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Election Commission and that opinion 
is binding on the President.
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(Amendment) BillI

[Mr. Depitty-Speaker in the Chair]

GOVERNMENT OF PART 0  STATES 
(AMENDMENT) BELL

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The House
will now proceed with further con
sideration of the Bill to amend the 
Government of Part C States Act, 
1951. The consideration stage is
over. Clause by clause considera
tion will be taken up now.

Clause 2.— (Amendment 0/ section 17.
 ̂ Mr. Deputy-^peaker: Hon. Mem

bers who have tabled amendments, if 
they are intent upon pressing them, 
may stand up.

Shri S. S. More (Sholapur): Sir.
I propose an amendment to clause 2— 
amendment No. U.

I beg to move:
In page 1, line 19, for “President” 

substitute “Head of the State” .
Mr. DcDuty-Speaker: Is the amend

ment opposed?
The Minister of Home AfTalrs and

States (Dr. Katju): Yes, Sir.
Shri S. S, More: In this clause 2,

there is a further sub-clause:

“ If any question arises as to 
whether a member of the Legisla
tive Assembly of a State has be
come disqualified for being such a 
member under the provisions of 
sub-section (1), the question shall 

« be referred for the decision of the 
» President and his decision shall be 

final.”
As far as this particular sub-clause 

 ̂ is concerned, Sir, I propose that for the 
word “President” , the words “Head of 
the State’’ should be substituted.

Sir, this clause is taken practically 
word for word, from article 103. In 
the case of Part A and Part B States, 
if any question regarding the dis
qualification of any member arises, 
under the Constitution it has to be 
referred to the President, under article 
103. Under the next sub-clause, he 
has to obtain the opinion of the

“Before giving any decision on 
any such question, the President 
shall obtain the opinion of the 
Election Commission and shall act 
according to such opinion.”

Sir, to put it in a straightforward 
manner, whatever opinion is given by 
the Election Commissioner is binding 
on the President and he has to decide 
the matter in the light of that opinion.

There is another provision, article 
192. Under that article, whenever 
there is any such question about the 
disqualification incurred "by any mem
ber belonging to the State Assembly, 
that question has to be referred to the 
Governor. I will read article 192.

“ (1) If any question arises as to 
whether a member of a House of 
the Legislature of a State has be
come subject to any of the dis
qualifications mentioned in clause 
(1) of article 191, the question 
shall be referred for the decision 
of the Governor and his decision 
shall be final.”
Then, the next clause reads:

“Before giving any decision on 
any such question, the Governor 
shall obtain the opinion of the 
Election Commission and shall act 
according to such opinion.”
Articles 103 and 192 are identical in 

words, except the difference that in 
the case of article 103, in the case of 
the House of the People or the Council 
of States, the question has to be referr* 
ed to the President and, in the case 
of a State Legislature, the question has 
to be referred to the Governor.

In the present Bill which is under 
consideration, the question of the dls* 
qualification of a member of a Part C 
State may arise and that ouMtloii trill 
have to be referred to some authority 
for getting an authoritative decision, I 
fail to understand why the President 
should be bothered with all these 
matters. Part C States.do not «tand 
in any superior position to Part A and 
Part B States. If, in the case of Part A
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[Shri S. S, More]
States, the Governor can accept the 
reference and then refer it to tte 
Election Commission,— ând, as a mat
ter of fact, you will notice that it ii 
the opinion of the Election Com
mission which is to be sought and if 
binding—^why in the case of Part C 
States, should it be the President? 
So, I propose that the Head of the 
State, whoever it may be, the Chief 
Commissioner or the Lieutenant-Gover^ 
nor should be the person to be referred 
to. Under the next clause he will have 
to refer the matter to the Election 
Commission and the Election Commis
sion’s opinion is binding on him. As 
a matter of fact, the President under 
article 103 or a Governor under article 
192, acts more or less like a post office. 
They accept the references, refer the 
matter to the Election Commissioner 
and the Election Commissioner gives 
his own verdict, and that verdict is 
^oing to be binding on the President 
or the Governor, as the case may be. 
My contehtioii is why should we bring 
in the President in this particular 
clause? Let us leWe the business of 
transmitting certain references to the 
Election Commission to the Chief 
Commissioner, who may be in charge 
of the State affairs, or to the Lieut- 
«nant-Governor. whatever his designa- 
tidh hlay be. Thia the purpose c l 
my aihendment. I think we ^ou ld  
not too much use the word ^President’ 
here as he is supposed to be the 
highest authority in the Republic. 
Therefore, my amendment will serve 
the purpose. Some reference has to be 
transmitted to the Election Commis
sion and the Chief Commissioner can 
be relied on for transmitting it to the 
proper authority and seek a verdict.

