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DEMANDS FOR GRANTS, 1979-80 
—Contd.

Mi:,‘1st,*y of Agriculture and Irriga
tion—Contd.
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15.29 rfas.

COMMITTEE ON PRIVATE MEM
BERS BILLS AND RESOLUTION 

Thikty-fist Report
f t  tw ftww «naaia (^rtft^) : awrrfa 

aftwr, 4' srvarv *^1 g :—

"% irf ?TVT ĥc-ffX̂ TTt ¥8RVf #
am a'¥wf a«i«t afafa »  3W afâ flpr 
a, ft n irtw, 1979 aar f  sr^a 
f w  *wt «tt, a^aa | 1"

MR. CHAIRMAN: The question is:
“That this House do agree with 

the Thirty-first Report of the Com
mittee on Private Members’ Bills 
and Resolutions presented to the 
House on the 11th April, 1979.'J’

The motion was adopted.

15.30 hrs.
RESOLUTION RE: BAN ON COW 

SL AU GHTER—contd.
MR. CHAIRMAN: The House will

now take up further discussion of the 
following Resolution moved by Dr. 
Ramji Singh on 2 March, 1979:—

“This House directs the Govern
ment to ensure total ben on the 
slaughter of cows of all ages and 
calves in consonance with the 
Directive Principles laid down in 
Article 48 of the Constitution as 
interpreted by the Supreme Court 
«5 well as necessitated by strong 
economic considerations based «& 
the recommendations of the Cattle 
Preservation and Development Com
mittee and the reported fast by 
Acharya Vinoba Bhave from 21 
April, 1979.**

Shri Nathu Singh may continue his 
speech.

f t  *<i fa| (tftet) :  a*n*tfal*^m, 
fJnwftwTT aar «rr fa «wff «w*w 

I  fa aror # ftqm m  $t \ waamr af
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fa *IFT TO<d ̂ TOfTO $—TOTcT f 3TPT *TW 
TO •TTfTT  *rfTT 11

g»ft  ftrer *0$  * fa  qff
fWwr. . .

q«r *rmta wiFr :  %  ?sr
M  | 1

*ft *rrj f*n? :  %>: f̂rar  *rrar
*th% f *th  sptf  qsrrsr ;r$r $  srfa:

TOT#  3RT *f Wf TOT $ $£  9FTTO to| ?ft

*j$f  ĝxnr >rff % #fit *fr ̂rt  <flr 
1

*T?j ̂?T TOT t *f?t H  ’TO n?t ̂ wr 
«rt ̂  §*t crt *TTf*nfT̂r  TOronsff  *rr*T 
ar?r farrow 1  #fan  $ srro *inrarr g 

fa *rfe ’HT'T fft̂sr <n: 'TTSRft ?n$f  ?ft tot 
fV$WM # sjgror  TOromfr *> to*t to<t 
faTSTTO? -r̂f *R?r 1 .... tot sffa ?f?r # 
*rnr ŝtot  tr ...  (wrarsn’T ) ...

5?% ̂rnr TOcrf | $&fro? *far t̂t j 1  *tpt 
to A' totot jj 1  wrr <fV 5ft to*t 

qniTT3»w 1

wt ̂  w tkt to fa tot *nj arĝrer 

$ fofa to xmrc *n£f $ 1  jf®  ^
WH  t  fa iHvuPwto ft TOTOTTtff  ̂to*t 

§ EfiJ ’T̂ffT ̂ I A' fTTT Vt '3<JI$<'JI 

TOg*l 1 f*f»*Vi*««M (Wni  t '

if  1857-58 %  ifrjgwr  *n£f JTO + <<0'

ft 1  tost %■ $ *r* # if f ami#  ?hr
TOft tft1 ’fl̂ TT W  if  jf  I  f*T ^

to snmr # wrr 'rr̂rr jf 1 tftv «pm 
WIHRTT ftRTJPT 

*nw*f WIĤ wrt w ippr *f̂f ̂rr, ft?rr 
l?r smflf % ysnr ormr «m  «rrf̂r  ̂
**mm if tgujfctt wwr | fwr »f ̂

^  r—*itj ̂ip’prpw
i| fiptr vi <ui fv-—-i»ftypT ffgf 1   ̂ftfftî
■ % *r?t fjw *n̂.( i  f*rr̂ n̂f. vfingrv
# wgwi ̂yir  *r?t *fT  *?tff W <nw¥
♦ ̂ r jw   ̂ w ̂ wtr  JtBT
WTT <TT ifrc #5Fr  ®*TT ̂  W*ff WiT WPT 

' W l fW  V̂ IT «TT I # *flf WVH

vpf. w<t4f 4t art ipp ajir  ̂ \iw4tfinr f 
■I-1  îpr 1# wf wt*r f»rft iRHfra
w f f  f tw fr ft 1... (w «w )~ .
1ft far ̂   1 ♦ &r ̂ WIW! wnswr
j(»  VlR1 ft  VN W  SCRT JUT ̂  t̂pFfilSWFT

w  f w ̂  rjftnt ft »mr  | «fft f
<mr  j t t o w  g t  i857 ̂ î1%

*6t wjffir wm% wt ww *fV v$ ,to» toto 
fm if *$tto ftra-

WrOm m wm$mr \  #

‘i ̂nr »n? «ftr ̂  vx $ fa mx  * &
 ̂maprmf v   ̂vtfw  ert

wrr ̂ qfar <ft writf \

180 4 cPFTR̂f
f%TJ, f̂srqt ̂   ̂  ̂ w?f it fur

faw sRin # sr̂vrf *pt urmsr istnr, r̂ft ■  vr
jnnTWJT  !?f#iT  iftprr  ft’ffT 1

w % ̂ nrr 5ETFT   ̂ ^
t 1  t̂t̂ arr̂R, pit- <wn: ft

SRfV  ̂qrnTR TOTt f*Ptr  i? I  ^

sro# «ft yk
hTwhrt fcîpp, 'ffcr  to»t  jftf’T  TO$nfhrt 

TOTO TOW TPTf ntsft  TO5T SlfTfC  TOT̂ft, 
finNFPTf?r «?r  «pt srm ̂sf «t ww  vt 

n̂t’TT fa   ̂  ̂fa *ft5?*TT
vs ft?fr  TOf̂ 1 JTft fa ft  %

25-1-1925 ’FT  TOT̂  ftWT | fa —

"̂ TR^ 5̂ITfTOr,ft'?:«TT̂TSrTO  RTTTO 

5TV5T %■ ®>CT  | »”

jn’ft it  *Kt irfir̂ w* ̂ *»

 ̂ it|r
*TRT t I   ̂̂rar ̂ H*[TOT ifhRVT wVt jtjst 
 ̂   ̂»rK vtf  w | 1”

<mrr% *R|tTO,  # f̂nrrt  tôit jto 

*n*RT ̂1 TT̂f*fin‘es>î  # f?̂i ̂ w*tw % 
fat TOTO»f   ̂I  far <Tg w  TOcTT  tfa f̂ 
*«fyftr<g> >̂T SPPT  I, firrfvv TOWT | »|̂  

?HT*f $  ̂ WRTT fa  ̂ Wff t ?

flurrfir  v̂ tro, ?rj?r w$ M  vft fa  ̂ 
WTftnir TOW ̂   ̂% ?tott ip wfav
E ft TOtjroi f srfaflf Ir fa» vn ?r«wr

irFr,»nflf, TO«r$TO i ft ĵrr yc# Ir tir 
vt 4tot?t ̂ rtt $ I  fâ f *rw fcr ft 
?>ft  ̂  *rmr to  ̂ r̂ro tô t j( i

wto%Hr ̂r̂ro, nr fcr # &t zt witf 
90 tow <nj f 1  *r5 tott «ffpw f̂f fiwi 
wnr qffwrrt̂ tm
Tfr j 1 f*rrt ̂*r f forcft *| <wt*r f

2243 'V’Of w# ft up* $ft t  ^  
zvrff fTO3ft̂ T^TO^̂ tft|«ri 1560

wd* wJ ft ̂ 1  ,rwr  tot ̂ ito aft w*
rfrtfr t TO 14 ?TOT 6 ft wrdf TOft ti#t 

| I it zftfi f ft**K TOW ftj#   ** 

W   wrfasr  xtrorrx:  fa«Rn  |,j#  

f 10-u ?tot qfar ̂ w c

qi$qm % «t-?N frot ft t* f ̂  toVmw

ft TtTOTTT faTOTT | I * WT *m Jl ̂
fâr TOrot fimQvmtfaftwnf*** 
 ̂  TOiPwr ̂fes  spWPr ̂IWf I
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KY
f  XT̂ PETH % HT5TT f  I THRHH

mwt swrfqfanr ^  ftR»PT 
<TĤ«T wk urarfer t  1 ^  ^ ’**[ ^  r̂nwr
# *ftT yff JTRff *T *fr WT# f  l «f?t «R T̂TTf 
•TfXVTT 'TT fMr I f%T 4% *P$
t  ftf VS »  5* Wftv ^WR tfTOT ? <RT 
f*r% nt 5WT in ^  *t <ft '̂r *3 ?rr5r 3

