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17. 42 hrs.

RESOLUTION RE:
RIGHT TO PROPERTY

SHRI P.
I beg to move :

RAMAMURTI (Madurai) :

“This House is of opinion that the
right to private property in the means of
production is inconsistent with the ~ evolution
of a real democratic society and having re-
gard to the fact that the existence of the
Right to Property among the justiciable
Fundamental Rights in our Constitution
has become a serious obstacle to the coun-
try’s social, economic and political adwvance,
recommends that the Government should
take steps to amend the Constitution ac-
cordingly."”

We all know that this right to property was
enshrined in Article 19(f) and Article 31of
the Comstitution of India as it was adopted
in 1950, We also know that the Constituent
Assembly which adopted this Constitution was
pot a real, sovereign Constituent Assembly.
It was not an Assembly created by the
sovercign will of the people. It was an
Assembly which was created under the good-
will of the British Government and British
Parliament, and the representatives in that
Constituent Assembly could by Do stretch of
of the people of this country. They were re-
P ives of the A blies which were
elected under the Government of India Act,
1935. As far as the Indian States are con-
cerned, the representatives were clected by a
College of Princes. They were the nominces
of the Princes, The Assemblics were elected
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these Assemblies together with the Princes'
representatives. Therefore, I say that it was
a Constituent Assembly which was weighted
in favour of the propertied clames in this
country and against the noo-propertied
clases, who are the mases of people. It was
a mimomer to call it a Constituent Assembly
because it wasnot a real Constituent Assembly
in the real sense of the term. No wonder, it
laid so much stress on the right to property
and enshrined it in the fundamental rights of
the Constitution, What is a fundamental
r'wht? This question has now become very
acute particularly because of the judgment in
the Golaknath case and later on in the Bank
Nationalisation case. There isa valid and
big distinction between property and pro-
perty. There is property which is meant for
consumption and use ; there is property which
isa means of production. Property in the
sense of means of production is different from
property for use by individuals or families.
Wealth is created by the application of labour
to the means of production. Tam not speak-
ing of times when society was rent into two
clames—alaves and slave owners or the distant
period of time when land was the only means
of production in the world. I am talking of
modern times when  industrialisation has taken
place on the basis of capitalist private pro-
perty relations in the world ina capitalist
society ; according to the laws of production
that exist in capitalist society we find that
property rights in the sensc of ownership of
means of production bave got a tendency to
concentrate wealth in the bands of fewer and
fewer people. This has been the history of
countries which have taken to the path of
capitalist development, countries such as USA,
and other capitalist countries. So

Britai

on the basis of property qualifications and
literacy qualifications. We all know that at
that time very few people in this country were
literate. Literacy itsellf was a  big privilege of
the propertied classes in those days. The
position was very clear then. An illiterate
man if he happens to bea propertied man, is
agood man, can vote and can be elected ;
only a poor man bas not got that right. Itis
on this basis that the Assemblies were elected
at that time and the members of the Consti-
tuent Assembly were indirectly elected by

long as this right to property is acceptedasa
fact of life, they cannot prevent concentration
of wealth and the growth of monopolies
whatever may be the laws they may .pass.
This is what we find in America, Great
Britain and in other countries and India is
no exception. Despite all their pronounce-
ments and protestations that they arc working
for a socialist socicty, what has happened in
this country? Here also there is concentra-
tion of wealth in fewer and fewer hands. Is
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this conducive to the growth of a real demo-
cratic society ? On the one hand people say
that they are in a democratic society ; on the
other band they allow the growth of concen-
tration of wealth in the hands of a few people.
They are talking with the tongue in their
cheek ; this is hypocritical as there is no such
thing as democracy if it allows concentra-
tion of wealth in the hands of fewer people.
Why go to other countries? We know what
happened in the last Rajya Sabha elections.
Members of the ruling Congress complain
that money played a big role in the elections
to the Rajya Sabha. That is the position—
concentration of wealth is playing a decisive
role in affecting the votes of Members of the
Legislative Assemblies for elections to Rajya
Sabha. When that is the case, we can under-
stand what role it plays in the other aspects
of social and economic and political life.
Therefore,—

AN HON. MEMBER. : Defection.