Mr. Depaty-Speaker: Is ‘Head 
the State’ defined anywhere?

of

Shrl S. S. More: No, Sir. The word 
Ŝt'atifî  K^ l^eWi used iii two contexts. 

The federating union has been called 
‘State* and the whole of India—the 
Republic—on certain occasions is cal
led ‘State’, but as far as the Consti
tution is concerned, the word ‘State’ 
is utilised for indicating the federat

ing units and not the whole of the 
Republic of India, though ordinarily 
in the constitutional phraseology. 
‘State’ may mean the whole of the 
Republic of Bharat.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: It is only with 
reference to Fundamental Rights that 
it has been defined in article 12—

“In this Part, unless the context 
otherwise requires, “the State” in-  ̂
eludes the Government and Parlia
ment of India and the Govern
ment and the Legiiflature of each 
of the S tates ....”

I only wanted to know whether the 
phrase ‘Head of the State’ has been 
defined anywhere.

Shri S. S. More: I am amenable to 
the suggestion, if it is made, that Gov
ernment suitably accepts my point; I 
am not very particular of my phraseo
logy. My only concern is that the 
President should not be brought in 
this context, particularly when the 
decision of the Election Commissioner 
is supposed to be binding on him. 
There is no special fascination for 
that sort of thing here.

Mr. Depoty-Speaker: You do not
want the President, but the local 
Governor?

Shrl S. S. More: Because the next 
clause dbes seem, according to my con- 
cep l̂bh' 6f  th6 responsibilities of the 
President, to suggest that he is going 
to be controlled by the decision of the 
Election Commission.

Dr. Katju: I fear that this amend- . 
ment lias been made under a mis
conception. The House is aware that 
under article 239 of the Constitution, 
every Part C State is administered by 
the President through a Chief Com-^ 
missioner, or a Lieutenant-Governor, or 
a Governor of a neighbouring State. 
The Chief Commissioner cannot be 
called the Head of the State at all. 
There is a vital difference between 
the Chief Commissioner of a Part C 
State and the Governor or Raj Pra- 
mukh of a Part A or Part B State. 
Secondly, with regard to the structure 
of the Part C States, under section 36 
of the Part C States Act, the Chief |
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Commissioner is appointed by the 
President. anA whenever there is any 
-executive act on which the Chief 
Commissioner is unable to agree with 
his Council of Ministers, then the 
views of the Cotincil of MiniBters do 
not prevail and the matter has to be 
referred to the President for his direc
tion and decision. Under Section 37 
of the Part C States Act, the Minis
ters are appointed by the President. 
The Chief Minister is appointed by the 
President and the other Ministers are 
appointed by the President on the 
advice of the Chief Minister. There
fore, as a matter of consequence, we 
cannot leave the President out of the 
picture at all. We have, therefore, to 
bring in this section in strict accord 
with article 103, because the President 
is the administrator of the State. So 
far as the question of disqualifica
tion of members and decision there
on are concerned, the President has 
to act on the advice of the Election 
•Commission and the formal order 
must be given by the President, be
cause he is the Head of the State and 
not the Chief Commissioner. That is 
my answer to this.

Shri S, S. More: I do understand
that the President is the de faeto 
Head, acting through some of his
executive officers. But as far as this 
matter is concerned, can we not en
trust this function to some of his
executive officers? We are not here
modifying or amending the Constitu
tion. All that we are doing is enact
ing a measure in whicfti we can deviate 
from the Constitution without any
harm. That is my submission.