^  vr# tt art si** twt t  ĉr 
HTfaT I $5T*ntfV 

It ttfGnr ^ 1 mwwt <ttr *¥ 50 srw 
$ 1 $ar ^  6 msr 50 fprrc f  1 5*
w  wrrarc «rrtf $*nr »̂r 3 ^mvr *t
vtty ffw $ 1 ?pq| %■ f*r f*ranr *r *0*1
■tflra <nja*r thnnx qnw f  1 <nnc vr^ 
% fWT fT9£ Ttft ?fr <T5<H ^ imm <TT Wt*ff 
*t «ft 0*«tk  Pwr t?t | s*r*t «nnr 1
3FWft *nNST T̂faPTTCt w  9TflFTT WIT q̂ HT I 
«PR V* Wl# # S5F̂ % ¥T ^ »ft fWT TO
wk *fc i  ?ft p r  <rNr »nit *  st **?t? aWf 
vt xŶ rrr * qrtfir 1 jsftrq; *15 WRpnr fit 
*NW mfVV Wt®T %■ tfl1 itf *RI *1$ fVTT 
arr *pk?tt «F«ffP*r f«% «nfW ?jw r irt r̂rtnn, 
^  vt fare ’Tfff £ 1 $>t *ft*r
sjfir «r# 225 WiTtf *T q>fo*TS3TT OTmtf T̂?T
$ i 5*r <roprf vt tot ^  eft srre, *rtvr,
||̂  f^T WcTT  ̂ I ^  225 ^nTf 
«Pf ?PP?TT  ̂ I ?TT»r at 5*T ffTT
trawrr 'Tt 96 46 r̂rar vt ^9 *pt w * x
f»r «nma vrjr % trvt ernmr »ft srar
*r Ĥ »t «ft tr̂ ; r̂r̂ r *̂r <pt ftr#nr 1
wfH fiwn v x  w  ar^ % ^»r ®Pt enf<rr
TNfir 1 ,PT *pt ^  ^ n r
m m  orraT | «nt # # ^tht Trpr jj
ftp f*rrt T>5 3ft 22 *fSTtf 90 ?TTsr f  
«iHr 5*rvt ^ t  sr ?ft fsr ?̂rft 5̂V

f̂fTJTTP!r*R wvft 
C i *nt tnpTr fv «ft ?pm w*t % f«rft
Wr inf*np 5ĵ n*r ijtm «pwr »nff
f l  tfWWI g’ ftff *rfif ’ft f̂UT W  JT̂ f tff
vi w n  •rfcntnr R̂r% «rf f  1 (

m a i  YASANT SATHE (AJcola): 
Mr. Chairman, Sir, this Resolution 
which has been brought by my friend, 
D>r. Kamji Singh, is of great import
ance for the whole country for more 
than one reason. I will not deal with 
this subject from emotional angle
although it cannot be denied that 
human beings are emotional people. 
It cannot be denied that man lives 
and is willing to die ior emotions. 
Why do we eulogise the concept of 
motherland if we were to say that 
after all land is land, earth, moun

tains and trees? Why do you call it 
mother land? Why do you want to 
die for the whole concept of a mother
land? Because man is emotional, lives 
by emotion. He is willing to die for 
a flag. Why does one die for a flag? 
After all, it is a piece of a cloth. 
Therefore, to dismiss the emotional 
aspect as irrational is to make it very 
cheap. Someone feels that although 
there is no religious sanction in terms 
of killing a particular animal, yet he 
takes shelter under a region and says: 
“Because it is permissible in my 
religion, therefore, treat it as a reli
gious sanction and protect my religious 
right.” But when other people have 
been feeling so emotionally strongly 
for centuries on a particular issue, you 
want to dismiss it lightly by saying 
irrational Therefore, I will not go 
into the question of emotionalism.

The consensus of the whole debate 
that I have been listening to for the 
last three sittings is that let us take 
a pragmatic approach, a scientific 
approach and consider it partly on 
economic basis. It is agreed that cow 
plays a very important role in the 
economy by providing milk and bul
locks which are even today the major 
support of our agrarian economy both 
for transport and cultivation and 
which cannot be replaced. Therefore, 
having accepted this, people- say “let 
11s protect the milch cow, let us pro
tect the calf which wfli become either 
a cow or a bullock*’. As far as this 
is contented, the** is owertft agwe- 
ment. Or this point We all broadly 
agree; even the progressive frtend 
who has been waxing etoqtfent in IBs 
House on the economic aspect, agrOes 
that only the old, useless cows 
should be allowed to be slaughtered, 
because they are otherwise a burden 
on the economy. So, the whole argu
ment is that section of cows which 
are old, sick and useless, they alone 
should be slaughtered.

What will be the percentage of such 
old cows? My hon. friend; th  ̂Minis
ter of Agriculture, will give us the
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iacts, if he has any, But I have been 
talking to some of our friends, who 
know about agriculture better. The 
useful period of a cow’s life is between
10 to 12 years. I am also told that 
the moment it stop milching, it sur
vives hardly two or three years more. 
Therefore, the percentage of such 
cows would be hardly 10 to 15 per 
cent of the entire cow population.

Are we going to say that 80 per cent 
of the cows, which are milching and 
good, should be properly looked after, 
but the rest 20 per cent should be 
allowed to be slaughtered? The 
Supreme Court has dealt with this and 
I am coming to it presently. Here 
the difficulty is that you do not have 
birth certificates stamped on a cow. 
You cannot starve a cow because next 
morning it is going to be slaughtered. 
Who is to certify it? How can you 
say that a cow is 14 years old? Who 
has to determine it? In any case, it 
becomes arbitrary. That is why it 
was argued that if you seriously think 
that cows should be protected, then 
you may consider how the burden of 
this 20 per cent can be reduced, But 
do not kep a loophole. Because, 
the moment you keep a loophole, peo
ple will take advantage of it. Because, 
if you go to a slaughter house in Cal
cutta or Kerala, you will invariably 
find that it is the young one and the 
calf Which is butchered because the 
butcher wants to have only the one 
which sells. . .  (Interruption*). I am 
thinking of the society as a whole and 
what should be our responsibility 
white speaking ia Parliament When 
you want beet whose beef will you 
h*ve? WiH you have the beef of a 
decrepit, skinny, ricketty, diseased 
coW7 No, people want the beef of a 
young cow or a good calf. Go to 
any slaughter house and you will find 
this is the position. Therefore* how 
do you protect good cows unless you 
have full cow protection?

Then, take the economic of it.
Let me <juote here what is the eco

nomics of the cow in the country. It 
was stated:

“The cow gives milk for food, 
bulls for draught and manure for 
agriculture. In India, where a large 
section of the population consists of 
vegetarians, there is a huge shortage 
in the supply of milk. Therefore, 
cows and other milch cattle are of 
great value to the country. Nearly 
95 per cent of agriculture is depen
dent on bullocks. Because of indis
criminate slaughter of cows there is 
a growing shortage of bullocks. 
Today a pair of bullocks costs 
Rs. 2,000 as against Rs. 200-260 in 
1967. At the turn of the century 
they cost only Bs. three. Now, you 
can’t even hire a pair of bullocks 
for Rs. 30 per day.”

“The Indian farmer is at a severe 
handicap because of this”, they ex
plained. “There are 40 crore acres 
of land under cultivation. To 
switch over to mechanised farming 
we shall need five million tractors 
against which we have only 31,000 
at present. To make these tractors 
we will need 30 million tonnes of 
steel and our annual production of 
steel is hereby 4.5 million tonnes. 
The capital expenditure estimated 
would be Rs. 14,000 crores. We will 
also need 40 million tonnes of dif
ferent fertilisers. Where are we 
going to get these from and at what 
cost? We have 40,670,000 tradition
al ploughs and only 79 million bul
locks....**

MIC CHAIRMAN: You may please 
conclude1 now.

SHRI VASANT SATHE: I have to 
make a clear statement. No one has 
spoken on this subject at length,

"We need 81.3 million bullocks. 
Where will they come from if the 
cows are slaughtered indiscrimina
tely? Don’t you see how you are 
devitalising rural India, how you 
are neglecting the crying needs of 
rural India for milk, bullock power, 
manure and methane gas when you 
indulge in indiscriminate cow
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[Shri Vasant Sathe] 
slaughter? By destroying the cow 
population you are destroying the 
poor. We don’t \want to impose 
anything on you we are trying to 
save our people.”
This is from Sunday issue on Cow 

Slaughter of 11th February 1979, at 
page 23.

Now, you consider the economics. 
It is all right. There are the cham
pions of cow slaughter. But where 
is the cow slaughter? In big cities 
like Calcutta? Who gets the benefit? 
I am thankful to Sham Babu for hav
ing reminded me just now. Does the 
man in the village get the benefit? 
The man who sells the cow, does he 
get the benefit of the slaughter? No. 
Does he get the benefit of the skins or 
horns or the bones? No. The man 
who buys and sells it to the slaughter 
house, it is that person in the urban 
area who gets the benefit. By this, 
how do you help the rural economy? 
How are you helping the poor even 
by slaughtering the cows? Therefore, 
this argument that we are doing it for 
the benefit of the poor people is fal
lacious. I do not want to make this 
a political issue. I know my friends 
from the Leftist parties have been 
championing this cause and making as 
if it was a political issue because in 
West Bengal and Kerala they have 
different political parties.

SHRI C. N. VISVANATHAN: In
Tamil Nadu also there is a different 
political party. (Interruptions).

SHRI VASANT SATHE: Then it
sayst

“I don’t want this issue to become 
a Communism vs. non-Communism 
issue” , said Vinobaji in reply to my 
written question as to why he wish
ed to impose his will on the Gov
ernment of West Bengal and Kerala. 
**I am not against the Government. 
We are not in the Opposition, why 
should we be against the Govern
ment? I have nothing against 
Communism. All I am asking is

that enactment be made within 
limits laid down by the Supreme 
Court.” Vinoba is a man of few 
words.. . One realises as one sits 
before him that words are so un
necessary when one talks of one’s 
convictions. He continued: “The
cow is to rural India what electri
city is to urban India. The ban on 
cow slaughter is a secular, cultural 
demand.”