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI: 1 am not talk-
ing of defection alone. I am talking of other

fundamental rights given in the Constitution. .

Therefore, when the majority judgment in the
Golaknath’s case said that fundamental rights
are matural rights, I want to know whether
the right to property is a natural right. Was
the right to property a primordial right as
they pointed out? Was the right to property
existinog from time immemorial? Did pro-
perty relations cxist in  society from time
immemorial? Isit oris it oot a fact that
property itself is a creation of the law from
time to time ? Take Hindulaw for example.
Is the property right the same for those who
follow the Dayabhaga system and to those
who follow the Mitakshara system? Is the
Manu code a primordial thing? It is some-
thing which happened after Hindu society
had progressed to a certain extent, and then
when the rulers had to keep slaves under
slavery, Manu's code came into existence.

Therefore, let us be very clear that pro-
perty is not a primordial thing. We know
the Vedic hymn :
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HET WA, WA A qgAN F-
FIEF

Fufegaradianeg | wfafafarerad
1 arfe: wfea: mifa:

Do we know what it means? It means, let
us work together ; let us enjoy the fruits of our
labour together ; and then there will be peace.
That is the song that the ancient Vedic tribes
used to sing. There was a tribal society and
they had to work together. There was no
such thing as individual property right. Tt is
only when society was rent into classes, when
more powerful people grabbed the means of
production and made other people work for
them, that the question of property came up.
This is how society has developed all along.
I am not going into the historical aspect, I
am now concerned with what is happening in
our society today.

My question is this. Today, in the Consti-
tution, you say something as the Directive
Principles of State Policy, and you say some-
thing in the fundamental rights. Are these
two reconcilable? Can you reconcile, and
have you been able to reconcile the directive
principles of State policy enshrined in Part IV
of the Constitution with the fundamental
rights, the justiciable fundamental rights, as
enshrined in Part III of the Constitution?
Why isit, for example, that during all these
22 years, not one principle of these directive
principles of State policy has been made some-
thing real, something tangible? And can I
go to the Supreme Court asking them to say
that this Government has not adopted policies
as per the directives given in Part TV? [
cannot go there, It isa trick played upon
the common people. Those members of the
Constituent Assembly, who are more concern-
ed with property rights, but understanding
that the democratic feclings of this country at
that time were thing, to be reckoned with
they played a trick on the common people
and said: “These are the directive princi-
ples, but you cannot go to the Supreme
Court; you cannot go toa court for their
coforcement. They are just directive prin-
ciples. But what is fundamental is the right
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[ Shri P. Ramamurti ] possible in a cial sense for the
banks to carry on any business”,

to property and certain other rights.”

I want to point out that all these rights
were cphemeral. They cannot be enjoyed so
long as this fundamental right to property
exists, Article 19, which relates to funda-
mental rights, says :

“All citizens shall have the right—

to freedom of speech and expression ; to
assemble peaceably and without arms; to
form associations or unions; to move freely
throughout the territory of India; to reside
and settle in any part of the territory of
India ; to acquire, hold and dispose of pro-
perty ; and to practise any profession, or to
carry on any occupation, trade or busi-
ness.”

