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[Mr. Speaker]

day of the first week of the next
session;

that in other respect the Rules
of Procedure of this House relat-
ing to Parliamentary Committees
will apply with such variations
and modifications as the Speaker
may make; and

that this House recommends to
the Council that the Council do
join in the said Joint Committee
and communicate to this House
the names of members to be ap-
pointed by the Council to the
Joint Committee.”

The motion was adopted.

HIMACHAL PRADESH AND
BILASPUR (NEW STATE)
BILL

Mr. Speaker: The House will now
take up the Himachal Pradesh and
Bilaspur (New State) Bill, as passed
by the Council of States.

[MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER in the Chair]

The Minister of Home Affairs and
States (Dr. Katju): I beg to move:

“That the Bill to provide for
the formation of the new State
of Himachal Pradesh by uniting
the existing States of Himachal
Pradesh and Bilaspur, and for
matters connected therewith, as
passed by the Council of States,
be taken into consideration.”

This is a simple Bill. Hon. Members
will find from the Statement of
Objects and Reasons that Bilaspur is
the tiniest State in India. It was one
of the Punjab hill States and should
normally have been integrated in
Himachal Pradesh, but while its area
is small, ‘it has the Sutlej waters in
it...

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: There is too
much of subdued noise in the House.
The hon. Home Minister may resume
his seat for a minute and let all hon,
Members conclude their speeches.
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Dr. Katju: It has also the Sutlej
waters in it, and the headworks of
Bhakra-Nangal, a great project, are
located there. We could have brought
this Bill much earlier, but I was
anxious that proper aprangements
might be made for the administration
of that project, and, incidentally, for
the rehabilitation of people, whose
lands, houses and other properties are
merged in the reserveir which will
come into existence when the project
is completed. We have now made pro-
vision for all proper arrangements
being made by the President under
clause 31. That having been done, it
was found that the separate existence
of Bilaspur was leading to various
difficulties and very undesirable
results. There was a Chief Commlis-
sioner and he had all the parapher-
nalia of the provincial administra-
tion—a Chief Secretary, other Secre-
taries, heads of departments and all
that. For a State with about a lakh
of people, it was complete waste of
time and waste of money, and inciden-
tally also, the people of Bilaspur State
were deprived of any machinery by
which they might express their
opinion and take any part in the
administration of their own affairs.
Under the Constitution. while they
have one seat in the House of the
People, here there was no provision
for any local Legislative Assembly,
and the result ‘was that the Chief
Commissioner had carried on the
administration. Under this Bill, the
House will observe that the people of
Bilaspur will be entitled to send
Members to the Himachal Pradesh
Assembly and threre will be seats re-
served for the people of the Sche-
duled Castes also. While this Bill has
been under consideration for so many
years, no protest has been raised and
it was almost an agreed measure, and
the House may take it that that state
of affairs continues. I say even though
a petition is supposed to have beemn
presented to the House containing &
large number of signatures, but I de
not know how they were obtafned,
whether by some mechanical process

Amendment No. 2 in list No. 2 was

- —

deemed to have been negatived.
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or by human process or in vy}iat way.
I do not want to take the time of the
House unnecessarily.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Motion moved:

“That the Bill to provide for the
formation of the new State of
Himachal Pradesh by uniting the
«existing States of Himachal Pra
-desh and Bilaspur, and for
matters connected therewith, as
passed by the Council of States,
be taken into consideration.”

I have got an amendment here in the
mame of Shri Anandchand. Does he
"wish to move it?

Shri Anandchand (Bilaspur): I have
very carefully listened to what the
hon. Home Minister has been saying
and the reasons he has advanced for
this measure. This is not such an
easy matter to be dismissed in such a
short while without going into the
merits of the decision’of the Govern-
ment of India, the reasons that promp-
ted such a decision and its effects on
‘the people of Bilaspur. Before I move
my amendment and give the reasons
for moving it......

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I have got
some doubts regarding the admissi-
bility of thre amendment.

Shri Anandchand: I will try to say
a few things...

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The hon.
Member will kindly enlighten me re-
garding the admissibility of his
-amendment. After a Bill is sent here
as passed by the Council of States,
what are the motions that can be
‘moved in this House under the rules?

Shri Anandchand: I think this
House has got the full right to move
for eliciting public opinion on the
measure. The mere fact that it has
‘been passed by the Council of States
<does not debar us from debating that.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: A ruling of
enine on the 8th December 1953 has
‘been brought to my notice. After
moving the motion for consideration

162 PSD.
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of the Travancore-Cochin High Court
(Amendment) Bill, as passed by the
Council of States. the Deputy-Speaker
observed as follows in regard to an
amendment for circulation of the Bill:

“I have got notice of some
amendments. Shri Matthen says
that the Bill, as passed by the
Council of States, be circulated
for the purpose of eliciting public
opinion thereon. I do not find any
provision in the rules for a Bill
as passed by the other House to
be circulated. The only motion
that can be moved is for a refer-
ence to a Select Commitee. * %~

The provision as to what can be
done is contained in rule 146 (that is
the corresponding rule here):

“Any member may (if the Bill
has not already been referred to
a Select Committee of the Council
or to a Joint Committee of both
the touses, but not otherwise)
move as an amendment that the
Bill be referred to a Select Com~
mittee and, if such motion is
carried. the Bill shall be referred
to a Select Committee, and the
Rules regarding Select Committees
on Bills originating in the House
shall then apply.”

The subsequent rules deal with con-
sideration and passing.”

“On a motion for consideration
on a Bill originaing in this House
an amendment can be moved that
the Bill be referred to a Select
Committee or be circulated for
eliciting public opinion, whereas
here it is only reference to Select
Committee. Wherever it is intend-
ed to allow a motion or an amend-
ment for circulating a Bill for
public opinion, it has been said so.
Therefore. except under the
Rules, a particular procedure is
not allowed. There is no provi-
sion for circulating the Bill for
eliciting public opinion. There-
fore, the amendment is out of
order.”
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[Mr. Deputy-Speaker]

This is my prior ruling on a similar
previous occasion. I would like en-
lightenment from the hon. Member
how, in view of this ruling and the
Tules that I have referred to, this
motion for circulation of a Bill that
has already been passed by the other
House and sent to this House, is in
order.

Shri Punnoose (Alleppey): It is true
that you gave that ruling on a Bill
on a previous occasion. If that posi-
tion is accepted, it is open to Govern-
ment to shut out an amendment for
circulation for eliciting public opinion
by introducing the Bill in the first
instance in the other House, getting
it passed there and producing it here.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Similarly, they
may introduce it here, get it passed
and send it to the other House, in
which case the other House would be
precluded from sending it for eliciting
public opinion.

Let me hear the hon. Member who
has tabled the amendment first, before
I hear other Members.

Shri Anandchand: Sir, I submit that
so far as the procedure is concerned,
certain rights are given to hon. Mem-
bers of both Houses, rights which
must be enforced equally. If by intro-
ducing a Bill in the Council of States
the right for an amendment that it
be circulated for public opinion is
denied to the lower House or vice
versa, it would only mean that Gov-
ernment can block this motion to be
made. I would request you to give
your ruling, in the light of this valu-
able privilege of the House.

Shri S. S. More (Sholapur): May 1
make a submission?

Before we come to interpret this
particular rule 154, it is absolutely
necessary to take into consideration
the particular purpose and functions
for which the two Houses have been
created. The Council of States is sup-
posed to be a body......
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Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I would ask
hon. Members to make their observa-
tions in the following manner so that
1 may be able to follow them:

First of all let them cite whether
there. is any provision in the rules; if
there is such a provision in the rules,
my previous ruling may not be
correct: or, at that time there might
not have been a provision. Let us
tackle this question in this way. If
there is a provision for this motion
to be made, of course, I must allow
this amendment.

Are we only to be guided by the
procedure that such and such thing
be done? Or, if a particular step is
prescribed, and no other kind of
amendment is there, is it at all possi-
ble for this House to enlarge the pro-
visions and invoke the general juris-
diction on the question of constitution
and say that the other one must be
implied? There is no inherent restric-
tion, and. therefore, it ought to be-
followed.

Shri S. S. More: May I make one
request to you?

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Is there any
rule? - .

Shri S. S. More: My submission is.
that we are not ready with the pro-
per references and 1 would  rather
request you to postpone a decision on
this particular point of order. In our
haste to come to a conclusion, we are:
apt to come to wrong conclusions. I
would ‘therefore suggest that we:
should be given some time to explore
the whole position. It is the Chair’s:
duty to give the correct guidance to
the House and your ruling is likely
to be quoted as a precedent. In view:
of the bulk of our Rules of Procedure,
it is very difficult to find a particular
rule.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I am quite
willing to allow time.

Shri C. R. Narasimhan (Krishna-
giri): You quoted a ruling of yours
that in the case of a Bill passed by
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the other House and transmitted to
us, a motion for circulating it for
eliciting  public opinion cannot be
made. Supposing the Chairman of the
other House takes a different view
and gives a ruling that a Bill coming
from this House may be circulated for
eliciting public opinion? Then there
may be disparity of procedure.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: It is not on a
reciprocal basis that I am giving my
ruling here. We are guided by our
Rules of Procedure. Hon. Members
may know that whenever there is a
provision specifically, the general
right or jurisdiction cannot be in-
voked. We have a specific rule here,
No. 154. T hope the Minister of States
will examine this matter.

Shri Anandchand: Rule 91 men-
tions the motions that can be moved
after introduction of a Bill. It says:

“When a Bill is introduced, or
on some subsequent occasion, the
member in charge may make any
of the following motions in regard
to his Bill.”

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Rule 91 which
is in section (i) deals with Bills
originating in our House. There is a
section (ii) which deals with Bills
originating in the other House (Rule
150 et seq) and rule 154 refers to
motions that can be made in this
House. It reads:

“Any member may (if the Bill
bas not already been referred to
a Joint Committee of both Houses,
but not otherwise) move as an
amendment that the Bill be refer-
red to a Select Committee, and if
such motion is carried, the Bill shall
be referred to a Select Committee,
eter” .

There is no provision here for
amending the motion for considera-
tion by a motion for circulation. In
the absence of that what is the posi-
tion? I have already on a previous
occasion, in the case of a similar Bill,
given a ruling that no other motion
than the one given in rule 154 can
be made.
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Anyhow, as this is a matter which
will curtail the powers of this House,
I would like to go into it more care-
fully.

Shri Anandchand: If you reserve
your ruling, that would be better.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Has the Minis-
ter of Home Affairs and States any-
thing to say?

Dr. Katju: Sir, it is quite clear that
unless the rules permit in so many
words, the motion for circulation for
eliciting public opinion will not be in
order. Because, the rule definitely
says that when a motion is made for
consideration of a Bill, what sort.of
other motions can be substituted in
place of that motion—a motion for
appointment of a Select Committee or
Joint Select Committee, or for elicit-
ing public opinion. If the rule does
not mention a motion for eliciting
public opinion, it is quite clear that
it cannot be moved. I respectfully
submit that your previous ruling was
right.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I find that
two hours have been set apart for this
Bill. My first reaction is that, follow-
ing the previous ruling, I should rule
this amendment out of order. Any-
how, I will tentatively allow the hon.
Member to say what he wants to. I
shall hear one or two other hon.
Members also and later give my ruling
so far as the legality of the motion is
concerned.