The Supreme Court having dealt 
with all the arguments said:

“The cow soon became the back
bone of the Indian economy as it 
turned agrarian and began to be 
considered an object of wealth and 
veneration. The court also found 
that the quality of our cattle was 
poor and their number large. There 
was a shortage of milch cows, breed
ing bulls and working bullocks. It 
realised that though the cattle stock 
must improve and unless cattle 
were a drain on the nation's cattle- 
feed resources, a total ban on the 
slaughter of all cattle would severe
ly disrupt the trade of butchers and 
merchants in skins and hides. Sec
tions of the poor would be deprived 
of whatever little animal protein 
they could afford. When it comes
to milk, the she-buffalo is preferred. 
The. breeding bulls and working 

' bullocks are economic apimals arid 
; need no protection. An age . , $ki- 

straint was difficult, to impose and 
often animals were brutally maimed 
id get tltem & certificate for slaugh
ter. Considering all this, thecourt
concluded that (i) a total ban on 
the slaughter of cows of all agee, 
calves of cows and she-buffaloes, 
male and female, she-buffaloes and 
breeding bulls (cattle as well as 
buff alow as long ag they are milch 
and draught cattle) was reasonable 
and valid,

“ (ii) a total ban on the slaughter 
of she-buffaloes or breeding bulls or 
working bullocks (cattle or buffa
loes) after they cease to be capable
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of giving milk or breeding or work
ing as draught animals cannot be 
supported as being reasonable and 
in public interest.”

Therefore, what is the position? Beef 
eating is not stopped. Why are you 
raising a hue and cry that somebody 
is deprived of beef? Bullocks can be 
butchered, beef is available, buffalo 
beef is available. So, it is not that 
beef is not available. All that is be
ing said that because it is not possible 
to make a reasonable classification, 
you cannot make a partial distinction 
like old, decrepit etc., as that would 
leave loopholes, the present decision 
has been given.

16.00 hrs.

Now only two States remain viz.. 
West Bengal and Kerala. The cows 
go right from Haryana to Calcutta, 
right from all parts of Central India 
to Kerala. That becomes a slaughter 
house. That is why these two States 
must fall in line with the other parts 
of the country. Vinobaji has been 
pleading with the Governments. He 
was reasonable enough. They said: 
“we will implement Article 48 in 
spirit” . It was done in most of the 
States, except these two States. Now 
you ask the question: Why is this 
man threatening? Why is this moral 
pressure? Why should we yield to 

moral pressure? I would like to 
: What was the pressure when 

J&orarjibhal fasted for election* in 
Gujarat? Was that not a moral pres
sure? Our Government yielded to it 
and held elections even in summer. 
People do it for elections.

There is a saying and let me con
clude by saying that. The country 
has worshipped the Raja, the presen- 
tative of the people and the RWW. 
But whenever there has been a clash 
between a Risfti and a Raja It is the 
Baja who hag suffered and not the 
Right', therefore, do everything pos
sible in the hands of the Government

or the country or the Parliament to 
save the life of the modem Rishi 
whom Gandhiji himself accredited as 
his moral successor. Therefore, save 
his life. If you do not do that and if 
he sacrifices his life, I tell you, the 
shap of this man’s soul, moral soul, 
will fall on this Government and on 
the Governments of the two States.

With these words, I conclude.

SHRI NARENDRA P. NATHWANI 
(Junagadh): The question of total 
banning of cow slaughter has not crop
ped up suddenly in this House. The 
debate has gone on for a considerable 
time and I would like to be as brief 
as possible. There are two aspects to 
this question, one is religious or senti
mental and the other is the economic 
aspect. A question, therefore, arises, 
what should be the correct approach 
to this problem? I think the Supreme 
Court’s decision in Quresi’s case 
(reported in AIR 58 Supreme Court 
at page 713) furnishes the answer.

But before I refer to this case, let 
me remind this House of the provi
sions of Articles 48 and 37. It is very 
necessary to stress the relevant provi
sions of Article 48. Since the Consti
tution came into force, Article 48 has 
been there. It reads—I read the rele
vant part—

“The State shall endeavour to 
' organise agriculture and animal 

husbandry on modern and scientific 
lines and shall, in particular, take 
steps for preserving1 and improving 
the breeds and prohibiting ■ the 
slaughter of cows and calveB and 
other milch and draught cattle/’

So, thig is the specific instance given 
of developing animal husbandry on 
modern and scientific basis. One of 
the specific directions given is to take 
steps for prohibiting the slaughter of 
cows and calves. In express words, it 
enjoins the States to follow this policy.
I refer to Article 37. Of course, these 
are Directive Principles. They cannot 
be enforced in a court of law, though 
as the House knows, the opinion has
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^changed from time to time regarding 
the construction of Directive Princi
ples. But I do not want to go into
that Let us read Article 37:

“The provisions contained in this 
part—Part IV—shall not be en
forceable by any court, but the 
principles therein laid down are
nevertheless fundamental in the
Governance of the country...

“and it shall be the duty of the 
State Minister to apply these prin- 

. ciples in making laws.”
Therefore, it does not lie in the mouth 
of any State to dispute this proposi
tion. It is their duty. Maybe, if 
there are practical difficulties in en
acting such a law, they can ask for 
time and they can try to get oyer 
these difficulties. But as the position 
stands, it is obligatory upon them to 
see that these principles are given 
effect to.

Now, I go to the Supreme Court 
case. I have not he»rd any single 
argument from the opposition side, 
that is to say, those who have been 
opposing the banning of cow slaugh
ter, which has not been effectively 
and cogently dealt with and disposed 
of by the Supreme Court decision. 
After the Constitution came into force, 
the States of Madhya Pradesh, Bihar 
and UP enacted suitable legislation to 
ban total slaughter of certain animals, 
ifwhwHng cows. Certain persons 
belonging to the Muslim community 
And the persons doing the business of 
butchers filed writ petitions and the 
matter came before the Supreme 
Court. The arguments were three
fold two of which have been trotted 
out here again and again in spite of 
this decision.

In the very beginning, the Supreme 
Court deals with the question of senti
ment or religious aspect. As to what 
should be our approach to the religious 
and sentimental aspect, I say, the 
Supreme Court has itself given an 
answer on p. 745. It is in these 
terms:-™*

“While we agree that the consti
tutional question before us cannot 
be decided on grounds of mere 
sentiment, however passtionate it 
may be, we nevertheless think that 
it has to be taken into consideration, 
though only as one of the many 
elements, in arriving at a judicial 
verdict as to the reasonableness of 
the restrictions sought to be placed 
under the three enactments.”

So, the Supreme Court was concerned 
to see whether the restriction that 
was sought to be placed on butchers 
carrying on their business of slaugh
tering of animals, selling beef and 
other articles,—whether the total ban
ning of cow slaughter,—had placed an 
unreasonable restriction, was a reason
able restriction in the interest of gene
ral public. The Individuals’ funda
mental rights, citizens’ fundamental 
rights, can be deprived of only if the 
restriction is found to be in the public 
interest. The answer given was that 
it was a reasonable restriction on 
individuals’ rights to carry on business 
in the public interest and interest of 
particular communities, religious 
people and so on

I would like to be very brief—I 
merely want to sum up what the 
Supreme Court considered in arriving 
at the above decision was this. Tftey 
considered the triple role that eft* 
plays in India, it produces mailt ffo  
food; it produces bulls for draught 
and it gives manure for agrftctiltixrti! 
purposes. This b  the triple rbJi 
which the Supreme Court considered 
and the arguments that were advance^ 
by the petitioners in support of their 
contention were taken into considera
tion. The arguments were that beef 
forms an item of food for a large sec
tion of the people in the country and 
that too of very poor people. The 
second argument was that the continue 
ance of unless cowg and other animal* 
would strain the scanty fodder and 
feed resources of the country. They 
also urged that the presence of a laxfce
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number of old and useless cattle had 
a bad effect on the quality of their 
breed also* These were the three 
arguments that were advanced. The 
Supreme Court also took into account, 
before giving their decision, the point 
as to whether the ban on cow slaugh
ter could be restricted to only cows 
which were useful, which gave nr»lk 
and which could be made use of. But 
they pointed out the practical difficul
ties involved; they gave the figures 
and said that, if it was tried to be 
restricted t0 only useless, cows and if 
eows which were advanced in age and 
which had become useless for further 
economic use were to be allowed to 
be slaughtered, then it would leave 
the door wide open for premature 
slaughter of useful cows also.

The arguments given by the 
Supreme Court have been reinforced 
by the recent study of agrarian pro
blems made by experts. But before 
referring to it let me say that at that 
stage, even before the Supreme Court, 
the counsel who appeared for the 
petitioners did not go to the extent of 
suggesting that there should be no 
totaj ban so far as the cows were con
cerned; he did not think it worth
while to advance such an argument. 
Notv, of course, we are arguing this 
point. Let it be argued. We have 
the right, the privilege, the freedom 
of expression. I do not attribute any 
motives. But this was the position 
in 1958.

Acharya Vinobha Bhave’s fast also 
ha« not come up suddenly. As far 
back as 1976, he drew the attention 
of the Government to their failure in 
fulfilling their assurance and declared 
his intention to go on fast. At that 
time the Government of India gave an 
assurance and in pursuance of that 
assurance, the Central Government 
advised four States and the Union 
territory of Goa to pass a suitable 
legislation which was done. Now, I 
ask one Question. 1 have been sitting 
here throughout the debate. I have 
not heard a single Menfber say or 
point out how the prevalance of these 
Acts banning total cow slaughter in

all the States of India except two has 
burdened or caused inconvenience to 
the persons whose food includes beef 
also. Nobody has pointed out any 
such difficuiiy.

