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1b* question i*:

That the debate on the Bill be 
edjourned   die.

The motion too* adopted
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Mr. Dejmty-Speaker: Motion moved:

‘That the Bill fur&er to amend 
the Code of Civil Procedure, 1908, 
be taken into eoniideration."
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ftii Jalpal Sinh (Ranchi West 
Itennmd fifti Tries): 1 in soiiy I 
t) not here to listen to the tttlr 
aruments at my very hon. friend. I 
.oppose this Bill for one very ovious 
nsion, and it is somethin which, to

* any mind, is very very important for 
India as a country, and it is that we 
enust e men of our word for the coun- 
iry. We sometimes foret*re are 
winnin to foretthat we have 800 
people to than for the easy passae 
-of independence and all that followed 
therefrom. I now we tal lily aout
• socialist pattern at society. It may 
en ideal. But. I have often felt that 

we tal more than destroy 
te myths that are ostructin the re
alisation of this ideal of ours.   In 
<fhe Constitution itself, we have  en 
article wherey untouchaility   is 

i wish my ho«L  friend 
and other* who feel to stronly aout 
the rule of tow, of everyone  ein 
equal *i tow. could exert themsdvee 
mot* towards the real aolition  of 
ewtonchahillty.

 am not et* to defend the rulers 
and the particular privilee  under 
the law which they continue to enjoy. 
They themselves, if I miht use «n «r- 
pression which is not Oxford -Kolish, 
have sett-immolated temselvm But 
for them, today, perhaps India miht 
not have een independent We ave 
them our word at a time when thins 
were difficult They themselves  re
alise the feet that althouh we ave 
them our word, the situation cannot 
continue focr ever.  A reat deal at 
thie irritation arises from the  feet, 
whether my Meade on the  other 
side admit or not, that the  rulers, 
not all of them, have een  readin 
the writin on the wall. Some  of 
them have een realrttn certain poli
tical parties.  I now it In my own 
area. A ruler is a ood man if he is 
with the rulin party. Let him enjoy 
all  tiie privilees that have  een 
accorded to him. But, if he does not 
elon to the rulin party, he is a ad 
man. His wins must e cUftpedJ is 
privy purse must e reduced and he 
must e demolished.

I thin this is unwise thinin. I 
wonder whether if the reet Serdar 
Vallahhai Patel had een  sittin 
there, my hon. friend would  have 
dared to introduce this Bill, lfy hon. 
friend Is a man of courae, I accept 
that He means well. But, I cannot 
help feelin that he is misuided. Is 
this prolem important enouh?  Is 
it i enouh? Does it really matter? 
It is e question of 500 people rouhly. 
Out at the 500,  most of them are 
crossin the floor, if I may say so. I 
spee  with  a certain  amount of 
nowlede of the people concerned. 
I found, only last wee-end, Hemaw 
of Parliament visited Ajmer. We ad 
in this company my an. friends 
there who would willinly aree with 
my frienda than.   It to a peculiar 
alliance,  lfy  friends then would 
aree to anythin that la tor destruc
tion. I haw s M so efore and I1*- 
peat it aate. This is a country whan 
we value history, Uttar that has a



manning is the present context, his
tory that is not standing in the way 
at our progress, t ask, are the rulers, 
today, really trying to take advantage 
, of this particular legal privilege they 
have bean gfcran? I think they  are 
4he first people who will come for
ward and say, all right, we do  not 
want any. I feel that in this country, 
in the Constitution itself, everybody 
is not equal.   There are  certain 
eections of the community which have 
special privileges. I have been more 
than once grossly  misunderstood by 
the Treasury Benches when I  have 
pleaded for something very very 
special for  India's  most  ancient 
millions, the Adivasis. It is not that 
I think that the Adivasis should  be 
above law. It is not because of that.
If you are going to have a socialist 
pattern of society, the fundamental 
thing that my hon. friend and his 
supporters should appreciate is  the 
fact that ki a democratic  society, 
democracy will flourish only if you 
accept the fact that the minority of 
one shall be heard. Is that the situ
ation today?  Can we honestly  say 
that? Until we ourselves destroy the 
deep-rooted myths and then talk of 
democracy, I (eel we do not  know 
the meaning of equality. Equality 

does not mean uniformity. It is  a 
question of unity in diversity.  In 
this particular case, as ter as  tbh 
Bill is concerned, I feel it is a vindi
ctive measure.

Tliis Bill would not have  been 
brought forward but lor the fact that 
these 900 people disagreed. ,

Shri M. . Dwtvadi: uestion.

fkii Jaipal Stagk: Not all of them: 
quite a lew of them have become very 
good rulers because they have joined 
the ruling party. The evidence  is 
there in this very House. But, some 
of them, may be most of them,  have 
certainty woken up to the fact  tĥt 
they have ceased to be rulers. Mr. 
Deputy Bpsalrer, I do not understand 
why this expression ruler’ is  there, 

418 (Ai .S.D. 7.

75$3  PHA GUNA 39,1880 (SAKA  Civil Procedure 75 4 

(Anutndment Bill 

because they are no  longer rulers. 
That is the very first thing. I do not 
know why the expression ruler1  i 
used at all.

Mr. Depety-Speaker: Because  we 
agreed that we would continue  to 
call them Rulers.

Shri Jaipal Singh:  If  we have
agreed, if we have agreed  firmly, 
it is shere impertinence on the part 
of any hon. Member of this Parlia
ment to introduce a Bill of this 
nature, it we have firmly agreed, as 
you have said.

Shri M. . Dwivedi: Does he mean 
to say that this Parliament is  not 
competent to revise its judgment at 
any time?

Mr. Depnty-Speak̂r: Not at ail.

Shri Jaipal Singh: Parliament can 
always become wiser. But I say, my 
hon*. friend, I think I can say, my Rt. 
hon. friend-I hope one day he will 
occupy the Benches over there,  I 
hope he will succeed the great Sardar 
Patel who was a man of his word...

Shri M. . Dwivedi: My hon. fnend 
has not understood that it does  not 
want to take away that which Sardar 
Patel has guaranteed to all ttte rulers. 
It is only private transactions which 
were not guaranteed to the rulers.

Shri Jaipal Stagfc: I am very very 
surprised that an old Parliamentarian 
like my hon. friend is trying to draw 
a distinction between a private deal 
I do not know where the privatêdeal 
was. This is in the statute. How-can 
anything be in the statute and be a 
private deal, I do not understand. I 
must be forgiven if I speak forthright. 
I know my hon. friend over  there, 
Shri H. N Muketjee is there. Well, I 
do not wish to give out any secrets. 
But I want to tell my  friend there, 
and everybody else in this Bouse flirt 
India will be the poorer for the gran
deur that is associated with- the fltel 
I do not quite know  why Vm wwi.



[Shn Jaipal Singh} ,
’ruler’ is still there. As long as you 
have given them (he word, you have 
to respect that We should be men of 
our word After all, it is a questioQ 
of one’s life time.

Sir, we talk of Privy Purses and the 
like May I know why hoa. Members 
of Parliament themselves ask for cer
tain privileges9 Why are they not on 
level terms with the rest of the com
munities m this country’  Sir, I need 
not go further I am not a lawyer I 
do not vi sh to argue these things, but 
1 do feel that v.e are big enough and 
we can manage to forget these five 
hundred rulers and we can get on 
without these five hundred rulers But, 
let them have these privileges, if we 
have given them our word Certainly,
1 am not saying that for ever eternal
ly we have to continue this privilege 
But the thought behind it, the motive 
behind it, the purpose behind it, is 
mean I heartily oppose this Bill

Mr Deputy-Speaker: Shn M B
Thakorc.

Shri M. B Thakore. Mr Deputy- 
Speaker, Sir,

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Now some
other hon Jffembers have made up 
their minds to speak So, every hon 
Member shall be brief.

Shri M.'L. Bwtvedl: Time may be 
extended by half an hoar.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker; Just now he 
is putting the proposal. We took this 
up at 3 O' clock and the hon. Member 
did not say this at that time We will 
see kow it proceeds.

A t  Minister of State te  the Minis
try <f Hone A A dn (Shri Dstar): I
should like to interrupt for about live 
minutes.

Aa R«a Member: Far about five 
m&rates only.

A M  Dataor: We come in so far as 
la concerned. My hon

75*5 Code of MARCH

friend will deal with the rest Than- 
fore I would like to intervene for 
about .five minutes. '
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Mr. Depoty-Speaker: All right
Shri M. B Thakore may continue 1

Shri M. B. Thakere: X congratulate
Shri Dwivedi for introducing a 
measure like this. I fully support 
him In this measure he excludes the 
State of Janubu and Kashmir. Now* 
all our leaders say that Jammu and 
Kashmir is part and parcel of India. 
The representative of the State at 
Jammu and Kashmir has stated in this 
very House that it is part and parcel 
of India and part and parcel of the 
Indian Union Why should there be 
any distinction* So I oppose such pro- 
virion in the Bill.

The second observation that I want 
to make is on the immunity of the 
former rulers as far as the Civil Pro
cedure Code is concerned These im> 
nymities started from former times. 
The British Government recognised 
the sovereignty of all the States. Now 
they are no longer So\t ’•cgn States. 
These rulers are as equal as any citi
zen of India. Moreover, Sir, we have 
adopted a democratic Constitution 
where equality before law is recog
nised and in courts of law this is pro
claimed My learned friend Shri Jai- 
pal Singh said that equality before 
law does not apply to the former 
rulers in respet of such 
from the Civil Courts. I do not agree 
with that. Hie immunity was recog
nised by the foreign power, the Bri
tish Government, on the ground that 
they were sovereign States’ under the 
British suzerainty. One thing I want 
to add, and that is, that it does not 
apply to the present rulers fcut it In* 
herits which is much more dangerous. 
It will inherit to their descendent* 
irrespective of what they do and what 
they would do in future. So. it i» 
against the fundamental rights confer
red by our sacred Constitution.
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W« him adopted a socialist pattern 
of society. Many of our former rulers 
served  a*  Governors. They  also 
talked about the socialistic pattern of 
society. 1 do not think that fhey 
could say that they must have some 
privilege of this type.

Sir, I know that Members of Parlia
ment who are elected under our Con
stitution are also not immune from 
the Civil Procedure Code. I do not 
understand why the Home Ministry or 
our Government is lying idle not to 
apply the same kind of disqualification 
to the former kings and maharajas.

w  **  (•rort) • wnrer
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art AJit Singh Saihadt  (Ludhia
na) : The Bill under discussion it cer
tainly a very simpte one, and proposes 
an amendment which is intended to 
fHmtnat* the privilege of a particular 
»h« but the principle involved  is 
a very important one, and that prin
ciple is whither that particular class 
whose privilege is being taken away 
had received any commitment or any 
understanding previously.  I agree 
with my hon. friend from Ranchi that 
certainly if there has been • commit- 
ment or understanding or an assur
ance. then that must be honoured, but 
tny filing is that the Constitution 
doê-not contain any assurance or any 
provisions at the kind,

The only article that governs this is 
article 862 which lays ddwn:

-In the exercise et the power of 
Parliament or of the Legislature 
of a State to make laws or in the 
exercise of the executive power of 
tile Union or of a Bute, due re
gard shall be had to the guarantee 
or assurance given under any

such covenant or sgrnemsnt aa.ie 
referred to in article 381 with ins
pect to the personal rights, privi
leges and dignities of the Ruler «f 
an Indian State.**

The only guarantee which the Consti
tution provides—and I understand that 
this provision is based on  a certain 
understanding that was arrived at— 
pertains to what is contained in article 
291. You will see that article Mi dis
cusses those items and says:

"Where under any covenant or 
agreement entered into  by tike 
Ruler of any Indian State before 
the commencement of this Consti
tution, the payment of any sums, 
free of tax, has been guaranteed 
or assured by the Government of 
the Dominion of  India to  any 
Ruler of such  State as  privy 
purse—

(a) such sums shall be charg
ed on, and paid out of, the Con
solidated Fund of India; and

"  (b) the sums so paid to any
Ruler shall be exempt from all 
taxes on income.*’.

We have got to see whether in the 
light of these provisions in the Consti
tution which guarantee certain privi
leges pertaining to the income or the 
privy purses of the Rulers and to in
come-tax on certain incomes, this Bill 
in any way infringes these privileges. 
If it infringes, then it will  be  an 
amendment of the Constitution  as 
such, and we cannot amend it unless 
we follow a certain procedure.  If it 
does not infringe, then it is a perfect
ly legitimate proposal or amendment 
which must be considered on Its own 
merits.

From that point of view, we have 
got to see whether  on ifocHs,  this 
amendment is just and expedient 
not. The bon. Mover of this MB has 
given certain reason* .In support Of kb 
proposals. It cannot be denied that 
the princes or the Rulers are entering
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into commercial transactions, are 
entering into business and are dealing 
with private people. If that is so.
and that is an apparent fact-then, 
that this clause sho�d remain and 
that the party concerned should 
approach the Central Government for 
sanction before he can take his case to 
the forum of a court of law for pro
ceeding against the Ruler, would, I 
think, be unfair; it would not only be 
against the basic principle in article 14 
which lays down equality before law, 
but it woufd oe un.11.tst to the indivi
dual who wants to proceed against 
him, because it puts him under a 
handicap. And I would respectfully 
submit that it would not be in the 
foterests of the princes• themselves. I 
do not think that with all the rncrifi
ces that they have made for the con
solidation of the country, with all the 
-patriotism they have shown, they want
;to remain as a class above the people,
·and different from the people. I think
'they also desire equally that there
-$hould be an integration and there
should be equality. And in a matter
,of this type, their dignity, their right.
.and their privilege lie in this that
-there should be equality before law. If
-:the Constitution does not provide it-,.
'here, it is for the Law Minister to
.-clarify the position; my reading of
the situation may be wrong-I do not
think it would be fair ;md just that
section 87B of the Civil Procedure
-Code should remain; therefore, the
·amendment that is proposed should
certainly be accepted. It would not
,only be just, as I said, but it would
·also be expedient, expedient in the
·sense that the Central Government
would not be burdened with all the
·applications to it for perm1ss1on. I
·quite see that the Central Govern
ment would not be in a position to re
·fuse where an individual comes beforP
·them for permission, who has got
·some grievance of a civil nature
against a Ruler; they would be bound
·to give permission in all fliirness and
justice to that individual wbo ap
·proaches them. But all the same this
-will lighten their wor]c{. The courts
:are there, and the courts should be

the forum for justice between all the 
people. 

Therefore. I would submit respect
fully that taking an overall picture o1 
the objective which we want, namely 
a socialistic pattern of society or-the 
socialistic pattern of society is not so. verv relevant-the creation of a class
les; society in India. and a sort of 
welfare State in our country, I do not 
think that we neea haye a privileged 
class, unless, of course, ihe privileges 
are given by the Constitution. 

With these words, therefore, I sup
port Shri M. L. Dwivedi's Bill. There 
is just only one ·thing more, and that 
is that it has been suggested that the 
courts· should be the forum to decidi' 
on each application whether permis
sion should be given. That, to my 
mind, is not fair at all. The question 
is whether the individual should have 
a right to seek a certain remedy tha 1. 
the Civil Procedure Code gives him. 
If he has got that right he should 
have the right to approach the court 
of law which has got the jurisdiction. 

As regards the personal appearance 
of the princes, if necessary, they may 
be exempted from personal appear
ance. just as has been provided in the 
Criminal Procedure Code. That pro
vision can be made. The court may 
not even call them for their personal 
Etatement either; the statement can 
be made by the agent. 

Shri Jaipal Singh: Why not? 