Shri S. V. Ramaswamy (Salem):
Will you admit an amendment for
reference of this Bill to a Select Com-
mittee?

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: But no notice
of it has been given. The rules of
procedure were not discovered now;
they are already there.

Shri S. V. Ramaswamy: They were
there but the other amendment was
not ruled out. If you could kindly
examine this point....

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: This is a lame
excuse. Apart from the rules. hon.
Members know fully well that this
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mation for circulation may not be
accepted by the House and so if any
hon. Member wanted, he could have
asked or moved an amendment for
reference to a Select Committee.

Shri Anandchand: The hon. Home
Minister has given us three cogent
reasons just now as to why he wants
the Bill to be taken into consideration
and why it is no longer possible to
continue Bilaspur as a Part C State.
The first reason is that it is the
tiniest of the Part C States in India.
That I think, was hardly a reason
which could be put before this House
because I think the basic structure of
our Constitution does not recognise
the doing away of tiny States. If
Bilaspur is tiny today, after you do
away with it Coorg will remain a
tiny State; if this is taken away,
then another will remain or become
tiny. Thus there may come a time
when even a State with a crore or
two crores of people will be con-
sidered tiny when compared to
Uttar Pradesh which has a population
of five crores. That is not the sort of
argument which I expected from the
hon. Home Minister.

The second point was that this
delay for the Bill has been occasioned
by Government’s anxiety to make
some provisions for the Bhakra-
Nangal project before this measure
came before the House. I would refer
to this point when I speak further.
Here 1 would very respectfully say
that Bhakra-Nangal project was one
of the things which put Bilaspur on
the map of India.

1 should like to come back to these
reasons later. Meanwhile, I would like
to put before this House, with your
permission, the picture as it was on
the 15th of August 1947. I am not
pleading—I might say from the very
beginning—the case of Bilaspur as an
Indian State, or as an erstwhile Indian
State. That is no longer in the pic-
ture. It has gone and I am glad. As
an ex-head of an Indian State, I am
glad at the integration of the States
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and I support and say that without
any hesitation, I think it was most
essential to plan the integration of the .
body-politic of the Indian States who
have been closely related with the
rest of India so that democratic re-
publican form of Government might
develop in this country, and this work
had to be done after Independence.
But what I am saying is this. I am
not pleading the case of Bilaspur as
a Part C State. I am pleading the
case of a State, a constituent part of
the Indian Union, a State which is
one of the 28 units of the federation.
Therefore, with your permission, I
would like to go back to the picture
that was presented to us on 15th
August 1947, and I propose to trace
the course of its development in very
few words and to show how it found
a place in the Part C States.

After Independence, the relationship
that the Indian States had with the
Dominion Government as it emerged,
was through the medium of instru-
ments of accession. Every State signed
this instrument of accession and these
instruments were temporarily restrict-
ed to three points: defence, communi-
cations and foreign affairs. After the
signing of these instruments of acces-
sion in a hurry, if 1 may say so, it
was realised that for the new struc-
ture of a free democratic India that
was going to emerge, it was necessary
that the States should be fitted in the
democratic structure and therefore,
there was a further development, the
next picture after the instrurments ef
accession of so many States—about
142 States which signed these were
placed in the first class. There were
another 140 or 120 States which were
placed in the second class and there
was a large body-politic of States-—a
few hundreds of them—which ymwm
might call third class and they were
dealt with just like the small States
in Kathiawar which have been attach-
ed to Baroda. In the light of these
instruments of accession, Government
of India, after independence, embark-
ed upon a very sound and sensible:
policy. That was to bring the Indiam
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Stafles inte closer relationship with

the Union through the method of
negotiation. I want to emphasise the
word ‘negotiatian’. There was no com-
pulsion as the bon. Prime Minister on
§0 many occasians said. If there was
eampulsion, it was compulsion of

events.

Now what happesed? This was
between 15th August 1947 and 26th
Janugary 1950 or I would really call it,
November 1949, because the Constitu-
tion as such was passed by the Con-
stituent Assembly in 1949 and all
these States had been fitted into the
Union with various kinds of agree-
ments. Some States emerged as
centrally-administered areas; some be-
eame part of the provinces and now
there are States like Orissa, Bombay
and Madhya Pradesh and so on. There
were other States whichr were formed
into Unions. The basic approach for
all of them. I might respectfully say,
was the same, namely, negotiations.

As one of the acceding States and
as one which signed this instrument
of accession, Bilaspur too had to find
its place in the new India that was
developing. Again this was done
through negotiations through the
Ministry of States, the late Sardar
Patel. I personally had some talks
and I do not want to go into all of
them. As a result of these negotia-
tions, certain decisions were made by
the Government. I am not here
taking the time of the House to quote
from a variety of letters that I had
during this period of negotiations be-
cause they nreally are not relevant
to the subject matter at issue. The
hon. Home Minister has said that the
Bhakra-Nangal Project was the only
basis of Bilaspur’s being an impor-
"tant State. I would ask you to give
me permission to quote from here—
only one from the many letters. This
Jds a letter written by Mr. V. P.
Menon on 1st June, 1948 when these
negotiations were proceeding and I
would read a few lines. ‘I had many
talks with your Development Minis-
ter’, I am quoting: ‘I may tell you
that I have spent on Bilaspur more

A}

8 MAY 1954 and Bilaspur (New State) 6868

Bill

time in argument with you and your
Advisers than I spent in forming the
Madhya Bharat Union.’

‘I have told Your Highness that as
a special case I am prepared to keep
Bilaspur as a separate entity; that I
am again prepared to see that Your
Highness and your people are repre-
sented on the Council. I would further
add that if there is a difference of
opinion between the Administrator
and the Council I shall instruct the
Administrator to refer the matter to
the Government of India for decision.
These are all concessions which I
have made and I would suggest that
you come and sign the agreement’. I
am only giving this as one of the
basis of this agreement. The emer-
gence of Bilaspur was not something
which came out of space. The States
in the Indian Union were not created
out of space. Such a leader—a leader
of the calibre of the late Sardar Patel
who was instrumental in  making
India one compact unit—did not
make a mistake here; it was not a
mistake. Here was, as I pointed out,
a definite issue which was settled in
the only manner possible at that
time. It was a reasonable settlement
by the method of negotiation.

As a result of this, the next step
for the Government of India to take
was to include this in their official
documents. This State has been
accepted by them. What were the
legal consequences? The only con-
sequence of it was the White Paper,
the only authoritative document we
thave on the Indian States. This
White Paper on the Indian States
issued by the States Ministry in
March 1950, has on page 47, para-
graph 117, a specific reference to the
State of Bilaspur. It says:

“The group of these East
Punjab Hill States included the
State of Bilaspur. In view of the
location of Bhakra Dam in this
State, which is of all India im-
portance, it was decided to take
the State as a separate centrally
administered unit. The State was
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taken under central administra-
tion on the 12th of October 1948.”

This was the reason given in the
White Paper. Then again, in the Con-
stituent Assembly in 1949—I have not
been able to find out that particular
volume from the library, but I will
quote from memory—to a question
put to Sardar Patel, the then States
Minister as to why Bilaspur which is
not a viable unit has been kept as a
centrally administered area, if I re-
member aright, his reply was that
the public interests demanded that.
Now, those who have, if I may say
so, the background under which
Bilaspur emerged as a Part C State—
Bhakra Dam was one of them, I do
not deny—will agree, that when em-
phasis is to be mainly on the
administration and future control of
the project, I think we lose sight of
the very important factor that this
Bhakra-Nangal project affects the
people of the State in a variety of
ways. Here is Bilaspur with its 126
or 127 thousand inhabitants. Here is
Bhakra Dam which when completed
would submerge 4,700 square miles
of the State’s territory dispossessing
nearly 17 thousand people. Those
17 thousand people have, as it has
been mentioned even at the time
when the negotiations were made,
done a very great sacrifice for the
common cause. They had agreed to
this dispossession and it was a very
welcome agreement of course. If we
can do something to the rest of India,
we are proud of it. We are proud of
the sacrifice that the people of Bilas-
pur have made. But, there is this dis-
possession, this large upheaval which
was to take place, directly or other-
wise. Radical changes were to take
place in the State of Bilaspur. The
Central Government, therefore, cor-
rectly thought that it would be right
to administer it separately so that all
problems relating to the rehabilita-
tion of the people, all problems re-

lating to the construction of a 'new,

township of Bilaspur which would
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have to be built, all these things could
be best done if it was centrally con-
trolled, centrally administered and
there was no interference or any
other intermediary—if I may call
them so. It was considered better to
have a direct connection between the
Central Government and Bilaspur.
That was done and the State was
made a Part C State. It was adopted
in the Constitution and that Constitu-
tion was adopted by the Constituent
Assembly. The administration as such
proceeded.

Then, Sir, I come now to the
second point. In this Statement of
Objects and Reasons it is said:

“It was one of the Punjab Hill
States which. should normally
have been integrated in Himachal
Pradesh but in view of the loca-
tion of the Bhakra Dam in the
State it was kept as a separate
Part C State. It has accordingly
been decided that it is no longer
necessary to continue Bilaspur as
a separate State....”

May I know as to why it has been
decided so? Is it that one fine morn-
ing the States Minister got up and
he said: “what is the use of Bilas-
pur State? Let us do away with it"?
After all the Constituent Assembly
sat and drafted the Constitution, and
Bilaspur was put as a Part C State.
Certain negotiations were also
entered into under the terms of the
Constitution. Now to say: “it was
accordingly decided to do away with
it”, there must be some reasons.
There must have been some reasons
to put Bilaspur as a Part C State.
Why was the question of doing away
with it not done in 1951? Why was
it not done in 1950 when the Con-
stitution was passed, when threre was
not even a single Member from Bilas-
pur to plead its cause. The reason is,
if we look into the States Ministry's
report. for 1952-53, on page 2—if 1
may. quote from that—the reason is
clearly  given. - What is the 'reason?
B
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The reason given therein is ‘adjust-
ment of boundaries’ under the head-
ing ‘Abu “and Bilaspur’. Paragravh 12
says:
“Bilaspur is the smallest of the
Part C States. It has an area of
”

10 AM.

‘Then the reason given is ‘adjustment
of boundaries’. It says that claims
have now been made and Govern-
ment have therefore decided that it
was no longer necessary to continue
Bilaspur as a separate State and that
it should be merged in Himachal
Pradesh. Therefore, the reason was
the claims of Himachal Pradesh for
the merger of Bilaspur in Himachal
Pradesh on grounds of linguistic and
cultural affinity and probably, no
other reason. Now, let us examine it.
If that was the reason, then obviously
the best course for Government was
to appoint a commission, a body of
inquiry, some men to go to Bilaspur
and take the wishes of the people into
consideration; tell them: “look here,
we are now going to go back upon
our agreements”—not a very pleasant
word, but they can say it. They can
say, although in 1950 we were quite
prepared to keep Bilaspur as a sepa-
rate entity, now 1§ years have passed
and we have come to the conclusion
that we cannot do it. The reasons
perhaps could have been explained.
I do not think that to say that it was
a tiny State and did not affect the
people very much, was any reason.
Many other reasons could have been
advanced. They can say, for the
better security, for betterment, be-~
cause Bilaspur was standing in the
way of democratic institutions in this
country, it was necessary to do away
with it: therefore, we have come to
you; Himachal Pradesh has claims on
you; what do you say about it? They
can ask, “Do you want to merge into
Himachal Pradesh; have you affinities
and ties with them?” That would,
obviously, have been. the correct
course to take. Even when this claim
was laid by the. State of Himachal
Pradesh on the ground of cultural and
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linguistic affinity, the Government of
Punjab also laid claims on Bilaspur.
Here is really a case of a bride with
two suitors who claimed her hand
in marriage, and the Home Minister,
a puritan as he is, has agreed to give
the bride without asking her consent.