Now, in addition to the arguments 
that werp advanced before the Sup
reme Courr, may I point out that, 
recently, '-’tp more ground, a very 
cogent ground, has been added as to 
why there should be a total ban on 
cow slaughter. Not only does it pro
vide manure, but with the recent 
invention of gober gas plant a new 
source of energy has also been made 
available. The other day I was atten
ding a Seminar in Gujarat where 
alternative sources of energy were 
being discussed, and several speak
ers dwelt at length on the immense 
possibilities of availing of this source.

Secondly 1 n ay also point this out 
to the Mergers from West Bengal. 
Recent'y Shri Satish Chandra Das 
Gupta made speech at Calcutta 
where he has? trie-d meet the argument, 
namely, thai thpre were not enough 
fodder and f* eding resources available 
for unless rows. And he has tried to 
meet that argument. I would only 
refer to a rouple of sentences from 
his speech made on 26th February, 
1979 at Calcutta. I need not try to 
point out Shri Satish Chandra Das 
Gupta's Qualifications to speak on the 
subject. This is what he says. He 
calls the policy of the Chief Minister 
a8 a short-sighted one. He says there 
are 1.15 million acres of such type o f 
laterite fallow land in four districts 
of West Bengal—he says 'I am willing 
to demonstrate, and I have demonstra
ted, that these fallow lands can be 
made available for getting necessary 
resources for fodder, etc.* and 
posits out ‘If this fallow is brought 
under cultivation and which can be 
done easily a8 demonstrated by me, • 
very large populattea of cattle 
•be manageable and they will n»t only 
give milk and work but will give theJj?
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'Gobar and urine which have very 
important organic manurial value 
needed for the crops.'

I am, therefore, surprised when 
some members repeated the same 

-arguments which were rejected by the 
Supreme Court—unless they do not 
know the Supreme Court judgment 
-and the present constitutional provi
sions, and I am not attributing any 
.motives. They honestly feel that »uch 
-a step should not be taken in their 
respective States. We have seen how 
far their arguments are sound.

Now, I am referring to Vinobaji’s 
fast, all those steps by four States 
were taken, he has postponed his fast. 
When Again, after some time, he 
declined his decision to go on a fast 
because the rcnnimng two States had 
not been proceeding in that dix'ection. 
TJven aCtor that, when he .waited when 
the re pa rentHtives of the Krishi Go 
Seva Sangh met the Chief Ministers, 
certain assurances were given. One 
of thy assurances given by the West 
Bengal Government was to see that 
the existing legislation and rules were 
strictly enforced because, of late, dur
ing the last 3-4 years, instead of en
forcing strictly whatever provisions 
are there, they were being relaxed. 
Government had stated that they 
would give up the recent practice of 
relaxing the rule whereunder cow 
slaughter in individual premises was 
'not permissible. West Bengal govern
ment had started giving such permis
sion during the last 3 years. During 
the discussions the representatives of 
Go Seva Sangh had with the govern
ment, the Government had assured to 
see that they would review the posi
tion, but, unfortunately, they did not 
live upto the expectation and granted 
such permission on the night of 11th 
November, 1978 i.e. on the eve of 
'Bakrid day, with the result that such 
a permission was granted, and that 
precipitated the matter because on 
20th November 1979 Vinobaji announ
ced Ms decision to go on a fast from 
1st of January. We all kncnr vma

subsequently when approached, he 
postponed his fast. ~

To-day what is the position? Those, 
who are opposing the total ban on 
cow slaughter say it is not possible 
or practicable or does not seem to be 
justified, ‘but they would take all 
possible care to enforce the existing 
legislation and or rules.*. That is 
what Vinobaji and those who work 
for prevention of cow slaughter are 
told. But, what is happening? It is 
very unfortunate, Sir, I would only 
point this out to you that I have got 
before me Shri R. K. Patil’s statement 
about what he saw there at Calcutta 
in a slaughter House. I have got a 
copy of it, a copy of his statement 
which bears the date lath January
1979. He points out that practically 
the existing legislation and rules 
made thereunder are not enforced. 
Acrordn-!" to him, and he has given 
tho fh'nrfi*. if t!-.p existing rules or 
provision?, nre rjgidly enforced. 90 to 
95 per cf>nt of the cows that were 
slaughtered would have been saved 
from being slaughtered, s*nd hardly 
five to ten per cent of the number of 
cows that came to be killed would 
have been killed.

Even in such a situation what do 
we expect Vinobaji to do? Members 
after members have appealed to him 
but in the same breath at least some 
of them also said this. Mr. Chairman, 
I cannot resist the temptation of 
quoting their exact words. You 
please give a couple of minutes. I 
have taken down verbatim as to what 
these Honourable Members stated. I 
was surprised and pained to hear them 
say such things. Some hon. Members 
referred to his fast as nothing but 
violence in thought, “a national black
mail or as one which would only help 
in embittering the feelings among, the 
communities.” The people who ex
press themselves in such a manner 
obviously forget that here is a person, 
great saint and one of the greatest 
living Gandhians who had served our 
country and our country people in 
many varied ways.



Even then they go to the extent • 
.of saying such things. 1 personally 
feel that these people forget the pro
visions of the Constitution the back
ground of Supreme Court decision 
the situation as it has developed 
from time to time regarding enacting 
legislation for total banning of cow 
slaughter. They also forget the sacri
fices that Vinobaji has made. I feel 
that if at all, there would be an ill- 
will or embitterment of feelings, it 
would be only because of the utter
ances like the one that I have refer
red to.

Therefore, I would urge upon the 
hon. Members who talked in this 
strain to desist from such utterances 
and; if they are really sincere in see
ing that Vinobaji does avoid his forth
coming fast, they should advise and 
try to persuade their respective Gov- 
pvnmonts to take positive and ĉoncrete 
steps at least to bedn with by enforc
ing strictly the existing provisions 
and by formulating a policy where- 
under, total ban can be ensured if not 
now, at least later within a reasonable 
time. You can ask for giving you a 
little more time so that you could 
adjust and try to arrange things 
accordingly. It is only in that way 
that you can persuade Vinobaji to 
give up or at least postpone his fast.

I am concluding by saying one 
thing more. I have heard many voci
ferous voices and many full-throated 
crie8 mine is also one though X have 
not got the lung power. If you really 
want to save the cows from being 
slaughtered, not on the religious 
basis—I am not concerned with reli
gion as such—but if you want your 
economy to be based on agriculture 
and cow. then it is a joint responsi
bility. Vinobaji himself says that. It 
is not only the responsibility of the 
Government but also of the people.
It won't be enough to pass the suitable 
legislation. But, it would throw more 
responsibility on the people, especial
ly o*i the workers end on legislators 
•aft. on the publtcmen in the country
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to see that protection of cows is not 
wasted in the sense that no further 
steps are taken to see that if a cow 
becomes useless, even then, it is look
ed after properly by ensuring proper 
fodder and shelter.

Sir, I thank you for giving me an 
opportunity to participate in thSi 
debate.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Shri Hus Tirkey.
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m x s  #  fai? f t  w r r  11 f*r
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<mr vk  $«r <ft t o t  | ,  ?ftaftf*rri: srft- 
anffi I ' 3rw t ?ft »mr ?tt %sr ^  £t»n i
•pfffa S’Ttf *TRT »TFT *rT5T̂  fSHJ 3Plf *fl£t t>
"arcmtf *n[t I  •

*mr «ft <rnrc f»rw f w  anfa *rfrr tot 
I' I *if aft s*fr n̂r Tfr $ fa  * n w W V $  
wt*r tft *mfp £, t  imr ^  ^  <nr t  f ,
^  nsrer $ i t  ?rm tpft »rw vftx nwr 
^rnrnf 3  mre | ‘ i H t  f *  * *
a v  rcw K ftsft $ ?wr w  t« #  f , arc* 
* T * r * 1 1 * f  # *  *?t an?r t  fa  <rtnr 

■|r *m  f r i t  $  faq  t f***  t o t  $  *rcft f «  
if »n* *>t<T $ ? w r % *ft*r 'Tt «rw v t 
*ww *t*nrtt $ nf an*Kl $ fa 
1? fasr an t#  | ? *' ?ft «Ff?rr § fa sfa 
f*r <tt% w r? erf «pt €m  v*r % m<A*i tft ?ft 
1H pPR ^ WPP WT5 *1 )̂  ̂ I
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*rs(t 37T scrnr **n # ?rr arcf *t 3$fl?t tw  *ift ft 

f  1 ¥*t # r*«ri ̂  fat* stpt ^ f a
tft ^rnrr v t w r  ft*fr arrsnf *rr wrr 
tpnrarr $ <ft fyf ?n^^*Troq>tT?in';in?t f t  yrvat
i  1

snr  ̂tsr ir arfer ?ft 'STOT <tt ^st ft̂ n fa 
T̂Tiff ^ f t T ^ f ^ r r a T ^ ^  | , ^ r ^ t  facTr^ ^nrr 
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’g w t m * m  < p w  mvk #  wmrn yr»ft <rft
| i  ^'flT'Wlaw^rnj¥t»if«fir?nr
^ f a ^ i r ^ m p r ^ ^ F s m
fnr*r w  *pt5j»t wrt w  ^ P fr  "EfFn̂r

«m^T ?f*W li t  ?ff *tftW <T9RT f t  
WfCTT vn fa?PTT «TT«rKWt?nWT 3TT t f r ^ l

 ̂ v w  fftn w  i f  «rf M *r *ir^ tffiw 
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f a ^ f ^ ^ f t ^ t c i r r f t ^  1 o t t o  m m x 
mtt-*sw?t « ^ r tit ^ r r  «ft $  # c  ^ w  

| ^Hmrarjr fa <*f ^  w *  
W  WlftTTOrW «*nPTT«#^T «?v TW  

WBT  ̂ I

^ t  i f t « n ^ f  mm w v t  « m r | ,  
*rt«rc# «firofc*fais m̂ Rn | «ffag^«*r-