Dr. Katju: I have nothing more to 
say. Sir, except to draw the attention 
o f the hon. Member to Section 26 of 
the Part C States Act under which no 
Act passed by the Legislative Assem
bly of a Part C State can be given 
assent to by the Chief Commissioner. 
It is only the President who can give 
assent to It

Mr. Depaty-Speaker: Is it necessary 
to press this?

Shri S. 8. More: No, Sir.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The question
is:

“That clause 2 stand part of the 
Bill."

The motion was adopted.

Clause 2 was added to the Bill. 

Clause 3 was added to the Bill 

Clause 4.— (Amendment of section 22)

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava (Gur- 
gaon): I beg to move:

In page 2, line 17, omit “before the 
1st day of April, 1952” .

Sir, as I pointed out in the course 
of my speech during the consideration 
stage these words take away some of 
the plenary powers of the Part C 
States. The Statement of Objects and 
Reasons says:

“In addition, representations 
have been made that the Act does 
not enable the State Legislative 
Assemblies to amend laws made 
for the States by Parliament prior 
to 1st April, 1952 in regard to sub
jects included in the ‘State List*.*'
Now, I find that there is no refer 

ence to any State Listi so far as thig 
matter is concerned. On a plain read
ing of this amendment it appears that 
it refers to matters both in the State 
List as well as in the Concurrent List. 
Article 254(2) of the Constitution 
which applies to Parts A and B States 
reads as follows:

“Where a law made by the 
Legislature of a State specified in 
Part A or Part B of the First 
Schedule with respect to one of 
the matters enumerated in the 
Concurrent List contains any pro
vision repugnant to the provisions 
of an earlier law made by Parlia
ment or an existing law with res
pect to that matter, then, the law 
•9 made by the Legislature of such 
State shall, if it has been reserved 
for the consideration of the Presi
dent and has received his assent, 
prevail in that State:
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[Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava] 
Provided that nothing in this 

clause shall prevent Parliament 
from enacting at any time any law 
with respect to the same matter 
including a law adding to, amend
ing, varying or repealing the law 
so made by the Legislature of the 
State.”

Of course, we are not concerned with 
the proviso.

So far as Part A and Part B States 
are concerned their powers extend 
even to laws which have been enacted 
after the 1st April 1952. Now, the 
hon. Mover of the Bill has made an 
attempt in this Bill to bring Part C 
States in line ^ th  Parts A and B 
States, which in itself is a laudable 
object. But I do not understand why 
from this point of view this restric
tion should be placed upon Part C 
States. When we are out to say that 
there should be no difference between 
them, I fail to see why powers can be 
given in regard to Acts which are 
made before 1st April 1952 but powers 
are not given in regard to Acts which 
are made by Parliament after 1952. 
As regards Parts A and B States they 
have got these powers; and there is 
no reason why these powers should 
not be given to Part C States in re
gard to legislation after 1st April 1952. 
As regards the question of Bills being 
reserved for assent by the President,
I would beg the hon. Mover of this 
Bill to kindly see Section 26 wherein 
this provision is already there that in 
Part C States all the Bills are assent
ed to by the President and are reserv
ed for assent by the President. There 
is provision under article 254 (2) that 
the BilJs must be reserved for the 
assent of the President. This require
ment is, I should say, fully complied 
with by the present provision. There 
is no point whatsoever in keeping and 
sticking to this date. I am at one 
with the Mover of the Bill that this 
provision is very good and in fact the 
powers of the Part C States have been 
extended and have become more 
ample than before. But I do not see 
why this exception should be made 
and a differentiation should be made

between Acts which were passed be
fore 1st April 1952 and Acts which 
were passed subsequent to that date. 
In my humble opinion, both stand on 
the same footing. Similarly, States in 
Parts A, B and C should be on the 
same footing in regard to such powers. 
That is my humble suggestion.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:
moved:

Amendment

In page 2, line 17, omit “before the 
1st day of Aprifl, 1952” .