Dr. Katju: What does the bride
say? Does she want to remain a
virgin?

Shri Anandchand: If she wanted to
remain one, she had every right to
say so.

What happened was, when there
were these counter claims, the con-
ference was held, the great conference
about which page 3 of the report is
full, when all the representatives
were . asked: representatives  from
Himachal Pradesh, representatives
from . Punjab, representatives from
PEPSU. and Rajasthan, but no repre-
sentative from Bilaspur. If there was
one, it.. was the Chief Commissioner,
a functionary of the Government of
India. and he could not speak on be-
half of the people of Bilaspur whether
they wanted merger with A or B.

Shri Algu Rai Shastri (Azamgarh
Distt.—East cum  Ballia Distt.—
West): You were not consulted?

Shri Anandchand: No; at no stage.

Shri Algu Rai Shastri: That is very
strange.

Shri Anandchand: In that confer.
ence of 18th August 1952, the Central
Government came to a decision. What
was that decision? The decision was
this. After the conference of all the
States, it has been decided that a
statutory body or corporation should
be set up for the Bhakra-Nangal pro-
ject, and after this project has been
handed over to the statutory body,
Bilaspur was to be merged into Hima-
chal Pradesh, because as we found in
the newspaper reports and other
things, that the claims of Punjab on
Bilaspur were rejected because they
were not given any credence. The
idea was that really these people had
much' more cultural and other affini-
ties with Himachal Pradesh. Here
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again, as I said, is one of the most
undemocratic decisions so far taken,
a glaring example of an important
decision being taken without consult-
ing the people of -the State.

What was the reaction? The first
reaction was a petition to the Gov-
ernment of India. If the people did
not want that decision, if the people
thought that the decision was wrong,
the obvious course was to petition,
and a petition was submitted to the
hon. Home Minister himself. That
petition was signed, I think, by 42,000
-people. I can speak with some autho-
rity. Here is another petition now.
The first was in 1952 as soon as the
decision was taken, because it was
not implemented. There was no Bill
at .that stage. In that petition a re-

" quest was . made that the decision was
wrong, that almost a commitment had
been made when the Bhakra-Nangal
project had not even started and the
people facing dispossession had not
been rehabilitated, and therefore, the
Government of India should recon-
sider the decision. From 1952 to 1954
nothing was done in the matter. The
hon. Home Minister has been saying
here that the idea was to protect or
safeguard the Bhakra-Nangal project;
nothing, however, was done in the
matter. I think I would not be wrong
in saying that the withholding of the
implementation of the outcome of that
conference in 1952 was purely on
account of the vehement opposition
made by the Punjab Government to
that decision. Here I say that with
some authority because on the very
next day of this decision, the Chief
Minister of the Government of Punjab
made a Press statement, an important
Press  statement, referring to this
decision. and with your permission, T
will quote a few words from that.
Shri Bhimsen Sachar, in a Press con-
ference on the very next day to this
decision, i.e.,, 19th August, 1952, said,
inter alia:

“The point of view of the
Punjab Government that the
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decision as to the merger of Bilas-
pur should be subject to the
paramount needs of the Bhakra
Dam and Nangal Canal was
accepted....”

“...During the course of the:
discussion the Prime Minister of
India suggested that it might be.
desirable to set up an indepen--
dent Authority in order to safe-
guard the interests of the Bhakra
Dam Project. In that case the
Prime Minister said it would be
immaterial to which State the
Bilaspur territory belo9ged."

That shows that there was a tussle
between the two States about the
point as to which State this territory
should go.

“Up to the last the Punjab
stuck to the view that the ques-
tion as to whether the whole of
the Bilaspur State should form a
part of Himachal Pradesh should
be deferred till after the exami-
nation and adoption of the pro-
posal to set up an independent
authority for Bhakra-Nangal
Project, as unless the question of
the powers and functions of the
proposed authority had been
agreed upon it would be pre-
mature to take a decision on that
point.”

This is what happened. This is
really the reason why from 1952 to
1954 the decision, as I said, could not
be - implemented and also, if I may
say so with due respect though pro-
bably the hon. Home Minister would
deny it. perhaps the entreaties, the
telegrams and the representations of
the 42.000 people had some effect,
and I very much hope they would
have even now—I refer to the other
petition now before this House—
some effect.

Matters went on like this, but then
suddenly, as it were this Bill has
come to us in 1954. I was very care-
fully reading the arguments advanced
by the hon. States Minister in his
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speech in the Council of States when
this Bill was taken into consideration.
1 think there is some law or ruling
that the proceedings there cannot be
quoted in this House. Therefore, I
would not like to say the exact words
which the hon. Home Minister said,
but he said something to this effect
about the urgency of the measure.
The reason why Bilaspur as such
should be integrated and this Bill
should be passed is the administra-
tive structure there as such needs
change. There is the Chief Commis-
sioner, he said, whom we have
changed. We appointed a functionary
from Himachal Pradesh. The Lt.-
Governor was appointed as Chief
Commissioner. Still there is no im-
provement. And there is the urge on
the part of the people that something
should be done, and therefore the
only thing that can be done is to do
away with Bilaspur. Because the
Central administration cannot im-
prove that, do away with it. That was
hardly a reason I thought, coming
from very responsible quarters; that
because the Central administration
there was not proceeding as well as
it should have proceeded, therefore
the best thing is to let this entity
disappear. The same reason could be
advanced tomorrow if the administra-
tion fails in any other state—let us
do away with that also. But that is
hardly a reason. If that is really the
reason, the position could be re-
medied. If this Chief Commissioner
from Himachal Pradesh, or the Lt.-
Governor of Himachal Pradesh as
Chief Commissioner., did not work,
the Centre could have appointed an-
other Chief Commissioner, could have
appointed a Deputy Chief Commis-
sioner if they had no intention to

i provide a Chief Commissioner. Things

>

would have improved, most certainly *

they would have. That they had
deteriorated and the very fact that
the hon. Home Minister has admitted
that there was deterioration, I think,
bears out what small criticism I put
in in this House in the previous
debate in the House when I said that
the administration had deteriorated.

8 MAY 1954 and Bilaspur (New State) 6876

Bill

At that time the States Minister was
not prepared to admit it. At that time
he said there were no functionaries
as Judicial Commissioner. There was
no big secretariat as in U.P. Today,
the hon. States Minister says: “We do
not want a large secretariat or the
Judicial Commissioner. We do not
want this top-heavy administration”.
I think that bears out this point that
there were these functionaries, that
these functionaries continue and they
do their work. After all, if it is a
large unit or a large State, they would
do more work. If it is a small area,
they would do lesser work, but work
is done. Since it is a centrally
administered unit of India, howso-
ever tiny it might be, there are func-
tions to be performed, ali those func-
tions about laws, the application of
laws about decisions in the Courts
and on various communications that
come from the different Ministries
about how the procedure has to be
adopted there. All these functions are
there. So, this statement that the
administration as such has been
paralysed, was not proceeding pro-
perly. is hardly a reason to be given
for doing away with the entity of
the State or the right of the people
to live or enjoy the rights of a parti-
cular political status. So. as I have
said, the only reason was that Bilas-
pur should be merged on grounds of
linguistic and cultural affinity. and
that there should be a corporation or
a statutory body, before it was merged.
Here we have the two pre-requisites
or the two guiding factors which
brought about the 1952 decision.
Here. if I may respectfully point out.
were also the grounds for the Gov~
ernment of India to cure the injustice
that had been done under this deci-
sion of 18th August 1952. How was
it to be cured? If the merger was to
take place on grounds of cultural and
linguistic  affinity, it having taken
place in December 1952, that you had
already appointed a States Reorgani-
sation Commission, here was a method
by which you can say, well, let the
case be referred to the States Re-
organisation Commission, because we
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have not asked the people of Bilas-
pur, because the people of Bilaspur
protest against this merger, because
this merger has to take place on
grounds of linguistic and cultural
affinity, and because we have here a
forum and a body which is solely for
the purposes of determining as to
whiclr areas have cultural affinity
with which areas, and also for the
purpose of determining which con-
stituent units of the Indian Union
have a right to live in the future.
And Bilaspur was such a unit on the
29th December 1853, when tire. Gov-
ernment of India and the Home
Ministry passed this Resolution and
said that the terms of reference of
this Commission - would be, among
other things,” to examine the whole
question of the reorganisation of the
States of the Indian Union, with a
view to promote the welfare of the
people of each constituent unit as
well ‘as of the nation as a whole.
Bilaspur was such a constituent unit,
and it still is. How are its int;en'asts
to be promoted, if at the very time
when this Commission is going %nto
the whole question of reorganisation,
it at the very time when they. are
trying to redraw the map of India by
common consent, you whisk away
these entities one by one. Today, you
whisk away Bilaspur, tomorrow you
may whisk away some other State,
and on the third day, you may whisk
away a third State. If you are going
to do so, why appoint this States Re-
organisation Commission?

Now, there has been a reply to this
point by the hon. Minister of States,
in the Council of States. When the
same argument was raised in the
Upper House, the reply was that it
is not the States Reorganisation Com-
mission that is going to decide, but
that it is the Parliament that is going
to decide it. By that, I think, the
States Minister meant that Parlia-
ment, which tomorrow can decide on

the recommendation of the States Re-

organisation Commission, can today
decide in anticipation of them. I agree
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with you; I subscribe to it entirely
that the sovereign character of the
Parliament of India, which is the
sovereign law-making body of India
is unchallenged. We can pass any law;
tomorrow we can amalgamate the
whole of the territories of India into
one State, under this article of the
Constitution, if it is conducive to the
good government and the betterment
of the people and of the nation as a
whole. But then the point is this. If
we are going to do all these things, if
we are going to visit each of these
little areas or small areas or villages
—five hundred and odd of them are
there—and if we are going to hold
a commission of inquiry there as to
with which area the people of a parti-
cular area have cultural or other affi-
nities, if that is the function which
we are to do, how are we going to
function as government in other larger
sphreres in the country? Obviously, we
have to devise a body or a forum,
under which all these linguistic and
cultural claims can be considered, and
on the floor of which or before which
all these points are given due weight
and attention. When that forum has
given its recommendations, we should
proceed further in the matter. I agree
that the high-powered commission is
not a high-powered commission at all;
it is only a States Reorganisation
Commission. If it were a high-powered
commission, naturally, we would have
had to abide by its verdict. I am not,
however, pleading here as to what
the States Reorganisation Commis-
sion should be. I am only saying that
once we have made that forum, and
once we have established a certain
procedure for the reorganisation of
the States of the Indian Union, what
are we proposing to do in this Bill?
We are proposing to create a new
State of Himachal Pradesh by unit-
ing both-these States.