‘T R fn  ’Ttsprerr % \ 1% v tft  $arn5 mflr fft  t?r?n  
^  1 1 S f a *  ^nr f a q  wnrr vn
^  | ?nfr *ff ^Wfft ̂ t̂ R!T ft I sfcHTOTT 
^ « m r % n r?r|?rt  ^ ^ T » m r ^ r a w % # ! i r c  

f o r  <  ^  g j f a  *tb ®t  ŝftgrsf ^r?rr t? r  
m *r*er ^sr ^  ^reft n r^  ^  «irc *pr?rr
'RfT t *rrf »ft 5T7̂
«rr#»rttr ^rrrfer ?r^f $  $ fa ? r  fa ir  q r
«rf v rtn  |  art y q 'v  f  aft *rftar fam ?r |  
^ ra ' V 'r rff  * r t  9 ^  v t q m #
^ f a t t f o r ^ f t ^ n l  f n ^ ^ w ^ j 5PS?n 
^  fanr tm* 4?t srf«RT « r#  i  w
7T «r*R'ffnr*Tf aftfn«fr7r r T ^ f  ? f t ^ r ^  f a q  
JTf snft »rrTt i j i f t w  f t r j  f M t  %ltx u r n
#  fr f a  sarrer fttft i f tr  sft»r *jp r ^ow r  
v m ri*  «Rtw « i^ t  1 t o r  n m v r  
^  aft t fr r c  f t  w it f f a  w * ff  ^  f a t ;  
g w ttfr  Hfff T f  » n rf writ T O R  it #  d k  
1 ^ #  n  ^ ?ft f a #  *FT ^  VnftT ^ f * T
H5̂  1 1 fror ?ft t  wrzx frafair ^ 
anq'tfr sfhc w f f t  v t f  Tfa ^  t o t  $  1

MR. CHAIRMAN: We have already 
taken one hour and five minutes. Tin 
time extended for this was about one 
hour and forty minutes or so. Now 
only 33 minutes are left. Within this 
time, the Minister has to reply and 
the mover will also speak. The time 
has already been extended; only 
thirty-five minutes are left. The 
Minister has to intervene and the 
mover has also to reply.

«ft f i t *  s n w  *r*rf ( * * n r  ) : sn m tn
w$m » ! w  j( w t f f *
?rtvt f w  #  T " ® r  f ir f a ^  wnr 
«rt?r «npr «rn wrr fiWf ̂Pt m *rWr
f̂tfarr 1

f n m %  »rfH«r : u r o r  t  «n<r

The hon. Minister.

SHE MINISTER OF AGRICUL
TURE AN© IRRIGATION (SHRI 
SURJIT KENGH BARNALA): Mr
ChakBiaxi, Sir, there have toeea no 
two -opinions in the House regarding 
th$ rini|K>r«aiiiee «f.:;»<w .̂ \ iA.ll 4he 
speakers from this aide or that side 
and hon. Members from different
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States, though having different views 
on the subject under discussion, have 
emphasised the importance of cow.

There has, however, been some 
differences in approach to this ques
tion. While some hon. Members 
stated that there should be total ban 
on cow slaughter and also on the 
progeny of cow, the other hon. friends 
stressed that there may be a ban on 
slaughter of useful cows, useful pro
geny of the cow, there should not be 
a total ban on the cow slaughter. 
These are the two main views given 
from both sides. Some hon. Members 
have advanced the arguments basing 
it on religious sentiments, historical 
aspectg as also on economic aspects; 
while some of the other hon. Members 
have mentioned about the economic 
aspects of the problem only for which 
reason, total ban on cow slaughter is 
not proper.

When we look into the history of 
this question, it arose mainly during 
the Second World War. When there 
were a large number of Allied forces 
present in India, there was a rampant 
slaughter of animals in the country. 
It became a) matter of worry and 
concern that in this manner, useful 
cows and even useful calves were 
being slaughtered. So, under the 
Defence of India Rules, some provi
sions were made under which cattle 
below three years of age could not be 
slaughtered; male cattle between three 
and ten years of age which were being 
used or were likely to be used as 
work cattle could not be slaughtered, 
cows between three and ten years of 
age which were capable of producing 
milk, other than the cows which were 
unsuitable for bearing offsprings, and 
all cows which were pregnant or were 
in milk could not.be slaughtered. 
This ban was imposed under the 
Defence of India Rules in the late 40s. 
On 30th September, 1946, after the 
expiry of the powers under the 
Defence of India Buies, it was again 
considered and decided that somehow 
in areas where the ban had been 
imposed, it should be continued. So, 
the Government asked the State Gov

ernments to consider the feasibility of 
introducing legislation for continuing 
the restriction imposed during the 
War. In November, 1947, the ques
tion was raised on the floor of the 
legislature and an expert Committee 
was formed to go into this matter. 
This Expert Committee, which was 
called the Cattle Preservation and 
Development Committee made certain 
recommendations in 1948. This has 
been referred to in the Resolution 
also. The main recommendations 
were: (i) the slaughter of all useful 
cattle should be immediately prohi
bited; (ii) unlicensed and unautho
rised slaughter of cattle should 
be immediately prohibited; and 
made a cognizaible offence 
under the law; (iii) Slaughter of 
cattle should be prohibited totally 
as early as possible; (iv) Necessary 
arrangements on the lines indicated 
should be made for the maintenance 
and care of serviceable and unproduc
tive cattle; (v) Gowshala cess such as 
‘Laga’, ‘Biti\ ‘Katauti’ and ‘Dharama- 
da’ should be legalised; (vi) An 
additional cess should be levied for 
raising funds required for establish
ing Go-Sadans etc. and collected 
through the existing collection 
machinery.

These were the main recommenda
tions. Government of India accepted 
the recommendations of the Com
mittee. but in the meantime the Con
stitution of India was also promul
gated, and this matter was taken up 
in Article 48. At that time, in 1049. 
the Minister of Agriculture informed 
the Constituent Assembly about the 
past recommendations and announced 
that the Government had accepted its 
recommendations so far a$ they rela
ted to prohibiting of slaughter of all 
useful cattle, because the recommen
dation was that the slaughter of 
useful cattle should be immediately 
prohibited. So, this was mentioned 
by the Minister of Agriculture in 
March 1949 before the Constituent 
Assembly.
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With regard to the recommenda

tions of the Committee for legislative 
measures. Government of India were 
of the opinion that this was a matter 
which primarily concerned the State 
Governments, as even at that time, 
the power of legislation in regard to 
such matters was vested in the pro
vincial Governments. Nevertheless, 
Government of India prepared a 
Model Bill on the lines of the recom
mendations of this Committee and 
circulated the same to the provincial 
Governments for their guidance and 
enactment of suitable legislation.

The reactions of the State Govern
ments were varied to that Model Bill 
also. Some States passed some legis
lation. Some did not do that. Then 
the Government of India felt that 
some State Governments were under 
the impression that the spirit of the 
Constitution was to stop the slaughter 
of cattle completely. Government of 
India accordingly addressed the State 
Governments on the subject in Dece
mber 1950 clarifying the legal and 
economic aspects. Drawing the atten
tion of the State Governments to 
Article 48 of the Constitution, Gov
ernment of India wrote:

“It is clear from the above article 
that what is really intended is not 
a total prohibition of all cattle 
slaughter but prohibition of slaugh
ter of cows and calves and other 
milch and draught cattJ? only. The 
directive is thus subordinate, and 
in a sense, ancillary to two impor
tant provisions in the Article, viz., 
(a) Preserving and improving the 
breeds of cows and calves and other 
milch and draught cattle; and (b) 
Prohibiting the slaughter of the 
abovp. Milch and draught cattle 
would cover only cattle capable of 
giving milk or of being employed 
for draught purposes or in other 
words ‘useful’ cattle. A total ban 
on the slaughter of all cattle is 
thus not an obligation imposed on 
the States by the Constitution.

Regarding th> economic aspect ot

the matter, a complete bah on the 
slaughter of cattle would appear to 
be wasteful. If enforced, it is 
bound to lead to a lower standard 
of cattle life and breeding in the 
country. The enormous expenditure 
on the maintenance of a large 
number of unproductive cattle 
makes it impossible to provide that 
care and nourishment to productive 
cattle which is essential for improv
ing' their milk capacity and traction 
power. The result is that even the 
productive cattle which are already 
small in number, will gradually 
deteriorate and cease t0 be produc
tive. From the Expert point of 
view also, the problem has consi
derable significance. Hides from 
slaughtered cattle are much superior 
to hides from felled cattle and fetch 
a higher price. In the absence of 
slaughter, the best, type of hide 
which fetches good price in the 
export markets would no longer be 
available. A total ban on slaughter 
is thus detrimental to the export 
trade and works against the inte
rests of tanning industry in the 
country.”

So, this was a letter written in 
December 1950. Thereafter, the 
Government of India made efforts, to 
set up goshala, ctc., because in some 
legislation, it was provided that there 
should be goshalas, etc. But that did 
not work very well; and ultimately it 
was found that it was not possible. 
It was a great financial burden on the 
States’ as well as the Central exche
quer. Then this matter went to the 
6upreme Court. Many of my friends 
had referred to that judgment of 
1953, that is, Mohd. Hanif Quareshi 
and others v/s. Statn of Bihar and 
others. The Article 48 was interpre
ted by the Supreme Court in this 
manner. There are three aspects;

(a) “That a total ban on the slaugh
ter of cows of all ages and 
calves of cows and calves of 
she-buffaloes, male and female,
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is quite reasonable and is in 
consonance with the Directive 
Principles as laid down ;n 
Article 48;

<b) That a total ban on the slaugh
ter of she-buffaloes or breed
ing bulls or working bullocks, 
as long as they are capable of 
being used as milch or draught 
cattle, is also reasonable and 
valid; and—for the purpose of 
this resolution, we are not 
concerned with this observation;

(<:) “That a total ban on the slaugh
ter of she-buffaloes, bulls and 
bullocks after they cease to be 
capable of yielding milk or of 
breeding or working as draught 
animals cannot be supported 
and reasonable in the interest 
of the general public and is 
invalid."

