
l i '» *  hr*.

RB. CALCUTTA HIGH' COURT 
JUDGMENT ON PAYMENT OF 
BONUS TO  L IC EMPLOYEES

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE (Kaipur) :
I have alieady'L written to you.

MR. SPEAKER : I have rot accepted 
it. Nothirg^will go on record.

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE : The other 
<*ay when this quuticn was railed, the 
Ch ail man. Shri Ishaque Sambhali. was there 
in the chaii ■ I got a message fr< m Cal
cutta fKir. xn> her. frierd. Shri & mnath 
Chatterjcc that the Calcutta High Court 
has held that non-payment of borus to the 
L IC  employees is mala fide ard illegal and 
has stated that the LIC employees are en- 
titled to bonus. When I Taifid the matter 
in the House, the hon. Minister of State for 
Law and Justicc. Dr. Seyid Muhammad was 
there—he [ is also here row— aT-d 
the Chairman directed him whether he 
had any irformation to that iffect. He said 
that he hadfno irformaticr hut he would 
inform the He UJe. Or the basiscf this I 
tabled a Call attei tic r  xrcti<r a i '.I lir te  
also lert a > nice un ’.eT Rules 377 1 ut I 
ha\e r.ot received ary reply whether jc u  
ha%e rejcctcd it cr rot. Bccaufe the 
other Howe has rot adopted the Bill, the 
mischief that was done in this House is 
likely to be repeated in the other Hcuie. 
There cannot be any; ccr tempt of Court. 
This is a continuirg ca?e ard the law of 
aub judice does not apply. The Calcutta 
High Court has definitely given a verdict 
in favour of the employes, that this is 
mala fide and illegal. That is why I want 
you to direct the Law MiristeT to apprise 
the House about the matter. Either the 
Finance Minister or the Law Mir ister 
should make a statement.

MR. SPEAKER : I have not accepted 
it. But, if the Minister is willing to nuke 
a statement* he can uo so.

7

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE : If the
Chairman has directed, it has no validity ?

MR. SPEAKER : If any judgment is 
given on any matter in the High Court, 
that matter cannot be a point o f  calling 
Attention in the House. As a Call Atten
tion, I have not aooepted it. But nothing 
prevents the Minister if he wants to make a 
statement on his own.

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE : He has 
to make a statement.

MR. SPEAKER : That is a different 
matter.

SHRI DINEN BHATTACHARYYA 
(Serrmpore) : You can- draw his atten
tion.

MR. SPEAKER: I will consider 
that.

i i * 11 hrs.

MARRIAGE LAWS (AMENDMENT) 
BILL—Contd.

MR. SPEAKER : The house will now 
ake up further consideration of the 
Marriage Laws (Amendment) Bill.

«ft tRT/norfr ( 5 p m  ) : *r*rcr 

f o r  ft vr?r *  

error «rr fa  JWTcgr £t 
rim sfp-.Stsmr * w  i srra

srretsr fwrr ft, m w r
£ CT % SRTT i  I

^fTT if fa«TTS , fa

?fiX %&z srtnr * t r t« tr j t
I  I I  f a i t  fa *T 3

t f x w  ft r f in r s w n :  §  w r  i

fa * l?  3TRT W nc fVtnrft % ®rr€TTT <TT
=fr f n f  v  i m r r c  «nc 
greffrdT w m rr t

^ e r r  g  * f a

a n t  $  ^
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ar? fM r  3*r tt  «wpff «n*rr

51T5TT |  i f W *  *P T  
i r * r r f t a T  | f % - ? i T ^ T  s r r t f t  fir?rr 

vrnfY % w * i ? T C 3 r r ? r  
^ fT q r ^ t  ^  % ?rr?r̂ r *  vnfeqt

f t  srrefY t ,  *r f a

f t  STToT | ^  VTCft f >  3Tlrft
| ,  q r  »T 5 T r  « r a » s n r t ft  %  
*r f r  5rr?rT |  * r f t  * m f t  ffe ft  |  * r t r

*TC W f % » * f t  5Tf*?t SRTcft |
rift *rr£t ^tcft |  i w fw f f iw f

if cT«fT fa fatf STRff ^  fafTO SWTT*ft
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W 3 T ? ft *T f  * f t  f t # f l * T » W T  
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W'iT TTcT i f  i f t f t  STTrft ff I ^ f a ^ T I f  
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*TT T£F flSft «PT *TT«T f^T R ’T I 
S r f o r  ^  « ft  f t  ^rrm' % %
sfr^JT i? v*  S T ^ R  q ft ^ r ( T  7 5 T  f t  
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*Sc\T % SPTTUT ^T ?>rf WTT 3ftan

3* * T T  f t  'jfToT t  t f t r  #  TT^r ^
3TCT f> T T  'S f T ^  £  » 
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f»n? s ^ w n r  ^ r r  g  i f t r  ?»» f i w  w  

^ I c T  T O T  g  ftR T  i f  ^ f f %
•i t . s p t f W t a  « p w i  «rt w t h  f?nrr 

^ «^mr f*T «r, o r̂ î

®?apTTT ^T TT̂ cfT SkTPTT |

*r tT  m a n r p r r  |  i 
9«r fft Wcrar ^ r  a  ^ r  mx % «?f f t  
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^  ft? ft  f i q T ^ r  % «fr6m c «T7
?>5ft $ ,  ^ f i r t h T ^ r  t l l t T  ^ 5 T JT R T T C  
?«TT H W  j  f v f * r f t ^ r  ^ T O T T

^ n ff  u k  w r w  «Pt srtc^mp

% sft 'srr^mT w r  &4 v  5Tffrr ^ft fftt 
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%, ^  ??)• f̂tirr ^t ?rrsr v x  kt 
^rrfefrt ^  i ^ f t r w r c

5PT fW9T«T STR’STFf *? ^

%«nr arr^^n cw ?r-fr f % 9 T  ^ ?RTsrf- 
cfkfw^Tf f>T, SFcTSTFftq- f^i^Tf 
5Tff ff*T ?W 5W if WSTfTT g f̂ fT 
TTnftociT ^t , w^mr

g?? 5=r̂ f f t  «%*ft i ftrr^: 
^fr tKTBRrfinf.cTT % t t ,  orr̂ fr- 

qm %5TnTT?:, ?rtf %srm T C ^ f t ^  

?, ?r*rf ft^  11 s m srr̂ r 
*i?f>r f> iftT ^ s r r ^ ^r?^, 
^rf^T -srrfcT 5f,T f t  ?frr ?rf^t ^prtt 