We are creating a State or giving
parliamentary sanction to bring into
existence an entity which even after
merger is a Part C State, not a Part
A or Part B State, but a Part C
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State which even after the union of
both these States would have a popu-
lation only of 11 lakhs of people—
the population perhaps of any district
_in Punjab or UP. or Bombay. If the
hon. the States Minister has stated in
his Statement of Objects and Reasons
that Bilaspur is not a viable State,
I respectfully point out to him that
Himachal Pradesh is also not a viable
State. So that argument cannot hold
water. Therefore, if we were. by unit-
ing both these States, to create a
State with viability, I would have
understood it. We have done some-
thing here; we are creating a new
State in India in the fifth year of the
Republic, as he has given in his
amendment:

“Be it enacted by Parliament
in the Fifth year of our Republic
as follows...”

Is it not to wipe off in the fifth year
of our Republic the State of Bilaspur
against the will of the people?

Shri Algu Rai Shastri: It is the
tiniest State.

Shri Anandchand: The tiniest has a
right to live. If you are ten brothers
in a family and one is very tiny, do
you mean to say that the tiniest
should be murdered?

So, Sir, the point is that in all these
matters we have to give much larger
consideration to this problem than has
been given heretofore. And there
was a reason, as I was pointing out,
there was a condition under which
the Central Government could have
asked the people. They had the forum
of the States Reorganisation Commis-
sion to say: ‘We will leave the deci-
sion of 18th August subject to rati-
fication. Here is the States Reorgani-
sation Commission. We will refer it
to them. We shall wash our hands of
the foul smell that we are taking a
decision ex parte’. That was not done.

Then what is the urgency about it?
I do not know from the Statement of
Objects and Reasons what urgency
there is about this. The very fact that
there is no. urgency, if I may respect-
fully point out to the House, is a
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glaring fact. What is the urgency of
this business before the House? I am
not conversant with all the Rules of
Procedure. But I heard from
Mr. Tulsidas who is a member of the
Business Advisory Committee that
there were originally about 16 or 17
odd measures which Parliament was
expected to pass by the 15th May and
disperse. But with the continuation of
the session for another four or five
years, the Himachal Pradesh and
Bilaspur (New State) Bill must be
brought before you! What is the
urgency I cannot understand. What is
the urgency for bringing about a union
of these States? And when is the
Union to come into effect? There is
no appointed date. The Union is to
come into operation when the Govern-
ment of India pleases! If there was
any urgency, I should have "thought
that ‘the very first thing that the Gov-
ernment would put in this Bill was
an appointed date on which it would
come into operation. The very fact
that the Government has made that
very indefinite disproves the urgency.
This Bill will come into effect on the
day the Government may issue a
gazette notification. So what does it
mean? It means that after the pas-
sage of this Bill, Government can sit
three years before the new State is
formed.

An Hon. Member: Persuade them.

Shri Anandchand: There is no ques-
tion of persuasion. It means that
they want to be indefinite. And if
they want to be indefinite, then why
do they not refer it to the Reorganisa-
tion Commission? (Interruption.) I
want to have an opportunity in the
House to show how injustice is done.
I do not want to go to the hon.
Minister’'s ofice and have my say.
That is hardly the forum for me; that
is for the petitioner. I have not come
heré-as a petitioner; T have come as
one of the Members of the House to
put before the House ' my point of
view. It is the people who are sove-
reign; Governments after -all, are
created by the will of the people; they
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rise and fall with the will of the
Ppeople.

So I should have thought that that
was the proper thing to do. Now,
there had to be repercussions. When
a wrong decision is taken, when a
double wrong is committed, those
people who are politically alive—I
am glad to say so—to a certain ex-
tent, naturally react. There had to be
some sort of reaction and that re-
action was referred to by my hon.
friend, the States Minister, when the
Bill was before the Upper House., He
said there had been some disturbance
of ‘emotional tranquillity’ in Bilas-
pur—not public tranquillity. I thought
it was public tranquillity, but now it
was described as ‘emotional tranquil-
lity'—it is a new word to use. What
It probably meant was that all these
8041 signatories were going round in
each of those small villages. Now,
Members of this House, except pro-
bably a few, have not seen Bilaspur.
I was born there: I have lived there
all these years and I am glad I have
all possible contacts with the people,
with the humblest man there. I take
no credit for that. As a Member of
Parliament, it is my duty. All those
are poor people spread out in the
villages on the hill'tops and on the
banks of the river. The whole popu-
lation is 1.26,000 which the hon. Home
Minister always flings on our face.
He always says here is a population
of 1,26,000 in a Part C State. I
say in reply to him: what is the popu-
lation of Coorg, which is another
Part C State? It has only a popula-
tion of about two lakhs. If that is to
go, let us have a proper measure for
all these Part C States to go. Let
there be a proper principle for their
extermination, a proper principle by
which all these States could go. Let
there be a uniform principle by all
means. But the procedure should be
there. After all, this is a question of
one of the constituent parts of the
Indian union: this is a question of a
State of India. = howsoever small it
may be. If you are going to adopt a
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policy of exterminating these States,.
the questions in respect of which are
integrated with other major ques--
tions, without consulting the people,.
will of the people, where will demo-
cracy be? It cannot flourish in this.
country. I think it would be a wrong
step if we are to consider this pro--
blem in the way in which it is being:
done.

I heard my hon. friend from Mani--
pur speaking the other day. I never
met him but I remember his words.
He was very outright in his speech
and said that if it was possible for
him to do gol mal, he would do gol
mal. He is not there today to do gol
mal. But I can do no gol mal. I can
only plead before the House that an
injustice should not be done. Then
there will be no occasion for any gob
mal, whether in Tripura, Manipur,.
Himachal Pradesh, Bilaspur, Coorg or
any other State.

Shri Radhelal Vyas (Ujjain): How
much time will be given to the hon..
Member? You said that only two
hours have been allotted to this Bill.
We would like to know how much-
time will be given to us?

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I was con-
sidering this matter myself. Two
hours have been allowed by the Busi-
ness Advisory Committee. I find that.
a number of amendments have been.
tabled by the hon. Member, who is
now in possession of the House, on
almost every clause of this Bill. There
is no other hon. Member who has
given notice of amendments. Already
the hon. Member has taken one Bill
hour and I cannot extend the period
of time.

Some Hen. Members: No, Sir.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: What i this
‘No' about? The hon. Member started
at 9-26. What is the time now? What
is the meaning of ‘No’ then? I am
noting down the time in these matters.
There is the office here. In  such
matters, it very often embarrasses
me when hon., Members say ‘No'. It
is one thing for hon. Members to say
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that they may be given more time. I
‘have no objection to their saying so.
When an hon. Member is in posses-
sion of the House, he may speak on
all matters relating to the Bill. I
have given him one hour and I hope
he will finish soon. Otherwise, there
.may not be time even for the hon.
Minister to speak, and I will have
to put the whole thing to the vote
+0f the House straightaway.

Shri Anandchand: I shall finish in
-a few minutes. I was referring to the
reactions of such a measure. The
-only reaction which was a correct
Pparliamentary reaction, which was a
perfectly constitutional reaction, was
to bring all this, in equity, to the
Houses of Parliament and say, this is
‘what has happened. This is what we
pray for, and please consider our
prayer. Now, this petition has been
presented to this august House. It
has a signature of something like
45,000 people of Bilaspur, though my
hon. friend, the Home Minister, says
“I do not know how they obtained it’.
Well, in the present status in which
the people of Bilaspur are living,—I
.am one of those who are living there—
we have hardly any of this police
force, hardly any military which we
<an order about, in which case one
could order the people to put their
thumb impression. There is nothing
-of the kind. What has now been pre-
sented is an address signed by most
people of the State of Bilaspur. It is
‘on the Table of the House. Accord-
ing to the rules, the name of each
individual, the address of each indivi-
.dual, his kamura, as they call it, are
all there. If there is anything wrong
‘in them, you could call the concerned
people and ask them whether they
did it or not, whether they subscrib-
ed to the petition or not. That is the
-end of it. But the point is, this peti-
tion has been sent. There have also
“been  representations to the Chief
‘Commissioner of Bilaspur. who, at the
present moment. is the Lt.-Governor
of Himachal Pradesh. He is acting in
“both capacities. - We have nothing
against him. He is a person who is
-very nice, who is of a very high calibre,

,
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and as the hon. Home Minister said,
we are very happy that he is enjoying
the confidence of the President of
India. Our relations with him are
very happy. But, in this parti-
cular matter of Bilaspur .and its
future, we have taken the liber-
ty with the Chief Commissioner
as our Chief Commissioner--and
I would say it was a natural
liberty—and we have approached him
and said, ‘Here is our representation,
will you please put it up to the Gov-
ernment of India and say that the
people as such resent this measure
and they want that this measure
should not be proceeded with’?