This is the finding. According to this 
finding, slaughter of cows was totally 
banned. Slaughter of progeny of the 
cow, lhat is, ca’ves of the cow and 
bulls and bullocks. :ts long as thoy are 
useful, also was banned. But, accord
ing to (c) it was mentioned that 
“bulls and bullocks after they cease 
to be capable of yielding milk or of 
breeding or working as draught 
animals—they could be slaughtered. 
So, this is the interpretation of the 
Supreme Court on Article 46 ci the 
Constitution. The position is very 
clear. Under Article 48, a provision 
has been made in the Constitution. We 
are bound by that provision. That 
provision has been interpreted by the 
highest legal authority, that te the 
Supreme Court, in a judgment. It 
has not been, later on, in any way, 
revised or reconsidered. That is also 
binding. Sb far as the position of the 
Government is concerned we are 
bound by the provision of the Consti
tution arifl also toy the finding of the 
Supreme Court. So, my position, as 
Minister of; this Department, is that 
according to Article 48, it has been 
provided that cows and calves and 

progeny cannot be slaughtered, 
but the bulls and bullocks after they

cease to be useful, could be slaugh
tered. This is the interpretation of 
the Article 48. Buffaloes are also 
useful as we get milk from them; 
calves of the buffaloes are also useful 
because they are also used for draught 
and progeny purposes; and that is 
why, the Supreme Court has, in part
(b) mentioned that there is a prohi
bition of slaughtering those animals 
because they are useful.

SHRI A. C. GEORGE (Mukanda- 
puram): If the whole thing is to be 
seen in the proper perspective, if the 
buffalo is yielding and is of use, if 
the goat is yielding and is of use and 
if the chicken is yielding and is oi use, 
how do you1, f differentiate between 

God'5 creation? As he was mention
ing as Minister for Agriculture, he 
Lap pot certain views and responsibi
lities. Like that, why not the Kerala 
Government has certain views accord
ing 1o the popular will of the Kerala 
people? The Kerala people are of the 
unanimous view that there should be 
no ban on cow slaughter.

SHRI SURJIT SINGH BARNALA: 
So far as my position is concerned. I 
am bound by the Constitution: and I 
am also bound by the judgment of the 
Supreme Court. I do not give any 
interpretation of my own to this; I 
only go by the interpretation given 
by the Slupreme Court. That is the 
position. In view of these observa
tions, I do not want to add anything 
more. I had meetings with the Gov
ernments of West Bengal and Kerala 
and I had discussion with the previous 
Chief Minister of Kerala also. I will 
discuss the matter with Shri Jyoti 
Bosu even in the present context, 
because a lot of things have been dis- 
cussed in this House and many deve
lopments have, taken place. We also 
visited Paunar recently, Mr. Stephen 
was also to accompany us; for certain 
reasons he was not able to go with 
us. So the leaders of various political 
parties in Parliament and some of the 
ministers also went and had discus

sions with Vinobaji. We are even
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now having some follow up of these 
discussions and we are trying to give 
our views to the two governments. 
That is all I have to say on this.

Timft fti?
troufi «pt 15& <n*nft 5 

fr  f̂ r̂ TTT pr n*
5J!̂ T Tt aî T tftRT *>T T*TI 4% 

*HT# fMfarT fâ TT *IT f*F V 5PR <>W 
?*r tnp snfirv ssfa 3T*srrftra> stjr &
I' tft *5 sr srnrr | #fSR
*3R  3TCT <R f«T fllf«PP ?r f^TR APT#

.$' fft flTTT fa w  'JTHTT $ I +K«f
ftp vR ?fh i flT^uw ^  srnr

48 ^  37 *pi vnremr farm «rr ?ft srar̂  fasr 
f r o  srr̂ ar *ff wim nrif  ̂far 
It fann tot trr fv s75?
^  1 vra f̂K4 fiTftww tiz Trfercft 
9*n̂ T I f̂*T̂3RT <4i*i¥!̂ UdH TTESfl
V—*T?T ŜT | I 5flf5P3[ f  tft'S
mfvv *PTT«r m 1 4 wwi sjttct srw ^  
star T̂f?n 1 $f«F*r srsr prr̂ : ftrar far 
«r$ fora srorcTfop t ___  («rroro)

SHRI C. K. CHANDRAPPAN- Two 
Chief Ministers are going to see 
Vinoba Bhave; he should be persuad
ed.

SHRI A. C. GEORGE: No single
political party including Janat.* Party 
is favouring ban on cow slaughter.

SHRI VASANT SATHE: On behalf 
of the Congress (I) party, we are for 
a total ban on cow slaughter; I say 
this on behalf of my party.

SHRI A. C. GEORGE: Let hij leader 
say this.

VT0 TWft ftflj : vHT̂ *R1'i
f*RRT %*R I $  tft iW r ?

(Interruptions).
MR. CHAIRMAN: When he is

speaking on behalf of his party and 
the Leader of the Opposition is there, 
and he is silent, he is accepting it; 
why do you compel him to say some
thing?

SHRI A. C. GEORGE: It is a dis
crimination based on sex; bullocks 
can be killed, not cows.

SHRI C. K  CHANDRAPPAN: 
Gandhiji was against a total ban.

DR. RAMJI SINGH: I will reply to 
you.
it#  3flr qr $ iw * wgm» qv foft* 1 1

Report of the Committee on the Pre
vention of slaughter of cattle in 
India, 1955, recommendation No. 1 
under item: preventing killing of
cows particularly in the cities of Cal
cutta and Bombay even when they 
had gone temporarily dry. The re
commendation says:

“Wholesale removal of milch cat
tle from the cities and the replace
ment of city produced milk by 
milk produced by animals kept in 
the natural surroundings in rural 
areas is the only permanent method 
of solving the problem of preven
tion of slaughter of milch animals.”

^f^??rsriT*r^*!TT$ff ̂  1 1 ifw w  
wWf $ 5to w$*hFTT «ift »rf t ftp »far«r «rt star 

1 Hmrfa w  $ sit? w
tprcrT* spt | —

Report of the Special Committee on 
Preserving High-Yielding Cattle- 
Recommendation: 1

“In order to prevent the deple
tion of stock of good quality cattle 
from breeding tracts through un
restricted removal of a large num
ber of high-Yielding milch cattle to 
areas outside the States, the States 
concerned should undertake legis
lation for the registration of milch 
cattle and for controlling their 
removal outside the State.”

jwst frfrt *ftx
% jf —

Report of the Cattle Preservation and 
Development Committee:

‘This Committee is of opinion 
that slaughter of cattle is not de
sirable in India under any circum
stances whatsoever, and that its 
prohibition shall be enforced by 
law. The prosperity of India to a 
very large extent depends on her 
cattle and the soul of the country
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can satisfied only if cattle slau
ghter Is banned completely and 
simultaneous steps are taken to im
prove the cattle../’

wwftr W ii wns f̂pnsr
*rro tpfhewt tit | ft* infV *5t  ̂ i

#  w a r n  *i*rr  |  f t r —

Maximum area of land which can be 
cultivated by a pair of bullocks will 
not only depend on work efficiency 
of bullocks

sarcnwr fcfa ffrsmi* *t*t ffa 
I ,  i f t  tftar a m  $  m *  g t  q T # s  t t f f  
i  frft | » fcr mm fc »rwr& i xtfky *rnr *t

«ppn 3 fyypft’ ^ aw,
^ aw f f ^ I  ft*tT I ffTfW T O  W* 
kIH ?T *Tt ^  ^ t W5?
f?WT | —

Chapter VIII Draft Sixth Five Year
Plan—

“Livestock production practices 
in India have been found to be not 
only labour intensive but also
labour distributive and rural in 
nature.”

eft rrsftar *Ft vm  $  ftrq $ m ft in f 
t  i aft

Indian Livestock Census 1966—1st
line:

“Unlike the western countries
where cattle are kept for milk and 
meat, in India they are maintained 
for milk and draught power.
They are also the source of a 
large portion of the manure used 
by the farmers.”

t, vst-frMr*rar $ fr 3* tftirf * vrWtet 
$ wt ftr w f t  fw f̂r gf t »

vwr^Rprrf »«rrr$v* ip from t*r 
i * t  nw mft fc «rt *wisr iro-*r«r 

ift ifiN'W^wrt, <ŵ <iw4>wti w>tg<r 
ftwt | S fpgtnw

^  •tifr'inw r j f i r  iiw  fli»jww taraft «n 
girmn fcilftar «iH**ift«rc*fta sfft ** a** 
11 *rift

f W  F *  m
vm ftvnrw ( i & t n r  w it

C j aift wimrfifv <mw I, xwft unrt % ftnrnr
finer wtf «fiff ( 1  tffirsmr mrr 48 nftr
35#TO f^frVMWT | ftr fW 
?  w n j  T W  W lf ^ C  I a T V T t %  S W F fi?  tft̂ T̂PTT 
t n p r T  p  a ft f t r  3* *  s m r n r m r  t o r r  | —

5th January 1967, assurance is there 
by the Government of India on the 
floor of Parliament.
On 12th March, Shri Jagjivan Ram, 
the then Agriculture Minister gave 
an assurance.
On 18th September, 1976 Shri Om 
Mehta gave similar assurance.
£ *nr WTFTWT$ I fatft STMT XfT I? f (̂ft
w m f m  m P R  q f  a t f f  « f t r  H f  f a  #  w f  1w f t  

*rt»r >pt Tfr gi fwfa f*rr T|)r | fff tjt «rrr 
hw t ’rfVr *ftfrw # »ft
w  * t t  'c tv  9 n tt  f f  «fV 1 fn?*fr*c ^  W R ft  srf^nrar 

ifERnnw f  1 ftnsre
h  f?nr i m  |  f w a  ^  in p r  ^ r r  a rm ?  