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

“The restriction imposed upon the
rights of the named banks to carry on ‘non-
baoking’ business is, in  our judgment,
plainly unreasonable. No attempt is made
to support the Act which while theoretically
declaring the right of the named banks to
carry on ‘non-banking’ business makes it

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

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

- should mot be included in the justiciable

fundamental rights of Constitution. It is
for Parliament, for the society from time to
time, on the basis of conditions obtaining

/in that particular society and through the

appropriate organs of Government, be it Parlia-
ment the Legislature, be it the Panchayat,
whatever might be the form of Government
that might obtain in a particular society, it is
for that socicty to define what shall be the form
of private property that will be good for
that society. ‘It is not for any court or Cons-
titution to decide permanently, This is the
basic question I want to canvass here,

When we say that everybody has got the
right to hold property, I want that right to
be a real one, After all, property in this
country consists oflands and big factories.
When we say that every man must have the
right to that property, I want that right for
‘every single individual in this country. How
can I get that right? If all these lands
belong to a few individuals, obviously the
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majority of the people will not have right to
property. If all the factories belong to a
few individuals, the overwhelming majority
of people  will not have the right to hold
property. Unless property is either collecti-
vised oris held by cooperatives or is social
property, every individual in this country
does not have a share in that property.
Therefore, when you enshrine this right to
private property asa fundamental right, you
are denying the right to hold property to the
overwhelming majority of the people. There-
fore, it is a humbug practised on the common
people; it is a deception practised on them.
I want that deception to go. Now, having
said so much about this thing, I want to ask
you, this Golaknath case, after this latest
Bank Nationalisation case, arc we to leave
this matter in the hands of these wonderful
wise people who call themselves the judges
of the Supreme Court? After this case, I
have no respect for these people. I want to
make it clear. After all, there is a purpose,
there is a point, why the Supreme Court
decided the Golaknath case in the wayin
which it did. Thereis also a purpose why
in the Bank Nationalisation case, the Supreme
Court decided in the way in which it did. We
know this is not the first time when this
question was raised,

18 hre.

Then, in 1951, in the Sankari Prasad case,
the same question arosc as to whether the
Parliament, under Article 368, gets a constituent
power, constituent authority, and not ly a
legislative authority, and on the basis of that

CHAITRA 127, 1892 (SAKA)

Right o Property (Res.) 290

decided unanimously that the Parliament
has that right. This was the position taken
in 1931,

Later on, in 1965, in the Sajjan Singh case
also, the Supreme Court decided to uphold
the decision taken in 1951, Then in 1967,
another sct of wise members of the judiciary—
those people who dedided carlier also were
wise people and those people, in 1965, who
decided to uphold the decision the Sankari
Prasad case, including the then Cheif Justice,
Mr. Gajendragadkar, were also wise people—
some other wise members of the judiciary
said, “No. They were fools.”” We are the
wise people and we say, you have not got the
right to amend the Fundamental Rights
Chag of the Constituti Like Buddha,
under the Bodhisattva tree in 1967, these
people got a  revelation was and the revelation
that the Parliament cannot amend the Funda-
mental Rights Chapter of the G i
‘This is the most wonderful thing.

Similarly, in 1970 or in 1969, another set
of the Supreme Court judges held differently,
on everyone of the issues raised in the Bank
Nadonalisation case, on the question of appli-
cability, on the question of the mutual
exclusiveness, of Article 19 and various other
articles of the Comstitution, including Article
31. They held that these articles are totally,
‘mutually, exclusive and that they cannot be
joined together. For 20 years, in case after
case they held that position. Butin 1970,
they say, “No. They are not . mutually
exclusive.” Onthe other hand, the correct-
ness, the constitutional validity of a particular

constituent authority, whether the Parli

can amend the Constitution including the Part
T of the Constitution. This question was
raised as early as the 1951 and the Supreme
Court at that ime. .. .-+

MR. CHAIRMAN : Are we discussing the
Sup'ru-ccounorthcpmgutyﬁght?

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI : I am pointing
out why this has become necessary, I am
arguing my case. AfRer these judgments
have come, we cannot trust them. They

Act passed by the Legisl will be decided
not on the basis of the object of that law,
whether the object is enshrined in an article
of the Constitution, but it shall be judged
on the basis of how far it infringes the funda-
mental right of the individual under Article
19 of the Conmstitution. The side effect of
that Act becomes far more important than
the social good of the country. This was
the position taken by these ten Judges sud-
denly. For twenty years they held differently ;
suddenly under the Bodhisattva tree today
they say, “We are now Buddhas; revelation
has come ; this is the revelation which the
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entire country must accept.” I refuse to
accept that revelation ; I refuse to have any
consideration or regard for such people who
change like this.

