^  ^

 ̂ ̂   ̂  ̂ t I

TTR  ^ t ̂

 ̂  ̂  t ̂  

 ̂   ̂  ̂̂  ̂  I   ̂ ̂

 ̂̂  ̂    ̂̂  ̂  ̂  ̂  ̂  

f 1 ̂ TR ’Tf̂   ̂ T̂PT

t  ̂   t, ̂    ̂  ̂

?ftT   ̂ ̂    ̂ ‘wifr+  Tf#  fft

f̂fERT  ̂ Trft ^  ^
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t̂PTfi]

 ̂  ^  «TT, f̂%5T 5q̂ ^

T r̂f̂  ̂jsrpT̂ ’ttto

W  ÎW I ̂

(%r)  ^ ̂ TW?TT t I

 ̂  ̂   ̂  ̂  ̂ n f e n r

 ̂   ^  11 #■ [̂Tmm f f%

ŴRTTT ^

 ̂ f̂TIT  ̂ 1%  ^

P̂fei+K Pĥ*!! ?fk   ̂  ̂qw

 ̂    ̂  ̂    ̂   ̂    ̂   p n   \

A' ̂   ?̂Tcf[  ̂  T̂PT%

?rnr   ̂   ̂ (wt̂ )

qr ?fk  ̂̂

?grj:T%  t   ̂  ̂

W  ̂ ĵftf   ̂  ^

t I ̂  ̂   ̂  ^
f̂it̂ (f̂^̂ Ml)   ̂   ̂ ̂   qf̂ <̂ 

fjT  ̂  ̂   ̂ ̂ UTR

f̂tSr̂  (Tt̂)

 ̂I I ̂  ̂  q% ĉo ̂  ̂  ̂rr

I wp:
^̂RT  3R̂ ̂  arfif̂ K  5T ̂   ^

 ̂   ( ̂ H H c (i< 0   5 t= # )

#  ̂  ̂  ̂  I SFTfd;n>r1
5T̂1%  ̂n<M«!J Pq<̂î 5T̂ t̂?TT ̂ nf̂ I

^ ̂  firw ̂  ^ tfkr:

 ̂ f̂tTcfr TO yfRRT̂ spt 

 ̂   ̂  I  ̂   ̂    ̂rn r

ffT  #  r̂ t| 11 f?r 5RHT ̂r

 ̂ I  ̂ 3 ^  ̂s p t

 ̂ 3̂rm I A  ̂̂

 ̂rf¥ ̂   W T   ̂ îcT l  #  I  ?Tr5T  ? n w  

3TfT̂T̂  ̂^  TOft I ̂  ̂  ̂7t̂ qr

5̂|ift̂  5TFT  ̂qr̂ ?rr 
'STT#̂, hP+H  ̂ WT ̂   ^

 ̂ ^ ̂ Hf 5frft̂

 ̂qm ̂  5̂17̂ I  ^ 3R7R ?m

 ̂  ̂ T ̂ rr %   ^̂ TPTT ■«iîa  f   1  J lr t   ̂T W  

 ̂w ̂ nnr ̂   sfft̂ ^

fr̂TT ̂fk 27f ?nfi' ̂  ?nq' «rt?inrfw ̂  

 ̂ 11 ?rrir striW  ^

 ̂̂  «ITT  t   ̂ sn̂RTW fwr- 

T̂T#5R (5TT$̂ ̂ rpfer)  t|  f 

rRqj  4rfiT̂ (qf̂ Tx)

 ̂ (ftpEIẐT) ^ t|  t’ I

 ̂^ 5F T̂T<F̂  ̂qiq’

I   ̂ ̂ ô ô f̂̂ l̂  q^ 5TFr€f

(srol̂id  r̂rqf̂)

n̂w, ̂   iTFTff t TO qr
 ̂   t̂̂TT  I  ^

 ̂ f2|W it fwifV I JTo «fto 

 ̂ wwT̂ft  t ?fh: ̂  ̂  

#̂n=q1% ETRftHR"
^ 11 qr  ̂ ^MH ̂  I

qrdH>< r̂r̂  |   ̂̂

5TRT̂ ̂  ̂  irftrq̂K  t̂frr %  ?rq#

 ̂   ̂   ̂  ̂   ̂   I  ^

 ̂   I   IT f *̂TT̂

2F qi('̂ld STP̂ 5PP1T

^ ?T̂ +i»i;i <H«fi<n m «rflr i  irlr

 ̂  ̂   ̂̂ J ̂   ̂

qnft̂ jtTTqj   ̂ (f̂  ̂ *̂rrHdi)

 ̂I ̂  ̂ f̂rRf +<!« ilKP̂iH  ̂ F̂qfw 

 ̂  ̂  5TF̂ ?TR 1  ̂flTSr f^

5RHT ̂  ̂rTTTf̂T̂fnTt’  ̂<r>H»i  <ifHl4

 ̂'5rnT5TR‘ ?T  ̂̂  ̂Ifrir Pl®M<l ̂  

 ̂ ̂ T̂TJlfMdl ̂  T̂  t • ̂  ̂

 ̂ fen f% ̂  »Fq%̂  ̂

 ̂  ̂   ̂   ̂  5TRT  “hl̂jn  «(rii  I

T̂TSr  M*ŵ ̂    ̂ ̂ >R̂ # <«R«n

 ̂Tfl’ t I ̂  iTT̂ qr «ft̂ 5ft

«fgd f ̂P*̂H ^ ‘Hl'Jl  ̂ oHH f̂ -̂ 

 ̂  TO   ̂ qr +ĝii I 

T̂TW TOP̂ ̂  ̂ q̂   ̂  ̂

 ̂ MN̂I  1% ̂  ̂nq" ̂ HN  5pT

5̂RTRfW5T̂ 5rTT|| ̂ T̂fid4>l0

qfr  ̂ q̂  «nr ̂  f% W
 ̂̂rnfr ̂  ̂   ̂qp<»im f̂RT#

 ̂   ̂I ̂ TFT ̂   ?TFr 2Tf

r̂t̂  %  ̂ qp#  ^

q^ ’̂  ̂  5RTT ^   w

 ̂  ̂ I ̂  5T vmj ̂ TOr

 ̂   ̂  ̂   ̂

 ̂T# fT ̂!5TF5r «n:  ¥tf̂  >

^  ̂̂  ?T ̂  ̂   Tt fer ^
iTf  qw ̂   I, ̂   f(r ̂3T?̂ 

 ̂̂  (̂«im)  I ?rT3r

 ̂  JTT̂ in̂ f I ?rr3r
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 ̂  ̂ 11

'Tfr̂dH   ̂    ̂   Tff  I

R̂ ai  ftT  l̂f nf  ̂ T̂PT, 

f̂ewr   t I

5irFT  ̂   ̂ htt:

r̂PT  ̂ I

 ̂ ̂    ̂  t ̂prf-

 ̂   fr̂dH  5TfiR   ̂  t I

^   ̂  snw I I

VtTVT  (̂T̂TTTT 

Tf9Rr- H9:̂ T̂fâ) :   ̂  

^ 1  ̂ w n̂-Mi wr ̂ ̂

 ^ ̂   tor

 ̂ TfT  f I  ̂ WRC

5T̂2Tf

I f ̂ mifvil̂, ̂ rf̂nr  T̂pjiT ̂  ̂  ̂

^  ̂ ̂ nTFrrf̂ n̂r ferr ̂arPTT -iP̂ ,̂ 

 ̂ T̂3( ̂  fdprf̂   ^

I f̂5 fft ^ n̂r

^ OTFTlf̂ F̂R  ̂ ̂  'T y

f f ̂ n1    ft  ̂   ŵprriV̂ nT

 t I T̂T̂ f̂TrTT  ̂ ̂

 ̂ ^  t  ̂ ̂  ̂  ̂  ̂
3̂̂ SRH   ̂ ̂    ̂ I P̂i*i 

3TfT 'IT   ̂   ̂ Hh    ̂  FPS

’THH  t  ̂ ̂  ̂ ̂
T̂  f̂T̂nrr f  ^   ̂ wtf

 ̂ ^   t I

'STRft  f  ^̂ hl  WRTT

T  ̂t I

ĵ T TT  f 5n  ̂

W\ TWTT ̂TRT  t I T̂Fff  ̂

TO fr̂  t ̂  ̂  ̂   t̂ ̂  ’Tt

 ̂  t I  r̂rft ̂   îft̂ 5 w

 ̂  ̂  ̂  lift  ^

î rn   ̂

 ̂   ̂   w  riO  ̂ 

^ ^̂ nw,  Mf R̂

3ft   ̂ ^̂ TW I   ^TT '̂t

T̂R ̂  ,  frai

 ̂rorr ŝTRTT t,  '*rrf  ^  ̂ 

5̂ ̂T*T   ̂   ̂ ̂  î ̂   ^

 ̂I vik

n̂̂T  'TT 'fni   ̂  ^

iw  I,  ̂   f

 ̂ 5iwr̂  ̂ '5rnr 3̂rt ̂  i

 ̂ ̂  '3ilal ̂ i i l ̂

MMH fhpirg fsRHT ̂   t,

f̂ feHT Ŵ   ̂  t feRT

r  ̂ f̂ T̂TcIT̂ I  5RITT

r̂  Tm̂  5rr̂ 1  ̂ r ^

 ̂  ̂’TT̂FT  ijli

2fTT̂ T   ̂WS  ̂  t I

 ̂  ̂  ̂  ̂   t  n̂rr̂T ̂

sĥ R  ̂  TT̂RTT TRt  fk  W

iîH  ̂  ̂ T̂FT  ferr
3̂(m i \m  ̂^ frfFTf̂jft  ^

 ̂   5TTT   t  fRT ̂    ̂t

f ^    ̂ W  HHM  ̂ 3̂TR I

HR  r̂̂ t   ̂ r̂rf̂  ̂r̂ mi  f̂ r̂r 

5TTW   ̂2T̂  w   m m  ^

I

iitiNi  ̂  vnt ^

r̂rar t  ̂ ^̂' w   ̂   r

T̂ SfTrTT t I  ̂ 'T: MTRf WT̂ JT ^  

T̂cfT  ̂ fiT   ̂ ^

r  T  ̂ f̂  t 

ft̂Pa   ̂   ̂ T̂T̂ f I  5TŴ 

 ̂  I f̂ R̂FT  ̂  ̂  n

TTT̂ MPd̂'l  ̂̂TFf tila1

 ̂  ̂ fii'H ̂ wm r f̂nrr

t  3̂̂   TT  ̂   ̂  I

^   r̂r    ̂ffRTT f  ̂  ̂ ̂  

5̂n̂ I lxmx  

vJ*1M -M*̂ H ^1  I

. 2T̂ ft  ̂mm t f

F̂ffT   ̂rfei TT   ̂̂ T̂W  ̂t

 ̂ ̂   P̂T   ̂   n: ̂  I  ̂̂TTRRft

 ̂ it w ^  ̂ r ̂  jm

 ̂ r̂ r̂ I   ̂    ^

 ̂  ̂ t  w ft irnr n’ rfeĵ f ̂r 

7̂̂ ŵ   r: t t ̂   w r ̂  

^ftr  ̂ ̂    ̂  ̂   ^

TOTT t ftT   ̂^   ̂  ^

 ̂   ̂  ĵTPTT  w t •  ^̂ 5̂̂ 

1̂   ̂ t  HTT  t

îmPtT  ̂  f̂eR ̂

5R rT  ̂ I  
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^  «rr   ̂̂   ^

'R   ̂   t 5Tff  ^

r̂lx̂rn: ^

#fft  t T ?ir3r ?rnT ̂  | f% f̂ 1-

 ̂ T̂ffw  ̂^

Pt̂ ̂  f \ ?rtT   ̂ ̂

^  I fr>T  ̂ w

»T̂  'STpft  I

<̂r|[̂l ?IT3r  ̂  t i%

 ̂   ̂ ^

 ̂  " ̂ TR  T̂RT  ̂  ^

T̂PTf%

r̂ Hdr I  fMcT ̂SRR   ̂ I I

T̂W   ̂   qr f^

f I  ?RT  ?r̂   ̂  ̂ *rt ^

5nr̂ ̂  t I  qr ̂   ̂  ̂ tw

5̂iwr 11% ̂  ^ ?RFTT ̂  vSTRft I f%

 ̂ I ̂ FR̂rtf vT5̂

f%w ft̂  OTTM % ?m f̂mr   ̂ 

f̂di ̂ ̂  'jR'  'dt1+ ̂   N  'SftfŴT 

T  ̂̂  ̂\Jti'r*l ^

9TŴ dH
r̂(̂  t I  T̂Tcr%  ̂ f̂ T

 ̂'j<N<ll  ̂ *Ff3TT̂  ̂^ 'BIHHI

q̂t̂ TT I

f?)T  W  «ldHR  »r

F̂HTFT̂ n̂T̂

f̂T̂ +̂dl ̂ 7T ftRrr̂TTT «f>î*i ^

I ̂   |f% wwsn̂

3Tf̂ R   ̂  fen ̂  I ?TT rfr  f  ̂ 

 ̂ ^ ̂   fW JTT

fi|<N< I

Shii K. P. Gounder (Erode): I am glad 
to see that there is going to be a codifi
ed law of succession. Till now, when
ever any question of the law of succes
sion arose we have had to go to the an
cient smritis. Th6re were various com
mentaries upon them, and they were not 
always uniform. They were not also easi
ly available. Again, there were these two 
schools  of  thought—Dayabhaga  and 
Mitakshara. The commentators like Yag- 
navalkya and Manu were not always de
finite. Tliey did not make any distinction 
between moral obligation and legal obli-

gatioiL This led to great uncertainty in 
the enforcement of the law.

Moreover, recently there is a tendency 
or desire in the community for making 
some change in the Hindu law. We want 
to make some provision for females and 
to give them some share in the family 
property. In these circumstances, it b̂ 
came  absolutely necessary that  there 
should be a codified law. I therefore 
welcome  this measure that has now 
been introduced.

I would like to make one or two sug
gestions as regards the improvement of 
the Bill. I want to tell the House how it 
could be improved. Take the case of 
the coparcenary property.  There are 
arguments either in favour of retaining 
the coparcenary property  or for abo
lishing it. You cannot have coparcenary 
property and yet, at the same time, pro
vide for survivorship. The two things are 
absolutely  inconsistent, but what  the 
law now provides is to allot a portion of 
the property for survivorship, and for 
the rest there will be succession. The 
fundamental  principle  of coparcenary 
property is that there should be survi
vorship. Clause 6 of the Bill establishes 
survivorship, but then it makes a proviso 
saying that in certain cases there should 
be a succession.

Take the ordinary case of a father 
leaving a son and  two daughters. As 
soon as the father dies, what happens? 
If the father leaves a widow, a son and 
two daughters, then the property is divi
ded into four parts. The widow gets one 
share, and the two daughters get two 
shares, so that for three-fourth of the 
property there is succession and for the 
one-fourth there will be survivorship. 
As far as the son’s share is concerned, 
there will be survivorship. But as far as 
the other shares—̂the three shares—are 
concerned,  there  will  be succession. 
Again, under clause 32, we say that there 
will also be testamentary disposition. For 
the coparceners, we give testamentary 
disposition as ŵell as succession, to a 
major portion of  the property. Then 
there is very little in favour of the co
parcener. Considering these aspects, the 
Government  might  have  taken  these 
strong views so as to abolish the MitaL- 
shara joint family altogether. Perhaps 
there may be very good arguments in its 
favour. But retaining the coparcenary 
property and still giving a right of suc
cession to the major portion of the pro
perty, and also having a testamentary dis
position of the property, this will take 
away all that is left in the Mitakshara 
joint family property.
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Moreover, there is no provision for 
ascertaining the rights and obligations 
at the time of partition. Suppose you re
tain the coparcenary and give right of 
succession ̂ o for the members. Are we 
going to do that in respect of the joint 
family property ? There may be so many 
obligations and there may be so many 
liabilities.  Unless you split away the 
family property, you cannot have both. 
Therefore, having coparcenary property 
as regards certain portions and givmg 
the right of succession to certain other 
parts of the property is absolutely in
consistent with the f̂daraental notions 
of a joint Hindu family.

I will take another case. Under the 
explanation, it is said that whenever we 
consider succession, we also consider the 
son’s share. This will be taking away the 
whole of the property. Look at what it 
leads to. Suppose there is a father, a son 
and two daughters. The son’s share is 
half the property. He can do anything 
with half the property. He can sell it 
away, or do anything with it. As soon 
as the father dies, the son and the two 
daughters divide the property. Originally 
the son was entitled to half share; but 
now, his share is reduced to one-third 
by the death of the father.  I do not 
know how far this is consistent with the 
provisions in the Constitution. Let me 
make myself clear.  At present, if a 
father dies leaving a son and two daugh
ters, the son’s share is half and he can 
do anything he likes with his share after 
the father’s death. But now, according 
to this Bill, his share is reduced to one- 
third, because he has to share the pro
perty with his two sisters. This will cer
tainly upset the son. His right to half the 
property is there by birth under the 
Hindu Law; it is not given to him by 
this Bill. If another man dies—although 
he is the father—̂how can this man’s 
share be reduced? That is beyond my 
comprehension. We want to provide for 
joint families and also provide for sur
vivorship at the same time. The trouble 
arises because we  want to satisfy both 
the parties.

I will now deal with the order of 
succession to property. As has been re
ferred to by the previous speaker, we 
give rights to various people, but the 
father and mother are reduced to a much 
lower position. Under the old Hindu Law, 
after the son and daughter, father and 
mother came in. But now according to 
this Bill, father and mother come in after 
providing for son’s daughters, daughter’s 
daughters, son of a predeceased son etc.

All these people come in before the 
father and mother.  I think even the 
Hindu Law Committee, when they made 
their recommendations, gave a very high 
place to the father and mother. 1 do not 
know why father and mother are exclud
ed by such people as the son of a pre
deceased son or the daughter of a pre
deceased son. The fundamental basis of 
our Hindu notions is that the father and 
mother should be given a high place.

Another inconsistency is that the cog
nates come after the agnates. I do not 
know on what principle it is based. If, 
as I understand it to be, the basis of 
the Bill, the underlying principle of the 
Bill, is to give equal rights to men and 
women, what is there to distinguish bet
ween agnates and cognates ? In the BiM, 
agnates come in before cognates.

Mr. Speaken Is it not so even accord
ing to the present law ?

Shri K. P. Gounder: The old Hindu 
Law was based on the principle that 
always the male was to be given the pre
ference. Now, the fundamental basis is 
to abolish the distinction between male 
and female. If that is so, why should 
there be any distinction between cog
nates and agnates ?

Shri Pataskar:  Even under this Bill,
the rights are not exactly equal.

Shri K. P. Gounder: I only say that 
if the Bill is based on the principle of 
equality of sexes, you should not make 
a distinction between agnates and cog-̂ 
nates. Why should the predeceased son’s" 
daughter be given preference over the 
father and mother ? I fail to see the 
principle on which the whole thing is

In Class II of the Schedule daughter's 
son’s son is excluded by son’s daughter’s 
daughter. I do not know how she comes 
in before the daughter’s son’s son. There 
must  be  some  principle  on  which 
these things must be based. The old 
Hindu Law  was based on some princi
ple. Whether it is old law or new law, 
it must be  based  on some principle. 
Under the new Bill, unless you get by 
heart the order of succession, you cannot 
say who comes after whom.

TTiere  are some  other inconsisten
cies in the Bill which must be removed. 
The  Bill  does  not  clearly  say 
whether  in  agnates  and  cognates, 
females  also  come  in.  Under  the 
old Hindu Law, only males are given 
the right of succession. I do not know



6731 Hiidu Succession Bill 30 APRIL 1956 Hindu Succession Bill 6732

[Shri K. P. Gounder] 

what 4e view of the hon. Minister is, 
but in the definition given in the Bill, 
only the word “person” is used. It is not 
clear whether “person” includes females 
also or whether it refers only to males.

Let us turn to the definition at page
3.  It says, “son” includes an adopted 
son. Whether it is necessary or not, it 
has been given. When “ son” has been 
mentioned,  we  should  also say  that 
“father” includes an adopted father and 
that  “mother”  includes  an  adopted 
mother. What is the use of defining one 
and leaving the  others ? Either you 
define all of them or you do not de
fine any of them and simply have a 
general clause saying that whenever a 
person is adopted, he should be consi
dered as if he has been actually bom. 
There is no use making it ambiguous. 
There has been some hasty drafting in 
this Bill.

There  is  a  proviso  to  clause 
25  which  says  that  if  the  female 
heir  is a  daughter,  she shall  be 
entitled  to  a  rît  of  residence 
in certain cases. But in the order of suc
cession, you have included not only the 
daughter, but also the son’s daughter and 
son’s son’s daughter. Certainly, it is better 
to include son’s daughter and son’s son’s 
daughter also here. Instead of that, you 
say merely “daughter”. This is a statute 
wUch will be strictly construed by the 
courts. Therefore, there must be much 
more clear drafting than what is found 
here. 1 have got so many other amend
ments, but I do not want to weary the 
House with them.  I have mentioned 
about 10 or 12 cases, and I will request 
the hon. Minister to give his sympathetic 
consideration to them.

There is one provision in the Bill, 
which I heartily welcome. That is the 
provision which gives the right of absolute 
property to the females. In the past this 
has been a great source of litigation. Be
cause it was considered  that females 
could not carefully manage their pro
perty,  thev were  given only  limited 
ownership. Under this Bill, absolute right 
of oropê has been given to the females 
and I welcome this modification.

I am entirely in agreement with the , 
usefulness of the Sill and subject to 
what I have said, I support the motion 
that has been moved.

 ̂ ^

5FTR ̂ f
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arrp arrtr f   ̂  ^

ftWT |3rr «TT :

“Act not to apply to certain pro
perties.—̂This Act shall not apply 
to—

(i) any joint family property or 
any interest therein which devolves 
by  survivorship on the  surviving 
members of a coparcenary in ac
cordance with the law for the time 
being in force relating to devolution 
of property by survivorship among 
Hindus;

(ii) any property succession to
which is regulated by the Indian 
Succession Act, 1925 -----etc.

(iii) any property succession to 
which is regulated by the Madras 
Marumakkattayam Act, 1932 etc.

You will be pleased to see that the 
share of the daughter was also one half. 
Now, this Bin, as it has now emerged 
is totally different from the Bill as it 
was originally presented to the House.

When the Joint Committee report was 
made, some  Members took exception 
to it. You will be pleased to find that 
one Member took  specific exceptions. 
On page 29 of the report, the objection 
is stated in these words in the eleventh 
minute of dissent, by one of the Mem
bers of the Rajya Sabha.

“The Bill as it was circulated for 
eliciting public opinion contained 
the following main provisions 

1, 2, 3.
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Further on, it is stated:

“The public opinion as has been 
received by the Law Ministry on 
the whole,  supports the measure 
as had been placed before it. The 
Joint Committee, appointed to con
sider the Bill, has completely chang
ed the Bill in all  the three above
mentioned aspects inasmuch as it 
has now made the Bill applicable 
to  joint  co-parcenary  properties, 
even though to the limited extent of 
the interest of a father and his sons 
in such property. The Committee 
has also extended the application 
of the Bill to those governed by 
the South Indian Act. i.e. Maru- 
makkattayam, Aliyasantana,  Nam- 
budri and the Cochin Acts.  The 
Joint Committee has  considered it 
reasonable to increase the share of 
the daughter from a half to a full 
share, that, is to say equivalent to 
that of the son.”

The name of the Member is Sham 
:Sunder Narain Tankha.

 ̂I A  ^

t ?fh: ̂  ̂   fOT w  t

 ̂̂  WT5T #   ̂'5fPT  saHi

I  ̂ *TTŴ  #  'SFTR ̂

Mr. Speaten What is the object of 
canvassing it? The ruling has already 
T>een given on that motion.

Pandit Thakur Das Bhar̂va: That 
motion is finished. I am raising a point 
»of order. The point of order is not ̂ sh
ed.

Mr. Speaker: What is the point of
*order ?

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava: The
point of order is this. According to the 
ruling of the Speaker as it was given at 
the time when the motion for reference 
to Select Committee was considered and 
you had permitted that you were pleased 
to observe that it is very difficult to say 
-whether the scof̂ could be widened. 
'When the hon. Minister was proceeding, 
1 raised the point that the scope could 
mot be extended by any Select Committee.

The question is whether we can now 
consider the Bill as its scope has been 
substantially extended. It has gone totally 
outside the scope. The point of order 
is whether we can go on. You have to 
give your ruling. On pages 506 and 
507 of May’s Parliamentary Practice, a 
number of rulings have been given in 
which the Government took up this atti
tude. As soon as they found'that the Bill 
was a changed one, they withdrew the Bill 
and brought in another. I can understand 
that. This Bill has come up in an ex
tended form. The only course is to with
draw this Bill and bring in another and 
proceed with that. You cannot proceed 
with this Bill. That is the point of order. 
If you require. Sir, I shall read out all 
the cases. They are 20 in number. In 
the rulings that have been given, this 
principle is an accepted one. If you like, 
Sir, you may take your own time to give 
a ruling and I shall proceed. But, the 
point  is there.  It -cannot extend  the 
scope of the Bill. It is not a question re
lating to this Bill alone. This question 
is of constitutional importance. I would 
beg of you to give your ruling. The 
point is there. You have got to consider 
this point. The Bill has emerged in a 
form in which it was not broût in this 
House, it was not sent to the coimtry. 
You can imagine, when the Bill came, 
its operation was confined to new mi- 
takshara  family  properties.  Ultima
tely, as it has emerged, it just proceeds 
on the basis that joint mitakshara family 
properties is included therein. It is quite 
clear that the country was not aware that 
such a Bill was coming up. The people 
could not make their representations to 
the Government or to the Joint Com
mittee or anywhere else. They were al
ways under Ae impression that the Bill, 
as a matter of fact, did not relate to this 
kind of property. Moreover, so far as 
the other laws are concerned, the Maru- 
makkattayam and Aliyasantana Acts, it 
was said that these properties will not be 
included. Now, all these have been in
cluded.  Even the trumpeted uniformity 
is not to be found in the Bill.

Mr. Speyer: Your point is that the 
original Bill was altered in the Joint 
Committee without any specific instruc
tion to that effect.

Pandit Thakur  Das  Bhargava : The
simple point is this. The Bill as it was 
presented to the House,  as it was sent 
to the country, and the Bill which has 
now come before  the House are en
tirely different The scope could not be 
extended without your permission or the
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permission of the House. It is not as if 
this point was not taken. I raised an ob
jection and you were pleased to express 
your opinion. After that, the Joint Com
mittee could not extend the scope of the 
Bill. Nor can the other House extend the 
scope of the Bill. With your permission 
or with the permission of the House, the 
scope could be extended. That has not 
been  done. My  humble submission  is 
that the Bill as such cannot be proceed
ed with. This point has to be gone into.
I do not want to take the time of the 
House by stressing the point further.

Shri S. V. L. Narasunham (Guntur): 
The question before the House, which 
the hon. Member Pandit Thakur Das 
Bhargava has raised is whether the Joint 
Committee had gone beyond its scope. 
If that is to be answered in the affir
mative, this objection holds. If it does 
not hold, we can proceed with the dis
cussion. We know that the Bill, as it was 
presented to the House, in fact, except
ed certain properties from the operation 
of the Bill.. It is also true that the share 
of the daughter was fixed at a half of 
that of the son. The question naturally 
arises whether the Joint Committee has 
got the power to scrutinise every part of 
the Bill and make recommendations. Sup
pose the Bill as it was sent to the Joint 
Committee contained a clause that cer
tain properties are excepted from the 
operation of the Bill.  Is it not com- 
pe ent for the Joint Committee, if it so 
considers, to direct  to go on exception 
shall  not  be  allowed  to  go  on 
the statute  book?  Whether the Joint 
Committee has got the power to suggest 
amendments to the Bill as it was pre
sented to it or not is the question. If the 
Joint Committee has got the power to 
suggest an amendment to that particular 
Bill, then, it cannot be said that it is not 
within the competence of the Joint Com
mittee. The position may have been dif
ferent if there were no clause about 
properties.  Suppose, certain categories 
are mentioned. Is it not open to the 
Joint Committee to add some more pro
perties ? Is it not open to the Joint Com
mittee to suggest that a particular clause 
in the original Bill should be altered al
together? When the Joint Committee, 
after  due consideration of the entire 
picture came to the conclusion that it is 
not proper that this property shall be 
excepted from the operation of the Act, 
naturally, they have to go a step further 
and suggest the inclusion of these pro
perties. Under the circumstances, I woirtd

respectfully submit that the Joint Com
mittee practically exercised its discretion 
consistent with the jurisdiction that has 
been conferred upon it. As such, it can. 
never be suggested that it has gone be
yond jurisdiction. I would submit that 
the point of order has absolutely no subs
tance.

Pandit C. N. Malviya: (Raîn): Sir, 
the question is whether the Joint Com
mittee has widened the scope of the Bill 
and whether the Bill as presented to the 
House is different from the original Bill. 
So far as the scope of the Bill is con
cerned, my submission is that the scope 
of the Bill was to give right of succes
sion to women. Formerly, there were no 
rights  of  succession.  This  right  of 
succession  was  given  and  there  are 
other provisions pertaining to the de
tails as to how succession takes place. 
This distinction has to be made. If this 
distinction is made, it will be seen that 
the scope of the Bill is to give the right 
of succession to women and not the de
tails.  Therefore, the Joint  Committee 
was entitled to amend the Bill. The Joint 
Committee has not changed the scope. 
This restriction has to be borne in mind.
I think there is no ground for the point 
of order. The Bill is quite all right. We- 
can proceed with it.
Shri Bogawat  (Ahmednagar South): 

We find from the very speech that the- 
Minister of Legal Affairs made on 1st 
October, 1955, that he said the follow
ing:

“When the Bill was first introduc
ed in this House, in clause 5 of 
the Bill it was mentioned that the 
Bill would not apply to the joint 
family  properties or any  interest 
therein which devolved by survi
vorship on the surviving members 
of the coparcenary.”

It was specifically mentioned in the 
Bill and it was the understanding of 
the whole House that this was not to be* 
made apphcable to the coparcenary pro
perty, and such a Bill was referred to* 
the Joint Committee. The Joint Com
mittee did not possess the power and had 
no right to decide upon a question which 
was not referred to it. This is an indirect 
way, a far-fetched way, a dangerous 
method, not to include and give the right 
to the Joint Committee and then bring 
out a decision and put it before the* 
Rajya Sabha and enforce it upon the 
vested rights of the coparceners. This is 
defeating justice. This is a point of law 
which the Joint Committee had no right 
to decide as this question was not refer
red to them. This Bill is ultra vires.
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Slifimati Jayashri (Bombay suburban):
I am speaking on the point of order. I 
entirely agree with Pandit C. N. Mal- 
viya. When the Hindu Code Bill was 
introduced in the House it was thought 
that this Succession Bill and the Marriage 
Bill should be brought in parts. We ̂  
know that the first part, namely the 
Marriage Bill, was passed in this House 
and the remaining part, the Succession 
Bill was introduce. In the original Bill 
which the Rau Committee had drafted, 
we all know that succession was accord
ing to the Dayabhaga and not Mitak- 
shara. It was afterwards inserted in the 
Bill, and many of the Members in this 
House opposed this saying that the origi
nal draft was changed. And then when 
it was sent to the Joint Committee, the 
Law Minister also had said that he would 
see that justice was done.

The idea of bringing the Succession 
Bill was to remove the disabilities of 
women. The Law Minister had said that 
by having this clause 5, injustice would 
be continued.  We wanted to do away 
with  this  and  unless  this  clause 
was  changed,  we  could  not give 
a  share  to  the  daughters.  That 
was  the  idea  in  sending  the 
Bill to the Joint Committee, to remove 
the clause and make a change according 
to the present draft. So, I agree with 
Pandit C. N. Malviya when he said 
that the original Bill was not according 
to  the  draft  which  was  meani 
to be passed by this House. I would re
quest the Law Minister to explain that 
the Joint Committee was entitled to make 
the change that it has made.

Pandit K. C. Sharma (Meerut Distt. 
—South):  My respectful submission is 
that the fundamental idea underlying the 
Bill Was that social legislation should be 
in  conformity with  the principle laid 
down in the  Constitution. The funda
mental principle in the Constitution is 
that there should be no disability what
soever on account of sex in any sphere 
of life. Inheritance of property makes a 
large difference to the development of a 
person in such a way that it is a distinct 
disability in the growth and development 
of a person, if in relation to certain 
other persons, on account of  sex, that 
person is differentiated. Therefore, this 
Bill was brought in so that tfie law of 
inheritance might be in conformity with 
the Constitution of the land.

The second point was that the evolu
tionary  process  is moving  towards 
uniformity  of  laws  to  ensure  uni
formity of the structure of society as a

. preceding factor in unifying world gov
ernmental structure. That is, the lêla- 
tive process, precedent to the political 
process, should be ensured.

These two were the underlying princi
ples of this Bill.  When the Bill was 
brought, it was thought that the jomt 
family system was of very long standing, 
and was working satisfactorily, and any 
interference with it would bring in cer
tain disturbing factors. The Joint Com
mittee in its wisdom thought that there 
should be imiformity with regard to suc
cession to property, whether governed by 
the Dayabhaga law or the Mitakshara 
law.  It is a  quantitative  extension 
sion, not a qualitative extention. There
fore, the Joint Committee was within its 
power to extend the scope of the pro
perty with regard to inheritance, and 
has not exceeded the power given to it.

The rulings that my friend has refer
red refer to qualitative differences, that 
is  something  which  was  not  the 
underlying principle of  the Bill, but 
there is much scope of development, of 
extension. I beg to submit that qualita
tively the shape of the Bill has not alter
ed, and therefore it was within the right 
and the scope of the Joint Committee to 
have extended the application of the Bill 
to the Joint Hindu family or the Mitak
shara system of law.

Then, this Bill has been passed and 
accepted by the Rajya Sabha and now 
it comes here for conforming to the 
principle accepted by one House. There
fore, this question  does not arise at 
all.

Shri Bogawat: It is binding.

Pandit K. C. Sharma: Not binding.

Shri Sadhan Gupta (Calcutta South
East): Regarding the scope of the Bill 
and the competance of the Joint Com
mittee to make the amendments, I sub
mit what we are concerned with is the 
objects of the Bill. Such amendments as 
are ancillary to those objects can be 
made by the Joint Committee. I submit 
that the object of the Bill was to confer 
the right of succession on women. At 
present women have no right of succes
sion when other preferential male heirs 
are there. Now, obviously the Bill want
ed to make an exception. To what ex
tent the exception should proceed would 
be a matter of detail, not a matter of 
principle. It proposed that the succession 
would be to the extent of half the pro
perty and would not apply to joint family 
prôrty, nor to Marumakkattayam and 
other properties. In accordance with the
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volume of opinion that was voiced in 
this House and the other House during 
the debate on the reference to the Joint 
Committee, the Joint Committee found 
that the right of succession that should 
be given to women should be absolutely 
equal to that enjoyed by men, and made 
that provision. In order to make that 
provision, obviously application to the 
joint family propê had to be brought 
in and the application of Marumakkatta- 
yam law had to be omitted because 
Manmiakkattayam, I think gives a pre
ference to women as against men. If 
you restrict its application to properties 
other than joint family properties, then 
women are deprived of a considerable 
part of their right to succession. There
fore, I submit that as those were matters 
of detail, the Joint Committee was com- 
I>etent to make those amendments. Now 
whatever the competence of the Joint 
Committee may be, the Bill has been 
passed by the Rajya Sabha and has been 
sent on to us. Are we entitled in this 
House  to  question  the  competence 
of  the  Rajya  Sabha  to  pass  this 
Bin m this form and to overrule the 
Rajya Sabha and say, this Bill should not 
have been passed in this form, it was not 
•competent for the Rajya Sabha to have 
pasŝ this Bill in this form, so we are 
not going to consider it, and we cannot 
consider it ? I think that would be both 
illegal and improper.

These are my submissions on the point 
of order.

Shri C. C. Sfaah (Gohilwad—Sorath): 
Whatever may be one’s views regarding 
the wisdom or otherwise of extending the 
-provisions  of this Bill to joint family 
property, my submission is tkat there 
can be no doubt that the Joint Com
mittee was within its competence in ex
tending the provisions to joint family 
property. From the very title of the Bill 
we find that it is a Bill which is meant 
to amend and codify the law relating to 
intestate  succession amongst  Hindus, 
which means all laws relating to succes
sion amongst Hindus.

Clause 5 of the Bill as introduced ex
cluded joint family property from the
• operation of the Bill. All that the Joint 
Committee has  done  is  to omit the 
exclusion  which was  made,  so  that 
expressly  joint  family  property  was 
brought  within  the  purview  of  the 
Bill.  The  Bill  as  introduced  said 
that  it  should  be excluded.  Then, 
the volume  of opinion in the House 
:and  the  joint  Committee  thought

that that exclusion should be omitted 
Whatever may be the wisdom of doing 
so—1 am not arguing on the merits; my 
hon. friend Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava 
is perfectly within his rights and is entitl
ed to say that the Bill has radically alter
ed as it has come from the Joint Com
mittee, and that the extension which has 
been made is of a very great and radical 
character, but—technically speaking, so 
far as the competence of the Joint Com
mittee was concerned, I submit that it 
was within the competence of the Joint 
Committee.

As  regards the  last argimient  that 
merely because it has been passed by the 
Rajya Sabha, therefore, we are not en
titled to raise the point here, I submit 
that there is no substance in that point 
of view. The Rajya Sabha may have pass
ed the Bill or may not have passed it, a 
point of order may have been raised 
there or may not have been raised there, 
but it is perfectly open to us to raise 
that point of order here, if it is valid. 
But 1 submit that that is not valid.

Shri Pataskar: First of all, I have to 
say that this point should be considered, 
apart  from  the likes or  dislikes  re
garding certain matters contained in the 
Bill. Ihe simple facts are as follows. 
As the title of the Bill goes, this is a 
Bill which is meant to amend and codify 
the law relating to intestate succession 
amongst Hindus. That is the scope of the 
Bill. Clause 5 of the Bill as introduced 
l̂id down that its provisions shall not 
apply to  any joint family property and 
to certain other  properties governed by 
certain  specific laws. I fail to under
stand how it would  not be open to a 
Joint Committee to consider the matter 
further and say that the Bill should apply 
to them or should not apply to them'. The 
original provision was that it should not 
apply. Now, was it not open to the Joint 
Committee  to consider this  provision 
along with other provisions—as they are 
entitled to consider—and then come to 
a different conclusion altogether? How 
can  it be argued  that such a  thing 
could not come within the scope of the 
Bill ? The scope of the Bill is not clause
5 only. The scope of the Bill i« to amend 
and codify the law relating to intestate 
succession amongst  Hindus.

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava: Clause
5 of the original Bill did only apply to 
non-Mitakshara properties.

Shri Pataskar: My hon. friend may not 
be able to grasp it. I would request him 
and the other Members not to concen
trate on this point as to whether they
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like a particular provision or not. The 
point here is simple enough to under
stand. This is a Bill which is meant to 
amend and codify the law relating to in
testate succession amon̂t Hindus. When 
specifically  it is provided in the Bill 
that it should not apply to joint family 
properties, I think it would be open to 
the Joint Committee to consider the mat
ter and come to the conclusion that it 
should apply. What is there to prevent 
them from coming to such a conclusion, 
either in May’s Parhamentary Practice 
or anything else ? I really am unable to 
understand. Apart from that, I should 
like to draw your attention to another 
very important fact, namely that this has 
got a precedent of its own. For instance, 
when the original Hindu Code Bill was 
introduced in this House, it contained 
clause 1 to the following effect, as you, 
Sir, would probably be aware:

“Act not to apply to any property 
of a Hindu governed by the Mam- 
makkattayam,  Aliŷantana  or 
Nambudri law of inheritance.”

11 ran almost exactly like the provi
sion in clause 5 of the original Bill. That 
Bill was referred to a Select Committee, 
of which, you, Sir, were a distinguished 
member. At that time, you and all the 
other members of the Select Committee 
thought that it was open to the Select 
Committee to consider whether the Bill 
should or should not apply to those pro
perties, and then you came to the conclu
sion that it should apply. And your con
clusion was what was contained in clause 
94. You had stated:

“We have omitted by a majority 
the exception in respect of succes
sion to the property of a  Hindu 
governed by the Marumakkattayam, 
the Aliyasantana or the Nambudri 
law of inheritance, because in our 
opinion, when uniformity is aimed 
at, there is no reason wBy an excep
tion should be made in respect of 
persons governed by these systems 
of law.”

Pandit ThaJair Das Bhaiĵva: May I
know whether this point was taken up at 
that time, and any decision ̂ ven on it 
at that time ? There is nothing of that 
kind.

Mr. Sp̂ er: If necessary, I shall ask 
the hon. 'Member later on. Now, the 
Minister may be allowed to proceed.

Shri Pataskar: My point is that even 
that Select Committee—of course, what
ever was passed ultimately is a different

matter-̂thought that it was within itŝ 
Scope to come to the conclusion that not
withstanding the fact that the original 
Bill had said that it shall not apply to- 
Aliyasantana properties and so on, it 
shall apply to them also. So far as these 
facts are concerned, they are beyond 
doubt. As a matter of fact, when the 
Select Committee made their report, they 
had introduced this  in  clause 94, and 
they had omitted the exclusion. I believe 
that in the same way, it was perfectly 
open to the Joint Committee in this case 
to have done a similar thing in regard 
to this Bill.

The original Bill had said that it shall 
not  apply to joint family  properties. 
Then, the Bill was referred to a Joint 
Committee,  and the Joint  Committee 
were entitled to consider whether or not 
it shall apply. I cannot understand how 
it could be argued by any stretch of 
imagination that it was beyond the scope 
of tne Joint Committee to have made a 
provision of the present nature, and that 
the Joint Committee had done something 
which they were not authorised or war
ranted to do.

There are some other sĵial factors 
which have also to be taken into account. 
This Bill was introduced in the Rajya 
Sabha. The Rajya Sabha made a recom
mendation  for the  appointment of a 
Joint Committee. Then,  a Joint Com- 
mitee. of both the Houses was appointed, 
and that Joint Committee by a majority 
came to certain conclusions, and they 
made their recommendations. Those re
commendations were naturally taken up 
in the other House in which the Bill had 
originated. I am not talking here on the 
merits and demerits and the rivalries of 
the  claims and  their inferiority  or 
superiority.

When the report of the Joint Com
mittee had come up for consideration in 
the other House, one of the hon. Mem
bers there—as some hon. Member have 
done here—̂raised just the very objection 
that has been raised here. And the Chair
man of the other House, as he was au
thorised to rule, ruled that that point of 
view was not proper, and that the Joint 
Committee were entitled to make such a 
recommendation. It is after that, that the 
Bill has come to this House.

Shri y. G. Deshpandc: No such ruling 
was given.

Shri Pataskar: I have akeady argued 
on the merits. Even on the propriety of 
it, I would say that when we have ap
pointed a Joint Conmiittee of both the
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Houses, a stage has been reacĥ now, 
and a ruling has already been given on 
this  matter— do  not question  your 
authority to give a different ruling-----

Shri U. M. Trivedi  (Chittor):  There 
was no ruling given.

Shri Pataskan The point of order was 
xaised, and it was disallowed.

Mr. Speaker: I do not remember that 
portion.

Shri Pataskar: That was in the other 
House. 1 am not  referring to the old 
thing now. I am referring to what hap
pened in the other House.

Pandit Thakor Das Bhâ va: About 
the point raised in the Rajya Sabha, we 
do not know. Here, you were pleased to 
declare that the question whether it is ...

Mr. Speaken We are concerned now 
with the point of order raised in this 
House.

Shri Pataskan If Members have a 
little more patience with me, they will 
realise the significance  of what I am 
going to say. I have akeady argued on 
the merits. What I am pointing out now 
is on the propriety of the whole thing. 
I am entitled to argue on that basis 
also.

Shri Bhagwat Jha Azad (Purnea cum 
Santal  Paraganas):  We  are  having
patience with you for so many years.

Mr. Speaken Order, order.  Let the 
Minister go on.

Shri Pataskan After all, I have been 
here in Government  only for about a 
year and a half.

Shri Bhagwat Jha Azad: I mean, your 
Government.

2 P.M.

Shri Psrtaskar; So I believed that so far 
as that House is concerned, this point 
was raised there and it was decided, and 
there is no case for reopening it unless 
for every strong reasons you uphold the 
point of order. That is a different matter; 
I do not question the authority of the 
Chair. But 1 am interested in pointing 
out what has happened there. I should 
think that this is a very simple matter 
and  if  considered  dispassionately,  it 
should be acceptable, apart from what 
some Members might ask whether it was 
or was not open to the Joint Committee 
to make the change.

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava: Could it 
be applied to Mussalmans though it was 
only meant for Hindus. Now they have 
included people governed by the Maru- 
makkattayam, Aliyasantana  and Nam- 
budri law though  the bill  specifically 
said it will not apply to them.

Shri Pataskar: I am surprised at the 
argument of the hon. Member because 
this Bill is meant to amend and codify 
the law relating to intestate succession of 
Hindus. This is how people lose then: 
balance.

Shri V. G. Deshpande: May I know 
from the hon. Minister of Legal Affairs 
what was the ruling given last time when 
that change was made by the Joint Com
mittee ? Was that point raised by any
body?

Pandit Thakor Das Bhargava: No.

Shri V. G. Deshpande: Was any ruling 
given ?

Pandit Thakor Das Bhaîva: Never.

Shri Pataskan Unfortunately, I do not 
remember. He knows it much better.

Mr. Speaken After the hon. Minister 
has spoken, I  could not  allow another 
hon. Member to raise the point. If he 
was here, earlier, I would have heard 
him. Anyhow, I have heard sufficiently.

A point of order has been raised in 
this House that the Bill, as it has emerg
ed from the Joint Committee, is subs
tantially different from the Bill that was 
originally introduced or, at any rate, at 
the time of the motion for concurrence 
to join the Joint Committee before this 
House, particularly with respect to joint 
family property. It is contended that 
though it is an intestate succession Bill, 
the  classification of  property  is  of 
material importance and therefore, it al
ters the nature of the Bill itself. It is not 
contended by anyone here that it is not 
within the jurisdiction of the Joint Com
mittee to alter the scope of the Bill if in 
advance any specifications were given to 
the Joint Committee to take up other 
matters also and modify the Bill as it 
thought proper. I distinctly remember 
that at the time the motion for concur
rence  to  join  the  Joint  Commjttee 
was before this House it was suggîted 
by the hon. Minister of Legal Affairs that 
this also might be considered by the Joint 
Committee. It is not as if it is governed 
by any particular rule. This matter is 
one of substance. It is true many ̂ings 
might be discussed, for example,  joint
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family property vs. other property. The 
main object of the Bill is to provide a 
share to the daughter or to mae the 
Avomans right equal to the mans right. 
But joint  family  property,  non-joint 
family property or other property is of 
such vital importance that it has got a 
specific significance under the Hindu 
la. Therefore, I even epected that the 
hon. Minister ould try to add by ay 
of an amendment, âparticular direction 
to the Joint Committee, that this also 
might be taen into consideration. By 
ay of abundant caution, he might have 
done  so.  But  he  did  not  do 
so.  He anted to ta* the chance 
as  to  hat  might  happen  in  the 
Joint  Committee.  n  the  other 
hand, if on a prior occasion, the nam- 
budri, maruma attayam and aliyasan- 
iana ere ecluded and ere later includ
ed by the Joint Committee, and the ques
tion as raised as to hether the Com
mittee could do so ithout the epress 
authority of the House, it is a different 
matter. I am not called upon to deal 
ith that. But the matter as not brought 
to the notice of the House and no objec
tion as taen. nder the circumstances, 
I feel that this, being a matter of such 
vital  importance, the Joint  Committee 
ought not to have altered the very nature 
of it. But this is not a Bill introduced 
in this House. This Bill as introduced 
in the other House. We ere merely 
ased to concur ith  the motion for 
reference 16 a Joint Committee. It has 
gone to the Joint Committee and come 
bac from the Joint Committee hich al
tered it. The other House has accepted it. 
I do not say that hat the other House 
has accepted is binding upon me.

But the main point is hether e are 
committed to hatever has happened. 
So far as this House is concerned, e 
may ignore all that has happened in the 
Joint Committee. We ere not commit
ted to the principle of the Bill at the 
time e referred it to the Joint Com
mittee. If e had committed ourselves to 
the principle of the Bill, then the ques
tion ould have arisen hat is the prin
ciple of the Bill hich has been altered  
We did not commit ourselves to the prin
ciple of the Bill, We ill assume that it 
had not gone to the Joint Committee. We 
ill assume that the Bill originated in 
that House and has come to this House 
ith some amendments and modifica
tions therefore, e may ignore the joint 
Committee. We iD no start as if 
there is some Bill hich has come from 
the other House. We may accept it or 
reject it.

Therefore, I do not thin there is any 
point of order in this matter.  It is not 
for the reason that this inclusion of other 
property does not mae it different. I do 
agree it is one of substance. If it had 
originated  in  this  House,  I  ould 
certainly  agree  that  there in be 
a difference.  But it  idid  not  origi
nate  in  this House. I may  refer, for 
the information of hon. Members here, 
to a precedent. I gave the ruling then, 
on the 17th December  1953 hen the 
House as considering a motion for re
ference to a Joint Committee, the Special 
Marriage Bi propped by the Council 
of State. The question arose as to he
ther, by agreeing to motion, the House 
ould be committing itself to the princi
ple underlying the Bill. The Deputy- 
Speaer then observed as follos

There is no commitment of this 
House. This Resolution is a Reso
lution placed before the House as
ing this House to send some Mem
bers to associate themselves  ith 
the deliberations of the Joint Com
mittee. But that does not involve 
any commitment of this House, so 
far as the principle of this Bill is 
concerned.

Folloing this ruling, e have not 
committed ourselves to any principle of 
the Bill.  We start ith the Bill as if e 
are starting it for the first time.  It is 
open to us to do so. This is for the 
reason that e have not conmiitted our
selves and, therefore, e did not give any 
specific  directions to the Joint Com
mittee. We ill loo at the Bill on the 
basis of it having emanated in, and hav
ing been passed by, the Rajya Sabha. We 
can loo into it, and e can, if necessary, 
thro out the Bill. This l be our first 
consideration of the Bill. nder these 
circumstances, I do not agree ith the 
point of order.

Shri B. S. Murthy (luru) May I see 
a clarification  When the Bill had come 
here and e agreed to the motion for 
reference to a Joint Committee, as this 
House not in possession of the Bill and 
did e not commit  ourselves to the 
principle of the Bill Therefore, if any 
principle has been changed, are e to 
reject it or accept it 

M*. Speaen  If e had committed 
ourselves to the principle of the Bill, and 
any change as made later, that ought 
not to be alloed ithout the consent 
of this House. But  e did not commit
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[Mr. Speaker] 

ourselves to any principle; they asked us 
to join the Joint Committee.

Shri S. S. More (Sholapur):  Can we 
join the Joint Committee without accept
ing the principle ?

Mr. Speaken I have already given a 
ruling. We have had no opportunity to 
go through ail the essentials of the Bill 
here. It will be dangerous to commit our
selves without our considering it in its 
essentials. On a prior occasion, a ques
tion arose whether we should go into 
a Joint Committee by committing our
selves and we were—I think the then 
Speaker also agreed with us—̂very chary. 
We did not want to commit ourselves to 
the principle of the Bill. That was be
cause this House wanted to have abso
lute freedom to go into that matter. We 
had no control over it. It was introduced 
in the other House, and the point might 
have been raised in the other House. I 
understand from the hon. Minister that 
it was raised and the other House over
ruled it.

Pandit Thakar Das Bhargava: I am not
raising this objection on that ground. I 
accept your ruling and the previous rul- 
infi that we are not committed to the 
principle of the Bill. I am not concerned 
with commitment of any principle. I am 
only concerned with this point that when 
a Bill is introduced in this House or that 
House the scope of the Bill cannot be 
extended by a Joint Committee or Select 
Committee. It can only be extended by 
you, by this House or by the other 
House. I am not  concerned with the 
prir.ciple of commitment as a result of 
acceptance of motion of reference to a 
Select Committee.

Mr. Speaker: This Bill was introduc
ed there.

Shri U. M. Trivedi:  One point re
quires clarification.

Mr. Speaker: I have already said that 
I do not agree with the point of order 
raised. I have given certain reasons.

Shri U. M. Trivedi:  May I make a
little submission, Sir? You have tried to 
draw a distinction between the considera
tion of a motion for reference to Joint 
Committee in the House in which the 
Bill is introduced and the consideration 
of such a motion in the other House. 
What happens in both the Houses is the 
same. Once a Bill is introduced in the 
other House, they also make a motion

for reference to a select committee or » 
Joint Committee of the  two Houses. 
Nothing further is discussed there and 
nothing further is discussed here also. If 
that House is said to have agreed to the 
principle underlying the Bill as introduc
ed in that House, the same proceeding 
having been gone through here also, it 
stands to reason that we are also âeeing. 
to the principle underlying the Bill. On 
that basis, we agreed to a reference to a 
Joint Committee, Therefore, my conten
tion wouid be that when we have refer
red the Bill 10 a Joint Committee, this 
House also stands committeed to accept
ing the principle underlying that parti
cular Bill. It may not stand committed 
to it, as you have put it, however what 
happens in either House is a repetition 
of what happens in the other House and 
both Houses agree that it may be refer
red to a Joint Committee. If that Bill is 
changed substantially—when that com
mittee was not authorised to do that— 
we should not allow it; otherwise they 
will repeat it.

Shri  R.  D.  Misra  (Bulandshahr- 
Distt.) rose—

Mr. Speaker: I do not want further 
arguments on this matter.

Shri V. G. Deshpande rose

Mr. Speaken The hon. Member, Shri 
Trivedi, in his desire to see that this 
point of order is accepted, is trying to 
throw  overboard  many  wholesome 
things  which  have  been decided  al
ready. In his opinion, once the Bill is 
introduced there and it comes here for 
concurrence  in  the  reference to the 
Joint Committee, we are committed to 
the  principle  immediately.  We  have 
more  than one ruling on that.  Re
peatedly objections had been raised that 
we cannot be considered to have com
mitted ourselves to the principle under
lying the Bill. We must discuss the prin
ciples leisurely. We have to decide on 
it leisurely when it comes to this House. 
Unless we commit ourselves to the prin
ciple, we shall not be bound by what 
the Joint Committee does. That is my 
considered view and I have already given 
rulings in this regard.  It may be con
venient to agree with the opinion of a 
few Members but, in the larger interests, 
I am not prepared to change my ruling 
given twice or thrice before. It is whole
some to say that concurrence in a motion 
for reference to a Joint Committee ought 
not to commit this House permanently 
to the principle underlying the BiH. We
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must be aWe either to accept or reject 
it. Therefore, we start with the Bill as 
it has come from the Rajya Sabha.

Shri y. G. Deslipf̂: In the Ught of 
the ruling just now given by the Speaker, 
I want to raise another point of order. 
The decision of the Speaker has accept
ed  that this  Bill has  fundamentally 
changed in its scope. Whether ttiis House 
is, therefore, wit̂ its rights to com
mit it because of so many changes was 
a point that was raised on the 27th— 
and I submit  that  there are drastic 
changes. The Deputy-Speaker then dec
lared that it was a dilatory motion. Now, 
the Speaker himself admits that there are 
very drastic changes. Therefore, our r̂ 
quest for a recommittal must be reconsi
dered by the Chair.

3TRT «rr ̂  ̂  ^

 ̂ Jif m m  ̂ ^
5FTT̂ f ffk 

am  t

?T  ^   ̂  t  ^

T̂RTT f   ̂ ^

TO r̂m w  t  ̂ ^

5F?:# I   ̂  r̂nrr m to

 ̂   «TT  fiRrmTT

 ̂ ^   I "TT STR

fen \ ̂  ̂   ̂   ^   ^

ITĉnf  t ̂  ̂
feiT I  ^

 ̂  ̂  <mr ̂TTO y

T?: t  ^

I

Shri Sadhan Gupta rose—

Mr. Speaken I have heard hon. Mem
bers enough.
Shri Sadhan Gopta: Shri Deshpande’s 

new point, Sir,.........

Mr. Speaker:  So far as Shri Dê-
pande’s point of view is concerned, it 
has already been ruled by the Deputy- 
Speaker that it is a  dilatory motion. 
I am not prepared to go behind it.

So far as the other point is concerned,
3—103—Lok Sabha

it is not as if the House is helpless. If 
it finds that fundamental changes have 
been made, it can throw it out There 
are several ways op&n to the House with
out inviting the Speaker to give a deci
sion. Therefore, the ruling will stand that 
we have not conmiitted ourselves. If the 
House does not agree with any particu
lar provision or portion, it can eliminate 
or remove that.

The hon. Member may go on.

 ̂^  fen  ̂ ^

i 5^

ô\3 vT̂srT̂rr ferr̂ TO^̂ f̂ rart̂  

oKHr̂  ̂̂

5rra3   ̂   ̂ I

’rtf̂RPT  R̂fci)  ^

I t    ̂ ̂

^  fenf «ft fe ^

1%tr ĤTT  ̂  ̂ ̂

Shri R. D. Mishra: We must also know 
what are those pages and what are Ae 
rulings. The hon. Member is quoting 
pages. We have to decide it.

Mr. Speaken We have disposed of the 
question of law. The question now is 
whether the House is agreeable or not 
agreeable. It is open to the House to take 
any view.

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava: This is 
what appears in May’s Parliamentary 
Practice. . •

Shri •: Is it a point ol order ?

Pandtt Thakur Das Bhargava: It is not
a point of order at all now. It is a pie<̂ 
of advice on constitutional practice; if 
you want to ft̂ow it, you may; other
wise you need not.

Shri Pataskan May I humbly know on 
what point I am being advised ?

Pandit Thakur Das Bhaigava: Unless 
you hear me, you cannot know the point.

Shri B. S. Murthy: I rise on a point 
of order. Sir. A point of order was raised 
and you, Sir, have been pleased to give 
your ruHng. The same point is being 
brought again in some other form. Is it 
in order?

Pandit Thakur Das Bhugava: My
friend has not heard what I have been 
saying.
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Mr. Speaker:  So fu* as the nu^
wWch has been objected to and can bt 
raised by a point of order, is concerned, 
it has l̂ n decided by the Spealcer. 1 
am looking at the clock to see if the hon. 
Member has utilised his fifteen minutes' 
time. Instead of spending his timf*. to 
convince the House on this point that 
the Select Committee ought not to have 
. done this or done that, he can use those 
arguments not to convince the mind of 
the House on this point, but to ask the 
House that in view of what they did— 
they thought of one thing and did some
thing  else—̂the Bill should be  thrown 
out. May’s Parliamentary Practice also 
need not come in now. My fear is that 
in view of the point of order he may 
spend away his time on it without speak
ing on the substantive part of the Bill. 
Therefore, there is no question of point 
of order in this. Any hon. Member can 
refer to any point of law to convince the 
mind of hon. Members here.

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava: I do not 
know whether I have only 15 minutes’ 
time on this. I know there is a rule t̂ t 
in a Bill of this nature, any Member can 
go on till he exhausts has arguments. 
There is no rule that only 15 minutes' 
lime can be allowed for a speech on a 
Bill, particularly of this nature.

Mr. Speaken  After all, the Business 
Advisory Committee has fixed a particu
lar time limit of 35 hours for this Bill. 
It may not be 15 minutes, but it cannot 
be 5 hours for any Member. Therefore, 
there must be a limit which we will 
observe. If the hon. Member is not satis
fied with 15 minutes, he may be given 
20  or  25  or  at  the  most  30 
minutes. If the original practice of not 
limiting the number of hours in allocat
ing time had been adopted, that would 
be another matter, and one hon. Member 
could be in possession of the House for 
any length of time. But we have changed 
tfas ruliis and been adopting a different 
practice.

Pandft Thakm Das Bhargava:  The 
original rule has not been changed.

Mr. Speaker: For the whole Bill, the 
tae allotted is 35 hours. Is it the desire 
of the House that  I should allow any 
hon.  Member  unrestricted  time—2 
hours, 3 hours and so on ?

Seme Hon. Members: No, no.

Mr. Speaken Because this is a Bill. I 
am prepared to give any hon. Member 
anything up to 30 minutes, and nôung 
more than 30 minutes. Is it the general 
acceptance of the House-----

Du BhiH(«Ta: So far
as I am conqemed, I rely on die wording 
of a particular rule. If the interpretation 
of the rule is that it is capable of being 
relaxed or not relaxed, or is not being 
observed or going to be observed, it is a 
different matter. So far as the particular 
matter of time restriction is concerned, 
I do not think it is right to ask the House 
to agree to or opine whether any Mem
ber should be given so much time. It is 
entirely at your discretion. At the same 
time, I r̂uest you, Sir, to change your 
rule. I will abide by it. If you make a 
rule, you should interpret it in a consis
tent  manner.  The  Business  Advisory 
Committee is there; it has given full dis
cretion to you to extend the time; it has 
not limited your discretion in the mat
ter.

Mr. Speaker: Therefore, it is reason
able for the Speaker and the House to 
expect how much time the hon. Member 
would take.

Pandit Thakur Das Bhaigava:  The
hon. Member will only do what you and 
the House Will desire him to do. I am 
not going to defy your decision or the 
decision of the House.

Mr. Speaker: When I said 15 minutes, 
the hon. Member may have said one 
hour or 30 minutes or 45 minutes. I am 
yet in the dark as to what time the hon. 
Member wants.

Shri S. S. More: May I in this very 
context know whether there is any list 
of speakers previously prepared ? Or are 
we expected to catch the eye of the 
Chair ? I put this question because there 
has been no uniform practice observed 
here.

Mr. Speaker: Again and again, this 
question is put to me. I have got a sheaf 
of chits just now handed and l̂ing hand
ed from time to time, and I have been 
noting them. In addition, I am also trying 
to regulate the time accordingly. If one 
Member wants to speak from the Op
position Benches, I am trying to locate 
which hon. Member can meet his argu
ments—either on account of his status 
or the State from which he comes, or 
of his particular interest in labour or in
dustry and so on. All those are things 
which weigh with me. It is only for my 
information that I am having this list.

Shri S. S. More:  In this particular
measure, there is no distinction between 
the party in power and the party in op
position. This is a social measure. Some
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•of us 4re pEepared to support the Gov- 
«nimciit, though some may oppose it. We 
should be given a chance without our 
having to send any chits.

Mr. Speaker: Hon. Members need not 
jcnd chits at all to me.

Shri Bansal (Jhajjar-Rewari): May I 
know if this one hour or so which has 
-been utilised on this point of order and 
incidental points will be added on to the 
time that has been allotted for this Bill ?

Mr. Speaken All this will be included 
in the 35 hours.

Pandit Thaknr Das BhargaTa:  1 was
submitting that—I want the hon. Minis
ter of Legal Affairs to listen to me—to 
be consistent with the practices in Great 
Britain, if a Bill comes back to this 
House very different in its scope, the 
House is perfectly at liberty to ̂ ow it 
out, but at the same time the constitu
tional practice is that when the Speaker 
expresses himself in this way namely, 
that the Bill is a quite different one, the 
only course open to the Government is 
to withdraw the Bill and bring in another 
Bill.

Shri Pataskar: The Speaker has not 
decided it.

[Mr. Deputy-Speaker in the Chair]

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:  The Speaker’s
advice may be heard.

Shri Pataskar. He said that it was a 
thing that the Speaker had decided, but 
I do not find his decision.

Pandit Thakor Das Bhargava: The
Speaker has stated that the Bill is a dif
ferent one.

Shri Pataskar: I do not think that is 
his opinion.

Pandit Thakur Das Wianpiva: Even if 
the Speaĵer did not say so, 1 am read
ing from page 507 of this book. I am 
not going to take my time in reading it 
—because my time is limited—and I ml\ 
leave the Members to got throû that 
page. The only course open to the Gov
ernment is to withdraw the Bill and to 
bring in another Bill. If the Government 
wants to proceed with this Bill, it is going 
against constitutional practices and con
ventions of the House of Commons,

«rnTT t

(hr̂r) f i

’tR-   ̂   ̂  (T̂ ) ̂

frrar̂

 ̂  t •  ̂  ̂  ̂   ̂   ̂
T̂PTT   ̂4   ̂  r̂r ft?

 ̂ft*" CIO   ̂  ^

W  ^   ̂ I ̂   ^

# ^

^  ftî ^  w ?TFrr

5fft̂ ̂   ^ ^ ̂

 ̂?ftr ^  fT3̂ #

 ̂    ̂  in=5n: # wtt ̂

I   ̂ WFT ̂

^̂ftrftv̂

'5Tĉ ̂  TRT ̂ '5TPT I ̂ ̂T3»̂ ̂ 
f̂RiTcT #   ̂ r̂?iTT *50̂ i ft>

 ̂ '3T?r

I 3IT%̂   ̂   ̂    ̂  ^

 ̂ ^ rn?̂»  TO  feiT

T̂RT  «rr i

 ̂ ^  ^  5TRTT

 ̂ +̂dl t   ̂ t?

^ iT̂  I

'dti'nl fsWRT   ̂I

 ̂ d̂HI  ̂ft? ̂ ̂  'MfO

^ ;̂3rnTT

...............

Silrimati Ammu Swaminadiian (Dindi- 
gul): I should very much like to know 
what the hon. Member says on this im
portant measure. Would he kindly speak 
in English ?

Shri Bansal: The hon. Member should 
learn Hindi.

Shrimati Ammn S n: I can
leam, but 1 do not know now.

 ̂  ̂   ̂ t  VT'Rh' -HŴ

t ft? ̂  t  ^
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mx ffTT  ̂irf
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Shri s. s. More: Ask her whether she 
has followed this.
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t   ̂   ̂̂  1̂  W  ^ ̂  

 ̂   >̂w,   ̂ ̂ TT̂qr
 ̂  ̂  fsr?̂

i  "  "

?nn: t̂ft stt  ̂ ^

^̂rf=RTt f¥ mr¥t

^̂ >fyq?TT?Tflf  t*
 ̂ #3 ̂  5FTT̂ ̂ RTT ̂
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^ TK  ̂   ?n?<Nr 5f ̂  ̂  r

 ̂  TO W   ̂ jft̂

^ rTF̂ f  ̂ ^  + <dl

$ I I %

 ̂ ̂  i\, f«n: M^h<  ^

T̂TTTSr   ̂IV ̂  ̂   ft) +11fd- 

^ %w ̂  f^ t ̂  ̂

reWrv̂irR I ̂  TspTT ̂TT̂ g fV «n%5c 

«TTT ̂  W t ? ?TTf%T; WTK

2t̂  ^  ̂  ^

^ WPRK #   ̂fm, f̂TT ̂  Wf-

*Hini<il   ̂f%  ^ 'Ĥ< ̂  ̂rnr̂T̂

?fk irrf ̂   fir# ? ̂

W  ̂ ^  Jfiiff-dŜiiM ? I ̂  ^

 ̂  ̂  t ^ ̂rrm k ̂
 ̂ '•Na   ̂ I  VnX ?TFr  5TFT ̂

mwrrsK

^ ̂   ̂ t‘ ̂   ̂  ̂  ̂ m<\<  H ̂  

 ̂   ^ ̂TRT  f̂TW =̂Tf̂ I

«m- ^ ^  t  ̂ ^̂f̂ rf̂d1>ii ^
R̂TT  f   I  5FTT ?ft

 ̂WT ̂  R̂pl̂ldl f% ̂   ^

 ̂fw mrfinff #

 ̂VIt  5T̂ t I ̂   t fV ̂

^ma  ̂̂  T̂  f,

T̂T̂ (̂TtITT̂tt)  # fT Tf t| f 

^ îf  <̂«ha, ̂1*1 *41 y   ̂ 

t  ft «F5T ̂  IFIT
 ̂ ̂ W ̂  ̂  ̂   f%  T̂

 ̂  T̂F̂R’ ft ̂ n̂ft i| ̂  ftr |q<*5̂

ĥft   ̂   ̂̂  ̂  t3[̂ »rf

T̂RiT 53?fV  l̂O vi*>i ̂aW ̂ H<̂iH 

 ̂ f,   ̂?R# ̂  ̂T?: ?T7̂ t»

'd*tt  T̂PTT  «n*iK % ^ ̂

t I k̂ ̂   ^

 ̂f%  ^Vd ?TT̂  ^ 2|̂

T̂OTcfl’  I   I  #‘  ̂ ftr

ITT̂ r<2»Hid
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^  fnr  TO5Rft w

?PRT   ̂  T̂T̂TT

t  ̂  ̂    ̂
(̂TR̂) 'TT

TO ̂  ^

 ̂?T̂ -̂l̂dl ^   ̂ ̂

Tnrm  ̂ r̂tstt Ph+m   ferr to i 

WT # TTTOvr ̂  5RF̂  5̂   ̂  ̂

ĵ(M f̂PFm  t, ̂  ̂  ̂ ̂  

qrf?ffeHt(̂ ^̂ 5RT?T̂iTf̂ T^

^ ̂  ^   t ) ‘  ̂   ̂  ̂
prr̂   ̂ ^  r̂r Tfrt

 ̂ fJT ̂

t, <s<ÎH ̂  ̂   ti ̂
?TTW 'SRT ̂   ̂I

Shrimati Subhadra Joshi  (Kamal):  1 
think the hon. Member should withdraw 
the words

‘̂TnrPTT ̂  3RT5fT  Pi*̂ M  f<̂l l”

qf̂  3T̂ aw ^
^ ^  t ?ft  ̂ ̂  ̂rnr

# ̂TTefft !MM«ft  T̂pft  ^   ̂'*n*TT

I

Bihft  :  ̂ ^

3̂tt#‘̂ rf̂  I

Mr. Depnty-Speaken The hon. Mem
ber may continue.

Mfid owt. TRT

WT   ̂ ̂  t, TR ̂  ̂  t

^    ̂ ̂  ̂  ̂   TOt,

T̂HTT t, t?  ̂ qr

T̂Rnr "fhr, ^

 ̂  t • ̂   f  TO ^
ŝrrghft  I

«ft  *lWt  ITrTTPT̂ —

 ̂ fWTPT5r̂?ft—

I

qfiRf  3̂5̂  îrrŜ :   ̂f%

TO" «P  ̂ ̂   5f  I ̂  ̂  ̂JTtTT 

g f% ’RM TO ̂  ̂TRTO ’TT ̂

^^TOTO’R I TO *im<̂i< 

 ̂ vn$̂ ®Ft ̂  ̂   [̂W*rr ̂  y

5*̂  *5̂ ̂ srrtv ̂hn* i

^ ^  TO  ̂ ̂  ̂ 5TT5f̂ ̂

 ̂ ̂  11  f f%  ^

w  ̂  ̂   t* f̂ ̂

wvs >nt ̂  TO %ttK

tîi< "Trsr «r>̂<ii  r̂rt ̂   ̂ ?

 ̂  T T f ̂  T O   filT  ̂  ̂  ?TT

t ̂    ̂  ̂ RTO ̂  t| f I

 ̂»T̂  f  f% ̂*nrV  ^ ̂  % 

f̂ TÔ |r 1 M   ̂  T̂f er|?T̂ t f% 

4‘   ̂1  ̂̂  fnfV   ̂I

T̂O, IT̂ ̂  f%€t % 5R  5 ,̂ ̂

p , ̂ W t ̂   ^

I   ̂ =5nfrr   ̂ ̂  »rf

|̂ 5TfiT̂ it ̂ îW

^  pr t ^

?TTO W  ̂  t, fro TTW 

% ̂  ̂snw j t   ̂  ^

 ̂̂  ̂  ̂  ̂  ifWto 1

frsj# TOT̂ f̂ -̂

 ̂  T O M   ̂n f̂  f f, ̂    ̂   TO T  ̂

 ̂   ̂   I  5fTO  5TMT  #   ̂JT R T

«FT̂ % ̂ Ri¥t  ferr,  w  f%TO

t cTif̂  «ft  I

 ̂ ̂   «fr  ^^3^

q  ̂  f w   «IT  I  r«iHW   TO #   ̂

IV*11 ’FTT ̂3̂ f+̂ri

I  ̂ TO t ^
# Midw:  # TO d̂<r5T  t

3̂?R>T ̂5RR  ̂   ̂  ̂

w r  I  ̂ ̂  'TT  fe m

^ ^ ^ f h f f ^ ^  

T O  ̂W T O  ̂  I HV.O

«TR f̂?|5FTO #   ̂  ̂ 211 "T̂TT ̂

r̂nr ^   ̂̂

 ̂  T O T  ĥ ĴR  ̂   T O   I  T O   ̂

Wf ̂   t» ̂   ̂ t
TOT ̂   tfiM^̂ -mliris  ?r̂, C

fa^ P̂HfdT ̂   ̂ •

TOT   ̂  t ̂   TO ̂  |T̂

I ^ ̂  #

TO# I TOT ̂  I  TO ̂

TO  ̂̂f̂sr f  theory 
I  ̂ q c TTS T ̂t f% 

ftrfq̂    ̂ ̂  ̂  ̂ T5itT ̂

q w r t ̂  ̂  I

JTTbJR"   ̂   qr  <i5t#5T ^

TO  ̂̂  m  t I TÔ TOIT
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fit  t ̂    ̂ T̂Ti|
^   ̂ m ̂  ̂ ^
qr  T̂  ferr r̂nrr 11 ̂
inroW ̂  ^  # r>t'̂H

^  ^ I ̂
■■il̂dl f f%   ̂*TT̂ # W ‘mHH

 ̂qf̂ |t ^ 9TW;
 ̂ 5TPRT?

if̂ TFT̂   I ̂ '»i Mal ̂ IV ̂ rr  ̂̂ T T

 ̂    ̂  ?TT̂  ̂ *iiH  ̂ 5T̂  ̂ HRft  ̂   I

 ̂ *t>̂df f% W  ^ fk̂fiPT ̂ R’̂TT

 ̂ vff̂iT  =̂V5f t1|A| ^  P̂Ht

«RTf TĈsr̂ i ̂ wc ĵk

|f f  'Sr̂  ̂
f«iH  *tn  MI’tt  + ̂  ̂  I  ̂f*t>H  Î H  ̂  

VF̂  9Tfw|f¥ '̂ %

fk  ̂?ftT  tfVo ̂
^ ̂  I qjvf  %

 ̂ qr̂r  ̂  ̂  ̂ f%
^  ?rf̂, ̂  #? ̂rp’, ̂  ̂  ̂rî 

irrf ̂ ̂  ̂  ̂sn̂ i 
f̂hrsTT (mrm)

n̂w I
^ ̂  ̂  OT *PT ̂ RT?r t ̂  ̂   ^

 ̂  -*11̂ 01  I   ̂ ̂

m f¥
?TT>7̂ +lMm*H<t

l̂cT̂PT̂ »T̂ ̂»rr ti«T>nl,  HiMcf ̂  VT̂TT 

»̂n*T>l<!i  *t><vl <iT>nl,
t̂  T̂TTJ   ̂ŵ  ̂  forr ̂ftr 
 ̂  ̂ ̂  «TFT
5mRR̂f̂ r̂t T̂wt I
fRT̂   ̂ «ft

'‘4̂ ̂17̂ ”̂ fro  r̂if̂'
r̂r  f̂rv 'tt i  îd  n̂f̂RT

 ̂T̂ t I  ̂̂  ^ Tf
f f% 1̂  ̂Nxm̂d  (̂n-̂iftria Mp̂ql<) 

 ̂̂  I WTK ?TPT ̂
f ̂ qpT ^
ti*j '*4)di ̂  ?1TT  îTffT  r̂r̂,

?rrT ?fl«Tt  ^ TTsft t,<sni

A ̂  ̂5TT ^
*Ft  2 fî    ̂  ̂ R?WT  I  ?FIT  «̂nT̂  

 ̂̂  TW?TT ^
 ̂fil̂istTl ̂  '»iî̂n I 

|f5RT ̂ m  ̂  5Tff t,

viWK frnr  f̂   ĉ*r
*Pt5TT   ̂̂  VT̂ V  srnft̂

TW ̂  11 ̂  wivT W

T̂ ̂ ?[̂  ̂I

 ̂  ̂̂n> srn̂
f I   ̂ l̂ m

tfy <nRf%^̂ R<K̂  ̂ W<\< t 
Ĥ<M   ̂  ?TT ̂ r?fw w  ?r̂ ̂  

 ̂ I #■ ̂  f  siirT ̂ O
 ̂  ̂̂’iHinm (tN̂) F̂Tf̂ra’ ̂

 ̂   ̂11'  T̂Timr f fw

Mkt<t)̂ 'dH«tn +|iH 15T̂ #

t̂q̂ I # «RT̂Nt '»q|5<i 5TR€T  ^
«If?r  'SPFTt  ̂ I A  HTT̂   «tf̂ H)   ̂  ^

ŴRiT ̂ TT̂ ̂  ̂̂  fv
 ̂«Tf̂  *t>M̂ t’,

W vT5̂ ̂ 27̂   ̂IV ̂  ̂
 ̂ ̂ TT ̂  JlHdH  ̂   I  ̂ f+  ̂?m

qr  w   5PIT  f̂ rrJt̂ nfw   f   i 

IPTT ̂T  ̂̂  '3% vJ'iT**!  «̂ <Hf

 ̂ i, 5q̂ 1%̂  t  ̂^
r̂?RT  ftm ’ t> ^

 ̂?ft-3%  «FT  ̂ ?T*TT̂ Ŷf 

tlPOT (<Tf7oZnRT) t ̂  ̂

 ̂  ^  t rft ̂  ̂Tfrt̂r
f̂r?7TT  ̂I   I  ̂   ̂  ̂  t

f̂FWT ̂ 1%  2TT ̂  ̂fnft ̂
f̂ FT  ̂ srrrff A  fk̂ Rrr, qr ̂

sft̂TT? ferr

fT =#5t ̂  snwhsFT  ferr  i   ̂

«rrr ?fk w f  ̂   ̂ wti sTRtmr
2TT ̂  ^

inftvnr %*tt «tt r
 ̂ ̂  wr ̂   Hiti «h's*i

vfff̂   ̂  ̂̂   '̂Mi’̂r
5?̂  t • ̂    ̂ ^

?T I ̂  ^
zT f̂fR hR   t  m 'q t̂̂ rPRKzrr W TT 

??rr  vfffv ̂rrzRT̂ ̂  ̂

?rn> îTRTT t « ̂
arf̂ W   ̂ I ̂rf̂ ^
STTPK  ^ ̂nrrr ̂  wnr  p̂rff% ̂ n̂rV

arf̂ *îî'< ̂ I  'TT  4fW

A TfT f̂firr R̂T  ̂   ifh ̂  ^

f̂«R OT *TT >ft arf̂ apt ?H7?f 

 ̂«Tf?T  ̂   ̂ ̂  I ̂
 ̂ft» ̂ T| Hĵi*H>1 «pt ̂  t %
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#  3?R  11

 ̂ ^ 5nr  T̂W

**11̂1  I   ̂ ^Hd  ?T*ft *f

 ̂   t. ̂  ̂ ̂  ^
 ̂   ̂ I mUiM

 ̂  ̂ ^ ̂   -̂ 

VT ̂  ̂TPPT ̂ ̂rtf T̂sr̂ ̂  f f%

wt ^^ Hii q^.i'si- 

 ̂ '3R' ̂   M̂H STRTT ’TT̂

5?T?T ^  ^ ̂  ̂<HWT «rr  ?TFT ̂

qw    ̂ t| I, ^3  ̂̂  ?rf|#

 ̂̂ TFT t

T|t I »

^

I

qf̂  ?n̂

T̂̂ TR̂  ̂ T3î   ̂  'T̂ R̂kTT ̂  I

?rm ̂  ̂  «TT ̂  f̂ «n’I  ?pn:

?rm 5Tff ̂  ̂  ̂   f  ?TFT

^ f̂ ̂   T̂TCRR # ̂iW ^
 ̂vHN<r< ̂

ffRTT Ilf ̂  ̂  ̂  tj

^ T̂FT̂tf̂ The father-in-law is 

not equal to father and husband 

is not equal to wife, w ^  t
f¥ ifh C T < n n :̂ ̂ tf¥ v n ̂ ̂ ̂ o o  q w  

 ̂̂  ̂ TTT  ̂ ^
q w   ̂   I A' =̂ Tprr f
f% t

 ̂iffrr   ̂ ̂  t ̂   «flT

t̂Tĵ ̂  «Tf̂ t  # ?T̂  ̂  ̂

f  ’TT̂  3t̂   t   ̂ r+H  ̂  'T»̂»tr 

iV  WTRT t   ̂   ̂    ̂ ^

?T3T if)W  f   ̂  ^

 ̂JK  ̂   ̂ ^   I

’aiTfaT f f%  ^

iTHWl  ̂ STPT  I

*fV RTEFFT I >dĤt *̂if<î*̂ *̂TT 

t' \

qfiw cwrnw n̂*r: ^

3RiTf̂ f r  af!Rr  <ft

%rrr̂ ^ ̂  ̂   ^

T̂  «TT I A  f f%   ̂ TO ̂tNtT

fir̂ I <?!«%> I ?n»ft ̂  'srnKT̂

# ^  R̂cTT t I

 ̂   ̂  ^R ST’T ̂    ̂ WRft t   *

^ ̂  ̂   ^ T  ̂t I

 ̂  f   ̂   ̂   T̂T̂   ̂  I  #'  ̂

=501̂ f%  ̂ ŝfk̂  ̂^

?m  t̂f̂   ^ i ?tn#

 ̂ ®m»̂H  TRT f̂<<r f, wf¥«T ?PTT 

?rr q-q sr ? # ^   q r ̂  ̂

^3  ̂ ^  >ft   ̂ T̂T̂  I

t   =̂ rr̂  |  q>K<'̂T<?rr  ^

?fh: wp: ^
R̂ TO" t  ̂'d̂+1'  ^
3rr̂ I  f̂̂ TTT) ̂  ̂ f% ̂  «rr#

4>K<̂H>:TT   ̂ 3̂nwi? # I

TK   ̂  ̂  ̂ ̂
TBjm’ i  ̂  5T̂  wft

3TT   ̂  ̂   I  ̂

 ̂  ̂  ̂  t ̂
 ̂̂  I  ̂  ̂ qr  ̂ ^

 ̂ r̂rar  3̂̂r»t

^  ̂t I

—̂ 1̂ ) :

I   I  ̂    ̂ ̂ TPR   ̂  ftRTl̂

f  I ̂ TT f̂f «ft ̂  ŝpTf

f̂RPFt %fT3[ 'iX 3IT̂ ̂  t' 1 ̂  ̂ «rt ̂  

TOT ̂  ̂  \

 ̂  t ‘ ̂   ̂   ̂ t # 
T r̂ar   ̂   ft   ̂   t  ̂   ̂  

 ̂   >ft  ̂ FFft  «rf ̂ ̂   WTT̂ t   3Tq#

 ̂ 3̂nTR #  ̂  ^

^ ̂    ̂ t ̂   ^  

?pt  ̂  ft  ̂  fW r  ̂  ^

 ̂    ̂    ̂    ̂   f ’T

5T̂   ̂  I ̂ >t 3n̂ ft

n R  ̂  qr?ft  ̂   ’ft ̂  q  ̂   ̂    ̂r ̂ ,

'jrnr̂rr̂ *p̂ ̂  
am #  R̂T̂ T t   ̂ ̂smrarre?

;3̂ ̂   5̂ ? ̂  ̂  I  ̂5Tff ̂ mrar
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['tfer   ̂ 

fe w  ^

 ̂  f ?TT  ̂?TR I

3̂̂  ̂  ̂  ̂  ?T̂ ft> W   ̂̂  

*̂1̂1 ?rr̂t ci««̂ ^ 5TRRK 

I ft)?R ?r̂  ^̂TPrrt i

 ̂  ̂ 11 ̂  ̂  n̂ft ^

t ̂  ̂  ̂  ̂ ^

 ̂   ̂  1 # f̂ m fe

3T̂ 3rĤ   qidH>T 

|?TTfesF%  ̂ qr̂ Tf̂  

r̂f%̂ ̂   TO qr p̂t ̂t̂rr, ̂  #%

^ f̂h: wnr ^

fRT̂ R̂T̂ #

fe ijf ̂§br04) fT ̂  TO ?fk

TO
 ̂  i ̂  to ̂ j?n̂

'FOTg i% ̂  ̂  5npt̂ «RTrfinr"  ̂  

1'- '’ ' 

“24. Where, after the commence
ment of this Act, an interest in any 
immovable property of an intestate 
or in any business carried on by him 
or her, whether solely or in con
junction with others, devolves upon 
two or more heirs specified in Class 
I of the Schedule, and any one of 
such heirs proposes to transfer his 
or her interest in the property or 
business, the other heirs shall have 
a preferential right to acquire the 
interest proposed to be transferred”

 ̂   ̂ ^   ̂ fcrr  ̂  i

r̂nj qfTT ̂FTRT ̂  f̂tr

 ̂ TO  I   ̂  !RfT   ̂  11

SR  ^  I i%

*‘to acquire the interests proposed to
be transferred.”

 ̂ ̂   5Enr«<+<̂H f ^

 ̂?TW I

 ̂  ^  I

3ft «TT5r  ^  #?ft

ft*rr  ĴTO <mr ̂   prrr

wrr   ̂  ̂t»TT TOî ^  ^

 ̂ ̂  TOR  ̂ f̂hTTW fw  

ŜTT̂ ?fh: ̂

ŝrmjsfk  T̂#irr  t̂̂rr 

5rt^

5fhr ?rm ̂    ̂   ^

 ̂ T̂T̂ ?rk  f?:  T?:  ^

?TER̂   ̂  9rrt #  f   fTOT

i  I  #  3FT f

vFJTRT   ̂ Y\3, ^

^   ̂  ̂ ^ ̂  

I fr ̂    ̂ I
arnr fT  ̂T |t i ̂

^ sTTq’ ̂  f̂k to^

?̂iTT̂ Î R c5tr| ̂  ̂   gro t ^

fETft  ̂qimr   ̂ 3r%qr |

YTTTO  cPrm  T?: 'TPft ̂

^ «rrr  qr ̂  f

T̂O  f̂!W ftr ̂    ̂3TT2TT I

 ̂  # >f|- ?r̂  f ̂   3m̂

t 5tT̂ v̂  I  3iTq

 ̂  ̂THT  I 3TTqr  f  ft>

5f̂  ^ frf

?T

 ̂̂   # iTTT  ^ pT ̂

 ̂ ?rrj«r # ̂rr â

qr  ̂ ̂  ̂  to tr̂ n̂
*PT  t I ̂  ^ JT̂  «n-%^

W T̂T  ̂# ?TRT  f

 ̂ i   ̂ JTf

qifdiRt ^̂ nq̂JTf

^̂rrq̂ T̂Ô fror̂r ferr ?

I ?Pr
¥ff ̂TO ̂   f ? #  ^

%ri  ^ f̂fTF̂  |TT I ;j7T̂

d'0«?>   ̂ fO T  I  illMH

f̂er̂rt̂ îFTr ̂  ̂   ̂  ̂

 ̂  #  ?tRT  |‘

TO#   ̂ ?nq# VTR

fw I «nq ̂  ̂  ^  ̂  ̂   #

^ «PT5TT ̂ 5̂  t‘qk 37̂ vtf 

qnWt w  11  It 5 TOT % 

 ̂ «PT ̂   ̂w ̂Iroixtot qn" ̂ crt
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r̂rcf,  ̂STRV ̂

 ̂ T̂, ?TT ̂ ̂TT̂-

ĤRT t I V[̂ W
V  Vt   ̂  VT

 ̂ ̂   ̂ 5ftT

 ̂  Trrcrv ̂ toft iit  #3#

 ̂ ̂tRiRT   ̂#% ^

^ «TR ’ETT̂r 

T  ̂ vj*i*T»i ̂ prncT "̂<i’*ii

T?:   ̂   ^

«T!PK  fiT-

Wtt ̂iFKT  M'JiN ̂  ̂  ̂  ^

fT  ̂%   ̂  f, ̂  ̂  5tt̂ # t

 ̂HPT ̂   f f%  H«T>̂̂«ll'»n 

EÊTT̂ t̂It  a<̂ ̂

 ̂  I  ^   ̂  t,

 ̂  TO #  t*  f̂h:   ̂%

’Hi<̂*ri <7iÎ4) i^   ̂̂  >d̂n>

'TT JTf ̂  W ^  I j

 ̂  «̂«hl ̂  ̂  >?rRT̂ ̂  ̂jPTcft t

 ̂   ̂ ftch f, ̂ ĴTT, ̂  l̂ITT

 ̂̂strtV  îTT̂ rwiw ̂ ̂rnft V 

5R̂ qr̂ ^̂ 1 ̂  K.O «i1t ̂ 00,000 

^ 5T3̂   ̂  ’Mli ̂  T9T*T v3Ĥ

tsiir<<< ̂  iPT̂rr 5T̂ ̂

 ̂  ^ 1̂  *t»<h  f̂PT  ^

5T̂  ̂  ^ WfirzTK 5̂T̂ t

fCT̂  ̂ «TT̂ ̂   ̂ 3T̂  TOT

 ̂ n̂€t I ̂    ̂ ̂
«RT̂ mm «fN: t̂t̂tt ^ +̂r4«4<(M 

f ̂tftr '5fRT ̂ *F5rT ̂  ̂  ̂ f̂ R̂TT 

WTT wrr  t# 11

*P  ̂  f̂TT  ̂  ^

t̂rt ̂  ̂3rr̂  I   ̂ qr   ̂ 

f%̂ n̂   ̂  I I ̂  ̂   ^

 ̂  ’?>T̂ ̂   ^  ^

 ̂  ̂   ̂    ̂   t   I  ̂  

'3Tr̂?7T ̂ ?t1t  TT  ’HM̂'l ̂âi'Sj

f̂RT%   ̂  fk: ^   *PtM f¥

 ̂  fer̂  ̂   t ̂

T̂TT ̂  r«('9Ĥ  f, ̂  ̂  ̂  ̂  ̂1

 ̂ îrrr ̂  ̂ Rîd *srt ̂iR?t  ^

VvRv#  VRf # 'ĴÎ<  ^

 ̂ ̂   WTT T ̂TT# *TT ?ft *F̂ f %

V̂*f»  5̂,  ̂ ^

 ̂fOT ̂   n*i'̂H ̂  Wft(

Mii<4(̂K   ̂  'd*i+1  d̂l  n?*<l  ̂ T̂ j

 ̂ 'T̂ Tf Î̂ dl  f   «n% T ̂  ̂ M«M  ̂ ift 

«FT  t   ?   ̂   qTH  ̂  ?FrW OT?T 

 ̂  r̂>n̂  ̂   T fT   ̂ T ̂  t   ?fk  f̂ r^

 ̂  ^̂TvTTZTT   ̂ ̂ TRT̂  T̂RRT̂

 ̂   ?PT̂   ̂  T O    ̂  f   I  ̂ TOT 

3rhr  t 1  ̂   ̂  t, ̂  ̂

^̂T?TTi#  ̂ ? ŜPTTf ̂  5fTT̂

t  'T  ̂̂  ^ ̂  % t?

^ r=d̂<fV # «<d<4KT  ^

 ̂  i  ^

5F2T?: ?T̂ f̂TW W f̂ —

“In every Hindu undivided family 
governed by Mitakshara a son shall be 
deemed entitled to claim partition in Ae 
life time of the father not withstanding 
any custom to the contrary.”

 ̂ ̂rf ̂    ̂ f% ̂ F̂ RTT̂

1% WT t ? ̂   ^

 ̂ îtal «tâl HOT, H ̂

HOTT . ..............................

MidWT : ?rrr ^

qfef 61̂  ̂  w  ^

?RMT  # ?TR̂  ^ ̂ 3̂

 ̂ #fOT ̂nOTT 3Tf t ̂  ^
*̂»Y'̂<i ^T  ̂I 

t ̂5RT̂ ̂  t

HTT  TT ̂  ^

*̂ Hal  f  f%  ̂  ̂f% i|T

 ̂    ̂̂ smr̂ TO ̂  ̂

Îot ̂  ̂   ĤFT t ̂    ̂ J7T

^  vlfeft ̂ ̂TivR̂vT ̂srrrô

|̂3rf̂ 3fT̂ f?T̂ TO ?̂ftT#5?f#

?mt 5̂tttô ^

;3̂ grrrô  ̂  ̂  ̂ ^

îĤ T̂  ̂ P̂5?T  ^ T̂fer ̂T?rrr m1̂

 ̂ m i ^

ĤvTRT «TT  ÎW ̂  5[f5T #

r̂rf%̂  ̂  ̂  H r̂g  ̂ ^

H T̂T H ̂  ̂  ̂  ̂  

r̂H«l1̂T 'TRT  ^ ̂  ^

«TT̂ t ̂  mi ̂

tr#T # ift# ̂tt"̂  ̂  ̂   fernrr 

irnr, ̂ hwctt to  | ?
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ft, mT  t  ̂ ̂

SHTf  f̂rft ̂ ̂  ̂   3ttWV i ^

f  apff ri    înff

^ ̂iTiRT ̂  arrm I ̂   f̂ -

t, ̂   dTcHfd  3p3̂

t t (̂  amN̂T ̂   ^

 ̂  t I ̂    ̂  ^ ̂

ĤTTT T̂̂   t I  3TT5T  srTT  W f̂rf̂

^f ̂  ̂  11 arrf̂ ̂  ÎT77T  

 ̂  ̂   ̂  TO fi f̂roiT-

i

Ĥ4r<rid1- (t̂ t̂totT)  ̂5ITT  3R  

^  f ftr Uniformity is
a virtue of a very doubtful nature 
as compared to the vested in
terests of the people.  Ptf 

t f f̂ Hsr<fert

 ̂ I   ̂5  ̂   î

rr rfT̂ ̂  f fk  f̂tRT  

 ̂iFTR  ̂ fV cR̂  ferRT

f, TO  fe  I

“The property of a female Hindu 
dying intestate shall devolve accord
ing to the rules set out in section 
18 — --------------

 ̂ 3imT ^

 ̂  ̂  t    ̂  5nff m  fêTFJĵpr 
(srTfrd) 3TT7  t ̂  c  fh

t  ̂  s  ̂ 1  arrfer 

5̂Rr ̂ f̂TT R 2̂ cTCfrrN ̂   ^

arr  ̂ t ̂

miirr  fer  r    t 
“Firstly,  upon  the  sons  and 

daughters (including the children of 
any predeceased son or daughter) 
and the husband secondly, upon 
the mother and father—

f̂tr  3TT T  t 

“upon the heirs of the husband

f     f I  iTo an îFT W

 ̂  ft  ̂    ̂   TT

 ̂ rnr i  r̂ ̂

m  ft ̂  ̂    ̂5TÔ 5im

ITT  3iTfW  ̂ r̂m arRrW i 

 ̂  t ̂  ̂   ̂  arpn  HT

^  V9 ̂  JT,   ̂ 3R ̂  Sf̂

aro 1̂

(rf̂  ̂̂ Tr<Tmr<)) ^

( ) ftpT trs rif)

 ̂ TtT<TfN l)  3im r 

 ̂  T̂Tcnr  TfT I ft arrr

3R̂ f̂ TT2T5Ef  (artWf̂  Înff)  ^

 ̂ ̂  ̂ M<r<  fh ^

 ̂ 5rr-<T̂  ^

 ̂ ̂  ft ̂    ̂ I 3RTT

 ̂ ̂  ̂  ̂    ̂ f 

ft ̂  ̂srm̂  3ht ̂tpt ̂  ̂rrir, f r 

am ̂  M r̂ fJT  ^ ̂

 I  3T̂  ̂ TO  ^

ftr 3 ()  ^

 ̂  t 

“(2)  Notithstanding  anything 
contained in sub-section  (1),—(a) 
any property inherited by a female 
Hindu from her husband or from 
her father-in-la shall devolve, in 
the absence of any son or daughter 
of the  deceased  (including  the 
children of any predeceased son or 
daughter) not upon the other heirs 
referred to in sub-section (1) in the 
order specified therein, but upon the 
heirs of the husband.

 ̂ f̂t fti  IW
WIH ^  (3TolRf̂rf̂)  I I

3̂mr̂ ̂  v̂rr̂  ^

nf, 3f)jr ^    ̂ ^

 ̂  ̂ 4  f5r̂   ftiT anmr

f̂jTT ̂PTR ̂ r̂r̂ r̂r  

“(b) any property inherited by a 
female Hindu from her husband or 
from her father-in-la shall devolve 
in the absence of any ,son or daugh
ter of the deceased (including the 
children of any pre-deceased son 
or daughter) not upon the other 
heirs referred to in sub-section (1) 
in the order  specified therein but 
upon the heirs of the husband.

 ̂ t ̂  rr
 ̂vtf  fjr̂fi, H)W< f ̂ ̂  ̂

 ̂Wfri —  f̂ 8T ̂   ̂ TT

anfŴ  TT̂ifj
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f*f nr I  ̂  ̂̂  ̂ TT̂,

 ̂ W  f̂fSTT    ̂ TT I

fPR ̂tt m   ̂̂sthrt̂ vrf ̂  ̂  

fW  ̂  snf̂ 5̂Tff t

V9 f

fk ^

'd ̂  fs'ty'4̂  ̂̂TT̂T ̂ ’MI ̂ d̂ ̂

 ̂ dO l  ̂̂   '*ia ̂  I

wr̂vTT vwR....

^̂n wf if  ̂ R t̂p5r

 ̂*flf9i9l  I

2TVT TRT T̂T*W    ̂   ̂  I  ̂  5̂T  ̂

 ̂  SFW*I ̂  ̂ ̂   ̂  ̂

VTTT  TRT  I ................................................................

Shri C. C. Shah We will have clausc 
by clause consideration later.

Shrimati Snbhadra Joshi Is there no
time-limit 

Mfid  ̂

f̂ T̂RT   ̂I

'l̂i ^ nictiT  W  ^

1̂̂ nrc  ^Wr,

5rrf̂  T(̂  ̂^ (ftV

 ̂ I   ̂ FtT  ̂   ̂ ̂

iĵ

 ̂1  ̂̂   f̂r̂, 5T ,  IRT,

5T7T, ̂F9 -siĉ  I

w ̂   ̂̂  Prr ̂hrr 

such a female relative or male 
relative shall be entitled to succeed 
to the interest  of the deceased to 
the same extent as she or he would 
have done had the interest of the 
deceased in the coparcenary proper
ty been allotted to hini on a parti
tion made immediately before his 
death.

 ̂  ̂̂  ̂  ̂   

 ̂ ̂ MT, ]Vi ̂  ̂    ̂̂  ̂FT ̂

*fr5C   ̂ t̂̂TT

 ̂    ̂ ^  I  TT^

f  ̂ 3̂   ̂I* f  ̂ rnT

^  1w ̂TTWr t ̂  ̂  '*IŴK  
r̂tsRflryrTW

^   ̂  ̂  f w  I  3TT rft

 ̂ 5fr ̂

f̂î  fPTTF̂̂ F̂0nT MT i.̂1 î

O T  ̂ T̂TT   ̂  PT r̂*f̂   r̂ftp 

ir̂w'i  spT  ̂   it, mx
T̂TT  4̂ ̂ P̂TT *r̂ ̂

ft TfeR  I  f̂ T  ̂  TT5 ̂  

 ̂ 1FS difl ̂TTT  ̂

*T̂I ̂  R̂ Wr ̂  ^̂  ^ ̂TPT ̂

f̂ S( 7 ̂  t ̂    ̂  ̂ ̂  rTT*

Mr. Deputy-Speaker For the past 30 
minutes hon. Mmebers are indulging in 
talks louder and louder. I will reuest 
hon. Members to exercise some kind of 
restraint and be slow at least, if talk they 
must.

51̂  T̂iw   ̂

f fV ̂rrf̂ RĴ Â

n̂fKTT  I   ̂ 

f Ml  ̂̂

 ̂ ^  T̂FRR tt   ̂   ^

f̂T ̂  ^ TTT

T̂  Wff  5̂̂  t W ̂  ̂

I

v[w A' ̂   ̂  ̂rr) rrT ̂

 ̂ P̂dN TI'jK  ̂f̂RT ̂  ^

5PT ̂FTT ̂ f̂TJTT ̂TT I

^ ^ ̂TFpr

t   custom is the rule of
decision—indu, Musalman and 
Sikh.

 ̂   ̂

^ ̂     ̂   ̂  ̂ rr

t    ̂   ̂r4Mm
5p I fh wfm r

 ̂ I  r̂55̂ Ŝ fTT̂  I3JWT  (̂3tTTT- 

f̂ Rnrt ̂   ^

^ Tmrm'   ̂ ̂   ^

n̂rt TTFft  Nt̂ ft  ̂    ̂   ̂   r

snrr wk  ̂  i  r̂ f̂t*ft  ̂

ew  ̂  ^

2TT ̂  ̂̂4I ̂ ( R)

t •
(2) For the removal of doubts, 

it is hereby declared that nothing 
contained in this Act shall be deem
ed to effect the provisions of any 
law for the time being in force pro
viding for the prevention of frag
mentation of agricultural hbldinjts
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or for the fiation of ceilings or for 
the devolution of tenancy rights in 
respect of sucli holdings.**

rnTT ’TT, ̂    ̂̂  ̂   f̂rm

*TTi ̂  ̂TFT f  n̂rr ̂  rrr ̂   

t  ̂  ̂  ̂   1 V  fTTT

 ̂ ^  ̂̂  ̂  
rrT  ̂  ^

5RFT ̂ f   t ̂  ̂  ̂  ̂  ̂
r 4   ̂ f f 

Nothing... .sliall be deemed to 
affect the provisions of any la 
for the time being in force providing 
for the prevention of fragmenta
tion of agricultural  holdings **

 ̂ ^ ̂

 ̂ ̂  T̂, fto 55̂ ̂TirTir

 ̂ rr̂  H ri

 ̂  2Ftf  i*H    ̂ I

here is the la in the Punjab for 
the prevention of fragmentation of agri
cultural holdings  hat is the use of 
keeping it

ŝpTR̂Frr 

t   *  ̂   ̂  ^

^   r

T̂5RT

r for the devolution of tenancy 
rights in respect of such holdings.

 ̂ p  ^  t  r̂rr 

t nf̂  TT  ̂̂  

sftsrr̂  7T  ̂  TTTf̂ ̂   1

 ̂   ̂   t   I   rrf^

1̂f̂    fft rfrr f̂ ridi rr 

firnrrrT i ̂  ̂
TT^̂ 5T^T  ( )̂  spt

t̂*TT  I ^

I     ̂  ^

t̂’TT  T  TT̂

feTRT  ifl-TTTf   5T̂

4 ^   rfer

r̂7TT ’m̂di f f  5rrf  ̂̂  

 ̂ rr  ^

 ̂  fn̂ M  ̂I   ̂  

f 0 ^0 ^  ifr   r ̂  ̂

^m  ̂  ̂   ̂ ̂  u ^
ô ^̂FT3T   ̂ ̂ I ̂Im  eft

f̂Fr rnn,  T̂TT

n̂  f I  VTT 

^ T̂ Vf̂  ^ yflrnrsT̂ y.o  r̂f ̂  ̂

 ̂ ̂  ̂  ̂TPj 5T  ̂I  FrT rrT  ^

 ̂  ̂ ITTT IRT Rf̂PTT

t  ^3̂    ̂  I

 ̂ ̂TTT   ̂ ̂  Nd̂I •lolil  •̂il

ft   ̂  ̂ ̂5rTT  ^

^ ̂ STRT̂R 

 ̂  ̂     ̂  t   ̂  

 ̂ r̂nr

 ̂  t* dHTl TR

5^Hf  I

Mr. Deputy-Speaker I am told that 
Shri Damodara Menon is not ell. I * 
hope other Members ould agree that 
he may speak first.
An Hon. Member  Sick people get

priority.

Pandit . C. Sharma  ne thing 1
ant to say. In the last debate also, 
some of the Members ho took part in 
the earlier stages ere given time ith
out any limitation. Ultimately, the later 
Members ere given five minutes or ten 
minutes, some of us ho are not very 
favourably looked upon had no time 
hatever. Some system should be devis
ed—a lottery system or uniform time 
should be given.

Mr. Deputy-Speaken It is not fair to 
remark or observe here that some Mem
bers are not favourably looked upon.

hen the Speaker as here he as 
asking Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava that 
he should have some limit imposed upon 
him. I am sure the hon. Member ho is 
no objecting as very uiet and silent 
and he did not demur. ên that time 
is over, the hon. Member is very vocal 
at this hour. I am very sorry for that. Let 
us no make it a rule that this much of 
time has to be given to every hon. Mem
ber. It is for the House to lay do n that 
limit. hen the Chair anted to lay do n 
the limit, there as the objection that this 
is a Bill and no limit should be placed. 
It should be for the House and tor the 
Members themselves. Let them place a 
limit. I am here to enforce that  I  ill 
enforce it eually ithout any partiality.

Some Hoa. Memlim T enty minutes.
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Mr. Depnty-Speate: Would twenty
minutes  be all  right  for every hon. 
Member ?

Some Hon. Members: Yes.

Shri U. M. 'niredi: Thirty minutes.

Shrimati Snbhadra Joshi: I request
that women Members  should be given 
one hour.

Mr.  Dep«ty-Speaken Every  hon. 
Member should not tiy to place all the 
points  himself individuaUy. Let  the 
groups divide amongst themselves as to 
what points each  hon. Member should 
put forth. I think twenty minutes would 
suffice.

Shri Damodaa Menon (Kozhikode): 
Mr. Deputy-Speaker, I shall keep within 
the limit of twenty minutes.

The Hindu Succession Bill contains 
provisions of far-reaching importance. 
They are more or less radical in natxire. 
That was perhaps the reason why Aere 
was so much opposition to some of the 
provisions in this Bill in this House, in 
the speeches delivered by the hon. Mem
bers before me. I was not able, because 
of my lack of knowledge of Hindi,  to 
follow the learned speech of my hon. 
friend Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava or 
Shri V. G. Deshpande. But, from the 
vehemence of their speeches, I gathered 
that they were opposing the BUI.

Some Hob. Members: Yes.

Shrimati Ammu Swaminadhan: You
should support it wiA all the vehemence.

Mr. D̂ oty-Spêer: The hon. Mem
ber is quite rigjit in his guess.

Shri Damodara Menon: My hon.
friend Shrimati Ammu Swaminandhan 
advises me to support it with vehemence. 
I come from a part of India where the 
matriarchal system is generally followed 
by the Hindus. Women are held in high 
respect and we follow in many matters 
their advice. I §hall follow the advice of 
my hon. friend Shrimati Ammu Swami
nadhan and vehemently, though I am 
not capable of vehemence, support the 
Bill.

There has been some discussion about 
the idea of quality between men and 
women in this particular matter of pro
perty rights. I think Shri V. G. Desh
pande trie4. to ridicule the idea by refer
ence to biological principles.  Biological 
principles have very  Kttle application 
here. We are concerned here with the 
basic right of women to claim equal

status with men in civic matters, in eco
nomic matters, in social matters. That is 
a rigrhtful claim. It is wrong in a modem 
state  or  society to deny that claim. 
Therefore, I am all in favour of the 
provisions of this Bill which grant equa> 
lity  of  status  and  rights  to 
women  in  the  matter  of own
ership  of  property  and  to suc
ceed to joint fan̂y property. I do not 
want to go into further details. I know 
there are many women Members who 
very staunchly stand for the rights of 
women and also support the provisions 
of this Bill, and especially clause 6, which 
grants the right to women to inherit joint 
family property,  I mean coparcenary 
property. I shall confine my remarks 
to the provisions of the Bill regarding 
Marumakkattayam.

I was trying to follow Pandit Thakur 
Das Bhargava when he referred to uni
formity. He said that uniformî was not 
a wholesome principle. He said that he 
was not standing for uniformity in this 
matter. He was also saying that there was 
little uniformity attempt̂ in the pro
visions of this Bill. This is. not right. In 
this connection, I must pay a tribute to 
Shri Pataskar, the Law Minister, for 
the infinite patience with which he tried 
to bring some kind of uniformity in the 
Hindu Law of  Succession* Because, if 
you go from one end of India to the 
other you find a number of communities 
and sections of Hindu society which fol
low different patterns of succession law. 
In the Kerala area itself there are a num
ber of them. It is true that the majorit>' 
of the Hindus of  Kerala follow the 
Marumakkattayam ch: matriarchal sys
tem, but even here there are a number 
of communities and castes and sub-castes 
which have been following different sys
tems of law, and there have been differ
ent Acts there. I mention only a few that 
are now prevailing in the Kerala Area: 
the Madras Marumakkattayam Act, the 
Travancore  Nayar  Act,  the  Tra- 
vancore  Ezhava  Act,  the  Nanjanad 
Vellalah Act, the Travancore Kshat- 
riya Act, the Krishnam Vaka Marumak
kattayam Act, the Cochin Marumakkat
tayam Act, the Cochin Nayar Act, the 
Madras Nambudri Act, the Travancore 
Malayala Brahmin Act and so on. You 
will remember that in the original  Bill 
which was referred to the Joint Com
mittee, all these Acts were excluded from 
its purview.  Today  we  find that this 
exemption has been taken away, natural
ly because the Joint Committee accept
ed the basic principle that women shall 
have equality of right with men in regard
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[Stii Damo4ara Menoo]

.   ̂ When that conoessioQ was
with regard to coparcenary pro

perty, there was hardly any necessity for 
the people who follow the Marumakkatt- 
yam law to insist upon an exemption for 
their separate small bits of law. That 
was why some amount of unifomity was 
achieved in this Bill.

Clause 7 of the Bill applies particular
ly to Marumakkattayam law. This is an 
important provision which seeks to bring 
about  some change in the .laws  that 
govern  different  sections  of  Hindu 
society in Kerala. The majority of the 
Hindus there, of course, follow the Maru
makkattayam law, but during the last 50 
years owing to the influence of modern 
social ideas and also the impact of eco
nomic forces, the ancient joint Hindu 
family of the Marumakkattayam syst̂ 
with its hoary traditions is now fast dis
appearing. In Malabar it has not comple
tely disappeared, but in Travancore-Co- 
chin it has almost disappeared. There
fore, it is not possible for us today to 
hold  fast  to  the  old  idea 
of the Marumakkattayam joint family. 
In  the  number  of  Acts,  I  men
tioned before, attempts have been made 
to bring about some kind of change in 
the joint family system in Travancore- 
Cochin and also in Malabar. It is not 
as if the old Marumakkattayam system is 
kept intact. Therefore, when this succes
sion law was brought forward and an 
attempt was made by the Law Minister 
and also the leaders of public opinion in 
the Kerala area to bring about some 
amount of uniformity in the system of 
succession law, the people in Kerala 
area accepted this principle very easily 
and very readily also. Shri Pataskar re
cently toured the Kerala area and he 
consulted representative opinion in Tri
vandrum, Emakulam and Malabar and 
I understand there was almost unani
mity in the support that was offered to 
the provision contained in this Bill. 

What does this clause say ? It says.

“When a Hindu, to whom the 
marumakkattayam, aliyasantana or 

law would have applied if 
this Act had not been passed, dies 
after  the commencement of  this 
Act,.... his or her interest in the 
property shall devole by testamen
tary or intestate succession, as the 
case may be, under Act and not 
according to ̂  Marumakkattayam̂  
aliyasantana or nambudri law.”

This provision is in many respecU 
«milar to clause 6 which deals with

succession t6 Miuikshara
property. But there are one or two pcujils
of difference.

In the first placê clause 7 deals with 
the interests of both the male and female 
members of the jdint family, because in 
the Marumakkattayam , joini; ., family 
women have equal, if not superior rights 
to men in the matter of enjoyment and 
ownership and also inheritance of joint 
family property. Therefore, it was felt 
necessaiy that provision  must be made 
for the intestate succession of both male* 
and females belonging to the Marumak
kattayam joint family.

Sub-clause (2) of clause 7 says that 
the interest of a Hindu in a joint Hindu 
family in Kerala shall be deemed to be 
the share in the property that would have 
fallen to him or her if a partition of the 
property per capita had taken place im
mediately before his or her death among 
all the members of the joint family then 
living whether he or she was entitled to 
claim such partition or not according to 
the existing Act. Therefore, there is a 
notional partition of the property on the 
death of any member, whether male or 
female. This, as you will see, is an ad
vance on the provision of clause 6. I am 
glad to say that in respect of this also 
Sere is unanimity of opinion in support 
in the Kerala area. The only difference is 
in the matter of the Schedule of succes> 
sors. We people, who follow the Maru
makkattayam  law, feel  that  mother 
should tike her rank in Class I of the 
Schedule. In the Joint Committee this 
principle was  accepted. This  ‘mother- 
right’, if I may use the term, was con
ceded, but when the Bill w«it to the 
Rajya Sabha, the Members of the Rajya 
Sabha feh that mother should not take 
her rank in the first Class of the Sche
dule, and they placed her with father 
in the second Class. When this change 
was effected, of course, some altera
tions had to be made. Some special pro
vision had to be indicate the line of 
successors of Marumakkattayam mem
bers, both male and female, in the joint 
family property. Such a provision has 
been incorporated in the Bill. This is to 
some extent at variance with the idea 
of uniformity, but we could not help it 
because we feel that our system of in
heritance is in many respects better than 
the line of inheritance that has been 
embodied  in the Bill  and  tot has 
also been accepted by the Rajya Sabha. 
Therefore, we had to demand that a 
seperate schedule in this particular mat
ter shotild be provided for the followers 
of the Morumakkatiayam law.
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Apart from this, we find that the idea 
that women should have equal righte 
with men in the matter of ownership 
and also inheritance of property is a 
contribution of the Marumakkattayam 
system to the rest of the Hindu commu
nity. We are proud of the fact that in 
our own area, women enjoy such rights, 
lean assure hon. Members who have 
been so vehemently opposing this provi
sion that in the Kerala areas there has 
not been any kind of disruption or un
happiness in social life because women 
are given equal if not superior property 
rights. I am also glad to state that some 
of the social tensions and frustrations 
that we find in other parts of India* es
pecially among the Hindus who follow 
other systems of inheritance, are not to 
be found in the Kerala area. Therefore, 
I can with some amount of experience 
and authority, assure the hon. Members 
that they are not  losing anything by 
granting this right to women of their 
own  community. Daughters and  sons 
must surely be treated equally not only 
in the matter of affection. It has been 
stated here: “Of course, we all treat the 
daughter equally as the son in the matter 
of family affection etc.”, but if that is so, 
where is the harm in giving them also a 
share of the father’s property equal to 
that of the son ? You cannot  have it 
bothways. As I stated before, it will not 
work  for  the  uphappiness  of
the  Hindu community.  It  will
only  bring  more  solidarity  and
also  keep the  community  in tune 
with progress in social thought, and it 
will also be implementing the directive 
principle of our Constitution that women 
must be treated equally with men, that 
women must be treated on a par with 
men in all respects.

Shri V. G. Desiipande: Is matriarchal 
system a Directive Principle ?
Shri Damodara Menon:  It is not a

Directive Principle. I never said that that 
was a Directive Principle. I only said 
that the Directive Principle of our Con* 
stitution says that there must be a social 
justice, and there must be equality of 
status and treatment as between men and 
women. That was what I said. If it so 
happens that under the matriarchal sys
tem, this equality has been granted, then 
that only shows that so far as the mat
riarchal system is concerned, they have 
been able to follow the Directive Prin- 
dple and put it into practice earlier than 
Ae embodiment of that principle in the 
Constitution itself.
I now come to sub-clause 3 of clause 7 

which deals  with  the stharumidars  of

Kerala. I do not think many of the Mem
bers here would know what a sthanam 
means. Sthanams are peculiar institu
tions existing in Kerala. They are gov
erned by custcHnary law,  Itere were 
many chieftains in ancient Kerala, both 
big and  small, who  held  sway over 
pieces of territory.  Those chieftains 
were following the Marumakkattayam 
law and were members of joint matri
archal families. For the maintenance of 
the status and  {̂ition of the ddest 
member of the  joint family, who by 
survivorship became a chieftain, exten
sive lands and property were specially 
set apart. These were called sthanam 
properties and the holder of the stha- 
nams had absolute right  of enjoyment 
of those properties.

There are many such  in Ke
rala. The Zamorin of  Calicut is prob
ably the biggest sthanamdar on the West 
Coast. Sub-clause (3) of clause 7 seeks 
to put an  end to sthanams, after  the 
death of the sthanam-holder, by saying 
that when a sthanamdar dies after the 
commencement of this Act, the sthanam 
property held by him shall devolve upon 
the members of the family to which the 
sthanamdar belonĝ and tiie hears of 
iĥ sthanamdar as if the sthanam pro
perty had been divided per capita imme- 
diatdy b̂ore the death of sthanamdar 
among himself and all the members of 
the joint family  then living, and the 
shares falling to the members of the joint 
family and the heirs of the sthanamdar 
shall be held by them as their separate 
property. That is the provision of sub
clause (3) of clause 7. I am glad to say 
that this provision has also the support 
of the public opinion of Kerala, and this 
is a very necessary item of reform, be
cause we do not want these large stha- 
nams to continue to exist in free India 
today. When we are moving towards a 
socialistic pattern of society, it is  high 
time that we put an end to concentration 
of property in the hands of a single 
holder. I hope, therefore, that the Bill 
will be passed into alw without  any 
major alterations or amendments.

f   I   ̂ ̂  ^

w ̂  ttwRt I

^   ̂t ^
 ̂  ̂  f I

 ̂̂ ̂  ^ f%̂rr;
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Pp   ̂   ̂ ^  w  1w w  I

 ̂  A' ^  f ^

 ̂  ̂iiKT ̂   ̂ ̂  ̂ ^

n̂̂TT (MM»ft̂T 

STfT   ̂  ̂ THT ?̂TR

 ̂  ̂  ^   ̂  ̂  fqOtf

fw  I ¥Y vff̂VTX ̂  ̂  ̂

f̂ rd  ̂  ̂   f ̂ »   ̂ «r*T>4t  # ^

^ fsrd̂ fw  I vĵ ̂  ̂  ̂  ̂  ̂

5*r̂ t‘ n̂T5T?ft g f% ̂   t i

5̂WIT§ *  vPTT ̂

wm  : ?TT̂ W  ^

3Rrf W  t • ^ ̂  ̂

?ftJT

 ̂ irr# t I 

'?I<M  ̂ I 

Pandit K. C. Sharma: On a point of 
order. Certain historical and religious per
sonalities are held in reverence, and they 
have a sacredness  about them. They 
should not be subjected to the rational 
criticism of the modem world, for it in
jures the susceptibilities of certain Mem
bers. I would, therefore, request the 
Chair not to allow the mention of these 
sacred personalities in relation to ihe 
judgment on the provisions of this Bill.

Shri B. S. Mnrthy ; The hon. Member 
said, rational criticism. Can anything be 
subjected to irrational criticism?

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: That is a good 
appeal, but that should be for the Mem
bers to decide- There is no point of 
order in this.

T̂T)̂ t ̂  ̂  ̂

 ̂ fW W I

1TTR5fhT   ̂ ̂  ̂  ̂  I

«fN?fy wm   ̂   ^

5fTT̂ r̂(t ’TTT̂  ^

i5iV̂ ifw   ̂  ^  ^

feiT^

 ̂ ̂   fw    ̂ ̂ ̂

1TRT ̂   T̂T   ̂ ̂  '̂lal  ̂I

fv  m w  r̂m t.  *

V[T3( WK ̂  «ft̂   ̂ ^ 

(̂ tTTTtq )̂   ̂  ̂   5FT  ̂   m  

#̂TR ̂  ^

TC ft ^

IT̂PT  ^ '3HM  ̂  f̂PTT  ?

?rr>r to ̂    ̂̂  ^ ̂

^̂ rsr  I #■ ̂  i, ?nTT

^nft ̂ nrt fq>T̂ ̂  ̂    ̂   ^

3THT ̂ nr Pi 'hh  ̂ (Vtfl ^

qr  T O    ̂   ̂   'SPT̂r

I

w ̂ trer  H^<TT:  ?TFr  ̂   ̂   qr  ̂  

T̂TTT   ̂ ̂   t ̂

i ft 

MŶft  ^  ̂  ̂  ^   ̂I

 ̂   ̂  ^

 ̂ ̂   ̂ ̂  ̂

 ̂  *̂nrt

t   ̂  q t  ̂  I  ^

 ̂  ?ftwr ?fk THT  ̂ ^

(̂iTT̂) ^ vdHK̂ ̂  

spt̂ TTT̂  f

TO   ̂̂  «TT fe ̂  ̂

?TF3r t ̂  t ̂  ̂    ̂ ̂
iTRf, ^ ̂if̂RJTT ̂  ̂  ̂  I

 ̂   Fft  «Ft  ̂  5TRT  tf

f?nct̂ ̂   I   I w  ̂  qr t  IV

W   I  ̂  ̂ ̂ r̂ ‘+>l<

 ̂  ^ I I t ^

 ̂   ̂  ̂ ̂  t  

»TT  f t  ̂  ̂   I  t  ^

qr 5T|1f  fr o ^

r̂r̂, ^   ̂ ^

Z\̂ % ̂ Fqfw ̂   1TFT   ̂  t >

 ̂ # ̂TTO ̂  t • ̂' fT  ̂̂ ̂
f%  5RTq 55fhr̂ ^

2 | ̂  w   ̂ T?:̂  ̂   -"î nft  t  

 ̂  ̂    ̂  qfw ̂  ̂   ft
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?PTT Mfd ^ V.O  ̂̂   ^

^̂TRfV f f̂tr: W\X ôo 
 ̂ ̂    ̂ îr*T <̂HId)  ̂  I  ^

>fV ̂  ̂T?TT ^
 ̂ ̂   sHNl   ̂ TK 

 ̂  ̂̂  I ?nft

(̂prnr)

 ̂  it̂TTR  t  ̂ ̂   ^ ̂  t
^  ̂TTWT t 1%  ^ fro

1T̂«T̂ r<i|l ̂jfPT5 '̂I’̂'̂K TT  ?rf̂'til< ̂

ir̂nr  ̂  I ?Tf ^  ̂ w

TfwT mr̂)
 ̂ ŴTT   ̂I rfiTPT  '̂TT̂̂ft ^

mr̂ WK ̂  ̂fnx tor

;?TfT ^   ̂^ ^
 ̂̂  5FPT Pi H  [̂piT W ̂  ̂  ̂

T̂°W  H({l f+"̂l I ̂  ̂  g i%

?m iW qr  77̂ ̂

^ W TfT I I ^ ^ ̂
 ̂ ^   ̂m  ̂tcTT I,  ̂̂

I  31̂  f  ̂   #5T  ̂   ?TFT  tr̂ 

 ̂ ^ t, ̂ TRK   ̂ ̂
T̂TT ̂  ̂  ̂ tN" ̂  T̂ t * 
WT   ̂ ^ W

 ̂̂  5JTT ̂5TRfr «rrji A ̂ F̂fT

g   ̂ wrf̂  f̂ «f|<fl

'T»rf%̂fT̂  r̂?7T  5f>t  »T̂   ̂ ?

«̂|?T t,  %

f̂l1%̂t‘ ‘ w t I ̂ TTST̂ M
 ̂  ̂ R̂T t I

Hi'*t+< iftr 

 ̂ ̂ Fipit  nidl«M *T̂ T̂»!T  ^

tpF ^
 ̂ T(ft ̂?TWf

f̂W,   ̂«TN̂ il̂ftraiTO
<T̂  ̂ f̂trariTO I

<[v ̂npr «iT ̂  f¥ tfif?  f̂txRft «ft fv

r*f>Hn   ̂ t   I

r̂rsr n̂iT f i frM

ITRift ̂ nRRTT t f% W\X ̂  l=raT ¥T?IT |

 ̂̂  'd̂«!»i  «l>t ̂'aî ̂   ̂irf̂

im f T̂RT
 ̂ I «TT,
3̂̂ ^ ^  ̂\ ̂  ??7w  ̂«rn%
 ̂  ^   ’TFT  ̂   ̂ t I 5T  ̂ fftrrff

 ̂  ^ ^ mm ̂  ̂

I  ̂  ̂  ?rrT̂  ̂ ^

r̂ «M«̂»i «T '*Tl  Pi'Kt'd  M̂l *tH  ̂ n?®w*d'”

 ̂  ?TFT I  ̂  ̂  ̂

 ̂I mx  ?rr5r
 ̂ ?Tî   ̂  ̂«<Rf

?T3R̂ ̂  ?rr  t  W\T   ̂ ̂  ‘t'̂ dl t  

1% A W ft   ̂ ?T̂)f  ̂   ̂ A
 ̂   ̂*151  ̂ I  T?;̂ n̂iX iiM   I'M d

 ̂  ̂ ^  ^ 
ITT ̂ PTT t  ?ftT ^3  ̂ ̂    ̂    ̂  ^

< <ri5®t̂  ̂Hi«t» +X̂r ̂  H 
?TW  #  ̂? r r  ?Twr  i

5FT WŶ  [A fiw   ̂  %

t  ̂’K   ̂I

 ̂  A' ;?r?̂  # r̂Brwrm  ̂  ̂  ^

=sfT̂  i   I  ̂  ̂  ̂  ^

t   ̂  ̂  ̂
T̂fferr ̂ ̂rfWn̂ ̂  wrf̂rH ̂  i 

v[̂ =̂rf̂   ̂^
 ̂ r̂̂f̂zff #   ̂^ ^

 ̂   t ̂  ̂  ̂    ̂ ̂ Tff̂  ̂

 ̂  ̂ w  ̂  ̂  ̂  

ĵft ̂  ̂r?f̂  ̂  mm ̂  

t,  ̂  ^ W T f ̂   ̂  I »

 ̂ f̂nr ̂  ̂  ^  ̂  ̂

mm ̂  t ^
T̂  =^T  ̂ t   f̂   ̂ T*TT   ̂   ̂

 ̂S|5tdi»̂ ^  ̂  ĤTTt ^
?T?T  ̂ I ^

ifr  ̂ t  tTRTft̂

irrft  (^) TO ̂  f

f f¥ ĥTT =̂rf̂, 3|pfif̂ ̂

f^) ̂ HMlft5# VÎ «̂t̂x̂i’T̂ 

vttK  ̂ *Ptf «TT^R5 ft̂ R Î

 ̂  P̂tl'ail̂  snf̂ t w

 ̂   ̂   t   ̂ ̂  tr
 ̂  I  ̂ A'  w m   «jp f
 ̂  ̂  ̂  «ftr feTHT  g ft

^  ̂ îPm̂r   ̂ t \ ̂

 ̂ ̂
Pt»̂ I  w ̂  ̂  ^ ̂

^ 5ffwT t I ?n̂

 ̂  ̂  5n?T ̂  t| f I w  ̂  

?î   ̂   ̂   fr  fhTT  1 m ̂ r  ifm h i

^   ̂  t   ̂ iTf

4—103 Lok Sabha.
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ĤTTal̂T̂  ̂ ̂   ̂t>

I

^ IT  ?TR% ?T3f r̂̂rfT I^

 ̂  ̂̂ >T ̂cTTTsr  t I

eft  r̂rrrsT ferr w  |  f¥

 ̂  I   ̂ f

r̂sfV

f̂lTPT̂  ̂ W T ̂  t

I  ̂  ̂  f̂TTT̂  t I 

 ̂  f̂ ?rn3r  ^ H«+><ĤFrV

 ̂  I    ̂  ̂  ̂    ̂  ̂.?TT

fH«f̂ r̂r#  ̂   ̂ ?HTft ̂

ĵCFTT W>\  I  ̂r̂fT̂T  ̂  fO T  ^

 ̂ ̂  TO ̂  ̂jrrar t ̂

#■ JTft  ?TT  I 

2T̂  ■jft  ̂   W   f̂    ̂  ^   ̂

O T W  ?T ̂ 5TR̂  I  ̂rr5T   ̂   'flHHI  ̂  t

n̂r  '*nf ?TFft   ̂ ̂  ̂   t  f% 

 ̂   ?̂T  W TT  ?rf«RT?:  ̂    ̂   ̂

 ̂   ̂̂ ’ITTT ^

1 ̂   ̂   T̂iTPTT  JTT̂  ?TR!T  |   5R-  fR~ 

«̂T fPT̂ ̂  ̂  TTŜft ̂  Wl̂ 

f̂[vrH ̂  ’T i ̂
1̂  ffT % ^ ^

f̂fM̂KK  ̂ t ‘ t  ^
 ̂  ̂  ̂   tt ?rk

 ̂   ̂ ""TTf̂ <!in»*H

^   iTFT ̂    ̂   ̂ ^   ^

fPTT ?n̂ ̂   ?TRt ^tV ̂

?̂rr  t  ?ft  ^

ipft 1   ̂̂   ^ t ̂

 ̂  ̂  ̂  ̂   f I  T̂T̂  ̂  ̂  

 ̂m?i*r

^   *n ̂   ?n̂

Tffif f ̂   n̂rrtr ̂   f̂ cn£|

iiftr f̂FP̂ r«f«r̂r   ̂ ̂  ̂  sNn: 

I I ̂ti t ^

 ̂   5T̂ # T|[ ̂

 ̂̂   V   ̂   ̂    ̂   ̂

qprr  ̂  t i jT ̂  ̂  irN̂ M̂ 5m 

s  ̂ ̂  ̂ TT̂ ,

‘   ̂   TTT  ̂ f%  I*TTft ^

J|P ̂    ̂ wft   ̂  4

%m  +d+̂i ?ik   ̂ 5ft   ̂

R̂j# t I  ̂ ̂    ̂ ̂   ^

t ̂  fR  ̂  ̂   ÎTfk̂ ¥t 2TR 

?T̂  ?TKft  I A  ?ITT%   ̂  ?T#

g ̂  Ni6l+<

 ̂  ̂ nf̂'t w   ^ F5S5T ̂  t • 

?Tr5r   ̂   T̂R̂T   ̂ ?TT

^̂^̂T ̂5TR ̂   ̂̂'=bNi

I

"̂ft  T̂̂TT fV  ^̂ +1  ̂ TRT W‘
 ̂  ^  ̂ 5TRft t   ?fk ^
ŜTRTT t   I  Ni-H+i  ̂ rnr t   i

 ̂  ̂  |IT t   I  ̂   W T   ̂1   ?fk

?rhm    ̂    ̂  ^

t J

1̂   ̂ I

«ft ^o  gîo  ?̂n1i  (w )  :  ̂  ^

ĉ h: %m vjfK  (iiYrt'cTT sn̂r)  t i

irnnfk  ̂  f%  ̂ t

t̂ îmff  ?fk  q f ̂   f̂’nff  ̂   t   ̂ ft 

grn̂  ̂ iAt  ^  ^

f  ̂ R-̂ f̂f ̂  «*iinni ̂ TOT

= ̂ T  ̂ t   I  ̂  t    ̂  ^

treRPhr  (rH+l̂ T̂T)   ̂   ̂  I

: HH^

 ̂ ̂  ̂  w, ̂  ?ik ̂  w  t I

 ̂   «iWV:

3FSJ vrm ”̂  ^  ?n̂  |  ^

F̂pff̂ r̂m

' =̂nt̂  I  TO  t I

«Ncft  TOffT  TO51̂

#^T O ^*  ̂t ̂ f̂ «TR W f̂

(1 )̂ ̂   Tm ̂  iF̂nrr ?tto 11

WT ̂  TOt I ̂   ^

?PF TO T  t   •

|f ̂ v m | ̂t

grf¥ ̂  ̂TPTt r*i9in  ?PF  fro"  K̂ rr

TO I T?:   ̂ qr  ̂  ̂ n̂rsT
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%  # 3T?ft  SnRfj- I,

?ftT 4  ?T5T  1%  W 

 ̂ ^  cni

t • ̂  TT  ̂̂ mrr

5T  ̂^  ?rmT 3Tr  ̂"’sfhrrf 

i  ^   I ̂   iP T T ̂   ̂ ̂

■f̂  ̂ fV̂-m

f̂ff̂rwnx  ?m  «ft, ^

 ̂  STTT  f*T̂   ^

?tVt ̂  ?TT# tW  4̂̂141 ̂rf̂T̂nr ?r̂

’̂rr̂fh’   ̂M<?iT  ^ «iid «F%

?TT# ̂    ̂ ’H+d)   ̂I ̂    ̂ ̂ nrr

^ ̂ftr ̂Tr̂r ftir ̂  ̂ t̂ftt "m̂oi 

f ̂  ̂  ?TT̂  ?rn% vxiiKi ^

mm I,  WR ^ ^   t

f̂tK ̂T  ̂ f 1% 5TFT  %

ĤT tftP-Jlii, ̂ P̂TT ̂ 5R ̂TT  p̂TT ̂ 3R,

Tc   ̂fm ̂   ^ ̂rf̂rwT

 ̂I ?T̂   ̂  ̂

^ 'iHM̂K  #  ̂?TT̂ 1^

ferr ̂5tr ̂tt  -*0̂1 {

 ̂ T3̂

 ̂f%  ^ '»tN<4K # f̂ wr  T̂TTt

 ̂ ̂   ^  fT̂TRT t I ̂  ^
^WN #  ^   ̂  t ? r̂rsT

'̂̂»l   ̂  i<lcil   ̂ f̂ RT ̂   ̂

T̂5T  ̂«TRft   ̂̂  «rrr ̂  ^
Ĵ5f ̂TRTT f ?At  ^ ̂  ?rrf̂

 ̂N i  w   f% FT  ̂   ̂  1%   ̂   ̂ Twt

«ft̂  ̂?3ftr ̂3̂ ̂

[̂FT ̂  «11R W '̂Y ̂   Wl< WfV

^?htpt̂ «̂3tr^  f,?fk  ^̂ 5̂ 

*Wt  f, # *rr  vTivt ̂   ?TT#

t   I *IN'+  ̂ #

 ̂ ̂    ̂fl" ̂  ̂  ̂»r*T ̂iT̂ ̂

WTTT «RT*TT, WhTT, (mOhI ?tVt 

 ̂  ̂   ̂  ̂  t ̂

 ̂  ̂3rRTT I f¥ 3T̂ ̂  ̂  4)<sj-ri 

 ̂ t>   ̂  ̂  TT ̂  Tm ̂

 ̂̂ TTTI  n̂r ̂  ?T̂ ̂  ̂  ̂>TJr

f̂nr ̂   ?ft  # mwr: *rt,

WT ̂  ?rr*r 1% ̂rr, ̂   ^

WIT <TfT ̂ ̂  forr #f3FT  iftr vrrm^

^Tnr̂ T̂̂   m̂PTT I ̂ ^^rn m  ̂

'3TPT ̂  nlĉ*b   ̂ ̂   «IW 

 ̂<fK TO ̂ 3̂ f?ÎR ̂  # ̂ftf ̂TTT%

 ̂  t ̂f%5f ̂  ̂  ̂   f̂rmr ®FT»y

r̂dl-  I   r̂fr  ̂   qr ^̂ tttt jt r  ̂  ^

9TF̂ 5T̂  f ̂ftr

TC  5TFRT ̂  *m,   ̂ ^

^  ̂    ̂ ̂   5̂TIW,  To

W   qr VFT%   f , ̂TRt ̂   v*U’i«<<

 ̂  ̂  ̂  ^   11   ̂  ̂

ŝrnr̂ îT̂ f̂   ̂  ̂ ^

T̂T̂ t ,  5|¥c   ̂  Ŵ  ̂  ̂ fT  ̂ ̂ 'JiHdl

 ̂'5f̂ f%  ^ ̂  >ft

%   ̂   ̂f%   ̂MMH

qr  ̂'5Jldl ̂ f̂Rpft f%

W» ^  t   •  ^

R̂UT 'STRTT   ̂f̂ +̂1 fV
qir 7f\T̂ %pî   ̂  ̂̂  # Tfh'

?i1t  ̂    ̂   T̂R  I  ̂

1̂0«i  ^ r*i'H+̂ 1% *iiM n̂r?T

 ̂   to r    ̂  TfT  I, T̂   w

?RTT  I   ̂   ^ ̂

vT§̂  *̂i5inl I

 ̂T T ̂ n rrs T 5 ft̂ n n r 

4»<Hi f  r̂r̂ fW  %rr

 ̂ Ĥ'̂rr  5HR

 ̂  Wm  ̂  T̂f̂ -IMN+  f?î

T̂̂rr ̂    ̂̂   dl’ ̂  OT ̂tttt

?TT# ?rrr   ̂̂  Tf

*f\r ̂    ̂ ŝrrat f i ̂   ^

f̂  #

^   ̂  T^

^   ̂ «fft 3̂̂  ^

^ =  ̂wl- t I ̂TFSr qTf=FMR
#  ̂   ̂ TT  ̂ ̂   ̂

 ̂   ̂  ̂   ̂  t,

 ̂  ffTR t ̂
 ̂   %  Pl'tĴ Hf  »î  "̂î d  'Hrif*t>  ^

 ̂f%  ̂   «iN,  '̂rrf  f̂d

^   ̂  I

 ̂ ’hKHII  ̂HnttM 1%   ̂ ^

T ̂  t̂fT  t   ̂   ̂   ̂ TTR  ̂  t|

 ̂   ?PFft  f  ̂T ̂    ̂   ̂r?TTT  t   I 

 ̂  ?rnr̂ ̂    ̂ 5TR ̂  ̂  ̂  ̂  ̂

 ̂ ^ ̂ î +Ŵ 1(?rft-

fsRTH) ̂    ̂  ̂  ^

P̂RTrft 1̂  '»n«<H ^  f̂ WI ^

 ̂R J ̂t;T O V   3 ft  ̂? F T tT ̂ ̂ ̂   I  

<R  ̂  ̂  f̂lr
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^  I  ̂  ^

^ ̂TcTRT #  n̂r ̂

 ̂  I ̂  ^  ̂ ̂

 ̂ mr: ^

WT rm\̂  ̂  t  Tf̂ I, ̂

 ̂ ̂  ̂  ̂TfSFt ̂  qt % ?ftT w  ̂^

 ̂  ̂  t ̂  ̂   # 
?rnTf̂ <i«*bi ̂ ̂ PT^ ̂sTR’ ̂ M-̂\ t, 

ẑfffV  ^   ̂ T̂

«̂Tr  l̂Yr T̂nft f̂’̂TT̂ ?̂

5IT3r   ̂ «(N  ^   ̂  r̂’Til

t f̂

ffT  ^ t   ̂ mm  ^

 ̂̂    ̂̂   ̂  t

?fr?:   ̂  ̂îRT ̂  ?̂|;̂ ̂  mx

r̂rf̂  ̂   ̂̂ 3fr̂ srr ^

qr̂TT  ̂ ̂  f̂?frrr |

T̂P̂T  T̂T̂ ̂   ?fh: ̂TPT̂ tl*lH

 ̂   ̂   ̂   ̂ ̂   t   I  ?TT̂

«̂hM*3!r< ̂   t ̂

ĤHI  T̂ %j ififhC

 ̂̂ mX ^ >?r̂d ̂ hRT ̂ f̂TW

dt ̂   *1̂ «i'»îK ?tVt >d<i+t 3rr̂

t̂t»rr ^ ̂  ̂

’TTt̂ 5+T̂ f̂< ̂   ̂wm t

ftr ?TR  ^  ^ Ŵ̂lf 2TT

f̂T5Tf   ̂̂ I

4 *rfê 3T̂  ̂  ifTPR % f

^  TORT ̂    ̂ft W T̂F̂t

 ̂i<«f̂< TC W cR̂ ̂  ̂  »T̂  T̂PIT 

snRTT ̂ ft> f̂RTVr   ̂ ̂ n̂«i ̂t̂TT ̂ f%

 ̂ fhr  -d̂

?TT5TT, ̂   I f% ̂tTt  n̂iY ̂>>ft 15̂

 ̂ # ?TRft  <nr8̂ ^ ̂rrf   ̂

Pt» VVt  *t'̂ ’hMI/ tsiiti) '®ĵ dl'̂ 

Ĵft̂  ̂ ?tht ?fk  ^̂TRt

 ̂ft>   ̂̂ +̂iO   ̂ f,

T̂R^^STFT  ̂ I

'f̂ R # 21̂ ̂ TPTT  M-̂Prld t ?flT

r̂rfeff   ̂jft# ’TT ?OTT  T̂RT ̂sTRrr t 

 ̂’RT   ̂ ̂  *TRT ̂IW 'STKTT

t   ̂  ̂  m '“̂f̂ t I ̂  ̂
?fh:   ̂  5(?y   ̂ grr̂ ĉpî

 ̂NjiMd  ̂1%   ̂ ẑrr

«̂Fter t ‘ ̂  ̂  ̂    ̂ ̂  ̂

ilN«ĥ ̂  fiw ̂  ̂  t ̂   ^
(f̂ )  ̂ ^ ̂  %

?r̂ qW|X ̂   t ?fh: 35̂T ̂  ̂

t •  ̂̂  
STF̂ ̂  ̂  ̂

I   q-fzpqr  JTfT  I  ̂   ̂ T

T̂WRT  |’?rr f%  <̂=+1   ̂  ̂(Mdl ^

'M̂sf%  r̂f̂T̂rT f̂ WFT ̂   c<̂HI

w?r #   ̂̂  ̂  ̂ TBT̂

?riw  ̂  ̂ =̂7̂ I, ??w # ̂

 ̂ t ^  ^  ̂ ̂
l̂Mf% ̂ 75RiT   ̂ ^ ĥFtI  ^

 ̂ ̂    ̂  <\H\< ̂  ?TTf #

^  ?rf?r̂TT  ̂̂Tf 5t̂  ̂rf%?r

WTT =5rw I I ̂   IT'TWTT =̂T1̂ ̂

f% %m ̂ T̂R ̂ ¥Tf f ?

îT̂ ̂  ̂  ̂ ifr ̂  fr̂  ̂   ^

TC 'pRTT ̂  »?ls=A ^̂4)1  +<dl  ̂

 ̂q̂prr •̂îdl-̂ 1% 3T̂ H'h1«('i  M€«i 

'R  ̂  ̂ # T^

^  ̂ ŵ'  1̂ ̂  W t ̂   ^
TOtW   ̂̂  ?m T̂fT  w

 ̂f̂fvC  ̂ ^

 ̂ ̂    ̂   ̂ t ?

zr̂ ?r?  ̂ ̂  ?TN̂ ̂ nrr?

^   ̂ +«l’!i  «îi«iqi'4l ̂

 ̂  I I Ĥ +)' ̂   ̂ ̂ Fq%

# iff̂ ^R   ̂ ̂  ̂  ̂ tf̂ ,  ŷr¥t

 ̂  r̂m   ̂ yfiryR  ̂ ̂   |

iftr f̂RiT V WT ̂   ̂   ̂ irfkvR

 ̂ ftrs  n̂ft ̂  ̂*̂di t ̂   fe ̂TT ?ft

’Tfir #  ̂?TT ̂ FEm *rf̂

*R W   ̂I WTK  ̂   ̂  ̂   ̂  ^

Pf   ̂ # ̂ TRR  Tl|̂ ̂  irf̂VTT

3?SV ̂fvRT ̂ 5 ̂ F̂ RT sfd ^

 ̂ ̂   ^ ̂  <ftr ̂

WT^^TO’ ^^5T^?raFTTI

%fN r̂finRT «r#  ̂qr?R  ̂  #  

5ft P̂TcT  ̂  ̂ r̂f̂RRT

 ̂ ’TT5TT ̂ R»rr ̂ rf̂   r̂rsr ?rrr ̂rfir

r̂tr  *T?»ft   ̂  ̂^   f   I  ̂ffT3T  ̂

?m ̂  W N  ̂ Ĥt) k

^̂j*fr  g  sfvi n»>̂

^^PT qf̂ f̂̂TR̂ F̂TT t 2TT  ?mf̂ 

 ̂TO t ̂   R̂cT] IT ̂  ̂

t̂*TR  qi%  ̂?rr̂  ?P7n (Hdf  ̂ ̂  ̂ 

fV T̂ ̂ *f»̂
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f̂tr  ?nft ̂   ^ ̂  f̂RTT ̂  ̂  #

=«TP5nT  'TT  t  ?T̂ I   ̂  ^

P̂n" T̂T ̂  2TT ’WfM'hlT »T̂ f

?TT̂   ̂ ^  5  ̂ ̂f̂fVT
I  fv   ̂   ̂ fq ̂   ip fn: # sRif

m i

?rrf̂ T#    ̂  V!̂  ^  t

f̂tr A ̂rr̂rft ̂  ’sfl’  q̂ mi« ̂  ̂  ̂  

'=̂1*1  ̂  ̂ ĉn?TTv «n?T  ^

?TTT̂  ^ ̂ ®FT  ^ f̂nr- 

m  n̂rPTT) 5T  ̂ # I 

 ̂Tt̂ «TT   ̂ WŜ

t ̂ 3R̂'jft   ̂ ?d̂PFTT

= r̂f̂  I T̂uf(  ̂'t

(5RT  r̂firf̂)  #, 2TT   ̂ ̂   # qr̂

T̂OTT w   f̂ ̂  ̂  ̂ 3rm̂ ̂  

 ̂f̂ r̂r  ̂  I  WT

 ̂  ̂  ̂  IR T    ̂   I

W   ̂ TTRt ?T̂  t

 ̂  f% qr̂    ̂   ̂   w   t   1

 ̂It ^  ̂  f̂T̂ril ̂  ?ft

"̂RT ̂   'd6i   ̂  ?T7̂ ̂  ̂TT̂  ^

TT  'iRR^Pd 5?  ̂̂  I   I

W  ̂    ̂̂  ̂  fJTR ̂  # ift

îrpiTT  ̂   ̂   f̂ FT  "FT  «n<î<

TO  ̂  ̂I ?n̂ *̂TRT  ̂ 

d<*n»l mK ̂ FTT t  f¥  5TF5T ̂  «T5  ̂̂
^M»il  Îd)  ?t  Ĥiln   ̂ I  ?Tr3T   ̂  c(-̂

 ̂   ̂   ?rr̂ %

fkm̂ ^    ̂  m ̂  ̂
 ̂    ̂   ̂   ̂  I   I  #   ̂  ^

f% ̂  W  ̂̂  2|»t

?r ̂  ̂   =q?n# m i ?TFr

t   I   ̂   ̂  ^

« r ̂ wŝ  ̂   ̂ {̂m̂
^  p: I ?Tr3r ̂  irf t"f%

w  ̂ %(m  ̂  ̂^    ̂w   I

 ̂  ̂   ̂ ?TPT%

iV   ̂ T   ̂ cih'1 ̂

 ̂  ̂  ̂   ̂   3TT#,

 ̂   #  ?T̂  ?n?TT  t   I  f̂ nrr

^  f%  ̂   ̂   ̂

»rt  WFT   ̂ T̂̂IWT  ̂

 ̂   ̂ ?n̂   qr

R̂T  ̂   I  ?n«r   ̂ vj ̂ nrr f fv  ^
 ̂   3 f ̂  ̂   ̂   ̂   ̂

w ,  rfk   w   ̂   *1̂  ̂   ^

?TR ̂  qr ̂  ̂  I ?n̂ yffRh" f̂ RPT **fV 

 ̂   ̂  ̂  ̂   ̂ \ 
 ̂̂   % ̂fWt ̂  »TH?ft ̂ ̂  1% «îaO»i

 ̂ «l̂ a<  vfW  ̂  ̂  ^W

f̂’TPT #   ̂ ?n̂ t f% ?PR ̂  ̂  ̂

 ̂  ?ft ?T5̂   ̂   I

<TT̂  îw  # 5T̂  ?TRft f% ̂  ?rrr ̂

 ̂ ̂ T   ̂   ̂ R̂kTT ^

^3 ̂   ̂  ̂^

cĥ c  ̂  w  ,  *î î

 ̂   t   ‘  ̂    ̂    ̂    ̂  

 ̂rf ̂  I  ̂^ fr

 ̂ ^

ĤTFsr ̂  TO  t, ̂rrsr ?htt

^̂fNcrsTRT ̂    ̂ ̂   ^

f  ̂̂ n̂r ?ft ̂  +rw»i ̂  ^

i(ifq'*i*i  ̂   f I ̂ T̂TT ̂ s»mi«

^ # «̂+1h f, 3TĤ ^

5T  ̂̂  t,  ft  ^

?rf̂ nT ̂  ̂  l̂ rtw TT?T f ^  

f̂  9T5T 2ft?ft ̂   ŝrrsRT̂ f̂ »̂i  ̂

 ̂ ̂ Wr 'ailMMI, Wn TO ̂  3̂fT̂T

 ̂# ?r̂   ̂1% ?nn:  ^ vfrrrô

 ̂ I

M̂l«l, JTo *fto ^   ̂̂

 ̂̂TSTR   ̂ ̂ ’Wf'4+K

fn+H   ̂    ̂ 5f̂ 5TTWf̂

 ̂  I T O  t

JTff »TT ^ TOWft ^
 ̂  T̂PT

 ̂   t, T^  frrrf)-  W f^

 ̂  «i<nO m  oAi4̂ K  ft  ̂   I
5̂TT̂  I  mf[f̂   ̂  TOsrd

f,   ̂   ̂ ’̂Ttt  f  I  l̂rf̂TT

# tirfd)  ̂  ̂ ̂ 3=zTO

 ̂ ̂ JITO Tr ̂  ?T^

 ̂   ̂ Tf̂   t fm ̂j
 ̂ ^  jrrf̂rsR  =̂rf̂ i

?TF3T fm r   ̂  ̂  ̂ TR  t,

w f ̂   ̂  ̂  ̂   f̂ T̂  ̂    ̂ ?ft

ĵ  ^   ̂   t    ̂  ^

(̂ TffWr)  Tt  ̂   ̂I
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Shri U. M. 'Trivedi: Before I proceed 
with the debate on the BUI, I would like 
to raise a point of order for decision by 
you, Mr. Deputy-Speaker. This Bill, as 
we all know and as we had a (Hscussion 
today, is said to have been introduced 
in the Rajya Sabha.

One of the provisions of the Bill, con
tained in clause 31, is this:

“If an intestate has left no heir 
qualified to succeed to his or her 
property in accordance with the pro
visions of this Act, such property 
shall go to the Government: (so far 
it is all right) and the Government 
shall take the property subject to all 
the  obligations  and  liabilities  to 
which an heir would have been sub
ject.”

It will not take  me long to persuade 
you to come to the conclusion that the 
use of the words “obligations and lia
bilities to which an heir would have been 
subject” is meant to convey the idea that 
the Government would have to discharge 
those liabilities, if the liabilities do exist. 
If the liabilities do exist, they will have 
to be paid out of the Consolidated Fund 
of India.

An Hon. Member: Not necessarily. 

Shri U. M. Trivedi: It is clear from 
the expression itself. They will have to 
be met from the Consolidated Fund of 
India if they do exist. If the liabilities 
are much more, as some voice behind 
me speaks, than the property, then they 
will be met by the State. The l̂ded pro
perty may come but the liabilities may 
be much more than the value of the pro
perty. In that case, the liabilities and 
obligations will have to be met from the 
Consolidated Fund of India.

The provisions in article 117 are very 
clear:

“A Bill or amendment making pr<> 
vision for any of the matters speci
fied in  sub-clauses  (a) to (f) of 
clause (1) of article 110 shall not 
be intr̂uced or moved except on 
the recommendation of the Presi
dent and a Bill making such provi
sion shall not be introduced in the 
Council of States.”

If a payment is to be made from the 
Consolidated Fund of India, as I have 
submitted ....

Shri Nambiar  (Mayuram):  It is too 
late.
Shri V. M. Trivedi: Everything is too 

late for every progressive.

Article 110(l)(d) pro/ides like Ais: 

“ if it contains only provisions 
dealing with all or any of the fol
lowing matters namely,.....................

(d) the appropriation of moneys 
out of the Consolidated Fund of 
India;”

If this is out of the Consolidated Fund 
of India, then this, read with article 117, 
which I have read out before, will re
quire that the Bill can only be moved 
in this House with the recommendation 
of the President and could not have been 
introduced in the Council of States.

Shri A. M. Thomas: (Emakulam)': Is 
that all ?

Shri U. M. Trivedi: My friend, Shri 
Thomas, is always anxious to uphold any 
point of the Government, but he may try 
to hear me also. With all the confidence 
at his command, Shri  Thomas would 
realise that all the estates which are es
cheat do not bring in something to you; 
sometimes they take out something from 
you. There are occasions when the pro
perties for which people clamour have 
got certain obligations attached to them; 
even under the Transfer of Property Act, 
the obligations are there and they have 
to be discharged. When this law very 
clearly lays down that the obligations and 
liabilities will have to be paid for by 
the Government.........

An Hon. Member: Only to the extent
of the value of the property.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The point of 
order  has been formulated. What  I 
understand from this is that if there is 
an estate and there are liabilities more 
than the value of it, then the liabilities 
should be met and nothing would es
cheat to the Government. There is no
property left at all.

There is no question of escheat. Es
cheat  comes in only if the liability is 
met and there is something to go to the 
Government. If there is nothing the lia
bilities are greater. Where is the estatê 
and what would go to the Government 7" 
There is no point of order so far as this 
is concerned. I have given my ruling and 
now, the hon. Member may proceed to* 
the next point.

Shri U. M. Trivedi: I am sorry I have- 
not been able to make myself clear.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I am also sorry,
I have been hasty in giving my ruling. 
But, both facts are  there and let us 
proceed further.
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?TF3r ̂  ̂  ftJT  T̂T  ^

f%̂TT  ̂ f̂tr

 ̂  ̂̂   TT «nHil ̂

ĴTK arnrr  t  ^

cR' ̂*1113T̂  ^ ̂TSrf  <Ji««»ri

'T  ̂ ̂    ̂ 'TOT ̂ T# # # ̂ rf̂ ,

 ̂ ^ fw  5F zî ̂

^^*ii'»i ^  r̂nrrf̂T̂ ̂  ̂

ft'fTT I  ̂   ’T

^ ̂  ’7OTT ’R T ̂   WR %

'd»l+ P̂ Hmi  ̂   P̂TT  I   ̂  vTcft̂ 

fi %  H<i«N®ktl ̂ OHoI ̂ ST  #

 ̂  ̂ 9R

 ̂   T |  t  T̂RTR #?r

*rt ̂   ̂ I  ^

 ̂   r̂ofhr  pTT  I  ̂  ^

f̂FRft  ̂ ̂  f̂rerr f*T̂

 ̂  I  f̂?|5RrT5T  ̂   T  ̂   ̂   ̂ ?Tflr

1 1  ^m rsRT̂   ̂  f   I

sTImÎci  'jlldl f ̂ ̂  ̂  ̂

5rr¥t ̂   ̂ »T̂  ̂ *̂ha I

"JRT

 ̂  ?lif̂ mT  ?r|r  t   »  ̂ 3 ̂

«TT  P̂ v̂friM ^
t I wr f|  ̂M   # f ̂ ft  w  t ? 

f̂fdM  ̂fmf  ^ 7̂ 11, ̂^̂TWtiPr

 ̂ T  ̂f,  ̂ 3 ̂  ?̂#3rT ^

T̂vRT ̂   ̂ I ^

w ̂  ̂   *«nc(î'i  n̂f%

 ̂ ̂  3fr ^  f  ̂ ̂  ̂  ̂  ̂

ferr  ŝTRT  ITT  '»iHdi   ̂f%

ŵ  t I

# rjĵ fjRTO tWT i  ^ #

 ̂  sh fe ft̂   (q  ̂  ̂T T ̂ )

^ ̂  <(fv̂«t7R ̂  ̂  I

 ̂  ̂  ?TFir ̂   I  ^

?rrT%

I ̂  ̂  ?TTO «n: # T̂  t ̂  

3̂̂  #  T̂TOR  iinfdHT̂

 ̂  ’TtiTT  1 1  q r ̂  ̂  fl? w   f̂iF̂ nr

 ̂  ̂ I  vrf̂ R ^

^njR   ̂ tl«t>a ’m1<

W  ̂  t J
W Q T ̂ *T̂1r<5̂,  ̂  ^

Tra^T   ̂̂ C T T ̂   ^

îVmO[ ̂ 't# |tt  ?fh: ̂  ̂

fk ̂ f̂ lT  ̂n n TT  ̂  ......................

Shri Pataskar: That is wrong. I was 
never the President.

Shri B. S. Murthy: He wants every
body to be the President, including B. S. 
Murthy.

 ̂  ^o  : Jt̂  ^

If̂ STT f% ̂  ̂  ?rrT ̂  ^K *fl ^

n̂r?TT €t ̂    ̂  ̂  ?nT?TT

I  ̂T>TT  ̂  ’MIH+'l  ^RUT  ÊT̂

?ft   ̂  n̂r̂rPTT  ̂   fm rr  scf̂

 ̂ I ?rm

^   ̂ ̂  F̂mi 11

 ̂  «llH   ̂  ̂TRT  ̂   ̂   3̂WT

mÎ    ̂  ’Try  ̂   ̂  MH

 ̂ frr t̂ J

( ̂ )   ̂ w t | “f ̂ f ̂ ” ( ̂ )

 ̂ *T  ̂W T ̂   I  >d̂ + 3j7T ®ptf  f̂ T%- 

?T̂ T̂    ̂  f   I  ?̂TTT  2?̂

 ̂  ̂  # ?flT ^

 ̂ TfT f  «̂‘T>l mR<<K ̂ 5t1̂ 1̂ff%- 

 ̂   I  ̂   (M a yn e )  ^

I :

“A Hindu may start with nothing 
and make a self-acquired fortune by 
dint of his own ability and exer
tions. But in a couple of generations 
his offspring would have ramnified 
into a joint family, exactly like a 
banyan tree which started as a single 
shoot. Absolute, unrestricted own
ership, such as enables the owner 
to do anything  he  likes with 
his  property,  is the  exception. 
The father is restricted by his sons,̂ 
the brother by  his brothers, the 
woman by her successors. If pro
perty is free  in the hands of its 
acquirer, it will become fettered in 
the  hands of his heirs. Individual 
property is the rule in the West; 
Corporate property is the rule in 
the East”.

?rr5T  ̂ TTT 'Ĥ*Wir<dl (tt*11̂*11*

^ TO" ̂   t  ?rrr srrrif

«P  ̂   ̂   t I  ̂  ^

rTH)  ̂  ̂)

^   ̂ ̂  t ̂  (4t

<̂+r<) ̂ )   ̂  «l<^R  ̂   t   I  O T ̂ TTT

(smMt̂)  t ̂  ̂  f ̂  

5rrq€f   ̂  ?nfW    ̂   ̂  i

 ̂  fRT̂  ?fh: ^
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t W ̂   OTT̂r 

I  -m̂ dr f  T̂TT w  ̂   ̂  ft̂ TT

?nTT ?TrT g%  5t̂  ̂

 ̂ 1   >

«rt  srfNmr i

irft  1̂ 0 : WT ?HTt  ^

 ̂   t  ̂ n̂rrsf # f+d4t

I I  ̂^ ^ ft   ̂w 

W4+< ̂TRTT t ̂   TTFrftV  2̂TR 

 ̂ *t>i 'T̂rr  I

 ̂ ̂  ̂ T5Rr ̂TT 1¥  ̂ ̂ip

ŝmRR ̂ »TTf̂  ̂  # I ̂  ̂

m f% ̂  spt  ^  #t Tsft d̂̂cnr

 ̂  ̂1 ̂   'Tf̂ 2>TfT

 ̂  ift ̂ ̂  ̂  ̂  ̂  ̂

 ̂   ̂T  ̂ (^

.̂ qffT)  ̂   5Tff ’TFT T̂̂ # I
<̂c|[̂ <.f̂  (;ĵ   iftf̂ )  ^

»TRT ŝn̂  «TT 2ipft ^  T|

 ̂  ̂  ̂ 

 ̂   I 1  ̂̂

(«'WT  fk̂TTV) ^̂TPTT I

ssrm sttt

ifw ̂3TTW  f%  Ĥ̂TTT   ̂ w   >

 ̂̂ 3̂TTT ̂  ̂  T?:  R̂T̂

 ̂   t I  P̂TT̂  ̂^

-̂ T̂T W

I I ̂ fer w  ̂  ̂  t̂ft̂ t̂ Kîî

«RFrr I ̂  t

4' Iff  ̂  ?TT  ̂  I   ̂  ̂

f ^ ( ^   T̂fr̂)  ^

Tft̂  I   ̂ W
I eft  ?TT̂ r̂rJT#  TTFTT | ̂

«rn7 T̂  1%̂  ̂ »̂Tt5:

f ̂  ^  ̂ =  ̂» ̂   ̂ 

fJeT ̂  5PTR # ̂ 3̂  ^  ^

fsr̂  ’TT̂ wr   ̂ ^

sn̂  ̂ w  ̂ ̂  ̂   ̂   ̂*
r̂m  T̂jft ̂TFT̂ ̂    ̂ ̂

tfctTSZ #  r+d̂  f̂Rl̂

€iwrfr€t  4 ‘ ̂    ̂ ^

3ik ̂  ̂  'TT̂ Ttw t

 ̂  ̂  în?«iT f̂ mfT  $Hfê   ^

I, ’TWST # T̂ ̂ T̂  t I ?TT̂ ̂

# 3rr̂  ?fh: ^

TTT̂ fr̂  ̂  ̂  t

T̂fTTT 5Tff I [Hvî  5

? i ̂  T  ̂ I   ?jh: f ̂  ftO T t,

5|itf n̂HT 5Tff  I

îTT̂rr  ̂ #3#  t

?ftTt ̂  ’T^

 ̂ ̂    ̂ ̂

 ̂  ̂  t   ̂  f    ̂  

?rk TOiff ̂  f̂rf̂TrreH ̂

tm ̂FTT ?n̂  T̂’TTT 

wrrŷi =50̂ f ̂  ?m  ̂  ̂

ŝmFFt %TT̂ ̂   i f% ̂

 ̂ 5pT  f̂tto   ̂f̂ ̂  ^

WTRX̂ ^W T̂̂ P4>d*fT̂r*i*Ki'T>l<l fro 

 ̂  ̂ T̂ t ?i1rT  T̂JTT̂ ?rk

mRcIK f̂ET̂ ̂  ̂  cT̂ R̂l̂

 ̂ ̂T5I# ̂  t I ̂   r̂JTIT ̂

5TfT  srra1%̂  (̂nrfeft̂ )_52L
3T̂ ̂  ̂T?T ̂  ̂ 5rr̂ I Mlflf̂T̂ ̂  

 ̂t •  ̂ Mlijfâ^
(srfSfnvt)  |?fkir  ̂

Tmr  #  ̂ ̂    ̂  t

fgRRFt̂ ^

iĵ OTT  ?it?: ̂rr̂TT  f ̂  ̂

?rnM ?T̂   ̂  ?ftT  ̂  t  ^ 
It is a renegade step. It is not
a progressive thing.
Shri Nambiar: The definition of both 
the words should be changed.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker :  Retrograde or
renegade ?

Siiri U. M. Trivedi: Renegade’s ac
tion.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker; A step can only 
be a retrograde one.

Shri B. S. Murthy: Run-a-great step.

Shri U. M. Trivedi: That you do when
you address Station Masters and not 
here.
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W R ̂   ’RT *rr ̂  *TT

-̂ TO W  «IT '̂ri
<TT ̂  5T̂  ̂  I ZT̂

 ̂   ̂   \  F̂rm

ff<̂f<-<r̂[M

ifT fv f̂Rf  TT ̂"VC +iKi'=im *T̂ ̂  ’Ĥdl 

 ̂ ̂f*FT 5*iH  f%'3R‘  q»lM

rft   ̂ ̂  fw W ft

r**aioiiqĤ T?:̂ ̂TPT 

*R qr ̂  ̂  ̂tTTT, f̂T̂T̂r

W ?ftT ?T<3̂  n̂fer ̂  f̂HTT 

w  I ?FTT  #ir (̂nrrmr)

 ̂  ̂  ?fk ^

 ̂ szr̂fR   ̂ iw

P̂T   ̂̂ ?rn̂  f̂

 ̂ *̂HrHd) #   ̂ «rr

 ̂ ̂  ̂  ̂5TRft f ?ftr  ̂̂

n̂rnr  ^ rftf#  ^

 ̂  ̂  fm   ̂̂rr̂

 ̂̂   ̂̂  ̂ ?TT̂ %  f̂ T

t :

“Notwithstanding anything con
tained in sub-section (1), nothing 
contained in this Act shall apply 
to the members of any Scheduled 
Tribe within the meaning of clause 
(25) of article 366 of the Constitu
tion unless  the Central  Govern
ment, by notification in the Offici
al Gazette, otherwise directs.”

(oir̂ )̂  Twr  w  t ?

 ̂  ?̂TTT  f  f̂nff

r̂nr  «i6d  f̂tr t̂pt ̂ hÎ 

ferrfeflf qr ?rnr   ̂  ^

?fh: ?rnr w  ̂    ̂  |

1% ̂  TT «hT|  f̂PT  +<Ml 

 ̂  mr̂ 4 37TT f( ̂  ̂

r̂nr f̂tr t̂tt ^

 ̂  ̂ ?n̂  ̂   ̂ ^

t   ̂ ?nq>

nm<«r) (f̂  ̂ m f%?rm) 

ÎRTvr f% ’̂n-«ii(i< <(iie>«i ̂ 5qr,

>̂7# ̂  r̂nr ^ ̂

smr % <fhRT  ̂I

'  ÎTTVFR  SEN̂   ̂T «n̂  ^

 ̂ fw  t   ̂  ̂  ’Sim  t • 

 ̂*T̂ ̂nRRTT f*t* ̂5TT̂   ̂ F̂K  n 

^ 5nf̂  ^

 ̂  WTT ̂   S)*

MiM’rdt (̂ nn̂

^n )̂  fi?̂  I

(sJTTWr)  »nTT t

?rk (̂FfêTTf  ?fh:  anqn̂)

and it will make 

unsafe the title of a coparcenary 

even after  the  partition 

f̂lTBSFT  t  >ft wMt  ^

T̂̂rfer̂ m)   ̂ w\t

^̂ TPT#Tf ̂+dl   ̂  ̂  ̂  ?

 ̂ ^  5̂tft̂ %n̂   :̂r5T  #

W  ^ “THH «I»1H  ^

| |   I  ̂  «T  ̂’iTt’T^

 ̂ ̂    ̂  St ̂

f̂ ̂3̂  T̂T?: f̂Fq̂FST ̂   ^

 ̂   ̂ f̂ ?TTTr ̂  ̂ nrr

tl*lM <̂N f  WT  ^ ̂?TT

’WKhY   ̂ ̂  fe n  ?TR

qr wfl* ̂  ̂   ̂ ?

 ̂  ?TT# ̂ rN’  Hm qi , TTSTW R,

’JTTT̂  ’[RTT̂  ̂ ^  t

r̂tr ̂  ̂   ̂ ̂ +di ̂ 1%  qr

 ̂  ̂    ̂̂  ?mt ̂ Tffert ̂

?r«̂ WT ̂ ®̂îi ̂  'd̂«T> «hi<wi

T̂FT ̂   ̂f  ̂  ̂̂  f \ A

qr̂  =̂ T̂ i  W '>iî K̂  ̂¥2:̂ 

?ilT cT? ̂   ̂ ̂ N»ll fV Ŵ,

?TR 1%T TK t,  T f I

 ̂   ̂qRT ?fV̂

îW ̂  qrm ̂  ̂  5TfT ̂ srnr̂ 

t  f̂ Rm  f% T̂TT 5CTRT +<̂T̂'

 ̂  t   I  ̂    ̂  «t*0-s-

5Pf ̂  ̂  ̂rrrTT ̂  ?T ̂
«!l<rd sI'lH ^ ?ll«!;iijcf,̂f  ^

I   I T̂TT  ̂  ^
I' I ?rnr  ̂  ̂ ^

^ A ’MfM+'l  fV ̂TT̂ 5̂
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[«f)r  (T̂To

 ̂  ̂    ̂   ̂   ̂  ^   ̂  

 ̂ ̂ Tpft  ^ 9ii<n +<d ̂  ^

 ̂  ̂ ̂'ift   ̂ ̂ ̂TT ̂  ̂ ̂  ̂

ft T̂    ̂ ^  ̂  ̂  Tfnf

TOT  ̂  ̂    ̂   ̂    ̂ ^

«rrar  ̂   ̂    ̂ "̂TRT  ̂*T»<

 ̂  f̂ nr jEfk   ̂  ̂  ̂

 ̂   ̂   ̂ n>T 1 1  ̂  ^

?rrr ̂   fi ^

?TTp7̂   ̂  ̂JTOT M t ^
 ̂ r̂Wt ^  J4+HRT  mqr ^ 

>d»̂l*f ’MNT  ̂ T̂HFT  Pi<«(1  îX̂F

i j w  ̂ ferr ?fk

?rtT T̂PT *i‘T»IH

r̂ft nK«fl ?F#

<̂«i)<  ̂  t̂*TT ^

 ̂̂   i% ̂  fm?T ̂   ?ITq̂ W

T̂Tf ̂  ^ ?TFRTÔ ̂

spnT ̂  I ?fh: ̂ 3̂

 ̂   ̂   = r̂f̂   ̂   **ft   ̂  ̂

 ̂   ̂    ̂  I

?fk ̂ 3̂   ̂  t ^
5gTTT ̂   ^ ̂ rm ^

 ̂t| t I  r̂nirm' ^

^  3FT  ̂  ̂ t   *

Pî  ̂  23T̂  ^̂ lldK »̂PT ®b̂  ^

 ̂  ̂   ̂ ̂  5T   ̂  ?flT

 ̂̂  ̂  ̂ prmt ̂  ̂ rfr̂  # ̂ fOTT 

 ̂   ̂ ̂    ̂  ?Tff  I ’pmfl-

5pT?rr  ̂  w   ̂ qf̂

TT53T  ?fk   ̂ ̂ wrpff ̂

TT ̂  I   ̂  ̂  ^

?ft   ̂   ^̂ mrrPT ̂  ̂  % 

^ ̂ 55 ̂rf̂RHT  3TF?r ̂  '5TT̂

 ̂  ̂5TR

m  V ̂TCT  3̂̂  ̂smr̂ # ̂  

sTF̂r fr ŝnrTT t i ̂  ̂    ̂ t f%

2Tf =#¥ srm%̂
f% ̂   f̂ 7|F̂   «PT 5Tfr I  ^

<̂rdr<«̂î  ̂ I I ̂  ̂  %

 ̂  (  ̂n f f ̂ j   ̂    ̂   ^

*i<l  ̂fv  ̂ W "H ^

 ̂?ftT ̂  TOT   ̂ t   ̂  ^

OrdPî l'̂   ?Tff I   1  ̂  f̂ T#  ̂  3 1 ̂   ̂ 

 ̂ trW tt ?̂m?F?T ;̂̂?5Tr

?fn̂  fW   ̂ f e  ^mr̂r ̂

 ̂ ̂  ̂ RTR sFt ̂  TX ̂ 3  ̂̂  ̂ T# t

?fk wnft  ̂ ^

?T̂JfTT t  ? m  t  ̂

 ̂ ?T5̂  ̂   ̂ ? F ̂  ft ̂-

JTR t,  ̂ 3̂̂  ̂ Hi<\

f̂ mr̂ ?fk prft

Ml̂ r̂rZT ̂    ̂Tf̂  ^  ^

3̂̂!̂ ftfwfr̂ Fft  ̂  Tfdl"  ̂ 1̂<

^3  ̂ P5  ̂  ̂ ̂   ^

 ̂   JTR# t ?fk fJTm  W

 ̂ t f% ?nR ̂  ̂  ̂
 ̂ <r̂2Tr ̂   ̂  ̂TT̂ftrW 5T̂ ̂»|»TT I

ftw  I

«ft Ô  1̂ 0  f̂ R̂ : fTFT  t

ÎTT   ̂w, «rr

«ft5T ̂nr̂ ̂TFT ̂  ̂ 1

 ̂Ttit|<H  : ’!sftt ̂ HR % ?ITT ̂

IJTT̂ WT t •

iTo  f̂ o fsi#̂ :5rPT̂  ̂ ?nft

q̂t̂TO  : ?nq ̂  f̂ r̂ «ft̂

 ̂ ̂  w^ '̂TT̂ ̂  ̂irtr ̂

I

ijfo q«ro fsr̂  ; t ?nq%  qî 

fiT̂?it̂*' ̂ îpn I

? R -1  ̂rrq  ̂  w    ̂   ̂  

'̂3  ̂ gRqj  f̂ T̂FTT  f   I  T O  ̂   ^

WT̂ sFtt   ̂«ft fw % ̂  ?nq ̂

qrpp q ̂

r̂qrir. if ̂rt ̂    ̂ #qR ̂r  ^

T̂R  T̂’TT   ̂ ̂  ̂   ^

mft 5̂tfrk   ̂    ̂  ̂  ̂

# ypT ̂    ̂̂  fv wft vT5̂

 ̂  «FT   ̂  W  I  ̂   q f ̂  ^

 ̂ ̂   fRnrt ̂  ft ̂  ?TFT t

q̂   OT 'srrq   ̂ ̂   ̂  ̂  ̂

Sfftt ̂ Tf̂Ft  sm  ̂|t  t,  ̂   ̂̂ ’THJ

 ̂  F̂3FEr  ?rft t,  q̂  ?f*T
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ft* ̂    ̂  ̂    ̂ ̂   WTT

 ̂wrr ̂ ̂  ̂  I  ^  ̂ ̂

^  w  irr ?TFfV   ̂Tfsr̂

 ̂  n̂€t  I  ̂   ^Ndf ^

5TTT ̂   ̂̂  t ft’
r̂̂yn* T̂NTprnsn̂  1 ^   ̂

?TT ̂  t ft̂ ^  ̂̂ 5TTq̂  ̂
"Vsr ?  ftr?r  ̂  ̂  ̂i r̂rsr
 ̂ >TT̂ ̂  % ̂TT  TOf <s(Hdl f ̂

 ̂ ̂TT̂f   ̂  ̂ftli’  '̂r»HO<‘t>

sfTffFT (?nf̂ SPTT I ? ^

 ̂̂   ̂’if,  iT̂ TFiî irhmr

 ̂  TO-  I  ̂ = # 3 ff#  ̂=  ̂? T T

 ̂ t I mr̂    ̂̂  qw  t ft̂ 

H+Hrn̂ sftor p̂tt t ? ?r»n: tr̂ prf̂ 

sfHTPT  ̂   ̂   =  ̂  «ft   ̂ ^

mf, T3TT̂  'inf ?fk #nr̂ 

f̂R ̂TFT ?tt# I  T?: tpt

 ̂ ?T̂ ^  I ̂ ^

^+H+ri ̂   rs<r<i«l  îllT^T^ f̂tf  *1̂    ̂  I 

sfmFT |>  t

f̂tvT ̂    ̂ îHaf

^ ^ t ft? W ̂  ̂ ̂

?rrT  sfft   ̂̂  'TT

5|̂T   ̂  ̂ t ̂  ^
I 5̂̂1̂ ̂ >+77: I ̂  R̂̂TRT ̂

r̂rsnrTTT wtt   ̂ ̂ ft̂RfT 

t, ?TR WT w   ̂  t ft̂ ̂

ff?̂   ^ ̂ 5?̂ ̂ 5ftipT i,  ̂  ̂

 ̂\'̂ ^mh ̂ ?RT ̂ ̂FR ̂>f t ̂ ̂ 
^ I, f̂ f̂f ̂ T ̂   ^

 ̂  t  ̂  ̂ft̂  ̂  ̂
im ̂rrr  ^   ̂ ̂

 ̂ t 1 ̂  ̂?T̂«r

ftr T̂TR ?rnrj
?roq#  (ftl̂ ̂  »Ht)  ^ TOiq’ ftr

 ̂ 1

Pandit K. C. Stmmia: I welcome this 
measure. I am pained to listen to the 
criticisms advanced by many of my hon. 
friends not because I do not find much 
logic or arguments in them but because 
there is lack of appreciation  of the 
vast changes that the Hindu polity has 
undergone through centuries of human 
evolution and development. My learned 
friends must disabused their minds of the

old ideas. I may say that the cry of 
the ancient system of Hindu law does 
not hold good now. As a matter of fact, 
for the information of the hon. Member 
who preceded me, I may tell him that 
the present system of Hindu society, the 
present way of Hindu living, is not the 
same as the Aryan or the Vedic system 
of Hindu thought and living. The present 
Hindu polity is the resultant of the conflict 
between the Greek  system of thought 
and  way  of  living  and  the  Bud
dhist system  of thought and way of 
living. It has very little today—except 
the deeply laid roots which themselves 
became rotten later on—of the ancient 
Vedic system. The prominent part or 
the visible colour of the system is takea 
from  the Greeks  and the  Buddhist 
thoughts and ways of living. Therefore, 
forget that the present Hindu society, this 
present Hindu polity, has much to do . 
with the Vedic age or the Vedic way 
of living. Far from it. To cling to that— 
good or bad—is to blind yourselves and 
not to look into the pages of history or 
of evolution of the human thought, parti
cularly of the Hindu thought. I may re
mind you that both the Greek system of 
inheritance and the Buddhist system of 
inheritance  give  equal  right  to  the 
daughter along with the sons.

I take another aspect. After the nu
clear development, after  so  much of 
scientific  progress,  so many  develop
ments,  all  countries—̂ whether Hindu, 
Muslim or any other—cannot remain 
isolated. In fact, no country today can 
remain  isolated.  You  have  to 
fall  in  line  with  what  is 
called  the  civilised  conceptions.  Call 
them  civilised or  uncivilised,  but so 
long as you depend for your bread on 
the American steel, so long as you de
pend for your bread and also for indus
trial progress on the technical develop
ment of the Russian or English steel 
works, you have to fall in line with ways 
of thinking accepted by them. I say that 
there is nothing more degrading for us 
than to be the citizens of what is called 
an under-developed or non-developed or 
backward country. I regard it as a slur 
on the human race. I regard it as a shir 
on my very existence to be called, in this 
age, as a citizen of a backward country. 
What is more contemptible than to ̂  
called, when you go about the world, 
“You are an inferior man; you belong to 
a backward country or you belong to 
an  under-developed  country?”  \̂ en 
you depend for your development and 
progress on the hold of other countrî, 
you have to take to their ways of think
ing, and you have to take their ways of
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[Pandit K. C. Sharma] 
living and act in uniformity with their 
lines of thinking which may be called 
civilised way of thinking.

An Hon. Memben 1 do not feel like 
4hat.

Pandit K. C. Shanna: You  may
mot  feel  it.  But  I  feel  it.  It 
Is  all  subjective.  You  may  go 
round the world and enjoy an inferior 
status. I refuse to enjoy an inferior status 
and be called that I am a citizen of a 
-backward country, I do not want to re
gain in a backward country. I do not 
ĝwuit  that  my  countî  should 
remain  backward.  This  is  a 
fundamental  question.  To  be call- 
-«d  a citizen of a backward country 
is a contemptible  thing and nobody 
“worth the name will like to be called 
that he is a citizen of a backward coun
try and pursue a contemptible existence. 
This is the first question, and all the 
rest comes afterwards. Whoever does not 
feel this, I may call him as sub-human. 
This is my way of thinking. Others may 
have other ways of thinking. Therefore,
I beg to submit that we have conie to a 
ŝtage where we must have a legislative 
uniformity. We must have a uniformity 
in the rights as between man and woman 
and through that uniformity, which is a 
•condition precedent, we must move for
ward for a political uniformity and to
wards the unification or equality of all 
countries of the world which may be 
possible. That is one aspect. 

fPANDrr Thakur Das Bhargava in the 
Chair]

Another point is that with the rights 
►of women, the question of population 
would be solved. One of the fundamen
tal questions and the most difficult ques
tion facing this country in particular and 
the world in general, is the growth of 
population. You may have your First 
Five Year Plan and also the Second Five 
Year Plan and work them successfully. 
You may have a successful third Five 
Year Plan also. But you will not succeed 
in raising the standard of your people 
unless you control the population. If once 
you give the right to the girls to property, 
they will have facilities for education, 
and with the facilities for education the 
population will be controlled. You will 
have less children and better children. 
Your race will be improved. Your coun
try will be improved and, at the same 
time, your standard will be raised. It is 
impossible to conceive that India, despite 
all her efforts, would be able to raise 
her people to an acceptable, economic 
standard of life if the population is not

controlled. Otherwise, India, and indeed 
the whole world will face disaster. After 
all, after the war the greatest problem is 
the problem of population, and the prob
lem of population cannot be solved un
less all girls get facilities for education, 
and not only education but the facilities 
for independent profession. By educa
tion and independent profession, cer
tainly the growth of population would 
be checked and there would be every 
possibility of raising the standard of life. 
That is the way to remove the contemp
tible existence of belonging to a back
ward or an undeveloped country. This is 
an essential step which should be taken 
in accordance with the social structure 
that is envisaged  in the Constitution. 
Article  14 of the Constitution says:

“The State shall  not deny  to 
any person equality before the law 
or the equal protection of the laws 
within the territory of India.”

Should not the law give a child the 
right of development ? What is the right 
of development ? If you do not give a 
girl something to depend upon, if you 
do not give her a share in the property, 
how can she develop ? She should have 
the right to receive education in foreign 
countries. Why shoold  the son alone 
have a claim in the father’s property to 
go to Cambridge for higher education? 
Why not the girl also? The law envi
sages equality of rights. Article 15 of 
the Constitution says:

“The State shall not discriminate 
against any citizen on grounds only 
of religion, race, caste, sex, place of 
birth or any of them.”

There is no sense having this laid if 
the State can discriminate against a citi
zen, because she is a female; the State 
cannot favour any citizen because he is 
a male. Why should this Parliament 
frame or tolerate a law in which there 
is any disparity with regard to inherit
ance ?
What is the growth of personality ? I 

possess a fountain  pen worth Rs.  60. 
So long as I possess this fountain pen, 1 
feel a better man. Property gives per
sonality; it gives a feeling of superiority 
and security. Why should we deprive the 
daughter, simply because she is a fe
male, of this right to possess property, 
which adds to one’s personality? Pro
perty is not anything; abstract it is some
thing tangible.
. Let us come to a practical  proposi
tion. You say that untouchability is abo
lished. It is not any charity; it is not any
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gift to the depressed classes. We cannot 
build  our country the India of  our 
dreams,  unless every citizen is allowed 
to work in an honourable situation. We 
cannot build a country by depriving a 
half of the population of the dignity and 
status that the other half enjoys. I say 
that in the name of the glory of the 
country, in the name of the history and 
culture of this great country, it is im
moral to deny the right of property to 
the daughter, simply because she is a fe
male. It is not a question of this Hindu 
system or that Hindu system. The old 
system has decayed and died. A new In
dia is rising; the old India is dead and 
gone. Can you condemn your President 
because he is not a-Brahmin or belongs 
to a caste Manu does not permit to 
hold office. In that case, many Minis- 
crs aannol have their position in the 
Cabinet.  Things have changed;  times 
have changed and we should progress 
with the limes. The old things might 
have been good at  a particular time 
under particular circumstances. Now a 
new India is rising and it expects new 
things. It is impossible, therefore, to say 
that Hindu society would b̂ dead. It is 
something which the historical situation 
now does not allow you to depend upon.

There is one other thing and that is 
about the father-in-law. Let me take the 
practical  position which is  prevalent 
now. I am concerned more about the 
psychological growth of a child, rather 
than the benefit that would accrue to 
the chDd. We know that in the villages, 
at the most the village people can have 
only primary education.  For primary 
education, much property is nm necê 
sary; much benefit from inheritance is 
not necessary. Let us consider the posi
tion that obtains in other countries. No 
female child claims any share in a poor 
man's property. Take Ceylon or Burma. 
Are there not poor people and cultiva
tors in Ceylon or Burma? There, the fe
male child does not demand a share in 
the faAer*s property because they know 
that it is not enough. They arc also 
human beings. Take the case of Moham
medans. How many Mohammedan pea
sants’ daughters have demanded a share 
in the father’s property ? There are so 
many Mohammedan villages near my 
place and I have not seen any quarrel 
between the father-in-law and the hus
band.  Human sentiments and  human 
ways of thinking are the same all over. 
I refuse to believe that a Hindu brother 
has much more affection for his sister 
than  a Mohammendan or  Christian 
brother. No other society, except the

Hindu  society,  kept  one-third  of 
its people downtrodden as slaves. They 
would not even take water from the other 
man’s  hands. Among the  Mohamme
dans, the king and the slave go and 
worship in the same mosque and even 
a slave can become the son-in-law of a 
king and become the next king. I would 
repeat that human nature in every society 
under the same conditions is the same. 
Human life is a flexible and pliable thing. 
A progressive society should leam some
thing from outside, and should change 
with the times. Coming to the property 
clauses, I beg to submit that the daugh
ters should get as much share in the 
father’s property as the sons. Let her 
take her share in order that she may, in 
this great building process of this land, 
serve society. She  may practise as a 
doctor; she may become a professor; she 
may work as a legislator. One day she 
may become the President of India. Why 
should you shut the door against her 
once she is tied down to a fool to obey 
his command. I beg to submit that every 
rich man is a fool because he has always, 
to depend upon other and he cannot 
stand on his legs. So long as patrimony 
is looked upon as the final support of 
life, the man will not work and the man 
will not excercise to the fullest extent 
his brain and his limbs. Once you give 
share to the daughter—the rich man’s 
daughter,—she will have vast opportuni
ties to progress and serve our peoplê 
Why should we stand in her way ?

It is said that the son-in-law will create* 
trouble. You have simply to go to th©̂ 
Connaught Circus and see. It is the edu
cated wife who orders, ‘pay the bill. I' 
have purchased these things.’ The maa 
plays the secondary part The time has. 
changed. Why? It has  changed from 
the horseback and spear, fighting in bat
tles as in the days of Rana Pratap ti> 
throwing bombs from aeroplanes. Throw
ing the bomb îuires no strong limbs. It 
requires intelligence. It requires quidc. 
judgment. A woman is more intelligent 
and more quick in judgment. A woman* 
can throw a bomb in a much better way 
than a man can  throw it. '̂erefore' 
values are changing and utility is chang
ing. Now a woman is more important 
No less a person than an American philo
sopher, Ehirant, says that the most diffi
cult and the most important subĵ of 
the philosophy is ‘woman’. This is the 
problem. I put to you this physical qu«- 
tion. Whoever proudly looks his face in 
the glass shaves his moustache.  Why? 
We ask the moustache to be shaved be
cause we want to look better after a
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-shave. This is the process of evolution- 
Therefore to say that the son-in-law will 
xreate trouble is  to read the histori- 
Lcal process of evolution. A woman is 
'.more important than man and there need 
not be any fear on that account.

Shri Altekar: I would not like to create 
ithe impression that I am speaking purely 
from the sentimental point of view. I am 
not only a pleader, but also a sociolo
gist. It is not because man framed the 
laws in olden days that we have got the 
ipresent laws. The legislators of those 
.days took into consideration what prac
tices were obtaining in society at that 
lime. My hon. friend Shrimati Subhadra 
Joshi said—̂she is not here—that if the 
laws had been, formulated by women, 
possibly men would have been required 
<o stay in the houses of their wives. I 
myself have no quarrel with that. I would 
even like that  women  should be the 
centre of society and of the family and 
that men should go and stay with their 
■wives,  in  their  houses.  In  that 
-case,  the  family  would  be con- 
rfitituted  in  a  different  way.  In 
that case, I would like that she should 
inherit the property of her mother and 
that her husband should not inherit the 
property of his father or mother when 
he (the husband) has a sister. Because, 
the family, if it is the support and sustain 
the members, has to  constituted in 
such a way that it will support its mem- 
r̂s without the disintegration of pro
perty and look after all the necessary re
quirements of it. If we want to have this 
family in its compactness and homo- 
geeeity, functioning properly, the rît9 
of individuals in the context of the things 
have to be subordinated to the family. I 
stand tor equality of rights both for men 
and women. I do not in any way suggest 
that women should have any less rights 
than men. But, it should be in the sphere 
in which she is functioning, in the family 
where she is spending the whole of her 
life. If she goes, after the marriage, to 
the family of her husband, she should 
have equal rights with  her husband. If 
she is ill-treated, she should have the 
n̂ t to claim partition of an equal share 
witib her husband and to get proprietary 
right in the property of her husband. I 
do not in any way differ from that. Her 
interest should in no way be subordinat
ed to that of her husband. She has to 
function as a unit where she k and she 
has to inherit all the rights in the family 
where she has become a unit.

I would also like to point out to my 
-mter that it is not men who framed these

laws for the benefit of men. In connec
tion with stridhanam  property,  Manu 
said.

Seperate and self-acquired property of 
the mother will be inherited by an un
married daughter, in her absence by the 
married daughter and thereafter by the 
son. A son is not given any ̂ are in it 
during the life time of the daûter. How 
was society functioning? Special rights 
were being given to women. Laws have 
changed. I can  show that originally 
women had no right of inheritance. They 
have developed one after another. I have 
stated the history when the Bill was first 
introduced in this House. 1 would not go 
into it again. When society changes, the 
laws will have to change. If woman be
comes the centre of the family, I have 
no  quarrel  with  their  husbands 
going  to  the  houses  of  the  wives. 
But  the  question  is,  what  is  the 
type  of  the  family  that  we  have, 
what is the type of the family that is 
functioning at this stage. It is a family 
wherein a man is the ‘principal person, 
who is earning and maintaining the fami
ly. The family depends not only on 
the affection of the individuals forming 
the family, but also on the material re
sources of the family. They are also an 
integral part of the whole family itself. 
If it is to be maintained and supported, 
the question would be, in what way it 
should be done. '

In the circumstances, as I have said, 
a division in the family property in which 
the married daughter win be forming 
part of her husband’s family, will lead 
to disintegration of the family property. 
That would not in any way be conducive 
to the women. I would like to point out 
that if she inherits as a daughter, and 
goes to the house of her husband, her 
husband’s sister will take her share from 
her husband’s house. Take the case of 
small agriculturists. They  are living in 
the villages and their economy is back
ward. They have got lands. If a certain 
part is taken away by the daûter and 
she goes away, what would be situation 7 
Usuallv, they are married in places which 
are  distant  and  it  will  not  be 
possible  to  manage  the  property 
proper! V  from  a  distance*  Natu
rally,  the  property will have to be 
sold.  We know, in the  circumstances 
which obtain in this country, 90 per 
cent, of the persons will not be in a posi
tion to purchase the share of the sistef 
even though the right of pre-emption it 
v̂en, because they have not got the 
Kquid assets with which they can pur-
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•chsuBe. The position would be, they will 
have to borrow  moneys from some
where. The laws that are being framed 
in connection with debts and borrowing 
of money, as we all know, make it diffi
cult for any agriculturist  to borrow 
money  even  though  he  mort
gages  all  the  property,  not  only 
his  share  but  the  share  of 
his sister also which he is purchasing. 
It could l>e impossible for him to redeem 
the property thereafter. Ultimately, that 
would be lost in debt as we see in many 
cases where debts are contracted. There
fore, 1 would like to point out that this 
particular situation which will be ob
taining after the right, which is contemp
lated in this Bill, is given, will not be in 
any way beneficial to the daughter her
self. î'or the time being, she may think 
that she is taking property. But, in her 
husband’s family, she will be finding that 
similar circumstances arise where in pro
perty at distant places will have to be 
disintegrated, there will have to be frag
mentation and they xsill be going to dif
ferent persons, who in most cases will 
be strangers purchasing the shares put to 
l̂e by the inheriting daughters. So in
stead of making such fragments or giving 
rights here and taking them away there, 
we should keep the family and its pro
perty as far as possible intact so that the 
«ons will  inherit and  the unmarried 
daughter will" be provided for. If the 
daughter remains unmarried for life, die 
■can take an equal share with her brother, 
1 have no objection. But if the married 
daughter takes away a share from the 
immovable property of the father, it will 
have to be sold ultimately and it will 
bring benefit to no one. If the property 
remains immovable  property, it is a 
mt̂ans Of sustenance for the family. If 
it is sold, the daughter would get the 
money but it would be spent in no time 
and ultimately the brother would be los
ing. The property would disintegrate and 
there would be no perennial benefit to 
anybody. I do not say that because the 
daughter takes a share, the feelings bet
ween the brother and sister would be esr 
tranged, because if in one case she takes, 
in another case she brings. But the disin
tegration of property will do nobody any 
good. In order to give her complete and 
lull right, let us give it to her in the 
family where she has to spend her life. 
Let her take equal right with her hus
band. Let it be complete and not limited. 
If she is in any way ill-treated, let her 
have the right of partition. That will be 
more in the interests of the family and 
flociety rather than the one that we are 
contemplating now.

5 P.M.

There is another aspect of it. As 1 
have already stated, the family is sus
tained not only by the love and affection 
of the members that constitute it, but 
also by the material resources and pro
perty of the family for which the mem
bers make a  common endeavour. All 
sons,  the  father,  the  brother  and 
other coparceners, whoever they may be, 
all work in a common endeavour for 
the purposes of the whole family. In the 
Dayabhaga family, though the brothers 
may be tenants in conmion they also 
work together. Thereby, they are aug
menting the estate of the family. Why 
should a person who is not able to join 
in the common endeavour, in the context 
of things, come there and take a share ? 
Why should the daughter’s son or daugh
ter’s daughter who is married, who does 
not contribute to the common endeavour, 
ask for a share in the property ? Let the 
daughter be supreme in her husband’s 
house, let her rights be supreme there. 
All the rights would ultimately be the 
same if she is given full and equal share 
with her husband in that family. That 
will not in any way disrupt the family. 
That  will not  in  any  way lessen 
or minimise the right of the woman as 
such, but ultimately it will be conducive 
to the stability of society itself. That is 
my outlook as a sociologist. If you want 
to change the structure of society, the 
structure of the family, I have no quar
rel, but so long as the present structure 
remains, and agriculturists and others are 
carrying on their avocations as they do, 
in the matter of giving right to women, 
we should approach it from the point 
of view 1 have mentioned. So, I would 
like that in Class I  the widow, son’s 
widow,  son’s  son’s  widow  should 
remain.  They  should  take  full 
rights in the property,  I have no ob
jection.  In  the  context  of  pre
sent  social conditions,  I think daugh
ter’s  son or  daughter’s  daughter or 
daughter  who  is  married  should 
not be there.  In the  absence  of 
a son, grandson or great grandson, even 
a married daughter should succeed and 
take full share; the daughter*s son or 
daughter's daughter should succeed and 
take full share. Thev should come at 
the top in Qass II. This is the perspec
tive from which I look at it. I also pro
pose to move certain amendments.
While this Bill is being formulated in 

the nanje of equality, I would like to 
point out three or  four places where 
there is no equality maintained, but a 
preference has been shown wittingly of



6811 Hindu Sttccessim Bill 30 APRIL 1956 Hindu Succession Bill 68ir

[Shri Altekar] 

unwittingly in favour of women.  Ac
cording to the provisions of the Bill, a 
widow can succeed fiilly to her husband 
if there is no issue, but if the wife 
dies and there is no issue, the husband 
is not entitled to succeed to the property 
of his wife. That is what we find in 
clause 17(2)(a). The property in the case 
will go to the father’s heirs.

If there is a widow and she succeeds 
to her husband or her father-in-law she 
can succeed to it completely and then re
marry and take the property to the new 
family, but if she inherits property from 
her husband’s brother or his son or any 
other coparcener, according to the pro
visions laid down here it is not the hus
band’s heirs who would succeed to that, 
but her father and her father’s heirs.

Then, according to clause 10(4), if 
there is a pre-deceased daughter and the 
property is to be divided in the branch 
of that daughter, then th? persons whom 
the property will go are her sons and 
daughters, the husband does not find any 
place there, but in the case where there 
is a pre-deceased son, the property is to 
be divided between hrs heirs, that is, 
sons  and daughters  and  the widow. 
There, the widow comes in, but in the 
other case the husband does not come 
in. I have no quarrel with the provision, 
but I am only pointing out that discre
pancies or rather inequalities have crept 
into the Bill which has been brougjit to 
bring about equality.

We should frame the law in such a 
way that we should give equal rights to 
a woman in the property of her husband. 
A daughter who is unmarried can take 
a share of her father’s property, but after 
her marriage, the property should revert 
to her brothers. If there are no sons, no 
grandson etc., she would sucĉ com
pletely, even if she  is married. That 
should be the position.

Now I come to the last question with 
respect to joint family property.  Bill 
was originally intended to give inhent- 
ance in cases where there was no joint 
faniUy.  Self-acquired  property  and 
separate property was intended to be af
fected. But now, that provision  has 
been  changed  in  this  fashion. 
If  it  is  intended  that  the 
joint family property of the Mitakshara 
system should not continue, then let us 
in an honest and straight forward way 
say that we do  not want this system 
and that the Mitakshara family system 
should be done away with. But this sort 
of tinkering with the Mitakshara family

system by the back-door is not desirable. 
The Minister of Legal Affairs has said: 
that he has not touched at all the Mitak- 
shara joint family system, but I humbly 
beg to submit that that is not a correct 
statement. The Mitakshara family system 
has been attacked. The daughter cannot 
take a right in the property of the father, 
unless the right by birth of her brother 
is set at nought, and the whole property 
is brought in the pool, in order that the 
property should be  divided, and she 
should have a share. So, that position has 
been attacked. If it is to be done, then 
1 would like that it should be done in a 
very honest and straightforward way, by 
bringing it to the notice of the public, 
and having their opinion on this question. 
That would be the proper and correct, 
way of doing the thing.  '

I would like to point out one discre
pancy that has crept in, and that is 
that  the  Explanation  to clause 6 is 
against the law of Mitakshara. By that 
proviso, we are laying down a proposi
tion which is against the Mitakshara 
law. While by clause 6 we are giving 
a share by computing the share of the 
undivided son, what  are providing by 
clause 32 is the right to make a will or 
gift.  But  the  interest  defined  in 
clause  32  will  be  only  th& 
interest  of  the father,  but  so- 
far as clause 6 is concerned, the interest 
will be the interest of the father as also 
of the undivided son. So, we find that 
these two things  are inconsistent. In 
order to make them consistent, the expla
nation to clause 6 will have to be r&* 
moved.

LIFE INSURANCE CORPORATION 
BILL

Presentation of Report op Select 
Committee

Shri B. G. Mehta (Gohilwad): Ibê 
to present the Report of the Select Com
mittee on the Bill to provide for tfar. 
nationalisation of life insurance business 
in India by transferring all such business, 
to a Corporation established for the pur
pose and to provide for the relation, 
and control of the business of the Cor
poration and for matters connected there
with or incidental thereto.

Evidence Tendered Before Select 
Committee 

Shri B. G. Mehta: I beg to lay on the * 
Table a copy of the evidence tendered 
before the Select Committee on the Life. 
Insurance Corporation Bill, 1956.