^t, rr̂ r »TXST5T*T f t

«ftT Wfapt ^  m tSK W  ̂ Ft 
fflTf̂ qT fp ft efi ?*r ?l t  T̂flST'TT 
i  f r ^ T s h  ^t ^H^TT *ftrtn^tiPTr 

f̂t *rnwT i5rmcr ft»ft ^ rc

*?t w ^ r r  ?frr ^  T^rr v t 
i? f»fMr,

?̂T I 5ft fsr^ SiT<H#

f=rnn t  w r  if ?ptpf srr̂ raT̂ r 
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a sp'fer ^ f r n f f  «P> n ^ r  f*,%*ft* <9
T*i' w *f % srfpT î w « f t  # 
K f t  f f i ' f e r  q*v srre
f?ir f  sfTT fa<RTR v  ^nr f?rftr?r

^<T?ff «iT 5Tf.Z VTfipr |?flT^r 

^ i  5iT5n ?Tff T̂fcTT g I Sfasta
w  *? ^*f^nrTt*fFFftr *foft »rftor
5fft ^ r  if T^JfT T̂fcTT g %  3??*r

yrar ?.t «ft ^*i it s t fw r  ^  i crrPp
?RT3rMtJT vt\T. SFtWTrft̂ T fW Ifl ^t

»r i ^ wirsnr g  fw/ f?r

fw?T % *fTttfR ^ wWf ^t ^  w t

unrf^frT | «fk^% 3W T ^

P̂n r  *Pt ^wpf+Tft ^*n w t  i tA
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[sfhRT W T H 'j 

t  at't^pt «rfsr* * r m

f  I 'SfT'T

V t  % T > r s r  ?t1r sm sr* ^  % f a s  

i m *  3* fk*T%r t f r t t  ' i w l t f  §, 

^  sftrmfKcf r*%  t t

fosrrt i $  g f% w f w  

*i 5T5f ^ r  tfrc w v f W i  r r t fto r
^£)Tor=prf, sr^ r i

5* 3T57T *TT«T $ 5*T fifff 
?Tf?r«p 5R 7tt f  sf'rtm ci*>>

STOTTS %cTT  ̂ I

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN 
THE MINISTRY OF LAW, JUSTICE 
AND COMPANY AFFAIRS
(DR V A SEYID MUHAMMAD) 
Mr Speaker Sir I am grateful 
to the large number of hon Members 
who participated m tht discussion and 
mid" Vi ry viluable contributions to the 
discussion

In bringing this onundmtnt the main 
consideration which was before the Go- 
vernm nt was to work out a balance between 
the necessity of liberalisation of the provi
sions and also to sec that the new piovi- 
sions do not degenerate into Iictrce Ir 
this attempt we have weighed tht hinvn 
factors and the rights and liabilities of the 
parties with a view to bnrgmg the rt com
mendations made by the Law Commission 

and the Committee on the Status of Women 
and other representations made from 
the public into the statute book Some of 
the criticisms made are ver> relrvsrt and 
valuable. After examining the recom
mendations made we came to certain con
clusions which we thought will remedy the 
evils and brmgtn a situation where liberalisa
tion will take place. Everyone of the 
amendment suggested and every proposal 
made m the House will be considered and m 
fact asp being considered with the greatest 

concern. If in the working of this new

am*ndm*nt certain provisions are found to 
be inadequate certainly Government will 
not h»sitate to adopt the amrodments which 
are found to be necessary and relevant at 
that time.

There has b;en, during the debate, a 
universal support generally, to the provi
sions of the Bill I will not take the valu
able tim- of the House to deal in detail with 
ev rysugg stion "’made and am n̂dm n̂t 
moved It is not that w<. consider any of 
these amendments suggested to be lest, im
portant But I thought that m order to save 
the rim* of the House I could dral with 
som* of the salient points or amendment*' 
suggested by a number of Hon Members

There has b-en a suggestion m*dc, 1 
think, bv M-s Pirvathi Krishnan, among 
others, that registration under See 8 must 
b“ nude compuslsory Wliat has been 
done is that that question s Ufrto the con
cerned State Governments to weight the ar- 
cmm>tanccs and compulsions thire W.. 
have enabled the State Governments to 
fram'- rul-s Som- State Governments 
have m»de rules but they have made it 
op lonal md not compulsory (Interruptions) 
we shall c rtainlj watch operation of this 
provision and, if it is found that the optional 
rights gmn to the parties do not work, 
we miy resort to introducing the provision 
wuch imk 6 registration compuslory

SHRIMATI PARVATHI KRISHNAN 
(Coimbatore) If you will read the 
statem nt of objects and reasons, you 
will fined that the am ndm"nts that arc 
b ingsugg sted are based on the recommen
dations of the Law Commission and the 
Committee of the Status of Wom*n It is 
in that context that I raised it This has 
bien hanging fife for so long and it is very 
necessary to introduce compuslory registf** 
non and not to have the option.

DR V  M SEYID MUHAMMAD 
Well, I appreciate the weight of the argu
ment. the very f»c* that the power *** 
given to State Governments to make the 
rules and the verv fact that none of tH.
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·State Governments has thought it Pecessary 
to make it compul sory supports our view 
that there is no justification for it. (Interrup-
tions). That is why we thought that this 
was a matter which the State Government 
could deal with better. The fact that they 
have not made it compulsory rather sup-
ports our legislation. 

Regarding the question of minimum 
:age of m arriage, suggestions have beer. mP. de 
that it should be raised to 21 in one case and 
oactually, in a general amendment by Shri 
Naik, he has said that it must be the same 

-as the voting age under the Representation 
of the People Act. Generally, the idea may 
be all right. But, for the time being, we 
find it only necessary to have the age at 15 
for girls an d 18 for men . 

The reason is that under the Child 
Marriage (Restrair,t ) Act, it is the sr me pi o .. 
VISIOn. So, we do n ot think it necessa ry at 
this stage to amend both the Chi ld M arriage 
( Restraint ) Act as well as thi s. Adultery has 
been ... . (Interr'Uptions). 

SHRI M. C. DAGA (Paii) : She 
'has a right to repudiate her husband. But, 
now can a girl, without atta ining the age 
,of mJjority, repudiate her husband 

DR. V. M. SEYID MUHAMMAD : 
I will reply to thi s when the time comes. 

Now, regarding the question of adulte ry, 
'formerly, the provi sion was that the ground 
.should be proved. If somebody see ks 'adul-
tery· as a ground for divorce , the ground 

should be proved that the offending cor.-
-cerned party was living in adultery. But 
experience has shown that it is a very diffi-
·cult thin g to prove that he or she is living 
'in adult.: ry. There were ca ses in courts and 
conse qmnt rcprc· s <)"JMion ~ mrd~ by v2rious 
individuals and associations. We;- have 
.made it that evc;-n one act of adultc;-ry is suffi-
cient for being a good ground for a divorce. 
We do not propose like the;- English Dog that 
.one must exhibit the vicious prop( nsity by 
lbiting more than once. If the dog bites 

once, that is sufficient and we do not believe 
in the principle that the propensity must 
be exhibited by continuously repeating 
the offen ce . 

Now, regarding the other points , there is 
some mi sunderstanding about the provision 
when a person is not heard of for seven 
years. I think Shrimati D cshpande b rought 
that amendment saying that it must be 
reduced to one year. My feeling is that 
there has been a slight confusion about the 
question . Under See. 108 of the Evidence 
Act,the presumption is that, when a person 
is not heard of for seven years, he is dead. 
We bave incorporated the presumption into 
this Bill. I t is not really desertion for a 
long time. I t is n ot a ground of desertion. 
We have incorporate d this in order to miti-
gate the hardship which the party may have 
Lo u nd ~rgo. That is why this provision is 
t here. Suppose the husband is living or the 
wife is !i ving but not heard of for se ven 
or m'Jre years. That is why we have in-
corporated the substance of the present 
Sec. 108 of the Evidence Act that if a person 
is n ot heard of, about whom, normally, the 
other spouse should have heard of for seven 
y.'ars or more, then, there will be a presump-
tion that he is d ead or he cannot be traced. 

For that matter, if we adopt the princi-
ple of Sec. 108 of the Evidence Act , there 
may not be any confusion , It is not really 
a ground for desertion. 

SHRIMATI PARVATHI KRISH-
NAN: Sir, the point is, sometimes there 
have been cases where someone has dis-
appeared when he went to swimming. 
Re cently, there was a case in M adras 
where the pers on is presumed to have 
been drowned. When nothing is heard 
about a person like that does it mean 
his wife ha s to w1it for sewn years? 
You are explaining the difference between 
a m;ssing person and desertion. I accept 
that. Our point is why one has to wait 
for seven years in the case of some one 
who is mi ssing? R<dt:ce thi s prriod . 

Seven years is much too long a period. 
For desertion you are reducing the period 
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but where presumption of death is there 
you are making it a longer period.

DR. V. A. SEYID MUHAMMAD: 
For reasons well-known and well-scctpTcd 
seven years have bun considered 8s a 
reasonable period when a man crn be 
presumed to be dead. That is why we 
have accepted the same test. If I accept 
five years somebody may come srd ssy 
why not three and others may say why 

not four. So, when we accept this prin
ciple we follow the well-established prin
ciple.

SHRI C. K. CHANDRAPPAN (Tel. 
Hcherry): If a girl has to wait for seven 
years to establish that the missing husband 
is dead then it is as good as saying that 
she need not many. That is wl̂ y wr say 
reduce it to one year.

SHRI M. C. DAGA: Seven years is 
a difficult p riod for a lady to wait.

D R . V. A. SEYID MUHAMMAD: 
When wc introduce this principle of prc- 
sump’ion wc must go by som“ nvthod. 
Suppose we say five years somebody may 
say why not four and others imy say 
why not six. Here wc have accepted some
thing which has been in cxistcnce for a 
long time, that is, for seven years if a man 
is not heard of then he will be presume d 
to be dead. (Interruptions).

If it is found that this results in hard
ship certairly wc will re-con$idcr the 
matter.

SHRI VASANT SATHE (Akola): 
Supposing woman (puts a notice in the 
Press that such and such a nun unless 
he discloses himself in such and such 
a period I mil presume he is dead and I 
am free to marry. Will that be alright ?

DR. V. A. SEYID MUHAMMAD:
At the time when we re-consider the 
question of changing the seven years period 
all relevant suggestions like the one made 
by Mr. Sathe will be considered.

15 Marriage Laws

Regarding 'repudiation* if  a girl is  
married before the age of fifteen, we have 
provided that she can repudiate after 
attaining the age of fifteen and before she 
is eighteen. There is a similar provision 
in Muhammadan law and that has been 
working satisfactory. That is why we 
have adopted that excipt the difference 
that in Muhammadan ltw if consum
mation takes place this will not be permit- 
taed, which wc have not acct ptt d in this 
amendment. Be cause it is woikirg we 11 
in Muhammadan law, that is why we 

have adopted that criterion cxccpt the 
difference that consumalion we have 
not accepted as in the Muhammadan, 
law.

SHRI M. C. DAGA: In Rajasthan 
and M.P. and in so many other placcs 
girls, when they arc children, an. manied 
at a very early age and here you haw 
given the power that as icon as &he attains 
the age of 15 she can repudiate the marriage. 
But she has not seen her husband’s fcce 
and she has not seen her farthcr-in-l?w’s 
house. How can she go and give a state
ment before the court of law ? What 
satemcnt will she give before the c ouit& 
of law ? And on what basis ?

SHRI VASANT SATHE: How can 
she repudiate ? On what giourds ? (Irtir
ruptions).

*T*TT :

tr*? w f

I  «

*sfY fTWTNT 

stpt

farrsm ntaff tfr i
qrap ^  3, 8, 11, 12 14
arm <rr* 1 1 w P n r
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forftr w r f r g f t  f t  ?ft̂ RTi

£ f a  % m  «fhff *r?fa«ff tfr wisft 
srrir, * * ?  «r*r$>tt i

5T?SffV % itlR  ^  «fT ^r?PT *ft*TT $>Tr
f  tfh c  ^ 3 tt  gncrr
|  i V r  99 «rofc grrfori 
sp tw  Tjg ft K I $ * w p r r £  ftrsft 
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w f  &  ^ s r q ftq - fa q r s ^ s r  

^  *n£r tft rar
sr<ft |  i % «iW  %

99 »R*fe % st «i% ^ r
t o  ’srrf r̂ i *̂rfarcr ^  *n\ Sr

*TM«far W * ff  f T̂TJT w n  ftaT 

^T% t I

* T M « T  »r^ h P T  : *P T C  f a * f t  sift
*rtf? # f^ r  ^ r tp fr  %

fa tR T jp t JTft *rnr *?t SFf r̂r % \

SHRI M. C. DAGA: According to 
Hindu Law, it is considered as a valid 
mirriage. You cannot challenge it. Now, 
how can a girl who has not seen the facc 
of her husband repudiate ?

SHRI VASANT SATHE: How can 
she give her consent ?

SHRI M. C. DAGA: You say that at 
the age of 15 she can go to the court of 
law. I have given my amendment in this 
connection.

DR. V. A. SEYID MUHAMMAD: 
If Mr. Daga carefully reads the Section, 
he will know that what has been stated 
is that a girl who ha6 been married before 
15 years, car repudiate between the age 
of 15 and 18. I also said that we have 
removed the provision— in the Moham
medan Law that consummation will be a 
bar— so that it m ans, under the circums
tances, that the girl who does not know 
the husband can go and live with him 
for one or two yean and see whether it 
is good and it it not automatic that at the 
attainment o f  the age o f is  she must go

and file a divorce petition. If she does 
not know her husband, well, let her go 
and live with him ard  between the age of
15 and 18 if  she is convinced that she can
not get on with him, she can file a petition. 
It is not compulsory that on the attainment 
of 15 years, she should file a petition. 
That is why we have rcmeved the ground 
which is acccpted in Muhammadan law 
that consummation will be a bar to such 
petitions.

SHRI D. N. TIW ARY (Gopalganj) : 
I f  she goes to her husband’s house, it 
means she has given her consent to go 
rhi*re and live with him. After that, how 
can she repudiate the marriag

DR. V. A. SEYID MUHAMMAD: 
This is to avoid precisely the sort of evil 
which Shri Daga suggested. The girl is 
married before she knows the husb&rd. 
She is not in a position to know what 
•ort of man he is. After going and living 
with him, if she finds he is not a good man 
she has a right to repudiate the marripge 
before she attains 18 years.

SHRI VASANT SATHE: It cannot 
be one-sided. Suppose a boy marries 
before 15 years of age and after consum
mation, he fir.ds that it is rot possible to- 
live with that girl. Can he also repudiate 
the marriage before he attairs 18 y t m ?

DR. V. A. SEYID MUHAMMAD: 
On the oth»*r grounds available for divorce, 
he can, definitely.

SHRI B. V. NAIK (Kanara): I want 
to know whether the point raise d by Mr. 
Sathe is a valid one, because there are 
many who would like to repudiate their 
marriage even at this stage !

DR. V. A. SEYID MUHAMMAD: 
About proof of m‘*ntal illness or insanity, 
Mrs. Parvathi Krishnnn suggested that a 
certificate from a civil surgeon should be 
considered sufficient. It will not be suffi
cient because there are various ways of 
getting a certificate. That is why we have
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left it to the court to decide whether th< re is 
sufficient evidence of mental illness because 
of which the couple cannot get on with 
their married life* Ir.suid oi pioducmg 
a certificate, we thought it would be batex 
if it is proved before the couit of law.

SHRIMATI PARVATHI KRISH
NAN: What is the method of pi oof? 
If by insanity wc m~an a nrdical condi
tion, surely there has to be some certifying 
officer.

DR. V. A. SEYID MUHAMMAD: 
We thought it is rarhtr dargtrouj. to leave 
it to a m dical certificate- without pto\>rg 
what exactly the condition is. We do not 
accept it.

These arc the substantial poirts raised 
which I wanted to defl with. I do not 
suggest that the other points aie rot im
portant, but m view of the foci that most 
of the suggestions liavc oveilrpped and 
covered the same giourd. I do not think 
it is nccessaiy to deal with the other points.
I thank again the hon. members who 
participated ir. the di‘ cus«-nr ri for the 
general support given to the Bill I, there
fore, commend the Bill to the House for 
acceptance.

MR. SPEAKER: The question is:

“That the Bill further to amend the 
Hindu Marriage Act, 1955 and the 
Special Marriage Act, 1954, as passed 
by Raiya Sabha, be taken into consi- 
deratioi."

The motion teas adopted.

MR. SPEAKER: Now, we shall take 
«up clause by clause discussion.

Clause a—(Amendment of section 5) 

SHRI B. V. NAIK: I beg to move: 

JPage 1, —

after line 19, insert—

'“ (d) has reached the voting age as 
laid down in the Representation 
o f the People Act, 1950.”  (1)

The purport of this is that the parties 
to the marriage have reached the votirg 
age as laid down in the Representation of 
People Act. The hon. Minister is quite 
aware that only a fortnight ago, Dr. Karar. 
Singh made a fervent appeal for raising 
the marriage age. If the d< mographic pro
blem on an unprecedented seek Its got 
to be checked, the only way- is to raise 
the marriage age. Wc elect our Miristers, 
our Prime Minister afttr the age of 21. 
Even our President is clcctcd after 21. 
Wc consider 15 as a much younger age 
for somebody with whom we have to live 
for the rest of our life. To marry at the 
age of 15 is a biological marriage and not 
a p,ychoIog'Crl mrrnag- It is absolutely 
a sound principle when I say that it should 
be 21 years. I do not hold a bnef for 
chastity, virginity nrd all that. I am not 
against pre-mautal sexual relationship 
But I corsider this sge of 21 reasonable* 
for living together with haimony. com
panionship and progress ard to cortuin 
our population explosion. I would suggest 
that this may phase be given a tfought or 
an assurance may be given that it will be 
looked into.

SHRI M C DAGA: I beg to move:
Page i,—

omit lines 14 to 17. (3)

SHRI DINESH JOARDER (MaHa):
I beg to move:

Page 1, lines r6 and 17,—

omit “an4, the procreation of child- 
drer*’ (16)

In clause 2, you have said that 
any person who is suffering from’mertal 
disorder o f such a kind or to such an 
•extent as to be urfit for marriage ard the 
procreation of children. I think, unsound
ness of mind is, in other sense, a cruelty. 
You have made this as a ground for disso
lution. If any party is suffering from any 
mental disease, it is also a kind if cruelty. 
How is this correct ? It would be enough 
if you say. “if he or the is unfit for marri
age”. But you have also added that he or 
she must be urfit for marriage as well as
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be unfit for the procreation of chiHren. 
That is something more, (interruption) 
You ate liberalising the provision in regard 
to marriage restraint. So, I want that 
this part o f the clause should be droppel ;
I mean the worts “Bid the procreation of 
children'*. Otherwise it would be too harsh 
and it would be difficult to decide whether 
he is a m n  having uisouidnessof mind 
to such an extent that he is unfit for marriage, 
and then again to decide whether he is 
unfit for the procreation of children. 
How will it be proved? I think this will 
create complications, so, I want you to 
omit the Words, “and the procreation of 
children” . (intetruptions)

MR. SPEAKER : Has the Minister 
got any comments on this ?

DR. V. A. SEYID MUHAMMAD :
I have rone.

MR. SPEAKER : I shall row put 
all the amendments to the vote of the House, 
I mean amendments Nos.i, 3 and 16.

Amendments No$. 1, 3 and 16 wore 
put and negatived.

MR. SPEAKER : The question is : 

“ That clausc 2 stand part of the Bill.”

The motion toas adopted.

Clause 2 was added to the BUI.
MR. SPEAKER : For Clauses 3 to 5, 

there are no amendments. I put them to 
the vote of the H >use. The question is : 
“That Clauses 3 to 5 stand part of the Bill.”

The motion wz? aiopted.
Clause 3 and 5 wire aided to the BUI.

MR. SPEAKER : There is one 
amendment by shri Dinesh Joarder to 
clause 6.

CUntae 6

(Amendment of Section 12)

SHRI DINESH JOARDBR: I
beg to move

Page
Omit lines 24 to 27. (17)

Here, there is an unnecessary addition 
while defining potence or impotence of 
the husband. The clause here says :

“ (a) that the marriage has not been 
consummated owing to the 
impotence of the respondent ;

Previously, the clause was very simple : 
it said that if any partner to the marriage 
was impotent, it would creatc a ground 
for either separation or, after that, for 
divoroc. I have already said that a marriage 
can be consummated in diffre nt ways 
temporarily, i.e. with drug-effect or in 
an extraneous manner. In whatever way 
it is done, it may be that once or twice 
the marriage is consummated by an impo
tent man ; but that will not create any 
ground for the dissolution of the marriage 
or for separation, or for the whole of the life. 
I think it hurts and it is also not desirable.

DR.V A. SEYID MUHAMMAD : 
The amendment is not acceptable.

MR. C H A IR M A N :! 'shall now 
put amendment No. 17 to the vote of the 
House.

Amendment Nn. 17 out Put and 
negatived.

MR. SPEAKER: The question is

“That clause fista''-'1 part of the Bill.”  

The motion aas alopted.

Clause d rMf a lied to the Bill.

Clause 7—  (Amendment 0} section 13.)

MR. SPEAKER: There are amend
ments to clause 7.

SHRI B. V. NAIK: I beg to move:

Page 2,—  

omit lines 39 to 41. (2)

SHRI M. C. DAGA: I beg to move: 
Page 2, line 41,—  

after “ spouse”  insert—

“without the consent or against the 
wish of such party”
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Page 2, lire 43,—

after “cruelty”  insert—

“or not in a befitting manner as one 
expects from Brother”  (5)

Page 3, line 2,—  

for "two years”  substitute “one
year”  (6)

Page 3, line 34,—

for “one year”  substitute "six mon
ths”  (7)

Page 4, lines 3 and 4,—

for “one year”  substitute “ three mon
ths”  (8)

Page 4,—

(i) lire 6,—

for “fifteen’ substitute “eighteen” .

(ii) lire 8—

for "before attaining the age of eigh
teen vcars” substitute “this can 
only he done provided husband 
and wife have lived together and 
lead a married life at least for a 
period of one-year.” (9)

SHRIDINESH JOARDER: I be? to 
move:

P age?.—  
omit lines 24 to 32. (18)

Page 4, line 8,—

for “eighteen” substitute “ ninetec'1” 
(19)

SHRIMATI PARVATHI KRISH- 
NAN: I beg to move:

Page 3,—

a/Mr line 23, insert—

*(iiia) in clause (vii), for the words 
“ seven years”  “ the words one 
year”  shall be substituted.

(27)
Page 4. Uftes 3 and 4,—

for “one year”  substitute “six months”
(28)

SHRI D. N. TIWARY (GopalOanj) j
I beg to move :

Page 3,—

afar line 34, m m  —

'(ii) in clause (ii), the word “or”  
shall be inserted at the end ;

(iii) after clause (ii), the following 
clause shall be,inserted; namely:—

“ (iii) that there has been no resu
mption of co-habitation as 
between the parties to the 
marriage for a period of one 
year or upwards after passing 
a decree or order, as the case 
may be, of separate maintenance 
in a suit under section 18 of the 
Hindu Adoptions and Mainte
nance Act, 19 6̂ or in a procee
ding under section 125 of the 
Code of Criminal Proce’ure, 
T973 (°r under corresponding 
section 488 of the Code of 
Criminal Procedure, 1898) 
to which they were parties. ”  ’ 

(3D

Pages 3 and. 4, —

Omit lines 40 to 45 and r to 4
respectively. (32)

Let me explain my amendments. 
On the earlier 'lav. the Law Minister had 
said that he would reply to the point I 
had raised here. But he did not mention 
anything about it. My first amendment 
is this : I want this to be inserted after 
line 34 at page 3 :

"(ii) in clause (ii\ the word "or” 
shall be inserted at the end ;

(iii) after clause (ii), the following 
shall be inserted namely :—

“ (iii) that there has been no resum
ption of co-habitation as be
tween the Parties to the marriage 
for a period of one year or 
upwards after passing a decree 
or order, as the case may be, 
of separate maintenarce in 
a suit under section 18 o f the



Marriage Laws JYAISTHA 3, 1898 (SAKA) (Amndt) Bill a6

Hindu Adoptions and Mainten
ance Act, 1956 or in a proceeding 
under section 125 o f the Code 

of Criminal Prooedure, 1973 
(or under corresponding section 
488 of the Code of Criminal 
Procedure, 1898) to which they 
were parties.”.’

This has to be brought * ere. Then 
in the same page, you have to omit li-es 
40 to 45. Here you have rot given a rig^t 
to the husband to get married ox go for 
divorce while you have given a right to 
the wife. Even if she is getting alimony 
and getting it for life long, the man remains 
unmarried for life 'long. That is very harsh 
for the husband who is giving money for 
the maintenance of the wife. They are living 
separately for years together. The husband 
has no right to apply foT divorce while the 
wife has got the right for divorce. This is 
a discrimination. If you want to amend 
this, you should give the Tight to both 
the parties and remove this discrimination.

(Interruptions)

SHRIMATI PARVATHI KRISHNAN 
(Coimbatore) : Sir, now I find that 
the Minister is in amood to reply to the 
amendments. (Interruptions)

I woul î like to say something about the 
waiting period of seven years in the case 
of a missing person. This is a point which 
we have already dealt with. This is 
regarding presuming the spouce dead or 
whatever it is.

Now, there are occasions when it is 
presumed that the husband is dead or 
missing during a war. Then perhaps there 
may bean element of doubt, because it 
may be possible that he has been taken as a 
prisoner; it may be possible that he is likely 
to come back and so on. Except for at, on 
other occasions, if you ask them to wait for 
seven years, it is a pretty long time. Because 
in our country, we have to take it with the 
objective situation. What happens if a woman 
has to wait for seven years ? Then they think

that she is over-«ged or too old for marri
age. As far as law is concerned, such a thirg 
comes under the category o f  proper age, 
but it is over-aged, as for as society is 
conoerne Therefore, I am in agreement 
with Mr. Sathe ana others that this should 
not be a oPc-sHe'l thing and apply only to 
wife. As far as husband is concerned, it 
should apply to him also, because there 
may be such occasions in regard to a wife 
also.

During the marriage season, wc read in 
the newspapers that one marriage party 
or the other is washed away when there are 
floods. Am I right, Mr. Daga ? As you krow, 
it happens in Rajasthan. TTien there are so 

many eases of dacofts and other things, 
etc. Then there are cases where a man has 
just disappeared leaving no trace . It may 
be possible that he does not want to come 
bade ; it may be possible that he is alive. 
But you have to wait for seven years to 
presume that he is dead.

F o t  instance, now we have got the case, 
particularly, o f missing smugglers. What 
h a s  hapened to the wives of those smug
glers? Therefore, whether you can really 
send them rotices, we do not know. But the 
point is that it is a very serious proposition, 
particularly in society as it obtains in India 
today. This reply you have been constantly 
giving is “you wait and watch the situation’* 
What arc you going to wait for and what 
aTe you going to watch for ? The reality 
is before us already and the experience is 
also there.

Therefore, I would appeal to the Mini
ster may be he is not in a position to take a 
decision o f his o w n — that he should take 
courage in both hands, and keeping in 
view the need of the emergency, he should 
accept this amendment.

SHRI DINESH JOARDER : In the 
first instance, I say that this important Bill 
has been brought to this House for discu
ssion jn such a hurried manner that every 
important provision of the Bill has rot 
been properly gone into .It h*s been brough
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forward in such a e«mii manner that the 
Minister himself takes the Bill in that fashion.
On the first day of the discussion there, was 
the senior Minister present here and now 
the reply has been given by another Minister 
who does not know what points were raised 
during the discussion except certain notes 
that have been given to him.

Many important points have been raised 
during the discussion in regard to 
compulsory registration of marriage, raising 
of marriageable age, guardianship of 
minor children, missing of husband for 
Several years, ursoundness of mind and 
various other matters. That is why I had said 
in the beginning that this Bill should have 
been sent either to the Select Committee 
or for eliciting public opinion. In this 
hurried manner, wc canrot do full justicc to 
each and every provision of the Bill nor 
can the Minister do. He is not prepared 
to answer the questions that we raised 
rega rd irg several important provisiorsof 
the Bill. This is the casual manner in which 
it is beirg passed.

As regards my amendment to this 
clause, the provision of waiting for seven 
years is too harsh. The period should be 
minimised. In regard to repudiation of 
marriage by a minor party, it is stated that 
before reaching 18 years of age, he or She 
shall have to repudiate the marriage. Now, 
in the special Marriage Act, the marriage
able age is 18 years. For attaining majority 
18 years is the age for girls. Unless and 
until she attains majority and maturity of 
thinkirg, she should not be given an option, 
whether she will continue or repudiate that 
marriage. That would have been the proper 
thing to do. What is provided here is that 
before attaining majority and maturity of 
thinking, he or she shall have to repudiate the 
marriage. This is not in accordance with 
the law that we are having. For repudiating 
the marriage, the age should at least 19 years 
that is, after attaining the age of majority 
and maturity cfthinking. After attaining the 

ago o f 18 , she should be given at least one

year to decide whetl'er she will continue 
with that marriage or she will repudiate 
that marriage. Only then she should be 
given an option. That is why I want that the 
age should be raised from 18 years to 19 yea
rs for repudiation of marriage by a minor.
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SHRI B.V. NAIK: The Hon. Minister 

drew particular attention to the grounds of 
divorce. What I am requesting the Hon. 
Minister ill this. When we changed over 
from the original pl:raseography ofliviP.g in 
adultery to a single act of a':lulterY, first I 
asked a question. to which I did not get a 
clear-cut answer categorically, regarding 
population. Now, do you want, through 
the Marriage Laws or whatever they 
are, to create for the citizens, both 
males and females, of this countrY a situa-
tion conducive to marriage or conducive 
to divorce ? I am not saying there is no 
handicap in the previous one of 'living in 
adulterY. 

Secondly, why are you trying to bring 
out the private Jives of well-meaning 
couples into the public? Therefore, like the 
Australian Law which I quotecl. the other day 
why can't we in. terpret or give a d ir(!ction 
for the interpretation of acts of a~ulterY as 
cruelty ? It says 'after the slolemnization 
of marriage, treated the petitioner with 
cruelty'. We can take adulterY as part and 
parcel of cruelty. Why do we want black and 
white and solid proofs for all these things ? 
I would request the Ron. Minister to kiMly 
accept this. Otherwise, instead of helping tJ-..6 

Indian marital SYStem, though acting with 
good intentions, he would be harmiP.g it. I 
h0p~ h ~ w<ll l(rr• dly agree to this. 

DR. V.A. SEYID MUHAMMAD: Reg-
arr'.ing Mrs. Parvathi Krishnan's amendment, 
in Section 13 (vii) there is already a pro-
vision regarding seven years as the presump-
tion period; and as Mr. Sathe has suggesterl, 
it is not applicable to only women ; it is 
applicable to both men and women. While I 
appreciate the force of the argument 
that seven years is a pretty long 
period and it may work hardship, the 
difficulty is this. When. there is a situation 
where a couple was Jiving happily married 
and for reasons known or u~known. the 
husband or the wife, as the case may be, 
leaves and is not heard of for several years, 
you have to wait sufficiently long w presume 
944 LS-2 

one ofthem is ·clea'l. I can understnd it tr 
they had quarrelled and gone away but, 
where tre couple harl been living happily 
and, for reasons beyond their control, get 
separated, to jump to a conclusion that one 
is dead is not easy. That is why we have 
taken the well accepted principle of seven 
years. 

SHRI DINESH i JOARDER : But in 
Section 14 it has been stated : 

"Notwithstandir.g anything conta-
inei in this Act, it shall not be 
competent for any Court to 
entertain any petition for 
repudiation of marriage or 
divorce unless, on the date of 
the petitior,, three years have 
elapsei siP.ce the date of 
marriage" 

Not, that has become one year. But after 
that, it is said "Provirlei that the Court may, 
on an application maie to it in accordance 
with such rules as may be ........ ... . " 
In cases of hardship and exceptional suffer-
ing, the Court can entertain the petition 
even before that statutorY period ? why 
not keep a provision in respect of<missing' 
also ? In cases of exceptional deprivitY or 
exceptional suffiering, the court can condone 
that seven-year period, so that the court 
can entertain the petition in two or three 
years also. 

SHRIMATI PARVATHI KRISHNAN: 
He marle a reference to people being happily 
married and asked as to why they should 
not wait for seven years. My point is this : 
I agree that, if the persons were happily 
married, they might wait othroughut their 
lives. You are vot going to say 'Do not wait• 
or that you must immediately get married. 
But when one or the other party has dis-
appeared completely anrl there is absolutely 
no trace of them ( the wife or the husband ) 
the other partY may wish to marrY again • 
It is only then that they will go to the court 
not otherwise. People do not automatically 
go. Therefore, this argument about 
being happily married ann all that, I 
cannot understand. 
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DR. V.A. SEYID MUHAMMAD : I 
have already satf what I wanted to say 
in justification of that.

MR. SPEAKER : I shall now put all 
the Amendments together to the vote o f the 
House unless any Member wants his Amend
ment to be put Separately.

SHRI D.N. TIWARY : I want my 
Amendment No. 31 to be put separately.

MR. SPEAKER : I shall now put 
Amendm nt No. 31, moved by Shri D.N. 
Tiwary.tothe vote of the House.

Amendment No. 31 &a* put and 
nega'ived.

MR. SPEAKER : I shall now put all 
the other Amendments to Clause 7, to
gether to the vote of the House.

Amendments Nos. 2,4 to 9, 18, 19,
2f, 28 and 32 were put and 

negatived.

MR. SPEAKER: The question i s : 

“ That Clause 7 stand part of the Bill." 

The motion teas adopted 

Clause f  was added to the BiU.

MR. SPEAKER : Is Mr. Daga moving 
his Anvndmcr.ts to Clause 8

SHRI M. C. DAGA : I am not mo
ving.

MR. SPEAKER: The questior is: 

“ That Clause 8 stand part of the Bill.”  

The motion was adopted.

Clause 8 was added to the Bill.

MR. SPEAKER: Is Mr. Daga moving 
his Amendments to Clause 9 ?

SHRI M. C. D A G A : I am not 
movir g.

MR SPEAKER : Mr. DINESH 
JOARDER.

SHRI DINESH JOARDER : I am
not moving.

M ”. SPEAKER : Tne question is :

“ Thu Clause 9 stand part of the Bill.'*

The motion was adopted.

Clause 9 was added to ike Bill.
Clauses 10 to 14 were added to the Bill.

MR. SPEAKER: Now Clause 15. Is 
Mr. Daga moving his Am?dments ?

SHRI M C. DAGA : I think, he can 
agree to this small Amendmert. Here you 
have said .*

“ Every proceeding under this Act shall 
be conducted in camera and it 
shall not bs lawful for any person to 
print or publish any matter in relation 
to any such proceeding except a 
judgment of the Hogh Court or of the 
Suprem* Court printed or published 
with the previous permission of the 
Court.”

Here I want the words ‘with the previous 
permission of the court’ to be omitted. Why 
do you wint to give this powir to the Court 
wh»n a judgement is already published in 
a particular report ? You should no‘ give 
this p r  to the Co’i-r. 0 ‘h<*rwise, 
stop it altog»th^r. Why do you say that it 
cm b ' published wit1' the previous per
mission of the Court ?

DR. V. A. SEYID MUHAMMAD:
I do not accept this.

MR. SPEAKER: Is Shri Daga moving 
his amendments ?

MR. SPEAKER: I am not moving 
my am<*ndm*nt.

MR. SPEAKER: The question is :

“ That Clause 15 stand part of the Bill."

The motion was adopted.

Clause xs Has added to the BiO.

MR. SPEAKER: Is Sh n Joarder movir g 
his Amendment to Clause x6 ?
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SHRI DIMESH JOARDBR: I am not 
moving my amendment.

MR. SPEAKER: The questioc ia : 

“ Tha’ cUus: 16 stand part of the Bill''

The motion was adopted.

Clause 16 was added to the Bill.

Clause i f  teas added to the Bill.

MR. SPEAKER : Is Shri Joard^r moving 
Ilia amendment to clause 18 ?

SHRI DINESH JOARDER : 2*>, Sir.

MR. SPEAKER : T ie  question is : 

4*That clause 18 stand part of the Bill”

T h e  m t t io n  te a s  a d o p te d .

Clause 18 w j s  added t o  th e  Bill.

Chutes 19 and 23 wire a i i j]  t j  ths 
Bill.

C l a u s e  2 1 — \ A m i n d m m t  o f  s e c tio n  \4 . )

SHRT DINESH JOARDER : I b .g 
to move :

Page 9>— lines 33 *nd 34, -  
•omit “ and thetprocreatior. of children”

(23)

I hav.* al-eaiy stated my argum nt in 
relation to m ; am ndm nt to the Hindu 
M irriageA r, 1955-Tiisam ndm nt relate# 
to the special Mtrriage Act, 1954 regard
ing uns lundness of mind rendering a man 
unfit for mirriag: as w;ll as procreation 
• f  c’lild • n . I rep at that argum nt i n 
resptct of this am ndment also.

M-l. SPEVKSR: I will pit am nim  nt 
Mo. 23 to the vote of the House.

Amtnlmmt No. 23 was put a 
negatived.

MR. SPEAKER: T w  qu:ation is: 

“ Thzt clave 21 stand part of the Bill."

The m o tio n  w j s  a d o p te d .

Chute 21 was added to the Bill. 

Clauses 22 to 26 ware added tj the Bill.

C l a u s e  »7 — { A m e n d m e n t  o f  s e c tio n  2 7 . )

3, 1808 (SA K A ) (Amndt.) B ill 3<|

SHRI DINESH JOARDBR: I beg 
to move:

Page i i ,—

After line 4 insert—

‘(bb) after clause (c), the following 
Clause shall be inserted, namely :_

“(oc) has been adjudged as guilty of any 
economic off .‘nee or any offence connected 
with drug control or food adulteration.**
(24)

âge 11,-

otns't lines : 27 to 35.”  (2 j)

Sir, if a partner of the marriage suffera 
imprisonment for seven years or more for 
certain criminal offence, that has been made 
as a ground for divorce. What I want is that 
if either ofthemis found guilty of economic 
off.-nces like smuggling etc. or any offences 
connected with drug control or food 
adulteration this should also be made 
a ground for the other party for going for 
separation or divorce. These offences should 
be included as a ground for dissolution 
of marriage.

SHRIMATI PARVATHI KRISHNAN: 
I beg to move:

Page 11,—  

after line 10, insert—

“ Provided that the said mental dis> 
order is certified by a specialist whose 
rank shall not be less than that of • 
civil surgeon.”  (29):

MR. SPEAKER: I will put amendments 
Nos. 24. 25 and 29 to the vote of the House

The Amendments Nos. 24, 25 and 29 were 
put and negativtd.

MR. SPEAKER: The question ia: 

“ That clause 27 stand part of the Bill.** 

The motion was adopted.

Clause 27 was added to the Bill. 

Clauses 28 to 39 were added to th» Bill. 

Clause 1, the Enacting Formula and the 
Title were added to the Bill•
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DR. V. A. SEYID MUHAMMAD:
I beg to move :

“ That the Bill be passed.*'

MR. SPEAKER: Motion moved.

“ That the Bill be passed” .

SHRIMATI PARVATHI KRISH- 
NAN: From our side wc are happy about 
this Bill and we extend our full support 
to it. But at this stage I would like to 
say just one or two things and not take 
up much of your time.

Firstly, I W3s very disappointed, I 
must say, at the very lukewarm manner 
in  which the hon. Minister dealt with the 
whole question of compulsory registration 
of marriages. From the beginning we have 
been stressing that compulsory registra
tion is a very neccssary tiling because this 
is a factor which comes particularly for 
the protection of women in our country.
I am not going again to repeat all those 
arguments that I used during the first 
reading. But, by replying that this is for 
the State Governments to dccidc, I thir.k, 
the Minister is (scaping his responsibility. 
Because, after all there is the United 
Nations Convention and when the UN 
convention was adopted, at that time in 
1962, the Indian delegate said that the 
time was not yet ripe for such legislation. 
So, how long are wc going to have this 
position ? Now, the Minister says that 
it is left to the States as though this is 
something that is not to be deddcd for 
the country as a whole and as though the 
conditions for this particular matter of 
social importance, protection for wemen, 
differ from State to State. This is really 
a very serious matter and I think this 
idea of waiting and watching like the cha
racter in My Fair Lady, is really too much.
I would request the Minister to take it 
very seriously and move as early as possible 
at least aa amendment to the Hindu 
Marriages Act. After a ll as far as compul
sory registration of marriages, if  that wculd

come, I would welcome it. I am one of 
those who stands for a uniform Civi) 
Code for all in this country and if you 
could, since you have got your precedent 
with the Registration of Births er.d Deaths, 
why cannot you extend it to marriage* 
also. Because this is the only way in which 
you will be able to give protection, parti
cularly, to the women in the rural anas. 
Only if  that protection is there, you will 
not be having the hancwirg crres, the 
heart-breaking eases of wives who are 
deserted at a veiy your g rge or ev<n at 
an older age.

Secondly, I am rot at all convinced 
by the Minister's argt m<rt rcgndifg 
raising the age of marriage to 18, at least 
under the Hindu Marriages Act to biirg 
it op  par with the Spccial MtrringtF Act.

These are two very impoitrnt issues 
and I hope that the Miristcr will take the 
matter very seriously ord rot just con
tinue to watch, wait ard then dreg ir the 
State Governments sayirg, *We are beirg 
extremely democratic rrd exiie me !y rutc- 
nomous by allowing the State Govern
ments, etc., etc.’. This is a centnl 1< gir- 
lation which requires m  ell Irdii p u >r< c- 
tive and an all-India cpprorch rrd ;n all- 
India standard.

Lastly I shall nuke a find rppctl wiih 
regard to the presumption of death. Tlie 
seven years period Kgs been pnjciibed 
for the purpose. The presi mptior of death 
is more or less a conclusive one. I would 
request that spccial attention may be given 
to this point and some proviso may 
kindly be thought of.

We had asked that seme protection 
should be given to the victims of fake 
marriages, brain drain merrirges. msmrges 
through the advertisements in the rews- 
papers. I would like to knew what prote c- 
tion will be given to these girls who are 
the victims of such marrisges, because 
they have to wait for one to two yean to 
get the marriages annulled or to get •  
divcce. .This period Is too long r. period
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in  such cissa. I f  you want to avoid heart
breaking and suicides, you have to evolve 
«om? provision and give some protection 
has to be given to the girls who are victims 
o f  such circumstances.

T O  «mr : f3T?T % ^

T O ? ftf> ft  I »TF?T $  3 :

* f>  f>  T O r v*»rr 1 f t * f t ,  

f  *  *rfa«T tfiT *  **t£ f t *  * n?ft 

T O  T f  T O ’ft I 

j f  f a  s i f « N  $  w  f t  r̂rtnrr 1

f  s  % gf f irw % fa q

B̂TRTr 3TW ST*T 3tT̂ *TT I W? SZTfevi^
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DR. V. A. SEYID MUHAMMAD:
I do not wish to answer point by point 
because I have already replied. But in 
regard to the points made by Shrimati 
Parvathi Krishnan, I can assure her that 
it is not because we had not thought 
seriously over the matter or we took it 
lightly. The presumption that a man is 
dead; we thought that instead of fixing 
three, four or five years without its being 
based on any prir ciple, without fixing it 
arbitrarily, we thought it was better to have 
some accepted principle in the matter. 
As I submitted, it was not a question of 
evading, watching or waiting. In social 
legislations one has to see the action and 
countcr-action and the social compul
sions. It is in that sense that we have put 
forward the amendments. It is not waiting 
and watching just for nothing.

We have to see the reaction and the 
repercussions of this amendment which is 
being passed now. When we see that condi
tions compel us to change or to accede 
to the demands and suggestions, ccrtainly, 
without hesitation, we will do so.

MR. SPEAKER: The question is:

“ That the Bill be passed”

Tlte motion was adopted.