Why such things took place? There is
a reason for this. In the Golak Nath case the
Judges said—1 want to point out the contempt
that they have for this House and the people
of this country—

“But, having regard to the past history
of our country, it could not implicitly
belicve the representatives of the people,”—

Mind you, they say that the Constitution
makers and the Constitution, having regard
to the past of the country, could not have
implicit faith in the representatives of the
people of this country ; remember that—

“for uncontrolled and unrestricted
power might lead to an authoritarian State.
It, therefore, preserves the natural rights.”
including the right of property.

They could mot trust the people of this
country. They could not trust the clected
repr tives of the people of this country.
These people do not trust, the majority of
the Judges who gave that Golak Nath case
judgement do not trust the people of this
country. They donot trust the representa-
tives of the people of this country. That is
the reality.

Why? After these 20 years mew currents
have begun to stir the political and economic
life of this country. You know the result of
the last general clections. The last general
elections resulted in what? They knew that
new forces were cmerging in this country
which were going to question the right to
hold property altogether. They wanted to
buttress against that. Itis not without sigm-
ficance that this judgment came just immedia-
tely after the results of the last general
elections in 1967 were announced. These
people were afraid of the rising forces. They
cannot trust the representatives of the people
who may take away the right of property.
Therefore they say, “No; the Constitution, a8
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we interpret it, means that as far as the
Fundamental Rights, Chapter ITI, is concerns
ed, that Chapt s 1 dable; it is
unalterable ; it is for ever; itis amadi; itis
anantam ; it will never end ; it is for
ever." This is the kind of mentality with
which they had gone about.

Similarly, we also know how the later
Judges also behaved. We also know that all
the norms have been upset, not only with
regard to mutual exclusiveness of Article 19
and various other articles but even on the
question of compensation and even with
regard to the Fourth Amendment of the
Constitution  how they had completely
changed. The position that they held in the
Jjudgement which this Court itself had delivered
just a few months back in what is known as
the Shantilal Mangaldas case was completely
reversed. Every position was totally rever-
sed.

Why? Iwish to point out that after all
the Supreme Court is not something which
is above politics ; it is not something which
is above ideology ; it is not something which
sitting somewhere in an ivory tower, After
all, it is a part and parcel of the upbringing
which they have had all these years. Their
upbringing comes out; itis bristling—in that
judgment ; it drips from every pore of that
judgment. Iwill tell you just one gem of it.

After all we are dealing in the case witha
situation after the Fourth Amendmeat to the
Constitution was passed. Therefore, there is
no need whatsoever to refer to the position
before that. Nonetheless, while explaining the
position of compensation our learned Judges
observed :

“In its dictionary meaning ‘compen-
gation' means anything given to make
things equal in value : anything givenasan
equivalent, to make amends for less or
damage. Inall States where the rule of
law prevails, the right to compensation is
guaranteed by the Constitution or regarded
as inextricably involved im the right to
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‘Therefore, they have come to the conclusion
that if our country is to bea country with
rule of law, then the right to compensation
must be inextricably involved in the right to
property. All these conceptions they have.
Therefore, they quote what is the position in
the USA. How are we concerned with that ?
We are concerned not with the position in
USA. We are concerned not with the
position with regard to Japanese Constitution,
We arc not concerned with the Canadian
Constitution. We are not concerned even with
the laws of Eogland. We are concerned with
the Constitution and with the Amendment that
has been passed by the Parliament in its Fourth
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SHRI R. BARUA (Jorhat) : Om a point
of order, Sir. Arc we discussing the powers
of the Supreme Court? are we discussing the
amendment to the Constitution. It will be
very wrong to discuss the character and the
judgment of the Supreme Court. Some may
feel that the property right should not be
there. If his argument is to be accepted
that they wrongly interpreted the Constitu-
tion, then there is no substance in the
amendment he has proposed. The whole amend-
ment seems to be that the Judges did not
properly apply their minds and therefore, they
came to a wrong judgement. If it is a case of
wrong judgment, where is the necessity of

Amendment in 1955. I d of dealing this d ? Therefore, I sub that

with that specific subject, these people go on it is not the Supreme Court Judges and their

quoting Blackstone in his “C ison  p we are discussing. We are discussing

the Laws of England™ : whether the amendment should be there or
not.

“So great moreover is the regard of
the law for private property, that it will

not auth the least violation of it ; no,
even for the general good of the whaole
community,""

This is the understanding with which these
Judges function.

SHRI VASUDEVAN NAIR (Peermade) :
They might have learnt it by heart.

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI It is not
something which they have learnt alone. It
is something which is in their blood. That
is reality. This is something which is in
thier blood and these are the people who
want to arrogate to themselves the right to
dictate the Constitution of this country. [
say this in all seriousncss, They say that
even the representatives of the people clected

by adult suffrage cannot amend the Constitu-

tion, they cannot touch this fundamental
right to property. This is what is said in
Golak Nath majority judgement. They say,
“We cannot trust you, clected representatives
of the people.” Thisis the position. There-
fore, 1 would like to say whether this country
can at all trust these Supreme Court Judges
and entrust its fate and development of the
country to them.

MR. CHAIRMAN : [ was also feeling
like that. Thatis why I asked you whether
we arc dealing with your resolution. You
have spoken much more against the working
of the Supreme Court than the points refer-
red to in your amending Bill.

SHRI D.N. TIWARY (Gopalganj : Sir,

ily the jud of the S

SO P

Court will come here. Members have every
right to criticise the judgment.

oty wErET, WO OEE aE ATET g
AAAT g AW w12 & Ifawr W6,
ITH qEATAr # a5, Pefemsw w7
W@ & T ag Sfam & ? et Aafafm
@t @ @ifs 1 @g FET FUET
THE g | 4§ aaiEa g fEur own
gFar g |

MR. CHAIRMAN : [ will request you
to confine yourself to your resolution.

SHRI P. RAMAMURTI : My resolu-
tion is, this thing should be taken out of
the Constitution of India. By including it
in the justiciable chapter of the Fundamental
rights, this is subject to the decision by the
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Supreme Court. I want to point out the
changing decisions** of the Supreme Court.
We cannot leave this question to the chang-
ing decisions** of the Supreme Court.
That is my argument. Therefore I have to
point out that this Supreme Court has been
behaving in various ways.

We cannot leave the future of this country
to the changing decisions®* of the Supreme
Court from time to time. Thatis my argu-
ment, Sir. (Interruption) I have got every
right ; I will repeat it from every public
platform.

MR. CHAIRMAN : That will not go on
record. So far as these words against the
Supreme Court are concerned, they should
not go on record. Supreme Court is the
highest judiciary in the country.

SHRI P, RAMAMURTI :
Sir,....

MR. CHAIRMAN : Those words need not
go on record. Supreme Court is the highest
judicial authority.

SHRI P, RAMAMURTI : They are
perfectly parliamentary terms. They are not
derogatory terms, Sir. After all, for some
people it might be hurtful. What am I to do?
I am finding mysell ina position where I do
not know where I am. I do not know where
the Parliament stands.

Therefore,

Therefore, | want to point out that after
all these decisions by the Supreme Court with
regard to Fundamental Rights, it has become
impossible for this country to take a single
step forward in the direction of all these
principles which have been enshrined in the
Directive Principles of the Constitution.
Why? Sir, it bas been stated that compen-
sation should not only be the market value
but should also take into account the poten-
tial value of the particular property. That
is one of the things ; there may be so many
other things. When that isthe case, | want
to ask, whether at allit is possible. I will
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take a very simple thing. Take the city of
Old Delhi. In 20 years time from now om,
what will be the traffic problem in Old Delhi ?
What will be the size of buses? Their wheel
bases are increasing day after day ; the buses
and trucks are increasing in large numbers.
Will we be able to demolish houses on both
sides and widen the strees? What will be
the a t of comp tion to be paid to
these things ? What will be the market value
at that time ? What will be the potential value
at that time? If these schemes are to be
accepted, Sir, no social progress whatsoever
can ever take place in this country, so long
as this Fundamental Right is there in the
Constitution. Itis nota fundamental right,
because it is not a natural right. By natural
right, when a manis born he gets the capa-
city to work, he gets the capacity to speak
he gets the capacity to associate himself with
people—these are natural rights. But, on the
other hand, the right to propertyis certainly
not a natural right. The right to property
comes to the person  who is born with a silver
spoon in his mouth. It is not the natural
right of all the individuals that are born in
this country. Therefore, Sir, to call this a
natural right, to call this a primordial right,
is a misnomer. It is a travesty of truth in
this country, the largest majority of the people
of this country are born without property.
Therefore they cannot enjoy any of the
freedoms that are mentioned in the Funda-
mental Rights Chapter of the Constitution.
Therefore I want that the Government, if it
is true to its professions, if it want to carry
this country forward— I am not bothered
about socialism, if it wants to move the
country forward to a more just and democra-
tic society, ifit is true to that profession,

want the Government to come forward with
measures to abolish and take away Article

_ 19 (f) and (g) and Asticle 31 from the Funda-

mental Rights Chapter of the Constitution.
Thank you.

SHRI KANWAR LAL Gi'JPTﬂ: Prime
Minister has defended private property
today.

*Expunged by order of the Chair.
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Mr. CHAIRMAN : Resolution moved :

“The House is of opinion that the
_ right to private property in the means of
production is inconsistent with the evolu-
tion of a real democratic society and having
regard to the fact that the existence of the
Right to Property among the justiciable
Fundamental Rights in our Constitution
has become a serious obstacle to the coun-
try’s social, economic and political advance,
recommends that the Government should
take steps to amend the Constitution
accordingly.”

Are you moving your amendment, Shri
Shiv Chandra Jha ?

SHRI SHIV CHANDRA JHA
bani) : Yes, Sir. I beg to move :—

(Madhu-

“That io the resolution :—
after “production”
insert ‘‘distribution and exchange”
Mr. CHATRMAN : Are you moving your
amendment, Shri Deorao S. Patil ?

SHRI DEORAO PATIL (Yeotmal): Yes,

Sir. I beg to move :—
“That in the resolution :—
add at the end :—

“during the current session”.

garfa wga st wy fewd A
afeqs aT" g, 3@ 9T AEY §, -
frg = a7 forg T8

=t vy femd () : orsaw wEYT,
5w °Gfa F gEEE & gHGT 5 &
forg & @er gam g ) Afew & giw #12
garw aifeaniz & faare F sewar a8
e wgifs ot g arfeat gal
dfqary & & e ge g fae faw
gfiw 12 A A w1 ¥ & W TN
arar A @ | w@ifE @ o nfFarde 7
e @ g A g i w
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¥ § @ fagim & & 7@ awrran ) qga
arft & quUsAt § A@ FHwWA G-
sgaeqT § § & 9 w1 afafasw gy
aréa ¥ T §faw ¥ & 1 a1 AT afe
A W7 TG FT TAMT § q FTATAR
A sifas af@da & fag s gw &
¥ # gfaa # AT s # o aft-
g a4 #Ffaqg warg T F oF I
AITH FIHA TEAT AIGAT §  AATCH &Y |
aafwr Ffrag & F T F o w
T gé Fw aga aT AHEl A @I
sqrat sfefsradt @ @ 9% safew
arardt | dwrdf ¥ wwA ¥ Ul ag
A fr aufcsr #t sg ¥§ gEwr
qFEaT w1 & fad sr§ Jare agi @
#1X 99 a9 g & fF A F ame
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1 FIT o7 SfafFaraRT o qu AnfEwT
% gfm #1 ¥ ariz & agea ¥ safe
FraTfeal & W @AY F O AW F
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&7 s asy § 1 a4ifs TEgfa ot Y
& g wgaT g 5 9@ g wE A
afrardt afewrd ¥ ofada w7 T
Fa ®1 gawifas  FaT fwar, s@
e ®1E & 9w 7 safem sondr w1
o GETH HET, MATAT FT ATHAT 74T,
@ wr 7z sfafFmEd, SR TaER
farrefr anfaar 78 g€ 7 S@ @AY g
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[ =g fawd ]

¥ ¥ 7@ wrer fear fe o qfard
afamiz fedr a7 & oF-uF sfawe A
FAN-JAN sqTRAr FET wA0fEQ, AAISAT
7g go fr Mo argm W fgr s &
@ S A A I A (swm)
# gy #g @ § | @A srwr &t A4
wrew Wrar & g at Aefa & gead #
oar & 1+ & @@ waar g safE
FIAEY & FFd & Tg7 Avar | AfFT w7
@ ®1 fz g fem ¢ ol faaw
itw w1 ¥ &era g Tgw ¥ fog 39
¥ & et g R st o sufeea
Frodr & A ¥ aow o for §
i fefaae s wre, {fega e
FrT F dgg gwt gfawd & g
afawaw @@ & Jwwr & g &
¢ s gaifag gzt oo w1 A Aifes
¥W owr gim A foig fear g fe
g% At Mfew faar s sqifs Pefams
sritwe e a1 sfeaa dw S
qrus &1 @ & e @ g e gam
W & A% Weg & AgAT A1 @A fasiw
§ o Mo ¥ ¥W F gu & I awA
# wew@ 2 g @AWl & fed &
g g

18.25 hrs.
[ MR. SPEAKER in the Chair ]

Fa= ¥ Twgfa o 7 oY a9 wE Ag
ad ara § f o dfqwa ofoeg & 4
ag ofteg 19 TATE F U A T 9
o ot ot faua gAr FASr & FAA H
4t qg @ difrg 7@am F s 9
i @ fagh gmfa & sfascR
sfqmaﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁm geafa
grir s #1 a@re & afawre )
A% gra Aifea wATaF & T g€