I would not go into the grounds of
the petition. I have said more or less
whatever is contained in it. Although
I went to the hon. Speaker and
wanted to have this petition circulat-
ed, there was no time for circulation
because he said the Bill is coming up
tomorrow and it cannot go to the Peti-
tions Committee now. So, the contents
of the petition could Tot be circu-
lated to the House. Therefore, I
would, with your permission, read
only four or five lines from that. They
say that there is no reason why the
people of a Part C State should not
be consulted about their_ future, when
the Government of India have admit-
ted this even in the casé of Chander-
nagore, which is only an area with
26,000 inhabitants, the right of self-
determination. Chandernagore is going
to be merged with West Bengal. It
was a French territory. Admitted.
Bilaspur was an Indian State. When
this area of Chandernagore, with
26,000 inhabitants came directly to
India. when its administration—de
facto—was  transferred from the
French, the Prime Minister himself
had declared on the 3rd February,
1949 that arrangements for the as-
sociation of the Settlement with the
Indian Union will be in conformity
with our declared policy and be regu-
lated according to the wishes of the
people with whom there would be the
fullest consultation. Tn pursuance of
this declaration of policy a Commis-
sion of Inquiry was appointed—the
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Jha Commission—and the Commis-
sion’s Report is here. He went to the
people of Chandernagore, asked them
what they wanted about their future
status. I am glad that as sensible
people—I do not say we are insensible
that way—they said that they would
naturally like to merge with West
Bengal which is their neighbour. At
the same time. they wanted certain
cultural and other things to be taken
into consideration. This report has
made out a case for them and it
pleads their case. It says, give them
good treatment, let there be a Cor-
poration for Chandernagore, let there
be even a seat for Chandernagore in
the West Bengal Assembly with only
26,000 people, though according to the
Constitution you cannot have a re-
presentative for less than 75.000
people or so. Here we have got this
Bilaspur State which is a bigger area,
we have created something out of the
hills or even plains, whatever it may
be, it is a Part C State of the Union
of India. ‘We want extensive lands.
Let us do something for them. They
want lands and there is no land in
the Himachal Pradesh. It has been
found out that there is no land for
their resettlement. They have time
and again said that they want land
from ‘Punjab and Punjab refuses.
‘Why? Because the bride is not being
offered to Punjab, because this place
would not go to them, they do not
want to give or part with good 30,000
acres of Punjab land. Here is a ques-
tion. whether the Central Govern-
ment is going to .ehabilitate and
establish these people. He has made
mention of section 31. What does this
section 31 speak of? It says:

~ “Nothing in this Act shall be
deemed to derogate fram the
powers of the Central Govern-
ment to make such arrangements
or to take such action in relation
to the Bhakra-Nangal Project as
may. having due regard to the
purposes of the Project be neces-
sary to ensure its proper adminis-
tration and effective imvlementa-
_tion.”
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This only saves for the Government
the power to see that the Bhakra-
Nangal Project is properly adminis-
tered and effectively implemented. No
word about the 17,000 people who will
go to dogs. What about their rehabili-
tation? We are here being uprooted
because of this dam. Under this
section there is no power to issue
directions to the Punjab Government
to allot us lands. By our making
sacrifice Delli will get -electricity. I
read in the papers that Bhakra-Nangal
is going to produce electricity for
Delhi to run trains. Millions of acres
of land are going to be cultivated and
crops are to be raised and the people
of Bilaspur by whose sacrifice all this
is possible are going to be erased.
That, I would call is hardly justice:
it is not fair. Therefore, with due
respect, I would urge this hon. House
to take all these factors into consi-
deration, namely, the reason why this
measure has come, whether there is
any urgency and whether in the shape
of things to come, in the India that
we want to create, an India of viable
units, where alone democracy can
flourish in its proper perspective, this
new State which will come out of
this Bill, with its 11 lakhs of people.
with its deficit financing, can exist
properly. According to the Himachal
Pradesh’s budget, its revenue is
Rs. 1,25,00,000, while its expenditure
is about Rs. 2,40,00,000, and the
balance is made up of subsidies which
Parliament allows every year. With-
out subsidies from Parliament, it can-
not exist. Bilaspur, of course, is also
a deficit State. What is the use of
the deficit State of Himachal Pradesh
being merged with another deficit
State of Bilaspur? Ts there any
algebraic process by which you can
make these two minuses into a Plus?
Here, Sir, minus and minus will still
be minus, and so what is the use of

" adding them together? 1 would sav

that it is hardly fair to the people of
RBilaspur State and I would say even
in tha people of Himachal Pradesh.
hecause they themselves have to fight
a battle. before the States Reorganisa-
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"tion Commission tomorrow in connec-

tion with a larger Punjab. I would
‘respectfully submit that the Bill, at
the present stage, be not taken into
consideration, that the Bill be refer-
red to the State Reorganisation Com-
mission, that the States Ministry
appoint an enquiry commission, as
they have appointed in the case of
Chandernagore, to go and ascertain
the wishes of the people, and after the
recommendations of that commission
have been placed on the Table of the
House, the House may do whatever
it likes. It is a sovereign body and it
may do whatever it pleases at that
time.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: With regard
to the point raised by Mr. More, I
may inform him and the House that
I had sent for the Rules of Procedure
of the other House, and they are also
word for word similar to the Rules
of Procedure of this House.

Shri S. 8. More: I quite see that
there are many provisions under rule
154. If we go to rule 91, it has got
a wider aspect.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Rule 91 relates
to motions after introduction of Bills.

Shri S. S. More: I quite see that. I
am just comparing these two rules.
Under rule 91, a Member is permitted
so make at least four motions of
different sorts. By the separate
section on page 39 of the Rules of
Procedure, it is’ restricted in its mean-
ing, and I may say, after reading all
these provisions. that you are in a
way right in saying that. but I would
rather go to the spirit. As far as the
interpretation of the letter is con~
cerned, I may concede you are right,
but on occasions when we are to inter-
pret rules or laws. we have to see
the spirit of the legislation. the spirit
of the particular motion. and that is
why I say that we have to take into
account the purpose for which the
Council of States has been created.
The Council of States has been
created for the purpose of sitting as
a revising body, because the House
of the People, which is supposed to
be representative of the people, may
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in its own enthusiasm come to some
rash decisions or rash conclusions or
rash estimations. A body of elders,
who are supposed to deliberate in a
cooler manner is to sit there. There-
fore, I say that the right of ascertain-
ing public opinion of this original
body or this paramount body should
not be denied. As a matter of fact,
our composition is based on public
opinion; we are directly elected by the
people, while the Council of States is-
elected by the States. We are much
more concerned in ascertaining public
opinion, because if we do not ascertain
public opinion, possibly next time we-
will find. it extremely difficult to be
here. My submission is that this body,
owing its origin to the will and sup-
port of the people, has more often to
consult the people, and. therefore,
its right of circulating the Bill for
eliciting publc opinion, in spite of
the fact that it has been passed by
the other House, is not restrictive.
This, I belicve, is the spirit of our
Constitution: this I believe is the
spirit of tke federal structure of Gov--
ernment that we are having in this
country. I would, therefore, say that
you will be pleased to give your inter-
pretation in a manner which will not
place any restriction on the sovereign
powers of this particular House.

Shri  Velayudhan (Quilon cum-
Mavelikkara—Reserved—Sch. Castes):
The House can throw the Bill out.

Shri S. S. More: My hon. friend

Mr. Velayudhan is giving his own
ruling from that side of the House.

On the merits of this measure, I
have nothing to say, except that I
entirely agree with the hon. Home
Minister that all these small Part C
States should be. abolished. Schedule
I of the Constitution has enumerated
as many as ten States under Part C.
I do not see any reason why these
ten States should be there. Under the
Constitution the Central Government
which federates the various consti-
tuent units are given certain powers;
but the Centre is out to have more
powers and more heggars at its doors.
Therefore this retinue of Class C
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[Shri S. S. More]

States is maintained, with beggars’
bowls in their hands. They will be
going to States Minister and Finance
Minister for help.

As far as Bilaspur is concerned, it
Taises an important point of law.
Under Article 363 whenever there is
any dispute regarding any agreement
-or covenant, or pact, between a ruler
©of a State and the Gbvernment of
India that dispute cannot be enquired
into by the Supreme Court. The
jurisdiction of the court has been
taken away. Now we find that there
is a dispute. The ex-Ruler has spoken
with great vehemence, though with
restraint. He has pointed out that the
original agreement which the Minister
of States has entered into with him on
behalf of the Government of India
‘has been flouted. I may say that the
ex-Rulers entered into agreement with
the Government of India in their own
interests and against the interests of
the subjects. So., these agreements
should not carry any sanctity. But if
‘we are taking our stand on our Con-
stitution, then we have to see that
every article which is relevant is given
effect to.

Article 363 which I have already
Teferred to says that if there is any
dispute the Supreme Court will not go
into it. Then, which is the body that
will go into it? But there is an arti-
<le, No. 143, which gives power to
the President to consult the Supreme
Court. The Supreme Court can come
in not as Supreme Court, but as the
authority referred to under article
'143.

Now,\ Sir, this House has to assume
great responsibility. The question of
interpretation of a particular article
of the Constitution has been posed
‘before us. I am not prepared to attach
any importance to the other matters,
like the right of self-determination,
‘because the time at my disposal is
short. But what about the constitu-
tional point? I quite see that Bilaspur
is a very small State. But its ex-Ruler
has raised one of the major issues,
though his State is not a major State.

€
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Now, what is to be done regarding this
particular law point? We have seen
that there is a clear dispute between
the ex-Ruler and the Government of
India regarding the terms of that
agreement. He is maintaining a posi-
tion that under the terms of the agree-
ment, you are bound to maintain
Bilaspur as a separate entity and if
you are not sticking to it and passing
this measure, it means that you are
flouting the terms of that agreement.
If there is no such dispute regarding
the terms of the agreement and its
binding effect before this House then
I think there is no objection in passing
this Bill. If there is any such dispute,
I think it is a matter which should
be referred to the President for his
consultation under article 143. Then
only we shall be given some assurance.
I went into one of these and 1 feel
that the Government of India were in
their effort to merge the different
States entered into wrong agreements
with the ex-Rulers just to tempt them
to sign. All these agreements stand in
a different category. As far as articles
362 and 363 are concerned, these pro-
visions should be taken into conside-
ration in passing any law . relating to
the agreements and convenants enter-
ed into by the Government of India
with the ex-rulers. They referred to
article 291 and say that is the spirit
in which the Constitution has been
passed. If I have got some grievance
against this Constitution, I will get it
properly amended but as long as it is
not amefided, we must work that Con-
stitution, and therefore, I submit that
this is a constitutional issue in which
the President does step in and there-
fore, we must give an opportunity to
the President. We can very well post-
pone the discussion on this matter or
its consideration and give an oppor-
tunity to thre President to take steps
under article 143 by inviting the
opinion of the Supreme Court whether
the contention of the ex-ruler that
this measure is in violation of the
agreement entered into is correct or
not. That is my humble submission.
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. Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Soon after the
amendment is moved, nermally I must
dlace the amendment before the House.
So far as this point is concerned, the
amendment of Shri Anandchandji
wants that the Bill be circulated for
the purpose of eliciting opinion there-
on by the 1st October 1954. My atten-
tion has been drawn to rule No. 91.
It relates to motions after introduc«
tion of bills: that is when they origi-
nate in this House. It mentions the
kinds of motions that can be moved
as an amendment to the motion for
consideration. 91 (iv) refers to circu-
lation for the purpose of eliciting
opinions thereon. But the relevant
rule is 163. That relates to the motions
that can be made regarding a Bill
\‘which originated in the Council of
States and was transmitted to this
House. That rule definitely says that
it can only refer to a Select Com-
mittee. There is no reference to cir-
culation for eliciting public opinion.
Mr. More also agrees that so far as
the strict letter of law is concerned,
the rule does not permit or make any
provisions for a motion of this kind,
an amendment seeking circulation...

Shri Anandchand: I want to submit
one point.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I am not going
to allow this hereafter. There must
be an end to this.