Shri S. S. More: Sir, I want to
say that my views are diametrically 
opposite to what has been said by my 
friend, Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava. 
I would rather refer to article 25L 
Under certain circimistances. Parlia
ment had been given power to legis
late effectively in the case of subjects 
which are in the State List imder 
articles 249 and 250. Under the 
present amendment certain Acts were 
passed by the Provisional Parliament 
before the 1st day of April 1952 be
cause this House was not constituted 
and summoned. The Provisional 
Parliament was there and under 
Order No. 2 (Removal of Difficulties) 
passed by the President the Consti
tution was amended to make it appli
cable to the Provinces on 26th Janu
ary, 1950 till both the Houses came 
into existence, duly constituted and 
summoned. For this interval, the 
Provisional Parliament was the 
sovereign Parliament as far as thii 
country was concerned. If that was 
the sovereign Parliament and if in 
that capacity it has legislated even 
for Part C States, it was perfectly 
within its power in passing this legis
lation. Now, the power which is 
being sought to be given to the Part 
C States, to me at least appears to 
be a dangerous precedent. Suppos
ing certain provisions are not accep
table to Part C States’ legislatures 
which have come into existence, sup
posing they find certain difBculties 
regarding certain provisions, the 
course, which appears to me to be 
proper, is not to give them power to 
amend the legislation passed by the
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sovereign Parliament because that 
will be wrong in principle. Let them 
make a recommendation to this Hovise 
and let us go in a more practical
manner; let us say that all the legis
lation that We have passed, we
repeal by our own action an(̂
as regards those provisions which 
are acceptable to the Part C 
States legislatures, let them incor
porate these provisions in their own 
incorporating Acts, if they incorporat
ed this provision in their own Acts, 
then they have every power to amend 
these Acts and we have nothing to 
say but to say that a State legisla
ture shall be competent to amend a 
piece of legislation which has been 
passed by the sovereign Parliament 
is something strange as far as my 
knowledge about Constitution is con
cerned.

Pandit Thakor Das Bhargava: There 
is nothing strange about it. Article 
254 is clear.. . .

Shrl S. S. More: My friend will
allow me to develop my point. In 
respect of certain provisions in the 
Constitution it is a question of prin
ciple. Suppose a claim is made in 
the case of Part C States. Should 
we allow or encourage this syrt of 
practice, even supposing for the sake 
of argument that it has constitutional 
sanction—should we encourage the 
practice? What will happen to us? 
We might have passed certain legis
lation, and the State will be nibbling 
at it. A time will come when the 
legislation will disappear completely 
and yet we shall not be knowing 
what has happened to that piece of 
legislation.

Pandit Thakar Das Bhargava: Why
not? All these Bills must be reserv
ed for the assent of the President. 
That is provided in article 254 (2). 
That is the safeguard.

Shrl S. S. More: But what happens 
to this House itself?

Pandit Tliakur Das Bhargava: 
Nothing happens. We have enacted 
article 254 and we have enacted that 
so far as State List and Concurrent 
List are concerned, even Part A and 
Part B States can make a law today 
which is repugnant to the law that 
we have made. But that Bill will be 
reserved for the assent of the Presi
dent. They are also competent legis
latures. They are in charge of State 
List as well as Concurrent List. It is 
only as regards the Concurrent List 
that the question arises. So far as 
the State List is concerned they are 
the proper and exclusive legislatures. 
And the safeguard has been enacted 
in article 254, for subjects in the Con
current List.

Now, the only point of difference 
is that while the Mover of the Bill is 
agreeable to give all the powers to 
Part C States, he wants to reserve 
such Acts as were passed after 1st 
April, 1952, which are according to 
him taboo for the other legislature 
to touch. My submission is this, that 
if we are going to give the powers 
to Part A and Part B States, then 
Part C States i^hould also be given 
the same powers. What is the diffi
culty?