<Ft t o t  ^  ? n n  ^ t? ft |  ^  fa n fn r- ( ? z r -
«?n r  ’rreft a ft #  f^rr  «it  ^ a v t  ^ t  w r r

*Ft 4 ' arerrarr g . . .

17.00 hrs.

SHRI A. C. GEORGE: Gandhiji 
said, “The Hindu religion prohibits 
cow slaughter for the Hindus; not for 
the world. The religious prohibition 
comes from within. Any imposition 
from without means compulsion." 
(Interruptions) .

*T° TTOlft fag: q i WTO W ^  |
v t  w t  < t f  i  1 y c r t  aft ? * m « r a T

% *raw «$wrriff qvai «rr ^
ift«r *Fft « t t  5  ̂«ft 1
v t  «Pt^w?r |  ( i s T O f t t )  t « rrrt>  a m #  
wfircr ftr̂ TT f  1 *rtrft
a f t ^ f a r « N r a  ^  w  ^  a * ! 5'®
^  < m r ârsnpnr ^  t  « f t  m  

n W t  a ft  w #  w f f r  f  :

Gandhiji says,
“I have received letters from the 

cow protection societies in Mysore 
protesting against my letter to the 
Mysore Cow Protection Committee 

'̂ appointed by the State. My iettif
• wa*' in answer to a large question

naire issued by that committee. S&c-
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tracts from the letter published in 
the Madras press led to the cow 
protection societies to think that I 
was totally against legal prohibi
tion of cow slaughter under any 
circumstances whatsoever. I was 
surprised to receive this letter and 
I wondered whether in a moment 
of forgetfulness I had said that 
there should never be any legisla
tion against cow slaughter. I there
fore asked for a copy of my letter 
from the cow protection society 

which they have finally sent. As 
the letter represents my considered 
opinion and has been given some 
importance by the committee and 
has caused misunderstandings 
among the public Mysore I re
produce the whole letter below ...’* 
(Interruptions) .

art *5 $ fo nhft aft $ i*j[
•I HA *TRf  ̂I

ffTOSTfatf fPSPT *t 35HT 'Tff ■an̂ rr 
<TT *TT«T$ T3TT $
«ftr tft vt vtj fasr 1 1 *rttfr aft jft gre 
*>fT | ST? TJflW ?T$i flfjRSfaPT
$ I titK »TTSrV sft WT VTT f

1 1 ftpfm aft , «JPm srî r ait
anravm f, fartft # ^
•I({11 3ft fv  id ^ l 9rfV*T 3[tj stvnt
sttttw h nmii wftfa a* *?r ifk *rrt

*t m  Owrr | ft? »fr«TO s'ptt *rr1̂  1 
*t ’ftfarq, #*.5Tfos* tf«rcf?qft$t?ft 

arrf?4 1

aw swnr wt* •pt $ ;—
“ Dear Jyoti, Basu,

You may have learnt from the 
newspapers about Acharya Vinoba 
Bhave’s announcement to go on a 
fast which, in his age, is almost a 
complete fast, in support of a ban 
on cow slaughter, in accordance 
with the interpretation given by 
the Supreme Court. In this con
nection, I wrote to you a letter on 
May 80th, (copy enclosed), in 
which I had explained this position. 
Subsequently, when you w en good 
anoutfh to pay a visit to me at 
Patna, I understood you to say that

the Interpretation give* -Jfey the 
Supreme Court was reasonable and 
that there should be no cti&culty 
in giving effect to it.”

eft qfsV aft qfapra f, aw RfTut
aft fartar aft r | «#k 4*$(r
four *>r t o  *njrr trre f t  ?

wfrn* *rrar t o  fa r s  sr̂ Sf q^?rr sra$err 
w  «fft 4 *  15 «nsr *ft srrt fv ftt  vt 

I  ifft «r t̂ Ht arihr % ftnn |
fa  f^S-wfanr ftrr  vr cr«rr snjsr *nrc>r »F*ft- 
*stft nt-^cirr $  are <jt anm fc 1 »tt$wt 
t o  mx f t  ant eft m
sTTtm 1 **rf?n; *nt *5 
*rr ?£t aRrt spyft t  1 vxpmfpfi ^ »ft- 
f'Jir ^ f?rd ff̂ r v® wr,
apr̂  ift arrvw ^ «r|t 5T*n', ŵrf̂ rcr 

arnr ^ t t  t o  | 1

f̂hflTVT llJ'J Tl̂ [ ^ %
îw *ra *r*t WITT 1 1 v& w  *̂r 5ft mrevrfhr 

»r?ft aft ^ «rr̂ »r # ar*?r wnf?nF?r f  fa ^
ETTTT I I sfwrc «PT aft 

i([l fT?TI |i 1HX9W ft IRT5 ^ W
ufavrft 1 1 eft firfkaH vt a ro  t t  vptc 

wtr fijfjRTR «Pt aft iwt’wr f̂ rnr- 
tnfwr |, ^  frwtwfr «pt *rrr?r f  1 rs# 
irfHV 9VFT ^  ̂ fftT yftfatt
^  ^ftvrx ?r ?ft i  Pp ^ rvt

m*e ?>tt 1

# Jif are* *F̂=n g *ns 
^  WffSp T̂TTT <tor?3T ^
i»n*nre»preTt$*r«fr%^?
f ,  ttnPC T lf eft «ft*T at ĤTT «FT 

0

In the Resolution, alter the words 
“This House directs the Govern
ment," insert the words “to advise 
the States of West Bengal and 
Kerala”
5*  vroft | fftr tar vttw
*rr rwnr # |*r ^

viffr ̂  i?*t^  fWNe rww f*rRv
t o i t  smrtTR ^tt | iftr 
^  *m | i irift ift ^  $, -snfr
»ft «*»}, f̂»*r aft iftr # &m 
gyt fwrtrft m  * to&fi ifk *mx Hm 

wr nr-% irsbtc #  5JT»wt«fvW 
f, vfax ^t ?fr fa r a t e  «t irrter

irtfN «r«i9wrc # «PRt* t  fa 
w%xm «wkK $ r «n ^ «w »r
^twjnffS, tit nv | m t #mr
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iw qwfnr *nrr «pt 
w fm wit*rr( 0 ft *m «&'**!>& Hi * 
$Wt tftor, 5S TO #r fbff # ?> sroror ijffi
IfWW ̂ fp ̂  ifjfisR «Ft 9XVTX *H*f Wqt,
*fh ̂  me 3# t*r ?pp5<t vt  v
v'ti vfemf 1 f»r  *ftr fo|apn*r 
*twtt % qhf ?M *w 11 xftt 

♦w amw € ̂ wr *raft foffcn *m stt 
f 1 c* «rwft $ «t«i  wpN fraf $ sntfm 
1 vpn ftr i fpFr Wwr *pt rnfts'i w ̂ *n*r ̂f 1

MR. CHAIRMAN:  There is  one
amendment by Shri Vinayak Prasad 
Yadav to this Resolution.  I find he 
is absent.  So, I will put it to the 
vote of the House.

The amendment was put and negativ
ed.

MR. CHAIRMAN:  We shall now 
take up the main Resolution by  Dr. 
Ramji Singh.

SHRI SURJIT SINGH BARNALA: 
Since he has mentioned  about some 
amendment, I want to say something 
on it.

MR. CHAIRMAN: There is no am-’ 
endment,  excepting  one by  Shri 
Vinayak Prasad Yadav.

SHRI HARI  VISHNU  KAMATH 
(Hoshangbad): SiT, I rise on a point 
of order.  Rule 345 reads:

“Notice of  an  amenment to a 
motion shall be given one day  be
fore the day cm which the motion 
is to be considered,  unless  the 
Speaker allows the amendment to 
be moved without such notice.”

Now you, as Chairman, have got the 
powers of the Speaker. Anyone  in 
the Chair has got the power of  the 
Sueaker.  Apart from .that, see  the 
wording otf the rule "one day before 
the day on which the motion is to be 
considered”.

MR.  CBA1BMAN:  What is your
contention?

SHRI HARI VISHNU KAMATH:
I have given notice of an amendment.
I gave notice 14 days ago.

MR CHAIRMAN: It is not here.

SHRI HARI VISHNU  KAMATH: 
It is not my fault.

MR.  CHAIRMAN:  There is only
one amendment, by  Shri  Vinayak 
Prasad Yadav.

SHRI  HARI VISHNU  KAMATH:
I am sure the House would agree to 
my amendment...

MR. CHAIRMAN: My  information 
is that the hon. Speaker has already 
rejected one  amendment  on these 
lines.  That amendment was not al
lowed by the Speaker. So, I am not 
allowing this amendment also.

SHRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA: Sir, 
Government can  move an amend
ment at any time.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Under what rule? 
No,  I am not allowing it.

SHRI SURJIT SINGH BARNALA: 
The Mover of the Resolution in the 
course of his speech referred to one 
amendment.  I want to refer to it.