My attention was drawn to the pro-
visions of the general principle that
the upper chamber is only a revisory
chamber. Normally it must be a re-
visory chamber but the Constitution,
except with respect to certain Bills,
says that other Bills can be introduced
in any of the Houses. To that extent,
the provisions of the Constitution,
whatever might have been originally
intended, negative such a contention
and I cannot go merely to the spirit
of .the Constitution. It may be desir-
able by way of convention to estab-
lish that all such Bills of importance
must originate in this House with a
view to see that the representatives
of the people, directly elected, might
bring their minds to bear upon these
and take all these steps. Then the

162 PSD.
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procedure is much more elabo-
rate which is not so when the Bill origi-
nates in the other House and comes to
this House. As a matter of convention
all important Bills are to originate in
this House, giving the Members ample
opportunity, instead of fettering the
discretion of this House. I am help-
less so far as this matter is concerned.
A Bill of this kind can originate in the
other House and when it comes to this
House the only amendment that can
be made to the motion is for referring
the Bill to a Select Committee. If it
was the first impression possibly, I
might have considered it. On a prior
occasion on a similar matter, I gave
another ruling. Consistency to a
large extent is always better than in-
consistency. Therefore, I propose to
follow the previous ruling and rule
this amendment out of order.

Now, I call upon Shri Radhelal
Viyas, but I would request hon. Mem-
bers to be very brief; only five minut-
es each.

SIRG R SR
T, §F anft faemge ¥ Fratfaa am-
T qT F AN FT GT AW A A
AR & awaT & 5 IR e ggfy
F AT FT haeT 7 foar § &R
AT TS & IER 98 W W fre
F fdw 7 st F3 #v fiw e
&1 o, IR Ly T, (Rve d
feT # &< 37 faAl #r weEl Y a2
fewrg ok Fay ¥ faomaqR ST At o
T T F § A ;I @
qr 1 IR A o dro I F uF ¥
Y Y q-T IR 9% F GAET AR IF 0
®1 g B a1 A 30 AR T T
sz Frarom i S a9 & T AR
A e faemyeR & gy &
S $EHE ATE TR 97 I9 9 AT
TARR FA N AT TG . . L .

ot AELAT : TE TG TET & )
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st oo ane : § T, 98 o
AT FT 9T T W& |

=t Az 0 @9 Lo TR F
T w1 3 9

=t VRSSO ;A9 gl A
fg e 9% TR F AEA FA H;
39 9 | fweror faar a1 SR ag 9
@Y 3@ a1 F1 g9 & fF a9y sw e
ot g He AT TR X G FA
F gEAT TE X | @Y TER TS
3 o ag ¥ famwdl &1 cHEw
foram T 2 Teat & wf fe =
¥ grafwar ¥ sw foar ag T
F g § A SN R # TR
TE S THAT 3R TG AHY AR AT
gRfaar &1 adon a1 5 oF aww
IFR SEHE Ah TREM T IS
TEARTFAT | 2% | fow a5
fafex gwwe 7 98 UoW fFar fF @@
T G g I e F I
aTra I § 99 aug faeTagR @ Y
s fegfa o ? 50w, A 39 9@ wgH
# i atar faoraqe €T H 9 #7
atFr frer AR 4 seft g e % a@i
qx @7 97 AR A7 agr A ferfa F N
sreqg FRaT SEF AT O § AT
2 ga1 § 5 faompE ¥ ar # aga
A I qTEH g R FE Il
F A9 S AR gF, 9 § q qee
@A § | AR O T a9 TG 8
fiF ga% 98 FT 4G WA | SfwT
T Yo-¥¢ ¥ W feafq Y, 5w AF
X fggea™ ¥ UF agd a8 A
qaT S 99 NG w09 F qHST 9,
TR G WATHAT ITF TR
¥ OF I Y ATH AR @A E
“One fails to understand how the
Bhakhra Dam assumes an All India

8 MAY 1954 and Bilaspur (New St?te) 6894

. Bill

character any more than the numer-
ous dams which are being built or,
are contemplated in the various
Provinces or States, nor is it easy to see
the relevancy of this fact in relation to
the political set up of a State. Let it be
remembered that the State is casily the
worst State in India not excluding
Hyderabad. The vagaries of the prince
of Bilaspur have attained a mnotoriety
not easy to equal or excel by any other
prince.”

T o A e @I digew
FoE  Fr @fer w0 7 fGuE
Ty qfsq sERER @@ Ay 9,
T ywmE oaw fRar sk osw
T@E A faomR ®E F T ;Y
wwEifsdw #1 Sadistic perver-
sity Fgr X a8t ag ey fear v
Toew § & faomagx 7 safew #ad
& o ag s a1 i e e wrafeee
FEANSHR AR FRE ST AT L L.
=Y AFeET A8 HE § |
dfeq aragpew WA (fFoT w9
g 7 faor sEET—gqd) @ wg AW
qag |
WY TEETS A ;A gl aF I3
a1 99 § 98 Y Gfeq Tage™ agw
I E foF 91T SR JEHT Y FT AT
freer ox faemR & FEEd §9
F fod o o oY Fav qfcor g AT ?
AT ST AOF ST | A g oar
¥ 4 9 9T I AT 99 foav T ar
fF a8 9IS [T 7 7 AT F IS |
To gIW 7 (ATaTR) : TEHT
T A § 7
Gfeq TTEF AHT: T @ E |
ot TR oS AW : TE ST F
IR WA qw F1 F@es & @
Yo ¥ forg a0 fF 2= Fomedl & a3
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fegam # Whe g9 AR @ W
HEe FT Q@ 4 99 qUT G L &
Tod Y T Mfer faemg 7 g€ #%
g e % gd oF AP 8 T
fr s dfer 4 fompRr =@ 73
ESIERGH IS

“We should negotiate with the Indian
Government if they are prepared to
negotiate with us on equal terms. We
are not prepared to negotiate....”

Shri Anandchand: Is this all rele-
vant?

Shri Tulsidas (Mehsana West): Is
any matter prior to the agreement rele-
vant?

Dr. Suresh Chandra: Mentality of
the rulers: from that point of view, it
is relevant.

Shri S. S. More: What about

‘Hyderabad, (Interruption) -

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Order, order.
The present question is this. The ruler
hag gone out.

Shri S. S. More:

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The hon. Mem-
Yber need not amend my statement. The
ruler is not there. It is a Part C State.
The ruler, no doubt, is the representa-
tive of the people. Here, he does not
speak in the capacity as the ruler.
Though it was taken up by Shri
S. S. More, the ruler himself did not
say so, that it is beside the point, etc.
It is open to any hon. Mem-
ber to say that the wishes of
the people had not been consult-
ed that it is wrong, and that
other provisions have not been made.
‘Seventeen thousand people have surren-
dered their houses. Therefore, it would
have been better to join with Punjab.
Houses can be built and land could be
given. These are points which any
hon. Member can make. There is no
good going into ancient history and
saying that the ruler was this or that.
Possibly rightly the ruler was dislodg-
ed on account of that various things

Gone out?
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happened. Let us proceed to the rele-

vant point as to whether Bilaspur

should be joined with Himachal Pra-

desh or not. That is the question.

Skri Velayudhan: I want to raise
one point.

Dr. Suresh Chandra: When the ques-
tion has been raised, the hon. Member
should be allowed to reply. :

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Order, order,
Shri Velayudhan,

Shri Velayudhan: The hon. Member
in his speech referred to the past his-
tory of Bilaspur also. Therefore, he
has every right to mention about the
past history of Bilaspur.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I am not
expunging all that has been said.

Shri Radhelal Vyas: He referred to
the events in 1947 which led to the
agreement.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: He can say
that. But, does the hon. Member say
that the petition signed by 40,000 peo-
ple is also in the same tune? The ruler
is now a Member here. Is it suggested
that he was interested and se he has
brought about the signature?

Shri Radhelal Vyas: Yes.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: In that way,
it is relevant. The hon. Member can
g0 on. Anything can be made rele-
vant or irrelevant.

Shri Velayudhan: This is a Bill.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I think he has
said enough about this.

=it g T F A g &

g @ a1 5 (_¥v | Fv feafq o,
g faomR #1 uF e T A gfa-
JTH TEAT AT T | 99 ey F1her
H g 39T Y% 1 M3 o 5 e -
Hz s gfear FnfiEe F7 F TIR

That is my point. He said: we should
be prepared to negotiate with Pakistan.
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Shri Anandehand: Ig foee g3 @
g

This is a very serious allegation
being made against a Member and
against the people of Bilaspur........

Shri Radhelal Vyas: I have papers
with me. I can read from them.

Shri Anandchand: The Dominion of
Pakistan is an independent country.
This....

Shri* Radhelal Vyas: I do not give
way.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: We shall hear
and see if there is any support in
favour of his statements.

Shri Radhelal Vyas: I shall read
extracts from certain newspapers. The
Hindustan Times on 31st December,
1947 said:

“The next big act of the Viceroy
was to deflate those princes who
egged by the Political Secretary,
Corfield, were working on the
theory that the best interest of the
princes lay in lining up with the
Muslim League and that if a weak
Government emerged after the
British left India, the Princes
could expand their respective
territories.”

The Indian News Chronicle of 8th
June, 1948 said:

“The Ruler of Bilaspur has been
an aggressive exported of the
view of Sir Conard Corfield.”

Shri Anandchand: This is a Press
statement of the Hindustan Times.

Shri Radhelal Vyas: I do not give
in. I did not interrupt him. On
29-3-48, the New Times said:

“Bilaspur affords one typical
example of palace intrigues.”

A qaer @ a1 5 ad AT agi
oz 7 qfifeafa @ O 7 gouS
@1 A erar 5 agi i o
&1 T AR S

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Is there any
fear that it will now accede to
Pakistan?
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Shri Radhelal Vyas: There is a fear
in the minds of a few people. I had

. been there for ten days and many per-

sons, unattached, independent persons.
told me that if an opportunity was.
given, the opportunity would be
availed of.

A 7 ag fraem #3 @1 a1 & frerage
&1 SR WA FTAET & &1 91
AT A% TRRM 9T 9 T
fF2 W a1 | fafwd § a8 &
e ar 5 98 fama  g@r @&
fsrer feromagR & a7 9 e FiveT
TG 9T | R fafreT aRe o
I N S FI W | I g faorE--
G T AT A T T F N HIATAC
R 9% fraeT fae frar ar 1 %%
THU ITH TR JE Gt IAHT
T | I 9g qqeT AR E frae
& ¥ € fafre 7 faomge A ¥
Ty fama v § si) agr 7 o #r
fomas & fod F1E e 78 Som@T ¢
WE TEy N S F ARy W E
IR TaHe AT Sfeam ok e fafaedt
A T o9 @ faoEgT A S
& FT T S@T 5 fgarae R A
AT A fRaT 1 AR O g #Y faare
g1 TR A e R A oE
TS TaAE AT T & 9 AT
T 93 gAST FH ST T HST Fg
fearar) s AY fam a@ a9 a"r
T SHAT FT T G AR AR 8B
fafrer 4 S 7 W AT A § A
feam=e wRar 9% FeAT F 3 A} TG
¥ firae AT A T A | IFF
ST HY FITE F AT FL 9 @2l
F frudr Ak ¥ o famd Y §
@ W fwEa & e gw AT
e g fF ' fafd & o
AFER 4 IgiN faoragT F ara fFar
fama ) Fagimr 9@ §s 0
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T wT A g | agi sfeal ¥ 9l
F fod RS AT E 3 -
Hez Y ux aga geo fafeeT TF &4T
T frd o 7T & fod wRraE
T RN A EE ) TR G T
dommagar § | gag & A9 frwed
2 fora® a=1 T o aga qfewo AT
1 3T T F AT R A A
7 T T AT AEATH AT |fgar
Y qg TRT & T §

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Has it not been
cancelled?