Shrl S. S. More: Sir, I would draw 
your attention to articles 251 and 252. 
I will give you the gist of them. If 
certain things are repugnant to___

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: If Parliament 
was entitled to pass certain laws 
affecting Part C States before the 
legislature was constituted in respect 
of a Part C State, is it now open, 
when once a legislature has been 
constituted in the Part C State, for 
this Parliament to legislate? If the 
Part C State Legislature passes a law 
it has to receive the assent of the 
President. Under these circumstan
ces, with reference to the State List, 
is it open to Parliament to modify 
any law passed by it? Or, now that 
the legislature has come into being in 
Part C States, has not that legisla
ture got exclusive jurisdiction to 
legislate in respect of matters pertain
ing to the State List, provided that

Part C States 474
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[Mr. Deputy-Speaker]
there is nothing inconsistent? And the 
President is there. Whether consis
tent or inconsistent, does not Parlia
ment lose jurisdiction over that?

Shri S. S. More: After the legis
lature for the State has come into 
existence, this House, will have no
power to legislate in respect of those 
matters.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Then how
will it legislate?

Shri S. S* More: But it can repeal, 
as a matter of fact.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: That is also
legislation. '

Shri S. S. More: I take this view, 
that we become sort of functus offi
cio the moment the State Legislature 
has come into existence which s h ^  
take complete charge of matters under 
the State List. But it should be left 
to us to repeal.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Repeal is also 
enacting.

Shri S. S. More: I beg to differ 
from you. Sir. I will only say that 
it is best to scrap the Acts which we 
have passed, leaving the ground clear 
for the State Legislature to proceed.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Even after
we have Ibist jurisdiction?

Shri S. S. More: I do not think 
we completely lose jurisdiction, be
cause ther^ are certain clauses under 
which we do get jurisdiction for 
State subjects.

Shri Raghavachari (Penukonda): 
I only want to say that the point 
raised by Mr. More does not arise if 
you only see Section 22 of the old 
Act. It provides that in all cases 
where any legislation passed by 
Parliament is inconsistent with any 
legislation that may be passed or has 
been passed by the State, it is the 
Parliamentary legislation that does 
prevail. Therefore, there is no in
consistency at all. As you were

afraid that there may be an incon
sistency that might arise, I may say 
that it is already provided.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Where? In
article 22?

Shri Raghavachari: Section 22 of 
Part C States Act reads:

“ If any provision of a Law 
made by the Legislative Assem- ‘ 
bly of a State is repugnant to 
any provision of a law made by 
Parliament, then the law made 
by Parliament, whether passed 
before or after the law made by 
the Legislative Assembly of the 
State, shall prevail and the law 
made by the Legislative Assem
bly of the State shall, to the ex
tent of the repugnancy, be void.”
Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava: We

are only concerned with the explana
tion, and not with the section.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: We are con
cerned with section 22. That sub
clause has already provided for all 
these contingencies.

Dr. Katju: Mr. Deputy-Speaker,
with all respect to my hon. friend 
Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava, it is 
really a very trivial matter—I may 
put it that way. Tho dlause has 
been'put in this Bill at the instance 
of some Ministries of some of the 
Part C States on the ground that the 
Constitution came into force on the 
26th of January 1950. The Part C 
States Act came into force from the 
1st April 1952. In between, the 
President was administering these 
Part C States and whatever legisla
tion had to be promoted was enacted 
by this Parliament and the Parlia
ment was enacting legislation in res
pect of all the three Lists—the State 
List, the Concurrent List and the 
Union List. These Ministries said, we 
find that there are some pieces of 
legislation passed by Parliament in 
the intervening period, from the 26th 
January 1950 up to 1st April 1952, 
which fall exclusively either in the 
State List or in the Concurrent List:
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we are here on the spot and would 
like to promote legislation in our own 
States in relation to these matters. 
So, the matter has been put in this 
way: ‘after the 1st April 1952*. The 
matter stands on the same basis with 
regard to other States, Part A States, 
Part B States and Part C States. We 
had to put in this date so that that 
period may be provided for. As regard* 
the rest, well, that is a matter governed 
by the Constitution. I therefore res
pectfully suggest that my hon. friend 
Mr. Bhargava will let it remain as it 
is, because, in so far as the State List 
is concerned. Parliament has had no 
jurisdiction to pass any legislation 
after the 1st April 1952. In so far as 
the Concurrent List is concerned, the 
power rests with the President, the 
Parliament, and also the State Legis
lature to do it and if the legislation 
in the Concurrent List is to be 
changed, then it is desirable that the 
Parliament only should be able to 
change it, the President being really 
the Administrative Head of the Part 
C States. I therefore respectfully 
submit that the Bill should be left 
as it is.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The question
is:

In page 2, line 17, omit ‘‘before the 
1st day Of April, 1952” .

The motion was negatived.

Mr. Depinty-Speaker: The question
is:

“That clause 
the Bill.”

4 stand part of

The motion was adopted.

Clause 4 was added to the Bill.

Clause 5 was added to the Bill

Clause 6.— (Insertion of new section 
33A).

L. Joshl (Indore): I begShrl N.
to move:

In page 2, line 89,
substitute “Hindi”.

In page 2, line 41, 
substitute “Hindi” .

for “English”

for “English”
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In page 2—
(i) line 45, for “English language” 

substitute “Hindi and English langu
ages” and

(ii) line 48, for “the English 
language” substitute “the Hindi and 
English languages” .

TTWflf t  ^
3ft iTRT * r n T < f t i r jt,

qr ^  T?r «n, %
«fV, ^  'K  ^  rrrf

'TT t'^'Tfr'TT^r'TT'Tji^T
f  wnr<fhT
ir ft 3ft

I ^  t  ^  ^
UH? ^  arri! qri f̂t

^ «nTr {X ) ^  ^
JPTT ^ fV :

“Notwithstanding anything in 
Part XVII of the Constitution but 
subject to the provisions of article 
348, business in the Legislative 
Assembly of a State shall be trans
acted in the official language or 
languages of the State or in Hindi 
or in English.”

FT JTirr ^ f«F :
“But subject to the provisions of 

article 348” . .

f̂*r«rPT % Vic  #  ift
^  ^ 'aw % snjtfR <TT<?

?f^rsrH ^  «rrrr ^^6 % ^
armr t  ^ Pp ^

afT5Riis>gT*r^^^9rnr^fTSTTr 
5 «nr % w  ?PTT n  iff
3rPT iRftpF «ft STTT CT" 9Vr VTT %
5T?g?r ^  I  ?T9ft̂ T̂ %

#f«r*nw
^  «ma ( ? )  aftr (^ )  « f
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^  t  I ^  r̂nr ftr ^

f  ^  ftr ^  (^ )  3flT (^ )  ^
’tffirsH 5T f  I ftr n i  #
^«F7^«TKT ^  JT? r̂
5 f% :

“Subject to the 
article 348 of the

provisions of 
Constitution” .

^  f iR  v n  3rT9RiTWT t  Rrr ^  9R5 ^  
«(m  w m  % ftsTf ?n rr ’(nPT % 
?rnriT s R ^ ^ ^ r n r i  aftrwff%
«)|q%JH<T>dl f J | T T  5ft TO
Pi%vr I  f% g"3rnr f r  ̂  SKT sh'

t  #¥T ^  srnr, ir?[ 3t»®t

^  f r  iT̂  ^nrr r̂̂ nr w  <rra’ 'tt f̂ r̂ rn:
^  «TTTT ^  TIT ?ft
w l f w  ^  >T ^  5T «rnr i fw^nft
nft 'TO' ?fto ^  ^  arw spt
eft? ^  5TP|ft ^  TTSjff ^  ^
s R ^ ^ a f t r  a r f w h r ^ ^
^fefT sr% siRT ?rt^ ^  ^  gfV?:

3(H ^Tf^' I wtf% vfwerPT ^
m rj ^v<i Tf‘ IT5 f w  »nrT t  ^

/ ‘Notwithstanding anything in 
the foregoing provisions of this
Part I. until Parliament by law
otherwise provides.”

^  ^  ^  grr a r i^ R
%  ar^ iri^ rn n tT ^ ^ fe ’TT#
^  ^  ift fV«rpT ^  m  M u r  iRg?r 
5t>f % ^  3ftr f ^  f
^  'STT̂ n I ?ft w  ?n7B >

Pt’tt sfT tf 
f% ^  iHprq W Jf ^!T# ̂  »HT
i  s r M  ^  ^  ^  «Pfr grnr I

? f t ^
^  %  anft 3ft fw  *fl^«rr f?r?rR v[ ^ 

^  ^  I ^  *r3rnr

vra" an’ R^PRiT iff 3rnr %  
«r?t % ^  f t  ^  ark

i f  ^  ^ » r<  f w  arPT t 
m :  OTTWT«T f̂t »m

*»TO ^  irf t  fp  ^3rnr ftr
ftr anft ?ffV*rR ^ ?r^ % P t w '  

a r M  ^  ^  ir? f r  ^
» f  S F p  fip f am ' aftr ^  ^  

^  I f r ^ w  ^  ^
snr^%^ >n’TT ^ ^  *̂t*pt
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Mr* Deputy-Speaker: Amendments

39, for “English’’
moved:

In page 2, line 
substitute ‘‘Hindi” .

In page 2, line 41, for “English*^
substitute “Hindi” .

In page 2—
(i) line 45 for “English language” 

substitute “Hindi and English lan
guages” ; and,

(ii) line 48 for “the English lan
guage” substitute “the Hindi and 
English languages” .

Dr. Katju: May I respectfully say 
that my hon. friend has not seemingly 
read section 33 of the Act and clause 
33 A in the Bill together. As I under
stand the Part C States Act, section 
33 allowed proceedings in the Legis
lature to be conducted in English or 
Hindi or the regional language—only 
the business. It said quite clearly: 
“but subject to the provisions of 
article 348 of the Constitution” . 
Therefore, the result, as we were 
advised, was that under article 348. 
the language of the Bills must be in 
English. You may discuss the mat
ter in the regional language, or Hindi. 
Then we were advised that article 
348 of the Constitution as it 
stands which at the very opening



Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The question 
is:

48i Government of 28 FEBRUARY 1954 Part C States 482
; (Amendment) Bill

says that Bills must be in the English 
language and Acts must be passed in 
the English language...*

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I understand
the amendment to be this: **___ until
Parliament by law otherwise pro
vides___” The hon. Member wants
this Parliament now through the 
agency of the hon. Home Minister to 
provide Hindi in place of English.

Dr. Katja: I am not prepared to 
do that for the Part C States. We 
should make this article 348 apply to 
everybody. I want to put the Part 
C States together on the same level 
as the Parts A and B States. If you 
introduce a Bill in Hindi or a regional 
language like Coorgi, then it is open 
to you to do so. You may pass it in 
the regional language, but you must 
have an authoritative translation of 
it in the English language. That is 
the gist of it, and I submit that what 
is good for the Parts A and B Staties 
should be good enough for the Part 
C States.

Mr. Depaty-Speaker: The question
is:

In page 2, line 
substitute “Hindi*’.

39 for “English”

The motion was negatived.

Mr. Depaty-Speaker: The question
is:

In page 2, line 41 for “English” 
substitute “Hindi”.

The motion was negatived.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The question
is:

In page 2—
(i) line 45 for “English language” 

substitute “Hindi and English langu
ages” ; and

(ill) line 48 for “the English langu
age” substitute “ the Hindi and English 
languages’*.

.“That clause 6 stand part of 
the Bill.”

The motion was adopted.

Clause 6 was added to the Bill

Clause 7 was added to the Bill.

4 P.M.
Clause 8.— ( Insertion of new sections 

39A and 39B).
Amendment made:

In page 3, lines 22 and 23, for “such 
sum as the President may, by order, 
determine”, substitute “such sums as 
may, from time to time, be determin
ed by law made by the Legislative 
Assembly of the State;”

— [Dr. Katju]
Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The question

is:
“That clause 8, as amended, 

stand part of the Bill.”

The motion was adopted.

Clause 8, as amended, was added to 
the Bill

Mr. Deputy-Speaker; In clause 1, 
“ 1953” has to be modified into “ 1954” . 
I think it will be corrected by the 
draftsman.

Clause 1 was added to the Bill

The Title and the Enacting Formula 
were added to the Bill

Dr. KatJu: I beg to move:

'That the Bill, as amended, be 
passed.’*
Mr. Depaty-Speaker: The question

is:
“That the Bill, as amended, be 

passed.”

The motion was adopted.

The motion was negatived.




