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HINDU SUCCESSION (AMEND-
MENT) BILL

(Amendment of section 14) by
Shri Subbich Ambalam

Shri Subbiah Ambalam
thapuram): I beg to move:

(Ramana-

“That the Bill further to amend
the Hindu Succession Act, 1956,
be taken into consideration.”

This Bill was introduced on 2nd
May, 1958 and it has taken nearly
three years to reach the stage of dis-
cussion as a Private Members' Bill.
The object of the Hindu Succession
Act of 1956 was to confer a right on
female heirs. Under the general
Hindu law, female heirs have only a
limited right. When a man dies in-
testate, leaving no male issue but
leaving a daughter and a widow, the
widow succeeds to the estate of the
deceased inheriting the property as a
limited owner. She has the right as a
limited owner to enjoy the usufruct of
that property during her lifetime.
That has been the general Hindu
law. After the death of that limited
owner, the reversioners, if any, inherit
that property as limited owners. But
the Hindu Succession Act of 1956 con-
ferred a special right on these female
heirs, namely, widow, daughters,
mother and other female heirs, an
absolute right in the property of the
deceased if he died intestate.  That
hag been the object of the Hindu Suc-
cession Act, and such rights were
conferred under the Act,

Shri Narasimhan (Krishnagiri); On
a point of order. The Law Minister is
not here, -

The Deputy Minister of Food and
Agriculture (Shri A. M. Thomas): He
is coming in a minute. Meanwhile, I
am representing him.

Shri Subbiah Ambalam: Under
section 8 of the Hindu Succession Act:

“The property of a male Hindu
dying intestate shall devolve ac-
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cording to the provisions of this

Chapter.—

“(a) firstly, upon the heirs, being
the relatives specified in class
I of the Schedule;

(b) secondly, if there is no heir
of class I, then upon the heirs,
being the relatives specified 1n
class Il of the Schedule.”

Class 1 of the Schedule specifies son.
daughter, widow, mother, son of d
predeceased son, daughter of a pre-
deceased son and other heirs. So the
object of this Act is to confer equal
righls on son, daughter, widow and
mother. This has been greatly wel-
comed in Hindu society where  the
daughter or widow hd no such right
prior to the passing of this Act.

Section 14 of the Act, to which |
have moved an amendment by my Bill,
as it stands to day reads as follows:

“Any properly possessed by a
female Hindu, whether acquired
before or after the commencement
of this Act, shall be held by her
as full owner thereof and not as u
limited owner".

This section confers absolute right on
the widow, who was hitherto till 1858,
enjoying the property as a limited
owner. This has created an uniten-
tional, I should say, hardship and
real hardship on other heirs, namely,
a daughter living at the time of the
commencement of this Act. 1 shall
illustrate that. If a man prior to the
commencement of this Act, died in-
testate leaving a widow and a
daughter, the widow got life interest
in the property and the daughter
would succeed to his estate upon the
death of the widow. But after the
Act, both the widow and the daughter
would, upon the death of the man
intestate, simultaneously succeed and
each would have half a share. That
is the intention of the Parliament—
to benefit the daughter as much as the
widow. BSection 14 denies this right
to the daughter living at the com.
mencement of this Act, when the
widow who was in enjoyment as &
limited owner gets absolute right. For
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instance, in the case of a man who
dicd before the commencement of the
Act, leaving a widow and a daughter
or a daughter by another wife, the
widow would have acquired a limited
interest in the entire estate of her
husband. Now, by virtue of section
14, this limited interest would become
transformed into an absolute interest
and the widow gets power to give or
transfer the property to whomsoever
she likes. The natural tendency of a
widow would be to defeat the interest
of the step-daughter by gifting the
entire estate of the deceased in favour
of her brother or sister. This, I sub-
mit, would be prejudicial to the in-
terests of the step-daughter and the
interests of the daughter who under
section 8 of the Act had been so
favoured thal they pget an absolute
right. In fact the scheme of the Act
shows that Parliament assigns to the
daughter a status even superior to
that of the widow. This is evident
from the fact that according to section
10 of the Act, if a man is survived by
two widows and twg daughters, the
two widows together get only one
third share in the estates  whereas
each of the two daughters will get
one-third, both of them thus taking
two-thirds share. So, it is abundantly
clear that the daughters enjoys a
status even superior to that of the
widow. It would therefore follow that
there is an unintended contradiction
between section 14 of the Act and the
other provisions of it. What section
14 has inadvertently done is to enlarge
retrospectively the widow’s life estate
to the detriment of the daughter's
expectancy. If section 14 is not
amended at once great mischief will
ensue. There were a number of cases
pending in courts where the daughters
haq filed suits challenging the aliena-
tiong by the widows or mismanage-
ment by the widows but by virtue of
this section all those cases have been
dismissed and plaintiffs were unsuited.
Therefore. 1 submit that my amend-
ment to this section 14 should be ac-
ceptable to the Government. I there-
fore want to introduce an amendment
as follows:
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“After clause (1) of Section 14, the
following provisoes shall be added:

”

Proviso I: ‘Provideq that where
a man has, before the commence-
ment of this Act, died intestate,
leaving a widow or widows and
other female heirs mentioned in
Class I of the Schedule, the widow
and the other female heirs shall
take the property absolutely in
accordance with the provisions of
Section 10.'

Proviso II: ‘Provided that any
alicnation made by the widow
without consideration after the
commencement of this Aect, shall
be void to the extent of any share
in excess of that prescribed in the
proviso above'"

The first proviso is intended to put
daughters and those who in respect
of the deceased intestate’'s widow are
step-daughters on an  equal footing
with the widow. This proviso does
not inflict any hardship upon the
widow. But it might be argued that
whereas the widow previously had
the entire estate to enjoy, the flrst
proviso, as it is, gives only a portion
of it to her. But this argument
ignores the fact that she is getting
now an absolute estate even though it
may be a portion of the estate of the
deceased to enjoy for life.

The second proviso is intended to
rectify any mischief that might have
been done after the commencement
of this Act by advantage being taken
of the unintended effect of the word-
ing of Section 14 of the Act. Though
retrospective in action, this second
proviso only tries to redress the
unintended injustice resulting from a
change in law which itself has been
retrospective in action.

The second proviso, 1 submit, does
not work any hardship upon any trans.
feree from the widow, because it hits
only such transfers as are without
consideration. ‘Therefore, this pro-
viso, must be acceptable to the Gov-
ernment. On the other hand, it is
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absolutely necessary if the mischief
and injustice that have already beer~
done are to the rectified and not t& be
perpetuated and the benefiy and the
relief under the amendment now pro-
posed by me are to be shared by ail
daughters, whether favourites of the
widow or not, and her step-daughters
who have been hard hit.

Therefore, 1 appeal to the Minister
and to the Government through you
to accept my amendment and thus re-
move the unintended effect of section
14 of the Hindu Succession Act  of
1956.

Mr. Chairman: Motion moved:

“That the Bill further to amend
the Hindu Succession Act, 1956
be taken into consideration.”

Shri Thanu Pillai (Tirunelveli): I
beg to move:

“That the Bill be circulated for
the purpose of eliciting opinion
thereon.” (1).

Shrimati Renuka Ray (Malda): M.
Chairman, I rise to oppose this Bill.
I think that it does not need much
argument, because on the face of it,
it is a measure which, I should say,
is trying to take away the very rights
of women which they have won after
long years. First of all, the absolute
right of inheritance to women, whe-
ther they are widows or daughters, is
one of the main planks of the Hindu
Succession Act. By hypothetical and
rather fantastic arguments, this meas-
ure secks to take away the very
rights of women which were confer-
red on women when the Succession
Ac: was passed.

I am sure that the Members of this
House will agree with me when 1
say that a  hypothetical case of a
daughter or a step-daughter being
brought into the picture to take away
from the widow her rights of absolute
inheritance can hardly be something
to which we in these times can possi-
blv agree. I am a woman and as a
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woman I naturally oppose it, but I
feel sure that the majority of men
in this House and in the country out-
side, today, in 1961, will be of the
same opinion. I do not know how
this Bill was even allowed to be in-
troduced. It is our fault that we
allowed it tp be brought before the
House. We have been caught nap-
ping. I appeal to the mover of the
Bill to withdraw the Bill. It is a
measure which is retrograde; which
goes back on the Constitution as it
stands, Where men and women have
equal rights, it naturally must include
equal rights of inheritance also, just
as the man, today, inherits his wife's
estate if she has any. So, there is no
reason, to take away from the wife or
the widow her right for similar inheri-
tance,

I am sure that the Deputy Law
Minister will agree with me. I only
appeal to the mover to  withdraw
this Bill at this stage, becouse it can-
not be a Bill that can find any res-
ponse not merely amongst women as
such, but amongst the citizens of a
country which is independent, which
is going forward and whose people be-
lieve inherently that there must be
justice to all citizens, men and women

equally.

With these words, 1 again
this Bill.

st gwy wE® (AATYT) ;A
qfer wgrzg, a8 A e ey mo @ A
w1 IT & A Avw Ay wrar Y ¥
At ZwX AwETaT fd S pEA
o fen, ®@ere Ay, o feadr
Wﬁﬁm,wmﬁmqfr
a1 Ay gofrr grAw § fr ag
Firr faefy WY & Forwer w2 ofiT 3
forwer wraT & w6 Fvw § A wTar B
wrefy #rfy o g v Y o YT I

oppose
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[*fraet 39 F2w)
W gdy 2T & | T2 TTET AL IET A
AT 6T qarE # wafler 1 7@ &, T A
U7 wRYIT A7 TR R | F AARA g
ag Wt fas war , 9T AqTE ) A
AT A gAR T fw F, wyeAi &
AW agTa & fAu A1 FET gHA A
fwm 2, M7 ITFT F1 IEE 41, IAT
fastis ag faa srar 2 1 AfFa gw
A@ar ¢ & g faw foa wwaz 7 Amn
wgr g w7 1 39 faw F7 A17 8, IAAY
Tq FY FA7T & | gH 3T AT F7 7T AT
Fdr & A oA vza § 7w A
2 fEd qraray & 39 fe A 73
41 7 FgY, fFqr 7 foay avg ¥ fawwr
£ Tt | g e & v A g
7T ZATGT FT, FA AL AR § w5 AL
g o< fedt 93 F1 Ag@ET F7
FHTCT A &6 & ITTT A AT @ 2 |

gafay & =redr g f fog@ 3=
fae #7 @y 8, 9% ag faagr &
g9 fauq o 797 # qrad\ FC T
afz ag 7E} foqr AT § & g alw
7z & f& gEa v w3 far o,
Frr Y T F A I ) garfa o @)y
grmr e gawr gaae w1 fegr o
e 1 & arg A F o AT
g fis oY @rerer e g qrw g &, &
@R W I T 9N §F A g e
I IR A T E il

Shri N. R. Muniswamy (Vellore):
Sir, at the outset, I congratulate the
sponsor of the Bill on focusing our
attention on certain legal laws, of
lacunse in the Hindu Succession Act,
There are two classes of heirs men-
tioned. Class 1 gives the names of
the persons who will inherit the pro-
perty when the last male owner dies
intestate. If there is no heir mention-
ed in Class I, heirs in Class IT will in-
herit the property.
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When the last male owner dies leav-
ing behind a daughter by a predeceas-
ed wife and a widow, according to the
present scheme, both of them take it
absolutely, because the right has been
conferred by the present Act that they
take it absolutely half and half. But
when the man has died intestate be-
fore the commencement of the Act,
leaving behind a widow and a
daughter, we are not able to make
out whether the wife takes it abso-
lutely or along with the daughter—
she may be her own daughter or the
daughter of a predeceased wife.
What one can imagine is. what
1= applicable under the present
Act will be bodily shifted and
given effect to retrospectively, so that
both the daughter as well ag the wife
take it absolutely. The present visu-
alises the conferring of absolute right
to wife as well as daughter. As re-
gards retrospective ffect, bodily it
must be shiftedq and given effect to
retrospectively, so that both the
daughter and the wife get absolute
right. It need not necessarily mean
that only the widow pgets the abso-
lute right. I take it for granted that
it must be given retrospective effect,
giving absolute right, in the place of
what was originally a limited right,
for the previous period also, the
period previous to 1956, to
the daughter as well as to the wife,
to the widow as well as the step-
daughter. The courts will not give
consideration to the interpretation and
all those things.  They are guided
merely by the provisions of the Act.
If they do not find the name of the
step-daughter or daughter included
in class I or class IT specifically men-
tioned they will not apply the pro-
vision with retrospective  effect.
Therefore, it must be made clear so
that there may be no misgiving, so
that there may be no lacuna or legal
flaw. The present amendment if in-
corporated will serve the purpose.

I am unable to understand how the
hon. lady Member who spoke first got
very much frightened. It is not as ¥
we are taking away their rights. We
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know that when a lady gets absolute
right she begins to forget her own
status.

An Hon, Member: No, no.

Shri N. R. Muniswamy: After all,
this is a gratuitous windfall for them.
I also took part in the debate when
the original Bill was discussed in this
House. I mentioned this point when
Shri Pataskar was the Law Minister.
He also replied that there was noth-
ing to get frightened, because he said
the spirit of the present Act will be
made applicable to the old position
also. When you read the debates you
will find it. Therefore, I do not know
why the hon. lady Member should be
frightened. The right conferred on
them is not taken away. It is only be-
ing shared with the daughters. We
also fight for the rights of the ladies.
Iy is only a matter of sharing between
the mother and the daughter. Why
<hould the mother alone have it? 1In
fact. they should be happy. Why
should the step-daughter be treated in
a different way?

Therefore, they should not get
frightened. Now both of them will
have this gratuitous windfall. I only
want that this Bill must be circulated
so that we may be able to get the
opinion of persons well-versed in
law. 1 would not have suggested
this move for circulation, but some
doubt has been created and it s
worthwhile sending it for circulation.
But I say that this should be accept-
ed.

Shrimati Renuka Ray; May I say,
Sir, that the daughter has absolute
right of inheritance along with the
wife according to the Act as it stands?

Shri Thanu Pillai: Sir. the hon.
lady Member would please care to
read the Act and where the lacuna is
in the application of clause 14 which
we are now trying to amend. It has
been brought to our notice by people
affected, thay daughters who are un-
married and also married have not got
the inheritance because the step~
mother or the widow has taken away
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the whole or pawned it to somebody
whom the father if he had lived would
not have touched with a pair of tongs.
Why should our lady Member be
frightened that we are taking away a
right that has already been conferred.

In this connection, Sir, I am re-
minded of the strong voices that were
raised and the amendments mowved by
hon. Members at the time this Aet was
considered. It was said that we were
conferring an extraordinary right on
the women which we were not con-
ferring on the men, because a man
when he inherited something he in-
herited it subject to other rights of his
sons getting a share according to the
Mitakshara law whereas the women
were given an absolute right. What
induced some of us who were here
then to agmree to it is the fact that a
man is capable of looking after him-
self in so many ways whereas a woman
is not placed in such a position. There-
fore we wanted to confer complete
right on the women and we wanted
to confer on them a better right than
men. We thought that unless they are
given the absolute ownership there
would be somebody who would think
that after the lady he would get some-
thing. In that case there will be no-
body to look after her. Therefore,
unless she js capable of exercising
absolute right, this conferment of
property rights will not have the effect
of having conferred any right.

It is, therefore, the considered opi-
nion of some of us that the daughter
should not be left with limited rights.
It is out of love for the daughter that
this is being brought. It is not the
case with the son, because he isa hardy
fellow and he can lead his life in
any way. Bul a daughter’s life should
be secure. Her honour and prestige is
greater in our families than the pres-
tige or honour of sons. We have been
generous and good-hearted in confer-
ring those rights. We will not take
them back. This Bill should be consi-
dered carefully. 1 would not have
objected if the hon. lady Member had
stated that it needs further considera-
tion and, therefore, it could be sent for
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circuldtion. But to say that the mover
and the supporters have got some
ulterior motive, as if we are not con-
cerned with our daughters, is not at
all correct. I am more concerned with
the daughters than with the wife
That is the whole point., The mover
of this Bill has come across these diffi-
culties and, thercfore, he is moving it.

I have moved an amendment that
it be circulated for public opinion for
two reasons. Firstly unnecessary op-
position without understanding the
implications should be avoided. Sec-
ondly, in a democracy it would be
rather not proper to legislate someth-
ing which purports to take away a
right, even though it was conferred
wrongly or by wrong people, without
giving an opportunity for those affect-
ed people to make their representa-
tions. Parliament can consider it after
circulation. Seo, I would request hon.
Members to agree to the circulation of
the Bill. We did something in  this
Parliament in 1956 as a result of which
some difficulties have arisen. At least
in 1961, ley us remove the lacuna and
make it perfect.

Shri Subiman Ghose (Burdwan): 1
congratulate the sponsor of the Bill
and I welcome the spirit behind it.
Because, under this Bill, the men are
not reaping any benefit. It seeks to
remove some injustice that has been
donc between a female and another
female. Therefore, there should not be
any excitement on the part of females.

Here the date is very important, If
a man had died in 1856, after the pas-
sing of the Hindu Succession Act, his
widow and daughter will get equal
shares. But if the man had died be-
fore 1956, before the passing of the
Hindu Succession Act, in that case the
widow will reap the benefit and not
the daughter. Why should there be
this discrimination? This Bill aims at
removing that discrimination. ~ I do
not think it will infringe any of the
provisions of the Constitution. Rather,
the Constitution has favoured the
females much,
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Shri V. P, Nayar (Quilon): Do you
grudge it?

Shri Subiman Ghose: No, I do not
grudge it.

Because, one female inherits proper-
ty as wife and inherits property as
daughter, but a male inherits property
from his father and not in any other
capacity. Therefore. a female inherits
property in double capacities.

Shri V. P. Nayar: They follow the
Marumakkattayam law.

Shri Subiman Ghose: That iy un-
constitutional. In our spirit of chivalry
and bravado we have given the females
enough rights, more rights than the
male possesses under the Constitution
Therefore, I think that this Bill should
not wait a day longer. The spirit be-
hing it so noble, namely, the removal
of the discrimination between mother
and daughter. Therefore, it should be
accepted here and now.

Shri Achar (Mangalore): Mr. Chair-
man, [ fully support the Bill and, if
necessary, it may go for circulation.
The position is clearly understandable
and I do not think anybody should
oppnse it

Shri Braj Raj Singh (Ferozabad):
Not even the ladies?

Shri Achar: Probably, they have not
understood the scope of the Bill. So
far as the Hindu law is concerned, as
soon as a person died, the property
vested only for life in the widow, if
there are no sons. She had the life
estate. After her death, the life estate
passed to the daughters. They had
only a life-estate. After the dau-
ghters, it went to the daughlers’ male
issues. That was the position. The
Hindu Succession Act amended it. The
present position is that, ufter the Act
came into farce, there is no difficulty.

So far as that Act is concerned, the
wife, that is, the widow, also gets a
share. The daughter also gets a share.
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Everybody gets a share. There is no
difficulty at all. Bug there is this in-
tervening period. That is the point
that we have to consider. That defect
this Bill seeks to remove. Under the
new Act what happens is, that during
the intervening period the widow gets
an absolute estate, that is 1o say, the
daughters do not get anything. If the
last nwner had died before the Hindu
Succession Act came into force, the
widow who had only a life estate be-
came an absolute owner under the Act.
She can give it to anybody. She can
sell it. It may happen that the dau-
ghters will not get anything. Former-
ly that situation never arose because
she had only a life-cstate and after
her, her daughters would get a life
estate.  That situation. this Bill at-
tempts to remove.

At least so far as it is only to dau-
ghters, probably this problem may not
be so difficult. The mother naturally
may leave it to her daughter. But
then there is an instance of the step-
daughters. There may not be much
love lost between the step-daughters
and the widow. So by this new Act
when she gets this absolute estate she
may simply ignore the step-daughters
and give it to anybody she likes. She
can alienate it or do anything with it,
with the result that the step-daughters
would be deprived of it. I am really
surprised how the hon. lady Members
of this Houspe have taken it into their
head to oppose this Bill. With all res-
pect {o them I say that evidently they
have not understood it.

Shrimati Uma Nehru: We are not
opposing it. We say, let us examine
it. Let us circulate it.

Shri Achar: | agrec. I would even
accept the Bill. But apart from that,
as Shri Thanu Pillai has moved an
amendment to that it may be circulat-
ed, I fully support that proposition for
circulation,

Shri Subiman Ghose: It should be
passed here and now.
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Shri V, P, Nayar: Sir. 1 did not
really want to participate in ghis de-
bate but T am doing so because I could
not share the excitement, nor the con-
demnation, which my hon, friend, Shri
Subiman Ghose, chose to make about
women inheriting the property. We
know thag it was due to them long,
long ago and we men had prevented
women from inheriting. Of course, it.
does not apply to the community from
which 1 come because there women
inherit as much as men do and perhaps
more. We gladly give it. But we
must remember thay if by Hindu Law
we made some concessions which were
due to women Jong, long ago, it was
not by the charity of men or, as he
chose to say, by the chivalry or bra-
vado of men. It was by the fight
which the women put forward.

Shri Subiman Ghose: On a point of
clarification. I have never meant to
say that women should not get pro-
perty. 1 suid that they get property
under the Hindu Succession Act in
a double capacity, that is, as
wife and as daughter, but a male can-
not get property in a double capacity
That is my grievance.

Shri V. P. Nayar: Hc¢ forgets that
although the Constitution has given
equality to women they are still far,
far away from getting equality along
with men. Let us not forget that
although in law they arc equal, the
opportunities which we give to our
women nowhere come equal to that
of men,

But that is not the point. The point
here is that here is a case where an
hon. Member wants to move a certain
amendment. It is sprung as a surprise
te the hon. lady Members of the House
as Shrimati Renuka Ray expressed it.
Shrimati Uma Nehru also says that
possibly this is a matter for conside-
ration by the entire country. [ for
one cannot commit myself to any opi-
nion on this because I find that even
the original provisions were discussed
in detail. The entire country had an
opportunity to express an opinion on
the various measures and provisions. [
feel that in view of the controversy
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which this seemns to have created in
ithis House the hon. Mover could very
well have discussed these issues with
women Members of this House which
he does not seem to have done. Even
granting that this Bill has to be consi-
dered by us I feel that as a compro-
mise there would be no harm in send-
ing it for eliciting public opinion. 1
would request the hon, Minister in
charge of Law to agree to this proposi-
tion, because by that we lose nothing.
On the other hand we gain experi-
ence, we know the views of the vari-
ous sections in the country. I, there-
fore, support in principle the amend-
ment of Mr. Thanu Pillai,

17.56 hrs.
[Mg. SPeAKER in the Chair]

Shri Balasaheb Patil (Miraj): Mr.
Spuaker, Sir, I rise to oppose the am-
cndment suggested to the Hindu Suc-
cession Act, because it is opposed to
the very principle for which the Hindu
Succession Act was passed. At the
time of passing of the Hindu Succes-
sion Act there were two types of es-
tales: one was limiteq estate and the
other was full or absolute estate. The
widow was the only person who could
get a limited estate. At that time it
was thought fit that this limited estate
should be abolished once and for all.
Therefore, after the passing and com-
ing into force of this Acy everybody
got absolute estate. Let it be a widow;
let it be a daughter; let it be a son.
They got different shares. But there
was no law existing at that time limit-
ing the estate for those who were
widows, whose husbands had died
prior to the coming into force of the
Succession Act. There was some dis-
cussion and it was thought fit at that
time that there should be two types
of estates, absolute and limited.

Sir, the Mover of this amendment
forgot to consider one clause here, that
is property possessed by a Hindu
family. He thought that if the hus-
band had died prior to the coming into
force of the Hindu Succession Act, the
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property first of all devolved on the
widow. If the daughter were there
she would be entitled to property; if
daughter were married and had gone
to another family, naturally it will
come to the widow and her name will
be entered and that will be possessed
by the widow. If the widow is in pos-
session of the property then she be-
comes absolute owner. Supposing
there are other heirs also, successors,
they are in possession. Then the widow
will not get the absolute property.

Therefore, in making this amend-
ment, first of all, we are bringing back
the outdated idea of limited estate.
Here as soon as the property is pos-
sessed It becomes clear property, just
as stridhan. It becomes the absolute
property of the widow. Sir, on princi-
ple 1 oppose this measure and reguest
the mover to withdraw it.

Shrj Basappa (Tiptur): 1 have lis-
tened carefully to the speeches of hon.
Members who have opposed this Bill.
I do not see any argument in them.
The last speaker was trying to make
out a case that the Bill should not
have been broughy forward. But he
has wrongly understood the whole con.
tents of the Bill. The mover has suffi-
ciently explained the position prior to
1956 and has explained the purpose of
his amendment,

18 hrs,

The hon. lady Members who have
spoken do not also seem to have gone
through the Bill carefully. They seem
to have looked into it only after it
was introduced here. Perhaps, they
are not aware of the great injustice
that is being done. In 1856 itself
this lacuna could have been
removed. Unfortunately, probably
nobody noticed it then. The in-
tention of the Act of 1958 also is clear
that they wanted to give the daughter
also an interest. That can be seen
from the other clauses of the Act.
Prior to 1956 the widow or the female
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heir inherited a limited interest. But
by the 18956 Act they wanted to see
that both the daughter and the widow
got a proper statug in life. But un-
fortunately the position of the
daugter, particularly of the step-
daughter, was not taken into consi-
deration. Usually a widow, if she has
a step-daughter, would make over
the property by gift to others. To
avoid that and to protect their rights
this amendment has been brought in.

The rights of women are not at all
taken away. What has been givan
is given properly, without discrimina-
tion, to all the female heirs. It includes
widows as well as daughters. If that
is understood clearly, then this onb-
jection will not come in at all. And
even in the new Bill no widow is
harmed at all. But the daughters’
rights are established and they are
given whatever is given by the 1958
Act. If the intention is clearly to
give effect to it, then this amendment
is quite necessary and I hope the
House will agree to it.

Shri Heda (Nizamabad) rose—
Mr. Speaker: We will continue this

on the next day. We have to take up
a half-an-hour discussion now.

18.02 hrs,

*CIVILIAN PILOTS

st yoow fay (fEdomarz)
oo wERW, g WY W ¥r wwi
Iq FATH AT f3Icc ®Y AW B
oY & o fis 7 o Ferfeferar T
FAR A AN I (AT 9T | T AN
w2 # guf 9fr gy § I7 IO
¥ qfcorrrerss §1 @ § oY f IR
gzt ¥ fed g I e fafaes
T A wgT a1 fE g OF & @
e ot feda fafored) #Y o frar ar)
fs ag 1 v fafas  wAQ=TEE
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TAREE WY W To THo F ¥ & WK
Taqd & & gy gy foRe
2wy & oww e fo® gQ
T AT FI g 1 § o 7g 7
" o1 frag § fir fede fafast
T 9% art ¥ wrf o Y fear @
A ag it ot 37 o farare w Al &)
Wt qEYRY F Ao I F qg W wamar
fi Y TFTC aTaoTw & Iy gw few
TG ¥ FW T A | wX §F A
o< frgd ave a1 3 arer & wwt wed
w1 & & 5 maw 3 ) @ e
AT ®Y gEYAeE WA & guF fear
a1 W I9F agd & weaTgEE
X §9ET %71 qeqqq §4 § AR, ¥
A, 87 1858 ¥ 0% RO waw W
A X THAY & | A awwar § e g
wgre 7 fr 3ew) e ® gy fermn
g FfFT g I v fafaeh
N A ow AW AN owwwr faq
X Y gt oA § fE dvwa: I
wft aF 39 fooe ®i o3 7Y o §
ife TR I 3 7 ferar
aY ¥g TaT Y wgd AT I v
AL ATGOT F AT H wgr AT | TE OV Y
AMEERERcect R R i ] 1
fe & Tw7C § Afe o 59 A7 vy Ay
fas oy war o1 f gfecige v &
gt foqie & foremr § - —

“The number of pilots recruited
since 1958-59 was only 26 as against
the number of ‘B' Licences of 118
issued over the same period. The
Committee regret that a complete
record of the unemployed trained
pilots is not apparently maintain-
ed.”

_"Hnlf-m-hour Discussion.
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