Shri Ajij..- Singh Sarhadi: I do not 
think that the princes or these Rulers 
themselves would like that these pri
vileges should remain and they 
should be a class dilrerent· from the 
people. I think the time has come 
when with all the guarantees, with all 
the commitments, and the assurances. 
and the understandings that they 
have and that should be honoured, as 
for the rest of the things, there should 
be. equality. With these words, I sup
port Shri M. L. Dwivedi's Bill. 

Shri P. K. Deo (K�lahandi): I do 
not hold any brief for any Ruler or 
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afty particular class, but t would like 
to speak, and examine this legislation 
Iran the viewpoint of a citien  of 
India. Though the provisions aft in
compatible to our present ideology of 
a democratic and a socialistic pattern 
at society, at the same time, 1 feel that 
we are wasting much time la discuss
ing a legislation which it obsolete  in 
practice, and which has been hardly 
used. 1 do not think any Buler would 
be oofoing forward to seek protection 
under this piece of legislation;  and 
Invariably, in every case,  when per
mission is being sought for, it ik readi
ly granted by the Government unless 
the legislation is vindictive.

1 feel that this is not the way to do 
the things. It would have been much 
wiser if the Rulers could have been 
addressed by Government to with
draw tfeeir privilege or to surrender 
this privilege; then it would have been 
much nicer 1 do not know how far 
we would be competent to bring to
ward a legislation of this type, espe
cially when these safeguards   have 
been provided in article S2  of the 
onstitution which  guarantees  the 
continuance of certain privileges  of 
the Rulers, which they have been er. 
Joying since some time. This provi
sion was made against vindictive liti
gation. Thif provision is a very old 
provision and was there even before 
Independence came to  India.  This 
was a creation of the  then entral 
Government, and this has been conti
nued. The continuance of this privi
lege has been guaranteed under arti
cle 12 of the onstitution which says 
in clear terms that

the exercise at the power of 
parliament or of the Legislature 
*f a State to make laws or in 1fae 
warcise at the executive power of 
the Union or of a State, due *e- 
m shall be had to the guarantee 

fr assurance given under any 
fuch covenant or agreement as is 
Referred to to article VI with rmh 

to the personal rights, privi- 
and dignities of the Ruler of 

IP lndtan

In this connection, I would like vtO 
point that if Government  are really 
aerfpus that there should be no dis
tinction between different classes at 
pennons in this country, they should 
actutally carry out their policy in a 
more dignified way; and they jfaould 
set(. tbe co-operation at the persons 
concerned in this regard.

I would like to submit Out if we go 
on violating our sacred words and pro- 
w><«jes. it will carry a very bad Im
pulsion especially to our critics that 

people who made promises  or 
wh(> entered into' any sort of agree
ment or covenant etc. start breaking 
the* the next day; that sort of mis
understanding and misapprehension 
ahould be cleared.

•jlierefore. I request the hon. Mover 
0 the Bill to withdraw  his  Bill, 
because if he is really serious that this 
distinction should go, then the proper 
way would be to request the Rulers, 
80 that they would  surrender these 
privfteffes in the greater interests of 
the country.

hri Jaipaf Singh: May I just make 
onf clarification? 1 would not take 
m(jre than sixty seconds.  It might 
appear to hon Members as though I 
WfS holding a brief for the Rulers.

f was merely trying to focus  the 
attention of hon. Members on the fact 
tb#t there is no absolute equality given 
,n the onstitution. I as an Adivasi 
h»ve much better privileges than my 
hon. friend there, and I shall fight to 
ê last inch to see that the  word 
v̂en to me and my people shall con
tinue and shall be honoured.

Let us go to the fundamental privi
leges. Take, for example, the ques
tion of freedom of movement  If you 
gfe going to have absolute freedom of 
movement in the tribal areas, you are 
ffiiag to lose a very big chunk.

Let me tell you this. The time may 
ê me when these special safeguard* 
will be surrendered by the people



themselves  But this la not the occa
sion for that   *

The Mine thing in regard to the 
question of property—the right to buy 
and tell  You know that an Adi van 
cannot sell his land to anybody and 
everybody.
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ment going to continue to abid* by 
those agreements  with the RulersT 
My  hon.  friend, Shri Ajit Singh 
Sarhadi, quoted article MS of the Con
stitution1 I perfectly agree with him 
Article M only deals with the special 
privileges to the Rulers as given under 
article 91  It says:

Mr. Depnty-Speaker:  80  seconds
might be exceeded now!

Bturi Mpsl Singh: I have only used 
5 seconds; I still have 85

1 would like my hon friend to look 
at page 3 ot the Annual Report  of 
the Ministry of Home Affairs where 
even the word 'Ruler* has taken  a 
peculiar complexion  Even a jagirdar 
has become « Ruler  I do not quite 
know

Mr. Depnty-Speaker:  Taking up
other points would mean  a  fresh 
speech

Shrt atpal Singh:  I am not here 
defending the Rulers  The Rulers can 
defend themselves  By their conduct 
and example, they have set an exany 
pie to the rest of the country  They 
have, as 1 said earlier,  self-immo
lated themselves, and I wish the rest 
of us would learn a lesson from them

Shri Pamgrahi (Puri) I rise to sup
port the Bill which has been brought 
forward by Shri M L Dwivedi  The 
Bill is timely  Let Government ac
cept this Bill and let them come for
ward to abolish further special privi
leges which are being given and being 
continued to the ex-Rulers of India

The arguments boil down to  two 
points. The first is whether accord
ing to article 14 of the Constitution, 
the right of equality has been given 
to every citican in India and whether 
the Rulers were considered as a 
specially privileged class so that they 
could be ewsnpted from the scope of 
article 14. Secondly, at the time of 
the mecyei* of the Indian States with 
the net of India, there wee an agree
ment with the Ruhn Are Govern-

In the exercise of the power of 
Parliament or of the Legislature 
of a State to make laws or in the 
exercise of the executive power of 
the nion or of a State, due re
gard shall be had to the guarantee 
or assurance given under any such 

' covenant or agreement as is ref
erred to in article 91  

Mr  Deputy-8peaker; Article 81 
only refers to one condition in the 
covenant  There are*other conditions 
and guarantees also  This is not the 
only covenant that was entered into, 
that «privy-purse shall be there There 
are others about title, status, dignity 
and so on  All those things are there

Shri Panigrahi: 1 am coming to that 
As far as I know when the question 
of amending the Constitution of India 
comes in, a different procedure has 
to be adopted  That is what the argu
ment comes to

There are further agreements with 
the ex-rulers  But so far as this 
privilege of being treated as a special 
citien 15 concerned, I say, it  goes 
against the constitution of India.

e

If we read article 81 we willsee 
that there are other agreements than 
the question of special privilege of the 
privy purse Article 81 wi be con
sidered as going against the funda
mental  rights,  guaranteed under 
article 14 to a dtisan at India. 80, I 
submit that this Bill moved by ajr 
hon. friend Shri Dwivedi is very time
ly and the Government of India should 
really take it into serious ccnaMaea- 
tion. When the ex-rulers of India are
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taking part in all kind* of political 
activities and they hope also to rule 
some part of the country, it is better 
that whatever apodal privileges are 
there should toe taken away from 
them.

These special privileges were given 
at a time when the internal situation 
and the security position of India was 
difficult, say in the years IMS and 
1947, and we should see whether that 
position still continues today in the 
year 1959. ,These questions have to be 
viewed from two angles, the question 
of equality of law and the question 
of equality of rights for every citizen 
of India. Secondly, if the Govern* 
meat of India agreed to any such 
special privileges at a tune when 
India was passing through a very diffi
cult crisis, whether those special con
ditions prevail today in the country 

,m  that these special privileges should 
be continued for years to come.

•

I think the tunes have changed and 
there is a great deftiand in the differ
ent States of India even to allow 
Rs. 9} crores as pnvy purse to these 
ex-rulers and again to give them 
•special privileges. I earnestly request 
that Government should take into 
consideration the feeling of the peo
ple aH ovA  the country—and especial
ly  in my State of Onssa—and should 
try to remove all the special privi
leges that are being given to the ex- 
rulers of India.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The hon.
Minister.

Shri Kami Siaghji (Bikaner): I 
wojfld like to say a few words, Sir

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Yes; certainly

shri Kami StaghJi: Sir, for eight 
years I have had the honour to repre
sent the people of India in this House 
and, 1 have never said a word about 
the Princes and neither do I belong 
to that did order; in this House, 
neither do I represent them. Since 
npy hon. friend discussed this question 
once with me in the lobbies, I

thought I might perhaps bfc able to 
put forward the reasons why UxU 
particular* exemption or privilege was
given.

What might have inspired Sardar 
Patel was to protect the rulers from a 
certain amount of victimisation that 
was likely to take place immediately 
after integration. I know that to tty 
own cost because it happened with 
me. My father signed the integration. 
I was neither the ruler nor had I any* 
thing to do with it. But, when he 
died, somebody came pp and wanted 
to sue me for something my father did 
as ruler. Naturally, the matter went 
up to the President and I was asked to 
submit what I had to say in the 
matter. And, I put my case and said 
that I was not responsible for any
thing and what took place waa my 
father's responsibility as the chief 
executive. Naturally, the Govern
ment of India had the matter care
fully examined and it was tuned 
down.

I hold no brief for the rulers and I 
do not care what happens. I only 
wish that people should have a proper 
perspective and grasp as to why this 
was done. Sardar Patel was a great 
man and he was a great man who 
could look into the future, probably, 
better than we can And, he knew 
that these heads of States might be 
placed in a very awkward Situation 
where people later on would try to 
victimise them and their children It 
would almost be tantamount to the 
children of a Prime Minister being 
victimised for any fault that he might 
have committed in the discharge of 
his duties. I do not deny that every 
human being is equal before law. 
Speaking for the younger generation 
I would welcome if the princes are all 
put on the same footing as anybody 
else I would also like to say -this. 
Whatever you do, do that before, the 
next elections so that same men Iron 
among the princes will come and stand 
up for the rights of the people and 
represent them. By all the privileges
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that you have given to the rulers  I 
might *ay that you have  virtually 
turned them into women. I would 
like to tee some men coming out of 
them who would stand up for the 
rights of people—just half a dozen or 
so—on the same principle as all my 
brothers here

Mr Deputy-Speaker: Whatever that 
be it is a reflection against women and 
they may resent it, they are as strong 
as men in these days

Shri Kami Singfcji: 1 do not want to 
use another word and that is why I 
have said ‘women, I wanted to say 
something else but 1 thought that it 
would not be parliamentary

1 do not care what you do about 
this measu.e but please trj to under
stand what inspired this Government 
and whatevei decision  the  nation 
wishes to take, let them by all means 
take. I do not speak for the punce* 
at all

M». Depaty-Speaker: Happily there 
was no woman present, otherwise she 
would have objected to your speech1

fcri Datar; Mr  Deputy-Speaker̂ 
the uestion raised by my hon friend 
the sponsor of this Bill raises certain 
very important  uestions—about its 
constitutionality and  the  propriety 
We have to take into account the cir
cumstances  under  which  cerLur 
agreements or covenants were entered 
into subject to which  there  wern 
agreements under which we had n 
merger  This uestion is, therefore 
to be considered in a very dispassion
ate way and full effect will have to 
be given to the sanctity of covenants 
that were entered unto, as my hon 
friend Just now pointed out, on be
half of the Government of India by 
the first Home Minister,  the  late 
Sardar Vallabbbhai Patel  I shall 
briefly point out how  the  position 
arose ta respect of the uestion that 
baa been raised by my hon. friend 
Before the advent of Independence 
under the Code of Criminal Procedure, 
the foreign rulers as also the rulers 
of the Indian States were given cer-
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tain  exemptions  or  immunities 
Thereafter, the uestion arose when 
we had our Independence and it was 
taken up with the integration of the 
States  Agreements were then enter
ed into and those agreement* may be 
found b> the hon Members here m 
the white paper on Indian States pub
lished by the Government of India 111 
the then Ministry of States  One of 
the clauses or articles deals with this 
uestion specifically.

No enuiry shall be made nor 
any action taken by or under the 
authority of the United State or 
the Government of India and no 
proceedings shall lie in any court 
against the ruler of any covenant
ing State, whether m his personal 
capacity or other* lse in respect of 
anvthing done 01 purported to be 
dine by him under his authority 
or during the period of his ad
ministration of that State

This was the covenant that was en
tered* mto  By reason of this coven
ant we granted to the rulers the con
tinuance or the retention of the privi
leges that they had before the date of 
integration  That is the reason why 
under these various covenants or 
merger agreements, the Goveramen* 
of India guaranteed to the rulers of 
the merged or integrated States privi
leges and dignities enjoyed by then: 
immediately before the 15th August 
1947

The next point that was referred tc 
m this connection is with reference to 
articles 32  and  291  Article 2B1 
refers only to the uestion of purse 
But so far as the covenants or other*- 
are concerned, they are governed, by 
article 32. and we cannot  put  a 
limited interpretation on the provision 
of article 32 only because these 
covenants have been referred to ir 
respect of one matter in article 291 
That is the  correct  interpretation 
Therefore, »e are governed by ar 
article m th- Constitution, and so far 
as these covenants or agreements are 
concerned they have got to be res
pected because it is an article in the
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Constitution the sanctity at which has 
to be accepted by all of us.

Shri Ajtt Slash Sarhadi: Sir, the 
sovenant which the bon. Minister ha* 
read out only pertains to protection 
utd immunity relating to what has 
wen done before the merger and not
o subsequent commercial transactions.

Mr. Depoty-Speakar: There is an* 
other covenant saying that all privi
leges they had been enjoying before 
1947 will be continued.

Shri M. L Dwivedi:  Privileges 
which they were enjoying in  their 
discharge as rulers. But when they 
enter into business, not as rulers, then 
such things do not come into the 
picture.

Mr. Deputy - Speaker. The (me which 
he read out is a different thing. There 
is another covenant that all their dig
nities and privileges that they Were 
enjoying on that date shall be con
tinued.

Slui M. L. Dwivedi: On that date, 
not afterwards. What they do over 
and above what they had, is not cover
ed by the covenant.

Mr. Depoiy-Speaker: Under this 
section which the hon. Member wants 
to repeal or change they had that ad
vantage, that they were immune from 
any action in the civil courts.

Shri Jaipal Singh: They had busi
ness before also.

Shri Dalar: May I remind my hon. 
friend of the phraseology in article IS 
Of tbfe covenant reported in the White 
Efeper? There it has been stated that 
so far as these immunities are con
cerned they might be in respect of toy 
aet done by him in  his personal 
opacity or as an ex-ruler.

Slirt M. L Dwivedi: Done, not what 
they will do.

!9M Datar: There is no suck thing 
as then or •now. Let not the hon.

Member put ana* foroed intsrpieta- 
tton with a view to sait his own case 
just

Then, Sir, another hon. Member 
brought in article 1* of the Constitu
tion, and we were told that before tin 
law there was complete enquaUty In 
respect of all  the subjects. Fortu
nately, this very question trow be
fore the Bombay High Court in a etse- 
in respect of one StateI think It was 
Jath in.Bombay State. There we have 
a ruling. It was in the case: The 
Civil Judge,'Junior Division, Jath  
Ref error;  Bhimaji  Naraiu Mane 
Plaintiff versus Vijayiinharao Rama- 
rao Dafte, Rajesaheb of Jath.

Shri Jaipal Singh: Is it a prohibition 
case?

Shri Daiar: No.  It is not prohibi
tion at all. It was a case where a 
direct point arose as to whether sec
tion 7B has been offended by article 
14 of the Constitution.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:  Shri  Jaipal 
Singh smells prohibition where there 
is none.

Shri Datar: The word prohibition’ 
might have other meanings also. We 
have a number of prohibitions, not 
merely prohibition on drinking.

Shri Jaipal Singh: Prohibition on 
privileges.

Shri Datar: In that particular ease 
the plaintiff filed a suit the case of 
the Civil Judge against Rajesaheb 
claiming certain reliefs.  A prali* 
minary objection was taken to the 
maintainability of the suit in view of 
the proviakms ot section fIB at th* 
Civil Procedure Code. The objection 
was that K offended « number ef 
articles of the Constitution. I mold 
not take (he House through the lent 
discussion̂ but    rand oetly Ihe 
last orders that have keen jwned fa 
that perMwrtw  ease. Ike
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’ “to our (pinion, therefore, sec
tion STB of 1he Code Is not vltm 
viret of the Constitution and the 
answer we give to the question 
submitted to us la that the provi
sions of section* 87B are not in* 
valid under Article 13(2) of the 
Constitution.”

So, that disposes of this question also.

Under the circumstances, the ques
tion that now arises is whether any 
person or aa intending plaintiff suffers 
any disadvantage or is put under any 
handicap. May X point out that after 
making all these treaties, the Govern
ment of India have evolved certain 
principles and have now a definite 
policy. Before I deal with the prin
ciples, may I point out that in all 
cases where applications are received 
for permission to sue a particular 
ex-ruler, in my Ministry, we look into 
than very carefully and we consult 
the Ministry of Law.

Shri M. L. Dwivedi: May I point out 
here that permission was sought A  
1984 in that Khosla case in respect of 
the ruler of Kapurthala, and the 
Ministry of Law advised that permis
sion should be given. But still the per
mission has not been given. ! am 
pointing it out to him. It is tor him 
to look into it.

Shri Datar: Had the hon. Member 
pointed out any particular instance, I 
would have given him a clinching 
answer.

Shri ML L. Dwivedi: You cannot; I 
dare say you cannot

Shri Datar: I have anticipated the 
objection. I would point out that the 
Law Ministry in particular took into 
account certain broad principles. One 
question is, as sone hon. Members 
rightly printed out, so fur as those 
rulers are concerned, naturally they 
ere divested 01  all authority, and 
therefore, there is a tendency—qdite a 
naterri, human tendency—*© harass

them and exploit them, and in some 
cases even to blackmail them. That 
has therefore to be taken into account.

Shri 'Faaigrahi: Can you give
instances where the people have har
assed the rulers?

Mr. Depnty-Speaker: Order, order. 
Instances are from both sides.

Shri Datar: Let the hon. Member 
have the patience to hear me. We 
take into account whether prims facie 
the claim is justifiable or not These 
questions'are considered. Again, be
fore all these questions are gone into, 
if the ruler has any objection or if, 
prima fade, there are any serious 
objections, all of them are considered 
by the Ministry of Law, and then we 
are advised as to the course of action 
that the Government of India should 
take in this respect.

May I point out here that there are 
certain revealing figures which would 
show that this mattfcr receives the 
greatest and the most earnest atten
tion at the hands of the Government 
of India? I am giving these figure:- 
to show that it does not mean that 
merely because the intending defen
dant is a ruler nothing should be done 
either against him or for him The 
matter is looked into on jnerits and 
then only is a permission granted or 
a permission refused. Let it not be 
supposed that permission is refused as 
a matter of course.

I would give the figures relating to 
the period till 1957. The number of 
applications received from the time 
the Constitution came into force is 
524. Out of these 524 applications, 
consent was given in 232 cases.

Shri M, L  Dwivedi: Only

Shri Datar: Why does the hon. Mem
ber say ‘only*? Let him kindly hear 
me further. In 232 cases permission 
was granted. That means, the Gov
ernment believed that it was a prime 
facie case and the plaintiff ought to he 
allowed to take a chance before the 
court of law. Then, the number of
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cases in which consent was refused 
was T89. That meant, about one- 
fourth of the number of cages were 
settled or withdrawn. Sometimes, 
what happens is, after we are given 
notice of a suit, and after we are ask
ed to grant permission or consent, the 
parties come together, and in a num
ber of cases these matters are settled 
or compromised. The number of cases 
pending on the evening of the 14th 
August, 1957 was only 21. Therefore, 
if all these figures are taken into ac
count, it wiTl be found thit a very 
searching inquiry is made, because the 
right to file a suit against an ex-ruler 
is taken away unless a permission is 
there. Therefore the Government are 
extremely anxious to see to it that no 
rightful claim is denied, only because 
the defendant happens to be an ex
ruler. The whoje thing is gone into; 
the principles laid down are taken 
into account and then permission js 
granted. As I have pointed out, in 
more than half the number of cases, 
permission was granted and only in 
one-fourth of the total number of 
applications was permission refused. 
Mr. Jaipal Singh clinched the whole 
matter. When we have entered into 
certain agreements, is it proper to go 
bade upon those agreements? It is a 
question of sanctity o f ' agreements, 
sanctity of the various principles 
which have been accepted by us. Just 
as we have been given fundamental 
rights under the Constitution, similarly 
there are certain limitations also 
placed upon the equality of persons 
because of historical associations and 
because of the need for entering into 
such agreements at the time of merger 
or integration of the various States.

A ll the circumstances are taken into 
aooooat and nothing is dene with a 
view to see that any injustioe is likely 
4o happen. So, the Government of 
India are estrem ely anxiety to see 
that fu ll Justice is done to all and 
Justice also requires throwing out of 
applications when they heva been Sled 
tor pur puses other than bona jU*.

Shri M. L . DWlvedi: Ivan  bona fide
applications have been rejected.

Shri Datar: I am net going to deal
here with the question of ruins; a 
ruler may agree or may not agree, ft 
is a question of the law that wa our
selves have made for us. - So, I request 
the hon. Member net to press his Bill.

The Deputy Minister of Law (Bfcrt 
Hajaraavis): Mr. Deputy-Speaker, sty 
task has been rendered very easy by 
my senior colleague, the Minister in 
the Ministry of Home Affairs. There 
are one or two things to which' I must 
refer before the hon. Member Who 
moved the Bill replies. While moving 
for consideration of his Bill, he said 
that these applications for certificate 
are considered in accordance not with 
some settled principles, but the Secre
taries decide the applications on the 
basis of extraneous considerations. 1 
emphatically refute the charge. What 
is being done is being done with our 
full knowledge and consent and I take 
the fullest responsibility for whatever 
decision was taken in each case.

* I know it is a fact that the applica
tion after it is received is considered 
from every aspect and Government is 
anxious that no genuine grievance 
should go unredressed, that no person 
who has some sort of a case to be 
taken to court would be denied access 
to the court merely because the pro
posed defendant happens to be a ruler.
I might add— I am sorry Mr. Jaipal 
Singh has just left— in doing so it is 
no consideration to us that the ruler 
belongs to this party or that party.
I have an instance in my own mind 
where I personally dealt with a matter 
which related to a ruler who is an hon. 
Member of the other side of the House.

In these matters, as I said, titan  Is 
only one consideration which impels 
us, vis., does Justice require that this 
case should be allowed to go to osurt? 
We only prevent a  ease going to eeott 
when w e oama to the caarfnaioa, after 
•nxlous oonsiderstkKi, tin t Ik would 
be an abuse o f the proeeas of the eoNrt
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that it is nothin* abort of blackmail 
9ka Maharaja of Bikaner has already 
told this House that whenever an 
application is made, that application 
is sent to the ruler against whom the 
suit is proposed to bo filed. We get ̂ 
a detailed report, a detailed reply  
Wo satisfy ourselves that the reply 
ia correct, that it is not merely an 
attempt to evade the possible legal 
responsibility—it ia only then,  that 
permission is withheld.  We are as 
anxious, if not more anxious, as the 
Members of the House and other 
citiens of this country, to uphold flie 
great principles of the Constitution 
We remember them and apply them 
m every case where it is our duty to 
apply them

Shn Dwivedi suggested that there 
was some sort of divergence, some sort 
of difference, between the approach of 
the Law Ministry and the Home Min
istry  Nothing is farther from facts

Shri M L Dwivedi: You have not 
seen the case

Mr. Depoty-Spaaker: Order, order 
Let him proceed •

Hajaraavls: The  Ministry of 
Law considers the legal aspect, and 
the Home Ministry is concerned with 
the other aspects  But the decision 
is the decisi vi of Government and we 
are all responsible for it We cannot 
exonerate the Ministry ot Law  and 
say that the Home Ministry is guilty 
The decision  it the decision of the 
Government and the Government as 
a whole are responsible for the 
decision and we take full responsibi
lity fcx the decision

Sir, a suggestion was made but the 
implications of that suggestion, 1 sub
mit were hardly realiaed.  it waa 
suggested by Shri Dwivedi--and 1 was 
a little surprised to find that it met 
with the approval of certain  other 
hon. Members like Shri Sinhasan 
Singh—that the word Central Gov
ernment* may be replaced by the 
word "court. Now, the implications 
<* this  proposed amendWant, as I
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laid, have not been realised  Con
sider this a suit is to be filed against 
a  person who is not a ruler.  He 
straightway flies a suit The court 
decides whether there is a cause of 
action  The court will decide,  on 
evidence being led, whether the suit 
makes out a good claim or whether it 
should be rejected as the claim is 
fictitious  Now, suppose an applica
tion for certificate to file a suit against 
the Ruler is made to the court On 
what basis is the application going to 
be decided9  What are  the criteria 
given in qection 87B? Will the suit 
be tried twice? If the claim is good, 
if the claim is one which ought to be 
allowed, then surely the moment he 
decides that permission  ought to be 
given, the claim is decided  Should 
there be a further hearing*

Shri M. L. Dwivedi: You are confut
ing the issue9

Shri Hajaraavls: I am clear in mv 
mind

Mr. Depety-Speaker: What is being 
confused would be clear m the repl 
that Shn Dwivedi will make

Shri M. L. Dwivedi: Shn Sinhasan 
Singh wants to raise a point of order

Shri Sinhasan Singh: On a pout of 
order  In the pauper suit the court 
grants permission to file a suit

Mr. Depnty-Speaker:  Not on the
merits of the case but as regards the 
capac ty of the plaintiff to pay the 
court fee  That is a different thing 
altogether

Shri Sinhaaan Singh: Here the case 
to be decided is whether there is’ a 
pnmn facte case or not These are 
two distmct things.

Shri Hajaraavls: As I said, wo tqr
to see. as has been pointed out by 
the Maharaja ot Bikaner and the
Minister of Home Affairs, that the 
propued suit is not merely an attempt 
o blackmail persons who were pecu
liarly vulnerable in  a historical 
situation  That is the only flung
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which weighs mfflh us. After all, we 
cannot Judge the quality ot the evi
dence But if it appears to us that to 
allow this suit would be abuse at the 
.process at law, than it becomes our 
duty, our responsibility according to 
the undertaking which has been given 
In the solemn document, our Consti
tution, to withhold permission, and 
Government intend to do aa That 
feeing our responsibility sad we being 
answerable to this Parliament for a 
decision taken by us in that behalf, we 
cannot transfer our responsibility to 
*he court On what material will the 
court decide that permission ought to 
be given or not given, accept upon 
the evidence that the claim is true or 
the claim is false7 Hie matter to be 
-decided by the court will be a matter 
dealing with the merits of the case. 
That being so, the proposed amend* 
meat would reiult in a new burden 
being added on the shoulders of the 
rulers, rather than a protection being 
extended to them  If you allow sec
tion 87B to remain in some form, its 
function must be to give some pro
tection t the ruler I submit, the pro
posed amendment would not only not 
give any protection to the ruler, but 
would add to the burden inasmuch as 
he will have to resist twice instead of 
once

The third point for the consideration 
•of the House would do this.  Every 
one knor* that section STB is a part 
-of our lav*  That is to say, if he 
enters into a contract with a ruler, he 
-will not be able to sue him unless he 
obtains a certificate from the Central 
•Government.   Every  one   who 
advances money to a minor knows 
thal if the minor does not willingly 
-pay it back, he cannot sue

Shri M. L Dwivedi: What  about 
-moneys given when the States were in 
existence and that mcney is not being 
-returned?

Shri Haaraavts:  The simple ans-
wer to that question is, was a suit 
competent against the ndar at that 
time1 If he wea sovereign, could be 
fee sued in his own court?

Start M L.Dwivedi: He would-be, 
ust as the President

lb. Deputy.-Bpoakert That was not 
admissible Jnkhoae States. The rUier 
could not be sued m Us ewn State

Shri M. L. fhrtvedfc We an not in 
those days, wfe axe in modem times

Shri Haaniwfc: If  no  liability 
existed before the Constitution, was it 
expected of the Constitution that a 
liability would be created where none 
existed?   (

Shri M. L. Dwivedi: It has been 
created

Shri Haamavis:  It has not been
created  It could not be created. It 
has been ruled by the Supreme Couit 
that the Constitution is not retrospec
tive  Unless express words were 
there in the Constitution, no liability 
could be created in respect rf a tran
saction for which no liability was 
incurred before the Constitution. That,
I understand, is the plain law  There
fore, as regards this transaction which 
yvas entered into with the ruler after 
the Constitution came into force, it « 
clear that the man who enters into the 
transaction must know that 11  the 
matter has to go to the court, or it 
results in litigation, that litigation can
not be started unless the certificate of 
the Central Government n there The 
law is there for every one to read If, 
knowing the law, with his eyes open, 
he enters into a transaction with the 
ruler, shall we not say that he takes 
all the consequences* That being the 
position, since it is a solemn under- 
takng which we have given, which 
we have embodied after a great deal 
of thought. Government are of  the 
opinion that it should not be lightly 
brushed aside.

Our law is replete with many 
instances where people in various ela
tion* enoy privileges. Tor JnaUnoe, 
we are all aware that under the Cri* 
labial Procedure Code, no prosecution 
can be begun against a government 
servant unless the sanction  ef the

itN   CtoU Procedure  75̂4
(Amendment) Bill
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priate authority is obtained, for any 
act which is Alleged to be dene in the 
course at his official duty, Judges ere 
exempt, 4nd rightly so, for all tht 
they do, while acting as Judges. They 
must have freedom. They must be 
independent.  Obey must  not be 
threatened with action lor everything 
that they do acting ss Judges. There 
are people, I submit to the House, who 
are protected, given special protection 
by our law against legal proceedings. 
If then are a tew rulers who are 
enjoying this privilege by virtue at an 
undertaking given by the Constitu
tion, Government intend to keep their 
word. That being the position, I re
quest my hon. friend to withdraw the 
Bill

17 hrs.

wio   : iotthwt *nftar,

A m  trcpff tt vnrrft g 3 ts
fWv m s*nh forr  1  in fc

fa wrr snni to «w«f

q   fa TTHff

vn    fa   to   »

'to sifonff v to*tt  fa*r 

faror fa *  fmm  1 A TTstff % 

v.tfmff %   t t g rfk fnc«rr

q w tr ift   fa    nr  «ftr 

vvr w wwff g 1

vwtt tot w thtt qiprnrnff   aft

vfvFir ft ? * to m gnft g 1 A 

m nfl <ft ftdtf «r g 1 * TOfrcrr g

fa  to H** fcfat

w*fr wm it 1 fa»s to rife % wn 

nt WT4fT ff H to nrflft ift «nr 3* 

*f i firm fwrw ftfr toiw   ,

H   *r   wg fcfar nf  » 

to   1 <w   rf

ffrtw«T7?wfc i * *rw fa to 

fltonW * *iwwnr%ftwftwr

*̂W **TOt*l»UrTOr TTO'ft

a* ftanr i w w w wfi w*

418 (Ai) LAD.-A

I  tm fafa   t ?*rrt w  

mrciwHB II tur w sftro 

wit i fa  vr swfrr  *nrf<t 

«rdr, %fa*r 

«rft*rCf vt   vr % %fft to %
sjfsf*

t to •ft tffc: «rf «nr?w «th *rf * xq 

frft?f*rrrrWxm 

*ftr % vt   Jt 11 

vfl  fjawwrr fv v«« «fk

war f rm »rr 5 1 qn?t «ri y?

 1

vmamr * vfr «rr f*F

 eft wjsrT ̂ ferr *wr 

«ft *0 mo finttt: A to t* m 

r̂«rr 1

miHHH   : nm TO TT VT

?fr  A Srfor «ft?FrT «r̂r   ̂for 

fa  **t 51? f 1    ̂̂  «rr fp

ftff'TT % fwr w 1 1 ̂rr wrm w

An Hon. Member: He said, in 32 
cases permission has not been given.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: There was no 
occasion for giving or refusing per
mission in certain cases because they 
came to a compromise. Where would 
be the question of refusal?
*

«A«» wr»fttA:̂ q «̂ r̂wr 

fa ̂    terror iftqf,  m 

Ww  farm !Tf ̂ *pfr, jflj Wf  

ŵrr ifrwr *nrr 1 Sewr >rr > »n 

A wflNf Tncwwiwrqfi!rT̂?nft» to 

vt wr w ftwr 1 aft frtiTwq 

qrtfw f TO % <w  *r ftwft TOT Ir 

r̂wnftmvTi *ihfirot
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[«ft «i mo fir *] 

fa <r **rcr jfsifT ft arrerr  ft*

Shri Datar: This information is 
absolutely wrong. Let the hon. Mem
ber be careful.

Mr. Depaty-Speaker: There would 
be difficulty in bringing forward any 
problem here, because we have to 
observe rules. He should have given 
notice beforehand. This is not a 
forum where we can discuss merits, 
saying that such and such a case 
should have been given permission. 
That would not be permitted here. 
This is not the forum where such 
matters, relating to individual cases, 
can be discussed.

aft*o HTo *T̂ T «Ft

faitft SiPPT 3RPrra*TT I   ̂fat

vfori-TC ŜFTT *t*Tf  *Prrf*F 

yrtsrtarFt

wrr *th sft   ft Tiarr flguwi 

*RT *6 «ft 3Rft

«tft I VRfto   3ft  ̂T̂ TT  w

   fkfagt %cft ft «ftr

VKft *Ft 5JWT5T if rm t̂ VtftRT 

Vt *p(t I fâ TT   SVfT rfjft

JWT I

nwi«w^ w

1Wf*nr̂ftr pRft   S*T ?TT %

i

aft <ro WT ftrWt : A

TT  • 

wnawr   : flwr wnr  *rs

 ̂  ft m fa«rcr *<r % ̂

fafireft *ft ̂  t   far 5* fcwrer 

htpt  iff t ? fr 

i ?ft  «Sw5it

ftar i

aft «• me fcWt : 4 «̂rr g fw 

*nrnr   w*r «swr <nc im

wrcmtvnms qw «tt 

*n*j*r ft «rtfrr faf wr irojrt  ft* wr 

  vnc   t fffjrr g «hrr *r 

f5TTT«ft * W  ft wm * ̂ TM

avrww « w : «m fWter 

wipr % tot   arm *Ar vnnmr 

% wre faofa *?r   *rt *rr* t

aft «ro mo fipWt : if Tf?TT J f*F 

flF sft 5T5TTT <RTTW  ̂Ifrft WT?ff m 

V TH *Tif fâTT    f̂*P

t wfa*   r̂r̂ foiTi ^

*nf *îlf   Trsrffff %   vt

rrr   f i   f*rcr   Rr? 

*f   r̂w ft*rr i 4 ̂ ft   f%

«rrr   vftrmT «ift êrnsn̂ vvCT

?ft   t̂t ’tmfrT  ̂  i 4 3 sfar 

few    T  vt tft

sf̂f *tht  i ftx ?rfw5m ̂  f̂r aft 

Vrt f̂«rr  r< ft ssnrr

jfft etsRT ̂ t i xttx ft f-Thi ̂

*T«ft I  JTft i 5jft I

8hri Datar: The whole thing is 
absolutely wrong. The insinuation iB 
most unfair. Let the hon. Member 
not go on making insinuations.

aft Ho W  fffWt : ft   fof

ft *nftwwft PT tt WRt t 

 ̂Miv «FT frd«T ftaT t I 

*i!!*rwr I fti  J«T? !RW f I 

A ?ft  arreff vt ̂tr ̂ Mfcj •njt

«nRr «nvfim Mi i 

^ fk fv 5̂mfn «nKii r 

av̂lf fHfi   6ri Sttt   *wr  fR 

fPRT VTW fiPTT  %WT Wf T̂T

«nvr 5̂   eit   % ff*w  ̂ i

 ift fa*  tfr **   «rafc- 

 ̂  f i
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ffT ft WlfMlfitff 1ft fU
p w W pi i jjir atft    ft 

wit t swr   p? t ̂  * * ,n̂ rr
y ft vrfHaiftuff   gfapff yt yfay

£ ufas vfaTr* finf 'wffft  sfoff tr 

fafj* fl? «flT m ■$ 11
4 tfr *nprr g ft   rmr nfvrn 
ftr?   aw «w ft * fRT* *rrnrc w 
wan 1fcft*tt*t̂ pcwttft

£ I   fat?   llftWK

1   f̂rtr  gswt wrf fcrr i
aflr 3*i wft   awr vr?n 5 affc 

 vftreir as* 

wtott ̂  <rr̂r i * ?ft <nrnsn firar 

Tfc t fcft* $sft aro *f«n*ro 
aft tnr 3 T$r I faro ftfafafr  1 

«rrsT   ŵnr * farrm srgt  1 

5»tpt *ptft Wvsf̂ r  1   iff 

urcwvenaft  «r*$mr ant «n̂r a* 

f*nrt*r frr̂T fff*n, âw n̂rr «r*tt 

1

jpnt f*fa 3<r-*rft 3 *p$t fr
*t jtr arr̂iT ̂  fiprr 

*fr t     1 A  f̂ rn   fa  $ sft*  * t i  $ 

v(hr Tfcre rfwr

Mt <rwft  fa* arftw vswfr 11 ?ft wr 
**  »rnft   ft *5 to w m  *

«rt *TT *RT I *ff WRft̂T  ft *T W*

*i*r   f̂ift ̂  rnft tft   *rr

* ff  ̂Vf* T$t wftw   ̂i aft 

*** *t ahr ** 1

Bkrl HaanuMris: May I .........

WW* ÎW : T̂T WTET  ft 

W afr vtf v**9 wit  1

*t iv« <«r* (M :    ̂t ft

Pnr,    «rtv , aft ft?

ffcflj *wwf, ait wc Oink f*nt 

«*̂(r 11   m    fW

ft *!ft, arfw a WT  ̂ ift

IRPRT  W7 fWC TW  I 4 3*T 

ftinff T 5 I 4 5T 'TTfTr ftp 

xrar-M̂KMi'Hl  f̂[ 5:ar?