APRIL 17, 1970
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faarr @ ff I9% YU SO wAQH
¥ gg dfawm qfoeg am o€ ) age
AT AW ATAFA TAT W@ § 7 8re
FrATHT H qrur oy AfAew qar A
a1 | ag @17 91 & f5 gad S qer
o a1 ) feT a7 NS o 9AA Eag
3o FRATFT T A F AYET §, T
WEAT TAA ZIN 0 FW o§fAawm &St
fadgard &, sast oF & fadwmr #7 &
gere % @ g fr dfawma & wer 32
#, gfrar ¥ frdt N faaa & o 4
g gt Efaa &2 5 s fedt &
gfrardt sfasidl &1 gaa grar & @1 9
gafsq «q@IAT F FWA TF GTHCT
Anifes @t W awAT § | AT ATIEHT
HIET FT F1% I FiDYAT § A 92 T
2 o sfawra & 32 A aru = A€
Fa I wwr aifrai &, a6 S §, &
32 §f &rr w1 AT gEAGRT g §waT
54 gvafar & afasr ) SwT g Wi
gafag & agm f5 wfaam & gfaad
qf@da sg ) g ofada a1 & @
0% &1 us % dfqwra qfeg s
gengu faad 18 @k 21
veeee. AT AH FWEAT FfFT AW
fea s @ a9 2 ? fegmma W
a1 FET FON W FW F13g faig
wwr AR % dfagm qfwe  gaEmgm
forgd awroaE a1 SFaT F fag qar
ATEA qATA BT MW GO | A9 XY AT
a1 # 9% nad | ag fem gfaar & @
grge @ifvg @ am F1198 o
£ 19T § 1| GHTIATE GHTSH KT TEGIGAT
# fog Far dfeem ot amdq &g
gt #1, uwAfas IR afes  awr &
IH fadedtFor I AT TW aE &
% aF 3aa v Afs gt
sEFfaggn ot 7 ag g ¢ |
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qg a1a §g1 fF wewee &9 & T
A §F FgAART & W F g aw
TFIEI w71 40 gfee & o faeg
FEwa g AT g i e & fag
AT, T AT I FHTAAT AT g HIT
1 At £ F w7 F 30§ 0 @ AT
g s araifas afada & fag mifas
gaEar sefag 5@ F fg s geafe
& U FET faagw AwaaT
aar g 1 safag afrae 0@ & fao
o gare 3 fr dfawe &% g9 gw @6
qftads &1 alx o & #¢ ) =
aE ® A o agw 9w ot s i
FEASLATZA N EqE AT & 1
oy gfaars F #f-ar ofodw =
Tz @& & gra fag A e afadat
F A F faq #41 #30 YY 39% X
¥ gw & W)

wgt a% geafe &1 wara § el &
FXH 19 & s d us o ST AR
grg-grg 26 ff wru # @ A @ &
31, 31-u &Y 3141, 310 ¥ ar wr
Tar Adl & safag saw ot & € Far
g afeT 31, 31, 26 &1 A @ &R
19 g% #T &, g qfEmdT f aaw-
war & 1 9 wd wad are § &f  fadas
fa & fa o arom fadgas %% far g
g agr fr 19 us st
et faar ana, 26 & ST w1 g faar
Iy &1 31 U F wg gRT wst &7 94
% =g 9T w9 Iy fear ary anf
e A gfr-gere & s AN we-
Ty T grafa § 98 fr @d A =y
& za |faTT FT AT § GOAT ) ™
dfaw & oY ofads feg o @@ g
gae & fag ar s sfawdt
gura 5O ¥ faw, quiaar adf, ¥

CHAITRA 27, 1892 (SAKA)
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g mAr # Afea o geiErd afasr §
gt @gd awfa oY § FreEmEl
gfe 9t & I9F aAfawrd Fay
sfaam aga worar aggqfy  faaman @)
s &gz agm 5 fw = oramm
oeez 51 @ & 9dt =X T &% anfy
A T T afs qoEE F e #
1% frgrga feard & @ ag @
wffar anfr & ¥ § Fur @ @
Gty F @ # froamwg wwr
dfgara £t =i 31 0 q1 99 ...
(sawm) ...... g @ g ) A oRE
e, am s faw &, & gg sz w@r
g 31 ow owee fowmr gar & Ui
stoet  sifeq arfs aga asafa @
JAA HAIC | IEA FqU AT ATIHT &Y
aFdt § ? uw qgt aF  Frma) §1 o
&1 ar g @i & e &1 ogaa @
3 31 4 w0 FY aFwAT =TT AR AR
LR A L
“No person holding or posscasing pro-
perty below the ceiling prescribed by law
in this behalf, B
|aaafa 7gT : AAAIT TR AT
ATY e faw AT WA ww gw @
FaT fewra gu grm
it Ay fawd -

“No person holding or possessing pro-
perty below the ceiling prescribed by law
in this behalf and which shall not exceed... "

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: He can conti-
nue the next day.

18.30 hrs.

HALF-AN-HOUR DISCUSSION
Herr To Foop CorroraTion OF INDIa
By NaTioNALISED BANK

st W m (W@TR) o ITSEER
wirew, wg 49T 23 w@d Wy @