THE MINISTER OF PARLIAMEN 
TAJRY  AFFAIRS  AND  LABOUR 
(SHRI RAVINDRA VARMA): In th, 
cousre of a debate, if an amendment 
is moved, it is allowed by the Chair:

SHRI  C.  K.( CHANDRAPPAN: 
There should be sufficient notice.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Kamath, the 
difficulty is that sufficient notice  is 
not given.  But if the hon. Minister 
is moving it, if it is the pleasure of 
the House, it can be permitted.

SHRI RAVINDRA VARMA: It has 
happened many times.  Xn this very 
session there was a Private Members11 
Resolution on the  land  army and 
there was an  amendment of  this 
kind, proposed and accepted, and the 
Chair allowed it
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SHRI VASANT SATHB: Sir, on a 
point order. Rule 345 is quite clear. 
It says:

“Notice of an amendment to a 
motion shall be given one day be
fore the day on which the motion 
is to be considered  ̂ unless the 
speaker allows the amendment to 
be moved without such notice"

SHRI K. P. UNNIKRISHNAN 
(Badagara): He has not allowed it 
in this case.

SHRI VASANT SATHE: 
Here what is the whole procedure? 
There should be adequate notice so 
that we all know. But in case the 
notice is short, it is procedural. But 
if the House agrees and if the mover 
moves an amendment.. (Interrup
tions). Here is a question only of 
procedural part. The Speaker has 
the power to condone the period and 
allow.

SHRI K. P. UNNIKRISHNAN: 
He has rejected it already. There 
is no amendment as of now. The 
moment the Speaker rejects it, there 
is nc amendment.

SHRI RAVINDRA VARMA: The
amendment of Dr. Ramji Singh now 
referred to has not been considered 
and rejected by the Speaker.

SHRI K. P. UNNIKRISHNAN: 
It has been considered and rejected 
by the Speaker.

(Interruptions)

MR. CHAIRMAN: If we accept 
this amendement, then other amend
ments have to be accepted. There 
should not be any discrimination 
between this and the others. If 
we accept this, we have to accept the 
other amendments also. That is the 
difficulty.

DR. RAMJI SINGH: It depends up
on the pleasure of the House, Sir.

(Interruptions)

MR. CKAXKMAH: one
amendment has already been reject
ed by the hon. Speaker, I don’t think 
there is any substance In accepting 
this. So. I am not allowing this 
amendment.

(Interruptions)
SHRI SHAMBHU NATH CHA- 

TURVEDI: Whose amendment was 
rejected? Was it Mr. Kamath’* 
amendment?

~MR. CHAIRMAN: Not Mr.
Kamath’s. Shri R. D. Gattani's 
amendment.

SHRI SHAMBHU NATH CHA- 
TURVEDI*. What happened to Mr. 
Kamath’s amendment?

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr Kamath’s 
amendment is not there at all. I 
do not know. Nothing is before me.

SHRI HARI VISHNU KAMATH: I 
gave notice of it a fortnight ago.

MR. CHAIRMAN: But it is not 
before me.

SHRI HARI VISHUN KAMATH: I 
do not know why it is not admitted.
SHRI SHAMBHU NATH CHA- 

TURVEDI: His amendment is exac- 
ly on the same lines.

MR. CHAIRMAN: But that amend
ment is not here.

(Interruptions)
SHRI SURJIT SINGH BARNALA: 

Sir, this being a State subject, under 
the Constitution we won’t be 
able to enforce this Resolution, so 
we cannot support the passing of this 
Resolution. Under the Constitution 
it cannot be done.

MR. CHAIRMAN: You cannot sup
port it?

SHRI SURJIT SINGH BARNALA: 
We cannot support it. Under the 
Constitution, it is a State subject and 
we cannot enforce it on the State 
Governments.

<Z»tern**itiOn»)
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SHRI A. C. GBORGB: Th* Gov- 
vernment has taken a very correct 
attitude.

(Interruptions)

MB. CHAIRMAN: He says that the 
Government cannot support this Re
solution.

The question* is:

'‘This House directs the Govern
ment to ensure total ban on the 
slaughter of cows of all ages and 
calves in consonance with the Di
rective Principles laid down in 
Aiticle 48 of the Constitution as 
interpreted by the Supreme Court 
as well as necessitated by 3trong 
economic considerations based on 
the recommendations of the Cattle 
Preservation and Development 
Committee and the reported fast 
by Acharya Vinoba Bhave from 21 
April, 1979."

The Lok Sabha divided:

Division No. 14 17.26 hrs.

AYES

Amin Prof. R. K.
Argal, Shri Chhabiram 
Balak Ram, Shri 
Berwa, Shri Ram Kanyar 
Chakravarty, Prof. Dilip 
Chaturvedi, Shri Shambhu Nath 
Chhe&i, $h*i ;chha^a Bahadur 
Dasgupta, Shri K. N.
Dawn, Shri Raj Krishna

NOI& '

Dhurve, Shri Shyamlal 
Dutt, Shri Ashoke Krishna 
Gawai, Shri D. G.
Gomango, Shri Giridhar 
Gupta, Shri Kanwar I*al 
Kamath, Shri Hari Vishnu 
Khan, Shri Kunwar Mahmud Ali 
Krishan Kant, Shri 
Mahale, Shri Hari Shankar 
Malthctra, Shri Vajay Kumar 
Mhalgi, Shri R. K.
Mondal, Dr. Bijoy 
Mritunjay Prasad, Shri 
Naidu, Shri P. Rajagopal 
Nathwani, Shri Narendra P.
Nayak, Shri Laxmi Narain 
Pandit, Dr. Vasant Kumar 
Pradhan, Shri Gananath 
Pradhan, Shri Pabitra Mohan 
Raghavji, Shri 
Ramji Singh, Dr.
Sai, Shri Narhari Prasad Sukhdeo 
Samantasinhera, Shri Padmacharan 
Saran, Shri Daulat Ram 
Satapathy, Shri Devendra 
Sathe, Shri Vasant 
Shastri, Shri Y. P.
Stephen, Shri C. M.
Suman, Shri Surendra Jha 
Swarriy, Dr. Subramaniam 
Tej Pratap Singh, Shri 
Verma, Shri Raghunath Singh 
Verma, Shri Sukhdeo Prasad 

NOES

Alhaj, Shri M. A. Hannan 
*Deshmukh, Shri Ram Prasad 
Pazlur Rahman, Shri 
Kolur, Shri Rajshekhar 
Mahata, Shri C. R.
Roy, Dr. Saradish 
Saha, Shri A. K.
Tirkey, Shri Pius
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MR. CHAIRMAN: Subject to cor- It is unconstitutional.. . (Interrup-
rection, the ’ result of the division tions).
Ayes—42; Noes—8. SHRI M. N. GOVINDAN NA1R:

The m o tio n  w as  a d o v tr d .  Any resolution can be be passed
here.
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17.26 hrs.
RESOLUTION RE: PROCEDURE
FOLLOWED REGARDING PROMO

TION OF A JUDGE.
MR. CHAIRMAN: We now toke 

up the next Resolution. Shri Stephen.
SHRI C. M. STEPHEN (Idukki): 

Mr. Chairman, Sir, I rise to move the 
resolution which stands in the name 
of Mr. Veerabhadrappa and under 
his authorisation, as permitted by the 
Speaker, I move:—

“Having considered the statement 
made by Shri Shanti Bhushan, Mi
nister of Law, Justice and Company 
Affairs on the floor of the House 
on 6th March, 1979 on the circum
stances under which the promotion 
of Shri O. N. Vohra took place 
after the, pronouncement of judg. 
ment in ‘Kissa Kursi Ka’ case.

This House records its displeasure 
over the procedure adopted in con
nection with the said matter/4
This resolution arises out of a 

statement made by the Law Minister 
in this House spelling out the cir
cumstances under which Shri O. N. 
Vohra, the sessions judge, was pro
mote! as a High Court Judge, the 
timely promotion at the conclusion of 
the trial of the ’Kissa Kursi Ka*
case............

SHRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA 
(Delhi Sadar): Sir, I rise on a point 
of order.

Sl-IRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA: 
To my mind, it is unconstitutional 
and it cannot be discussed.........

SHRI K. S. RAJAN: As if the 
earlier resolution was constitutional.

SHRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA: 
Let mo first read out the resolu
tion which has been moved bv Shri 
Stephen, the Leader of the Opposi
tion.

It reads:
“Having considered the statement 

made by Shri Shanti Bhushan, Min
ister of Law Justice and Com
pany Affairs on the floor of the 
House on 6th March, 1979 on the 
circumstances under which the pro
motion of Shri O. N. Vohra took 
place after the pronouncement of 
judgment in ‘Kissa Kursi Ka’ case.
This House records its displea
sure over the procedure adopted in 
connection with the said matter."
Let me read article 241. It says: 

says:
“ (1) “Parliament may by law 
constitute a High Court for a Union 
territory or declare any court in 
such territory to be a High Court 
for all or any of the purposes of 
this Constitution.

(2) The provisidn of Chapter V 
of Part VI shall apply in relation to 
every High Court referred to in 
clausc (1) as they apply in relation 
to a High Court referred to in
article 214 subject to such modifi-

•The following Members also recorded their Votes:

AYES Sarvashri R.L.F. Verma, Dharxn Singh Bhai Patel, Motlbhai
R; Chudhary Atal Bihari Vajpayee, Narendra Singh, Madan Lai Shuklas,
B. P. Manual, Rejendra Kumar Sharma, Shri Gev. M. Avari, Shr*
Krishna Singh and Ram Prasad Deshmukh.

NOES: Sarvashri Ram Awadhe* Singh, C. XL Chandrappan, K. A-
Rigan Jadunath Kisku, Begud Sambrui K. P. Unni Krishnan,
Shrimati Rashida Haqu« Chaudhary, Shri A. C. George.