n̂arw ̂ ww ̂  aftr ̂   ?Rnt 

^ t̂fwvftan î t̂ fT?r»T 

frfiw vm $ 1 4 *n??rr jj fr ̂ r

fRITt   I T̂ f̂Ttr 4  fa KH 

 ̂  ̂ T*r  *Tf?H  fora faTT «TT fa

 ̂vfavR ̂  wmw  m  t *$ 

ĵf?nnT sjrmraar Tt  f̂ n omr 1  ̂

vrf   < iw  tprr *grt̂ t  *nr 

^ H T  Wr T̂ft 11 ̂T Vt 

 ̂*tr ̂?t £ t <m   ^mn̂r  

 ̂ »j? tmgm  srrrn jtVrt ,

 ̂    vt ?fr fer ^

kPwtt «nt *r  vt ̂ * ft hn f?m 

«ptf̂ ft «̂ar «ĵ nn   differ 

*îV 1 v<i<.   ^ ft   n̂r

?ft r̂ *pt an*t *r r̂raT sjw 

ffK xm   t farenrr ft w ft 

r̂nmr aftr ?rar̂  f?nr 

t, f̂fv *5*rarfsrv r̂  ew ?ft

V̂T$TT Viln t̂ f̂ RRT ? t I 

p̂RT̂t  4h« â r̂nRr f*ra«fV 

I  ̂VTTW vft  vter an 

3̂t    Rnr *nx  7 nm

*nn  ft w    ̂̂ ?r »rf̂  

   t̂    i ?ft «??r

Tjjfn̂c l(+ <r$fN̂r TTT *pt? vt

f̂ nr  ̂  I  i t̂tt  «;'rft ^

T̂T-̂RTSrmt   3ft f̂TT

*$  «t ft̂t   iftr vnr ?t hw

[j(f 3RcTT  nfct   arw V*   I

i$a? ̂(t   »n»r  ft xm vtf irt

n̂rrc *nfav    ̂̂tm, ?ft âj

 ̂ft *jH<l   *̂»K ftIT I

iimm l̂n: aftwvt̂r*rr̂t, 

 ̂ik̂ mmrc  ? â tot 1$ 

irft Ufa 1 •
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•ft *0 mo     nfwvrc I 

** *1*  «Sf *T I

w wwr *fta* : *t far f**  ift

•sf * ft i

•ft *« Wo fcft :   *?

**r 1i s toft    *tapr’wn* 

t wwf? vs *r*  fa it swtt fttof  

far  AA ** ftth* *5t *w  
*?* t*t f, fatft st «,wm qf*i  

i rr*ns* w ftp*rar f 

*ftr f*rt **r* A *t* ft «WWT 
vppt ft i Jft ro  v* *rv fm  
T5r?r wt* t, •Jfifa xm A sn* t

**I*F?T lft WIM4I  f*T TTr Rf *ffJT 

J, ?ft **   * Tf-TT 5T*ft *Tf  I

T«qw *ft*W : fTRt «TC fa* 

m  fw t ?

Shri Dttar: None has attributed any 
motives.

•ft *T m« A :   fa*  «flfr

 fa    rfaPRf vt biri «rrf

 i A *f*r *rra*ft g*n aft **•?* *t?* 
fa* farc f*r i A AA* mrcrr g fa 

•ft **pn* faf *t fa A nfa*rife  

**t* tonsref *t afc  ftp*   g 

*? *t *nr to sirs i tifmff 

  rptt*     fa   *f  *n*

«rr  an , far  **  *fai* **t

*Rr*T*tffrf, ?ft*«R*  *«R*ff*t

*tfg* mm  i nr *pft tor tM  
f*   * fa* * * *f*   **   

to f* *?*  W ft vt aft ti *fc 

frMfai M ? t• l*f 

***  i f* *t s*m *m *flf t • 
wt wtt *ft  «rof «Ft f**itf f, 
l**ft**wwtf *itf 1

WfMHR I  2 **T Wf (ft ftffft

 *   t*  wff  mwwiwtor 

«raw *t wm wt wrifc i

•ft W« WT« I G : tfr *T to: 

Tf *WT  I

WROn* W W :   fft a
 iwt qw r wtA fiT vw k *nff 

*T I f* fw?T fit A fwawr WJRI  JTHT 
«rw  mm *r, w    faw 1

•ft *• m« ftrWt: A   fafcre 

  A A «Rt ftrr wref  •qprr 
•rtfST  it?? iniwr

•itott  1

nft  *rarc A «iqp ( fa **
* r f fa* A r*ns *ff t 

*ti yff gwrgfa xm r  * 

*t  * ft to g* *t fft* wr 
n*rr ftm, *t suw w n*T to fan «nrr 

ft*r ut sft  *r*fa*r fa fafirw 

, *fa*  ? * fa?i *r* IT 

qf  f* «PT TC Tft* *1 ft*T 1 A 
f*T  fa *?*t*i rr *Rft qr far 

•to   to *t   «r p   *t 

5ft3  Bftsr ft*tor  to **m

«fc*wr  1 *w t *t* fa* *T**t  
*F*m ft 5f  ft *T, ** «TT *f I*: 
fawre w. 1 *f TRttft it ro*tf   
•ftr tnrr *f **ift*r *ft *v*r f, *t 

•t t t.    w*r. **t  ft f*T- 

1* «ft an 1   fin t rm * * 

*w, A ** t *i**t , fa* *f «*r 

fa f*r ** wwff A i* *r * —

*5* *T**Fft TH , fl W *T TWIT
f i AAt ft ft A *t**t  fa *f 

m*w  f, fa* *ft  qfa trft ftw 

t, *ft*rttaft«w«n*qfa ft fa 

ft *v* itf wt mm ( 1 oft tffa 
frtefagg Ir writ i fa* *Tf  ww 

, •Rf *rr *m  f 1 iw f*rt ww
 irewR «S*t «r ( nm n w hsr, 
*tifir tor t o  f t  
«r *ft aft ww** A fa * f* ft*

liM   Ci*U Prectdurt  709
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Procedure <AiM*d- (Amendment)
men*) BiU BiU

The uestion is:<hrNv trfN?  fr*rrc vtf  fort 

fare f, wr W   *nc finrc ft*?

* fW far (, nt t im  wr*tf 

nwrrtr twst g ft? w Whro <re fawrc

W W   wfiw T fr*TT JTT?,
ww w fa tw wr* if for fata* * wtot 

st* 1

www w *w. «w ?ft «r* wr?  

WWTCPT WTfT  I

«ft Wo Wo feta : tPR Wf WT*f 

wfawpfsf W tTOSft,  
fm fcf  faff fare i 1 «m 

WW* WTf f-, ?ft Wf ft <nnl  I

www *?fhre   f*BT 4 frav  

m*d  ?

wo mo fHfl . wppfto *rfr 

? 

Shri Datar:  1 have already given 
my assurance. I have already said 
that we look very carefully into every 
matter.

That the Bill further to amend 
the ode of  Civil  Procedure, 
1908 be  taken into  considera
tion.

The motion was negatived.

Mr.  Deputy -Speaker: Then, there 
are three Bills in the names of Shn 
Easwara Iyer, Shri Raghunath Singh 
and Shri Wadiwa respectively.  The 
hon. Members concerned are absent 
Now, SJiri Jhulan Sinha.

17 .IS brs

INDIAN RAILWAYS (AMEND
MENT) BILL

(Insertion of new  section 99A and 
amendment of sections 113, 118 

and Ftrst Schedule)

Shri Jhalan Sinha (Siwan): I beg 
to move:

That the Bill further to amend 
the Indian Railways  Act, 1890, 
be taken into consideration..

Wo wto fjpttt: jjit jpr ircr r 

faWRT   ffen  fa

wrmfc nw f*w * wifsr j fa  <re 

wit 1

Shri Jalpal Singh: Since my name 
has been brought into the picture,  
think I have a right to explain my 
position.

Mr. Depaty-Speaker: It does not 
matter.

Skri Japal Stagfc: I am prepared to
surrender every right; let him and 
his companions on that aide surren
der their rights, then I shall be the 
fart to surrender my rights.

Mr.  Baptfgr-Speakar  They  can 
decide this when they go out just now.

The House knows that  this Bill 
was introduced long before the official 
amendment Bill was passed by this 
House. This Bill was to be taken up 
on a previous day, but I was given 
to understand by those m the know 

, of things that Government were going 
to cover some of the points that I 
had touched in my Bill, and I was, 
therefore not so senous in piloting this 
Bill further. But after  the passing 
of the official amendment Bill, I feel 
that the points that I have touched 
in this Bill are altogether untouched 
by the official Bill  I  am, there
fore, here to plead my case before 
this House

The first offence that the Bill seeks 
to create is a new offence so far as 
the Indian Railways Act is concerned, 
and that is the offence of pilfering at 
goods in transit The House  knows 
that this offence of pilfering on the