Shri Radhelal Vyas: Not yet can-
<celled.

Mr. Deptuy-Speaker: Why not?

Shri Radhelal Vyas: If it is can-
celled, it would be welcomed. The
people would welcome it,

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: That is why
it is merged with Himachal Pradesh,

is it?

it Ters W G OF @
e g | A e w7 e
R gwar | gfeR ¥ #E el
I T T gEE A T § )
IR FaoTagL 7 fErmae SR ¥ Ao
2 T Y 9g IRY A e awa o,
ez (e & awad 7 ag fargd
IR AT A S | AT qIoqE R
T & fafrdl 4 997 & 97 O -
fagmr Y fore aint  Sfew 7 fowe
It aF A X EE 1 i aw '
fafet o gfard & FTE W
IS TE FET T |

T g T IWI B T FT IS
2, %3 qqoTn & A FHE F AW
qT IAHT T AT AV | Y AT GIRA
3 faomge A fafae foadd @Y ad
& | e o ot FwT O Sfee
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foafiadid1 wFSmamma e
fergmam & T 31 T wR ey
Y g & SR a8t RIS &7 TS
g1 FEoE @ AR IEH aEy
ToTfEl #T qaTaeT a8 gar o I3
0, gfem TadeeT aTfe A1 ag @
qgaT € AR I 9T T T qfFEl w1
TAT 94T & A S ¥ O IIW A
FIET FY 9T E ) T8 A qg wow
Hifer M AR e A I A
ST €1 e St fae ot § Tt Ay
qafos ITF AT § | TAATH & ¥R TR
Tfaal F ErEd FY AT g I FE
ARTE | TG F TS AR ,3%,000
g1 SEHY ¥R,000 ¥ TEET FY
B T & I FoUAT FH W A |
a7 foet aga #9 § R 9l & TR
TR w§ ) o g A T F IR
FifeT @ oY EET FX < 48 9
1S AW AT AW FY FA AL I
T g 3T oA AOH QA &1 F
g § fF T de T a1 A -
ﬁﬁfﬁﬁwﬁm%m\(?,ooo
TARR G W R IToAE AT ST & |
B9 # FIE AT AT TG 2 gwAr
& ¥R IR 2T € A 9€ geE A Fewe
g AR ufed greu H1 TR T FIAH
X FTEATE FAT AT0EA | ST TG IO
Y T F T gEY A HT A
Mfer Y & A 99 A q@ A&
frawmr o d Su% fove WV @ TR €
g HETOT 7 famAr o § | ST 9=
HETST AT & w9 ¥ fod AfeT et
£ o 97 fadwr W) a= #< far s g
aifF ME T agE T AT HF | TG
agi @t fafr 1| sPR wEte A Mfer
A & A gooT T A F FY AT
g1 7@ 9 S Fw & R wgroeT
# qT6 ¥ 9T WA & ™ AR
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[=ft vdwrS ]

|7 s fem mr § 1 aR T
I AGT ¥ 4T Qo H A a@ ¥
A E 1 ag feafy agi wd
RFIMA W@ IRAT § Tq=13
5 agt viw &, T8 wiaaes I
ferd W amfer @i d 1 aw
fed Py T A d 1 IAF AR EW
fafreex arge & e § @R ST
i FEfee oTh wew F W g g
g ¥ uF whafafg =t dre gwo awf
q TG F BP0 A T 97 F GATS 971
F e A g g A gt A wis-
fafe sl & wow g & 5 fommm-
9T F1 OF THTE F ®T F 7 @1 AW e
fenrae wewr ¥ I faer faar s
arfe S 987 F @ FAAET 9T
WA IS F AW & faeg A=
FE FT HAAT TS W g SR @A
T o &R ST 9 FAS q1 g )
&7 S gt oS 7 oA T I
& faosrs FT FEATE ST § T WY
T qGE F AT AT & | z@eq ¥
JW =gy & fF foemyR sl € oo
&< faar s | @Y 9q agr v fefa @9
1S A @ |

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The hon.

Member must conclude, I must call
upon other hon. Members also.

Shri Radhelal Vyas: One or two
minutes more, and I shall conclude.

@A T e IR far
77 a8 A fF @ivie § ag & gom ar
fr faoragR Ft srew © TaT 9T |
# frdre wom wmeen § i adar #1 o
O T I AT AR Foeew R
A9 fo B dF wF T@AT d gAw
a1 1 6T ety It gf fe 7 a1,
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TNT ST ST @ FH, A T e
R & qIE Ao Ve o7 g, Ifew qIE
o €z T | Y TAHE § IEHT g
fewe & 5 9o 9T @ 9w ) SR
ag 78 § FF @t ¥ Swar F 9w I
[T FIA FT ATGC T 07 I A
agt = FiweA< &7 59 § WX Fgr
# srar & wfafrfet #v o fow
€ SR gX FIH HT FIE GO AG @ |
TaHE A% Zfear F Y 9w q AT HAE
& 7€ g AT § AT TgH A ST B
q TR Y AEEH @I | F gHEar
MRy IS g e
AT § Ag a7 T waT ¥ fegg 7 § )
TG HT AT T ST T &

TRl F w79 faw w7 AT
FW g4 F AT T I FETE
11 aMm.

Shri Punnoose: I have only a few
words to say. Naturally I shall take
very little of the time of the House.

After having heard the two speeches
made in English, and the speech made
in Hindi, which I did not understand.
I am feeling certain doubts. Why
Bilaspur was made a Part C State was
not explained by the hon. Home Minis-
ter to my satisfaction. Certainly, the
all-India importance of the RBhakra-
Nangal project is not doubted. But why
should there be a Part C State for that
purpose? Why was it necessary to
maintain Bilaspur as a Part C State
at that time?

The second thing is, why should it
be abolished now? So about the birth
of this Part C State and also about
the burial of this State, I have got
certain doubts. 'Why should it be
abolished just now when we have got
the States Reorganisation Commis-
sion at work? These things have not
been: explained.
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Sir, when I heard the hon. Member
who spoke last quoting English passa-
ges, I was very much surprised how
he should dare to quote those passa-
ges. We have time and again told
this House, sametimes to the displea-
sure of the Home Minister, how bad
these rulers had been and how the
Congress should not have given any
quarters to them. But now he is quot-
ing statements of Dr Pattabhi, that
these rulers were enemies of the peo-
ple and they were oppressing the peo-
ple. Now, it is for the Home Minister
to say why he gave quarters to them
from Cape Comorin to Kashmir. Is
it now open to the Congress Party
when it chooses, when it fits it, to get
up and say they were all bad men?
Sir, in all these settlements since 1947,
for which the Congress claims so much
credit—that the Indian States prob-
lem was solved—the only party that
ought to have been consulted
and whose desire had to be taken into
account, was left out—the people. The
only people who ought not to have been
consulted and with whom compromises
ought not to have been arrived at were
taken into confidences. And in cer-
tain cases, we were not able to please
them and they are now putting up a
show against you.

Now, when the hon. ©° Member from
that constituency was speaking, I felt
I was in agreement with many of his
arguments. But there was at the back
of his mind, as I felt it, the personality
of Bilaspur, the integrity of Bilaspur,
the entity of Bilaspur coming up again
and again. That, I could not agree.
Now, whether Bilaspur should be integ-
rated with Himachal Pradesh or with
Punjab is a question on which there
can be two opinions. The people of
those States have to be consulted.
I want to be enlightened on a matter
of fact. Here in this . publication, my
friend says in 1952, immediately after
this Bill was announced, 42,000 people
sent a petition to the hon. Minister of
States. But the hon. Minister never
made mention......

Dr. Lanka Sundaram (Visakhapat-
nam): There are two petitions.
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Shri Punnoose: I do not know where
those petitions were whether they were
signed mechanically or by the people
themselves. Nevertheless, if there was
a petition like, that, it was the duty of

the Government to go into
that question.
Now, much more than the other

aspects of this question, there is a
vital point in considering this question
of Bilaspur State. When this dam is
completed, 8000 houses will be sub-
merged rendering 17,000 people home-
less; 30,000 acres will be under water.
So I was looking into this Bill whether
there is any provision for these
people—these 17,000 people. The
very town of Bilaspur is going to be
submerged. What is going to happen
to them? Are you going to give them
land?

.Dr. Lanka Sundaram: Compensation.

Shri Punnoose: Are you going to
give them compensation? If they say
that they do not want land in Hima-
chal Pradesh, but land in the Pun-
jab, is it possible to give them?
That is the most important question.
That is the human aspect of the ques-
tion, and without answering it, how
are we to consider this Bill and take
a decision? Has the hon. Minister any
arrangement in view?

There is also the question of langu-
age spoken in Bilaspur. They say that
the language spoken there is akin to
the language spoken in Punjab. I do
not know the nearby areas there. What
is the correct position? What will be
the result if this question is kept hang-
ing fire for a few months more? Is
there any calamity going to happen in
Bilaspur or over the whole of India, if
this quetion is kept pending for a few
months till the States Reorganization
Commission can have their say? They
should go into the question and then
only should a final decision be taken.
Anyway, this Parliament should make
this point known to everybody, namely,
that we are anxious that these 1,26,000
people with their families do not suffer
as ‘a result of this merger with Hima-
chal Pradesh. This is a sort-of mak-
ing and unmaking States, playing- with
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people: that is, one fine morning, the
Home Minister may feel that it should
end, and this way, there will be a final
settlement of this question! Therefore
1 request the Home Minister to con-
sider whether it is not possible even
now to postpone this issue for a few
months more and leave it to be settled
by the States Reorganization Com-
mission.

Dr. Katju rose—

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: On behalf of
the P, S. P, Shri Gurupadaswamy
wants to speak. Then I will call upon
the Communist Group, and then I
shall call upon the Minister.

Sardar Hukam Singh (Kapurthala-
Bhatinda): A chance for my party
may be given.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I cannot help
it.

I am calling Shri Gurupadaswamy.

Sari M. S. Gurupadaswamy (My-
sore): Let ‘me make it clear at the
outset the standpoint of our party.
Our party wholly support this
measure. We have been agitating
all along that there should be
some sort - of uniformity in the
constitution of our Republic with
regard to the units. We have been
urging that there should not be any
classification such as Part A, B, C
and D States. We want that there
should be one type of states in the
Indian Uniomp. It is especially our
considered view. that Part C States
are a sort of derelict pockets of poli-
tical reaction in India, and they exist
like paralytic infants without being
able to sustain themselves and always
depending upon contributions from
the Union of India. Such tiny pieces
should not exist in our body-politic.
They are a positive disease to the
natior:.

The other day, I was speaking to a
Boreigner. I was telling him that
western colonialism was a great evil.
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He reminded me that there is a sort
of colonialism in Indig also. He said
Part C States represent a type of
colonjalism. The extent of liberty
and the pattern of political set-up are

- campletely different in Part C States.

So I say that these derelict pockets of
political reaction should not continue
hereafter. Any step taken by Go-
vernment with a view to end this type
of nefarious and notorious political
system is welcome.

Dr. Lanka Sundaram: Why do you
not mention Himachal Pradesh also?
That is another Part C State.

Shri M. S. Gurupadaswamy: I wel-
come the abolition of that State also.
I submit that unfortunately the
Government ig not taking the entire
system into consideration. They are
going step by step. But at least this
is a step in the right direction. So far.
we support this. But, we want
to urge that steps should have been
taken already; there should not
have been any delay in abolishing
these Part C States. But, anyway
though late this is a step in the right
direction. So, we say that we wel-
come this measure.

One speaker from Bilaspur was
saying that public opinion has not
been taken.

Sardar A. S. Saigal (Bilaspur):
From Bilaspur State.

Shri M. S. Gurupadaswamy: Sir, I
am reminded of a famous adage. I
forget the name of the political
thinker who said that. ‘Oh! national-
ism, how many crimes have been
committed in thy mname’. Now I
change this and say, “Oh! public opi-
nion, how many crimes have been
committed in thy mname!” Shall
we consult public opinion in Pondi-
cherry, shall we ask for public opinion
in Goa, shall we consult public
opinion in other pockets? Should
we ask for plebiscite on mat-
ters which are obvious? Public
opinion is clear that they want
to merge with us. They have been
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part and parcel of India. There is no
necessity of consulting them, because
it is clear that everybody wants
freedom. Everybody wants to merge
with India. One hon. Member
said there has been an Inquiry
Committee for Chandernagore and let
us have an enquiry committee for
this also. Our party took objection
to the appointment of this Committee
long ago. We said public opinion is
very clear; the people in Chanderna-
gore want to merge with West Bengal
and there is no necessity of an inqui-
ry committee. And yet the Committee
wag appointed. It is very necessary
‘that we should have in the Indian
Union a few viable administrative
wnits, and we should not have these
haphazard small States which cannot
exist on their own, and which cannot
sustain themselves. So, I say, that
the merger of Bilaspur is a right step
But I urge upon the Minister to take
concrete steps to abolish all the other
C States. My hon. friend said that the
States Reorganisation Committee “has
been set up and so let us refer the
matter to that Committee. But the
object of the Bill is laudable and
clear and we should not defeat the
object of the Bill-by saying that
there is a committee and let us re-
fer to it. It is rather dilatory and
we are unanimous and clear on this
point that Part C States should not
exist at all. I. feel that even the
States Reorganisation Committee
ought not to have been appointed.
That is my personal view because
steps could have been taken by the
Central Government to reorganise the
States on their own initiative. And
the Reorganisation Committee might
now be used as a sort of delaying
device to defeat the very purpose of
reorganisation. I say we are very
clear in our minds that there should
be reorganisation of States. There
should be only one type of States in
the Union. I think the majority of
the Members of this House would
agree with me in saying that these
small anachronistic states should rot
exist.

Dr. Katju: Mr. Deputy Speaker, the
hon. Members who have preceded me
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have answered each other and there-
fore my task has been very much
lightened. I do not want to go into the
history nor to refer to the activities to
which my hon. friend, Shri Radhelal
Vyas has referred. Some portions of
it are not quite pleasant to read. But,
taking my hon. friend as a Member
from Bilaspur and considering all
aspects, I may inform the House of
one thing that while we have been
most anxious to see to it that com-
plete justice is done to the Bilaspur
people because of the hardship that
they might suffer because of the
Bhakra-Nangal project, the conditions
there were becoming more and more
difficult and more and more unsatis-
factory.

Shri S. S. More: Why?
Dr. Katju: You had better ask my
hon. friend from Bilaspur.

Shri S. S. More: You
Home Minister.

Dr. Katju: The Home Minister has,
sometimes, got to be very delicate and
refined in temperament. He does not
want to say unpleasant things.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Why
times?

are the

some-

Dr. Katju: This quesnon was gone
into in 1951 and 1952 and we held a
great conference about it. Before the
conference was held and when the
news got abroad, it was really asto-
nishing that boxful of representations
were scattered all over, which creat-
ed quick political consciousness, and
signatures appended to a great argu-
mentative application, practically on
the lines which have just been
advanced. It was really a refreshing
thing to find that every single indi-
vidual over the age of eighteen, living
in Bilaspur, man, woman and child—
not child, I am sorry—was Quite
alive to the implications of the pro.
blem as to what is desired and what
is not desired and so on and so forth.
My hon. friend, being a native of
Bilaspur,—as he himself said he was
born there—rightly exercises great
influence. It is a matter on which
I should like to congratulate him,
and the people probably love him
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and, therefore, they are prepared to
sign whatever he asks them to sign.
‘When he goes about in a jeep or ac-
companied by his near ones and dear
ones, they will sign almost their body
and soul, and everything. So, I per-
sonally think that very little weight
is to be attached to such manufac-
tured applications. The decision was
taken—he knows it—in August 1952
when everybody was represented and
I think he might not have been there
present in body, but he knew about
it.

Shri Anandchand:
papers only.

From news-

Dr. Katju: As a matter of fact, he
knew about it. As he was sending
those applications with 42,000 signa-
tures, the inference is that every indi-
vidual living in Bilaspur knew about
it, namely, that this thing was com-
ing. What happened was that last
year we appointed a Lieutenant Gov-
ernor under the Constitution as the
officer to manage the State on behalf
of the Central Government, and the
Lieutenant Governor found the posi-
tion very difficult—small State ser-
vants working under great influence
and so on and so forth. Therefore,
this Bill had to be brought forward.
My hon. friend urged that the Bill
should be referred to the Reorganisa-
tion Commission. This is a closed
chapter; we have considered every
aspect of it—cultural affinities, ‘hill
people, etc. If the State Reorganisa-
tion Commission, on a consideration of
a variety of matters, make any re-
commendations about  Himachal
Pradesh or Punjab, then this will go.
Otherwise, this small tiny little State
of 1,25000 people cannot possibly
stand by itself permanently. Please
remember also that the area is about
450 square miles, out of which nearly
half will be submerged. Therefore,
what will remain will be about 200
and odd square miles and that will be
‘an unstatable proposition, It cannot
stand and the administrative difficulty
becomes so' great—I am not blaming
anybogy—that ‘the State cannot be
worked. "' It ‘'was 80 expensive having
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a CHief Commissioner, Judicial Com-
missioner, Secretaries, Deputy Secre-
taries, heads of departments and so
on. My hon. friend, Mr. More, with
his customary ingenuity, raised the
point “consult the Supreme Court”,
and he referred to certain sections.
The articles of the Constitution are
sometimes so elaborate that unless
you read them very closely, you will
simple overlook the point. Now, the
article to which he referred for refer-
ence by the President is with refer-
ence to article 291 and article 291 does
not refer to the integration of the
States at all, its territories, etc. It
refers only to the privy purse of the
rulers. The only thing which can be
referred by the President is the privy
purse. That is the only thing guaran-
teed. When the rulers consented to-
integration, they got a guarantee about
their privy purses, their personal dig-
nities, carrying of arms, and so on
and so forth.

I suggest that this measure is cal-
culated to confer a great benefit upon
the people. They will become part
of the greater unit: they will have
better justice and they will have, most
of all, representation in a Legislative
Assembly. As the House would have
seen from the Bill, they are going to
get five seats, four general seats and
one reserved seat. Up till now they
were under a Chief Commissioner;
they had no voice.

I therefore request the House to
take this Bill into consideration and
pass it.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The question
is:

“That the Bill to provide for
the formation of the new State
of Himachal Pradesh by uniting
the existing States of Himachal
Pradesh and Bilaspur, and for
matters connected therewith, as
passed by the Council of States,
be taken into . consideration.”

The motion was adopted.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: There are
some amendments by Shri Anand-
chand. I think I will have to put alk
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the clauses together; there is no time
for any of these amendments.

Clauses 1 to 32 were added to the Bill.
The title was added to the Bill.

The Enacting Formula

Dr. Katju: I have one amendment
which I shall move, I beg to move:
In page 1,—

for line 1, substitute—

“Be it enacted by Parliament in
the Fifth year of our Republic as
follows:—”

The new formula that I have sug-
gested is on the principle that we
should mention in each of our Acts
the year of the Republic in which the
Bill is passed.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: To that there
is an amendment by Dr. Lanka Sunda-
ram:

“In the amendment proposed
by Dr. Kailas Nath Katju print-
ed as No. 2 in List No. 1, of
amendments—

for “our Republic” substitute
‘“the Republic”.

Dr. Katju: I suggest that the best
course would be, as a compromise to
put “the Republic of India.”

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The question
is:
In page 1, for line 1, substitute—
“Be it enacted by Parliament in

the Fifth year of the Republic of
India as follows:—"

The motion was adopted.
Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The question
is:

“That the Enacting Formula, as
amended, stand part of the Bill.”
The motion was adopted.

The Enacting Formula, as amended,
was added to the Bill.
The first Schedule was added to the
Bill.
The Second Schedule was agded to the
Bill.

Shillong (Rifle Range and Umlong)
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Cant imilation of
laws Bill

Dr. Katju: I beg to move:
“That the Bill, as amended, be
passed.”
Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The question
is:
“That the Bill, as amended, be
passed.”

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava
(Gurgaon) rose—

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: We have al-
ready exceeded the time by 5 minutes.

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava: The-
hon. the Home Minister said that the
Reorganisation Commission will be
entitled to look into the matter again.
The Punjab Government want that
this area should be made over to
them. I am happy that the Home:
Minister has said that the Reorgani-
sation Commission will go into the
entire question. This is provisional
arrangement only.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: There is a
formal amendment, I think. The:
question is:

“That the Bill as amended, be
passed.”

The motion was adopted.

SHILLONG (RIFLE RANGE AND-
UMLONG) CANTONMENTS ASSI-
MILATION OF LAWS BILL

The Minister of Home Affairs .and:
States (Dr. Katju): I beg to move:

“That the Bill to assimilate
certain laws in force in the sche-
duled areas to the laws in force
in the Khasi and Jaintia Hills
District, as passed by the Council
of States, be ta.ken into considera-
tion.”

This is one of those rare Bills, pro- -
bably the only Bill introduced by me
which was passed in the Council of -
States without any discussion at all .
and I hope it will meet the same
good fortune in this House. It is
purely a formal measure.

On the passage of the Constitution, .
certain districts were constituted in .
Assam. In that district, a part of the:





