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LOK SABHA

Monday, 28th February, 1955

The Lok Sabha met at Eleven of the 
Clock.

[ M r . S p e a k e r  in the Chair] 
QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS 

(See Part I)

12 Noon .

.MESSAGES FROM THE RAJYA 
SABHA

. Secretary: Sir, I have to report the 
loUowing three messages received 
from the Secretary ol the Rajya 
Sabha:

(i) “In accordance with the 
provisions of rule 97 of the Rules 
of Procedure and Conduct of 
Business in the Rajya Sabha, I 
am directed to enclose a copy of 
the Indian Railways (Amend
ment) Bill, 1955, which has been 
passed as amended by the Rajya 
Sabha at its sitting held on the 
25th February, 1955.”

(ii) “ In accordance with the 
provisions of rule 97 of the Rules 
of Procedure and Conduct of 
Business in the Rajya Sabha, I 
am directed to enclose a copy of 
the Insurance (Amendment) Bill, ■ 
1955, which has been passed as 
amended by the Rajya Sabha at 
its sitting held on the 25th Feb
ruary, 1955.”

(iii) “In accordance with the 
provisions of rule 97 of the Ruli^ 
of Procedure and Conduct of 
Business in the Rajya Sab^, I 
671 L.S.D.

am directed to enclose a copy of 
the Imports and Exports (Control) 
Amendment Bill, 1955, which has 
been passed as amended by the 
Rajya Sabha at its sitting held on 
the 25th February 1955.”

INDIAN RAILWAYS (AMENDMENT) 
BILL, INSURANCE (AMEND
MENT) BILL AND IMPORTS 
AND EXPORTS (CONTROL) 
AMENDMENT BILL. ‘

Secretary: Sir, l lay the following 
Bills, as passed by the Rajya Sabha, 
on the Table of the House:

(i) The Indian Railways (Amend
ment) BiU, 1955.

(ii) The Insurance (Amendment) 
Bill, 19^.

(iii) The Imports and Exports 
(Control) Amendment Bill, 
1955.

UNIVERSITY GRANTS COMMISSION 
BILL

Mr. Speaker: The House will now 
take up further discuission on the 
motion for reference of the University 
Grants Commission Bill to a Joint 
Committee.

As the House is aware, six hours 
have been allotted for the discussion 
on this motion. Out of this, three hours 
and 25 minutes have already been 
taken on the 22nd February and only 
two hours and 35 minutes now re
main. This would mean that the dis
cussion on this motion will conclude 
at about 2-35 pjki. when the motion 
will be put to the vote of the House. 
Thereafter, the House will take up
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[Mr. Speaker] 
tne consideration of the Drugs 
(Amendment) Bill, 1954, for which 

l i  hourg have been allotted. After the 
disposal of this Bill, the Dentists 
(Amendment) Bill will be taken up.

At 5 P .M . today, the Minister of 
Finance will present the Budget.

What time will the hon. Parliamen
tary Secretary require for replying?

The Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister of Educatioii (Dr. M. M. Das): 
I will take about 40 minutes. (Inter
ruptions).

Mr. Speaker: He ha*3 to be given
some time after having heard for five 
hours all that the Members have to 
say. Perhaps he will try to reply to 
each and every point. I leave it to 
him; he wUl take as short a time as 
possible and try to curtail. When 
40 minutes remain, he will be called 
upon to reply.

I think before the presentation of 
the Budget, the House would like to 
rise for some time. What time will 
suit?

Shri A. M. Thomas (Emakulam): 
4-30 P .M .

Mr. Speaker: Originally the pro
posal was to rise for t5 minuter. I 
think that is too short a time. The 
House will rise at 4-30 and re-assemble 
a t  5 P .M . That will leave enough time.

Sliri S. S. More (Sholapur): On the 
last occasion when we dispersed, I was 
trying to make out the point that the 
constitutional propriety of this 
measure was open to very serious 
question. Under item 11 of the State 
List, all education, including univer
sity education, is to be within the 
competence of the States themselves. 
But there are some exceptions—some 
circuiniBcribing exceptions—and I 
would say that entries Nos. 63, 64, 65 
and 66 of List I have to be taken into 
«dnsideration when the Central Gov

ernment try to assume some control 
over this sort of education. Now entry 
No. 66 *3ays that the Central Govern
ment can pass a measure for the pur
pose of prescribing standards or for 
the purpose of co-ordination, but the 
present measure, which appears to be 
a measure for the purpose of setting 
up standards, determining standards, 
and for the purpose of co-ordination 
is really meant to be a Bill coming 
under entry No. 63. According to 
entry No. 63, the three Central Uni- 
verjities are under the entire control 
of the Central Government, and in 
addition to these three Central Uni
versities, other institutions which 
might be declared by Parliament to be 
of national importance may also come 
under the controlling influence of the 
Central Government, apart from the 
influence of the State Governments. 
But pretending to act or pretending to 
legislate under entry 66, an attempt 
is being made to circumvent the pro
vince of this Parliament to declare 
any institution as a national institu
tion and control is being assumed on 
all the remaining Universities so that 
the remaining 28 Universities will be 
reduced to the position of the three 
Central Universities. That is my con
tention.

[S h r i m a t i  S u s h a m a  S e n  in the ChairJ

If we take clause 14: consequences 
of failure of Universities to comply 
with recommendations of the Com
mission, this is the penal clause of the 
measure. Just as we have got preven
tive detention, now, as far as Uni
versities are concerned, this clause is 
about preventive withdrawal of grants 
or withholding of grants, and there
fore, to that extent, it is a sort of 
police clause in this measure. This 
clause, I fear, will be utilised by Gov
ernment and the Central Commission 
for the purpose of tightening their 
grip over all Universities. All the Xlni- 
versities suffer from a sort of financial 
anaemia; they isuffer from want of 
funds, and in their need to have more 
funds from the Central Government,
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they will be forced with a bludgeon 
of uniformity to abide by directives 
which might be illegal as far as the 
Universities are concerned. To cut the 
argument short, I feel that this 
measure offends against provincial 
autonomy. Not only that; it goes 
further. Just as one can kill two birds 
with one stone, with this one measure 
Government are violating two kinds of 
autonomy—provincial autonomy aG
well as autonomy of Universities. Uni
versities in this country have a long 
and glorious history. Private members 
and private academicians, without any 
strings, have done their best at tre
mendous cost to themselves to develop 
these Universities on right lines.

But now this Government, out to 
centralise all power, are trjring to put 
their thumb in the pot of jam of Uni
versities autonomy. My contention is 
that it is the business of this House 
and it is in the interest of the country 
that we should strive to safeguard the 
autonomy of Universities. I may say 
ihat even the Radhakrishnan Commis
sion, which recommended that such a 
thing ought to be done, have referred 
to one of the resolutions of the Sixth 
Quinquennial Conference of the Inter
University Board—I am referring to 
page 450 of the Report of the Uni
versity Education Commission. The 
concluding portion of the resolution 
which is given there reads:

“While appreciating the policy 
of the Government of India and 
the Provincial Governments to 
assist the growth and expansion of 
university education by financial 
grant.', this conference places on 
records its emphatic opinion that 
the autonomy and independence 
of the universities receiving such 
grants should not in any way be 
interfered with.”

Putting its seal of approval, this is 
what t̂he Commission says:

“We feel that the autonomy of 
the independent Universities in 
general is a matter which should 
be the concern not merely of the

Universities but of the Govern
ments and of the public in general. 
Universities can play a great role 
oniy if it is appreciated both by 
the public and the Gk>vemment 
that they function as autonomous 
units and are free to develop along 
well-established standards un
controlled and uninfluenced by the 
changing waves of democratic 
passion. At the same time, it must 
be emphasised that the autonomy 
claimed by the University should 
be understood a-3 implying a greater 
amount of self-control and self
discipline and a sincere desire to 
work for the higher standards o  ̂
intellectual integrity and morality.”

My submission is that this Bill is 
not conceived with a view to imple
menting faithfully and in all its spirit 
this particular observation of the 
Radhakrishnan Commission. On the 
contrary, I fear that this clause 14 
has been put into this Bill for the 
sinister purpose of having a whip hand 
in this matter. This will be u®6d as 
a sort of whip chord for the purpose 
of driving the Universities in a parti
cular direction in which the Govern
ment—the Executive Government of 
this country—desire them to move. 
We should all resist that.

Then, another point that I want to 
make is this. Is there any necessity 
for any such statutory body? Take, 
for instance, the United Kingdom. 
There, the University Grants Com
mittee is a non-statutory body. It is a 
completely advisory body and with all 
its advisory capacity that body is doing 
the greatest service for the purpose of 
education, because it is not central 
direction which is needed most but is 
the central funds Which are needed 
most for the purpose of taking the 
Universities to their proper destina
tion. But, in spite of that fact, we are 
not importing British precedent here 
and we are trying to bring into exig
ence a statutory body with Draconic 
powers. Is there any necessity for such 
an organisation? That is my relevant 
question. "
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[Shri S. S. More]
There are already in the field similar 

institutions. Take, for instance  ̂ the 
Inter-University Board. It is a non- 
offlcial organisation in which all the 
Universities participate and this Board 
attends to all the common diflBculties 
and .tries to bring about in a non
official way some uniformity. In addi
tion to that, there is the Central 
Advisory Board of EkJUcation. That 
also is a useful body, partly elected, 
and that Board also, in its different 
meetings, does give some useful guid
ance as far as University Education is 
concerned. In addition to these two 
bodies, there is already, another insti
tution, the Universities Grants Com
mission, which was brought into 
existence by a Government Resolution 
in 1945 and its ambit was expanded 
by some orders in 1946 and 1947. When 
^  these institutions are there, I do 
not see why there should be another 
statutory body called the Universities 
Grants Commission. This Government 
seems to have a very undesirable 
craving for multiplying bodies and 
creating different jobs for the purpose 
of distributing patronage. My submis
sion is that such a body is not neces
sary. It will be giving a sort of con
trol over the life and the doings of 
the Universities, which, in the name of 
uniformity, will kill their initiative, 
which will not take notice of the
different stages of their developments, 
which will not take notice of the 
different stages or the different strata 
of society or their different needs in 
the vast country. Nobody should try 
to sit at Delhi with a bludgeon in his 
hand and try to induce everybody or 
force everybody to adopt certain 
standards which are conceived here, 
but which cannot be translated into 
reality if we go to the States and see 
the different conditions prevailing 
there.

What is the real need? If Govern
ment is really sincere in their desire 
to ffivo ôme impetus to University 
education, what is needed is not appa
rent miaerable co-ordination without

any funds from the Central Govern
ment. In the financial statement an 
allotment has been shown. At page 10 
of this Bill, it has been stated that 
Rs. 1,50,000 will be required for the 
purpose of the University Grants Com
mission Elstablishment and only 
Rs. 1,79,62,000 are to be paid for the 
purpose of education. Will that be 
enough? If I can speak from memory, 
our Universities are spending more 
than Rs. 17 crores'for the purpose of 
education, and in spite of thit fact, 
what is the proportion which the Gov
ernment bears of this educational ex
penditure? I am quoting from Educa
tion in India, 1950-51. page 136. The 
direct expenditure on Universities and 
Colleges of States has been shown and 
we find. that though some of the B 
Class States are rising to their res
ponsibilities, some of the A Class 
States are the worst sinners in this 
respect. Take, for instance, the Bombay 
State. Only 37.7 per cent, of the ex
penditure is given by them as State 
Grant or Central Grant. There are 
some other States. In Punjab it is 
31.13. I am not finding the time to go 
through the whole table. But, you will 
find that in the Hyderabad State, 94.2 
is the percentage of Government ex
penditure on this University and 
College education.

Dr. M. M. Das: In what year,
please?

Shid S. S. More: In 1950-51; I was 
told that this is the latest report avail
able to us. We are lagging in every
thing, in collecting up-to-date data 
also. That is the misfortune of our 
state of administration. This Govern
ment is trying to take up a more pro
fitable pattern by operating with only 
Rs. 1,79,62,000. It is just like a bundle 
of gra-7s dangled before the proverbial 
donkey. My submission is that the 
Government is not doing its duty. The 
Britisher in the past did make a sort 
of attempt to introduce uniformity. I 
have not the time to refer to other
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reports. But, with your permission, I 
may quote from the Report of 1902. 
U was the Reilly Commission. The 
Commission was directed to enquire 
into the conditions and prospects of 
the Univeriities established in British 
India, to consider and report upon any 
proposals which have been or may be 
made for improving their constitution 
and working and to recommend to the 
Governor - General - in - Coimcil such 
measures as may tend to lift the stand
ard of university teaching and to 
promote the advancement of learning. 
This Commission went in detail into 
all the aspects of university education, 
the examiners, the professors, their 
standards, how examinations should be 
held, what books should be prescribed 
and every minute matter which per
tains to the sphere of university edu
cation came under their very careful 
and exhaustive scrutiny. For anyone 
who is interested in this matter, this 
report wilj be a sort of mine of infor
mation and useful suggestions. But, 
this Commission also came to the con
clusion..........

Mr. Chairman: I would request the 
hon. Member to take as little time as 
possible because there are many 
speakers who propose to speak.

Shii S. S. More: I propose to be »3 
brief as possible and I do not want 
to stand in the way of others.

I am referring to a very important 
point. This Government seems to have 
that complacent idea that it has for 
the first time realised the necessity of 
co-ordination and setting up of stan
dards. Let Us go to the Report of 1902, 
that is more than half a century old. 
and in para. 194 on page 54 of the 
Report, it is .stated:

“ In concluding the section of our 
Report which deals with financial 
questions it seems necessary to 
point out that the acceptance of 
our recommendations must inevit
ably l^ad to increased expenditure 
in many directions. While we hope 
that in many parts of India they 
will furnish an opportunity to

public-spirited and generous bene
factors of education, we trust that 
Grovernment may not be imwilling 
to reconsider the -scale on which it 
supports and aids the various 
colleges on which to so large an 
extent will depend the accomplish
ment of the reforms that have been 
sketched in this Report. We hav« 
laid down standards of college 
efficiency and equipment consider
ably in advance of those hitherto 
accepted and any such change in 
our college system will impose 
upon the Universities also corres
ponding duties in relation to exami
nations, control of colleges, and 
the provision of the means of post
graduate instruction in certain 
departments. These reforms, if 
they are to be carried out on the 
lines indicated in our. Report, must 
mean an increase of both college 
and university expenditure.”

This expenditure, even this Report 
visualised, must come mainly from the 
coffers of the Central Grovemment or 
the State Governments and they 
realise that such useful suggestions for 
improving the standard cannot be 
given effect to simply if they rely on 
private bounty or the dwindling re
sources of fees with the growing 
poverty of the peasantry. Therefore, 
my submission is that Gk>vemment do 
not seem to be very serious about 
their responsibility. The Radhakrishnan 
Commission, on page 455 of its Report, 
pointed out what will be the approxi
mate expenditure if some of the 
recommendations were to be given 
effect to:

“For the next quinquennium the 
total annual expenditure on these 
heads will be............. ”

and after enumerating the heads and 
the expenditure desired on each one 
of these heads, they came to the con
clusion that a solid figure of 
Rs. 21,48,75,000 will be required. They 
further recommended:

“Of this roughly 60 per cent, 
will have to be provided by the
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[Shri a  S. More]
Government (Central and Provin
cial) and this amounts to 
Rs. 8,69,25,000 recurring and 
Rs. 4^0,00,000 non-recurring.”
Thus, Ro. 8,69,25,000 was the annual 

recurring expenditure to be provided 
b7 Government and Rs. 4,20,00,000 for 
the purpose of non-recurring grants 
for a period of five years. In the face 
of this recommendation, they pretend 
that they have brought in this Bill 
for the purpose of implementing the 
recommendations of the Radhakrishnan 
Commission, but they are giving effect 
to half—the unimportant half—of what 
was recommended by the Radha
krishnan Commission, because in this 
very recommendation they have stated 
on page 455:

**that the State should recognise 
its responsibility for the financing 
of higher education;”

That part is absolutely ignored by 
Government, and out of these six 
recommendations, they only accept by 
putting in this Bill that the University 
Grants Commission be set up for 
allocating .grants. Six particulars are 
given, and out of the six, five are safely 
ignored by Government and parti
cularly that for financing education by 
tiie States «nd ̂  Central Government, 
fiBid only the laist item, which refers 
to the appointment of the University 
Grants Commission, has been accepted. 
If the Commission’s recommendation 
has to be accepted, it must be accepted 
in its fuU spirit. It is no use comply
ing with some small part of the letter 
and telling the House “We are imple
menting it” . This is not only distortion 
of the Commission’s recommendations— 
gross distortion— b̂ut it is unfair to the 
Commission itself because you tear out 
only one part of their recommendation 
which has to be viewed in the perspec
tive of the whole picture and then 
Ignore the remaining part. For these 
reasons, I feel that we must oppose 
this Bill. I also feel that our university 
education stands to nin into greater 
danger if this power is handed over to 
the executive government. The execu

tive government during the past never 
struck any original path and it was 
left to private institutions to create 
new precedents and to lay down new 
principles. I will take only one in
stance.. It is the sponsors of the 
national education who were fighting 
the Britishers and who were not sup
ported by the Britishers because the 
national education could not be made 
to fit in with their bureaucratic pattern 
of education. It is the sponsors of the 
national education, it is the supporters 
and promoters of private institutions 
who have given not only their thought 
but even their blood for the pmpose of 
giving a particular shape and form to 
the national education. In this country 
the people who go to the imiversity are 
almost negligible in number because 
the rich are becoming negligible in 
number though their financial influence 
is becoming a major factor, and I would 
say that the peasantry and the toilers, 
though numerically, as far as counting 
of heads is concerned, they constitute 
the majority of the country, are the 
most ignored minorities from the point 
of education, from the point of social 
amenities and from the point of happi
ness, and if any weightage has to be 
given to any minority—we were talking 
about Jinnah’s plan and other plans 
and we are very profuse with our 
plans to give weightage to minorities— 
it should be given to the minority of 
the toilers and the minority of the poor 
middle-class people, who have been 
really suffering under the dispensation 
of the present Government. This Gov
ernment is out for a socialistic pattern. 
I intervened when the Prime Minister 
was giving us some idea of his socialis
tic pattern, and I asked him “What are 
your coticrete steps”? He said “ think
ing” . That is his first step and possi
bly “thinking” would be his last step 
also.

Shri M. D. Joshi (Ratnagiri South): 
Correct thinking.-

Shri S. S. More: Mere thinking is
not sufficient; concrete steps are need
ed. Merely preparing a menu for a 
§iunptuous dinner is not enough; you 
must prepare the dish. As far as this
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measure is concerned, I humbly sub
mit for the consideration of the House 
that it is not properly conceived; it 
will not be doing any useful service to 
the cause of university education; it 
might succeed in creating a sort of 
dead, wooden uniformity, which will 
not be in the lasting interests of the 
country, and, therefore, I would say 
that the attempt on the part of the 
executive to secure, at the cost of a 
very paltry sum, sweeping control over 
the lives of the younger generations of 
the country ought to be resisted with 
all the forces that we command.

Shri M. D. Joshi: I rise to welcome 
this measure.

Mr. Chairman: I would request the 
hon. Member to be brief because there 
are many Members who wish to speak 
on this measure.

Shri M. D. Joshi: I chall be as brief 
as possible. This measure should have 
come long ago, but as the adage goes, 
it is better latfe than never. This Bill 
has been condemned by very many 
speakers on the opposite side, parti
cularly my hon. friend, Shri More, who 
delivered his broadside—and he re
joices in delivering broadsides against 
whatever comes from this side of the 
House. He has characterised this Bill 
as a strangulating measure and he said 
about some of the clauses that they are 
foolish clauses.

Shri S. S. More: Not foolish, but
police.

Shri M. D. Joshi: Whatever he
chooses to call it; he will find, how
ever, that the University Grants Com
mission or a body like this has been 
recommended by the University Edu
cation Commission, which has been 
quoted by him so copiously. The 
Badhakrishnan Commission has recom
mended already that a small body of 
five or at the most seven members be 
constituted to effect co-ordination and 
maintain standards for university edu
cation. This Bill seeks to implement 
what the Radhakrishnan Commission 
watited, and therefore, I am at a loss to 
understand the very strong objection

taken by my hon. friend there. But I 
can understand the object of their 
objection, because the Opposition 
Members do not want any sort of 
control on the part of the Grovemment 
over institutions. Only two days back, 
we had the spectacle of a resolution 
about the broadcasting corporation put 
forth by an hon. Member from the 
Opposition Benches. There it was 
said that there should be no control 
by Government on any of these insti
tutions. Well, I am unable to appre
ciate this kind of reaswiing. Our 
nation is engaged in the great task of 
rebuilding our society on a new pat
tern. Government must have in mind 
certain progSrammes. It hais a Five 
Year Plan and therefore it has to 
proceed along certain lines. It is no 
use saying that formerly our institu
tions proceeded on private enterprise 
and that formerly they used to oppose 
the British imperialists. It is all very 
well. It was our business then, when 
there was foreign domination, to see 
that all our institutions and our 
younger generation had to grow in a 
spirit of revolt against foreign domi
nation. It was all very well then to 
oppose Government, but now, when 
the Government is there established 
by the popular vote, it is ununder- 
standable on anybody’s part—be he 
from this side of the House or that 
side of the House— t̂hat the good 
measures of Government should be 
opposed even by educative bodies. We 
have this sight: on the one hand, all 
Opposition Members condemning out
right any measure of Government, and 
we have the other specimen: in this 
morning’s papers there is a report in 
which the Chief Minister of an impor
tant State—Mysore—has given vent 
to a feeling and to an idea witii which 
it is difficult to express one’is agree
ment. I shall, for the information of 
the House, read one or two lines. He 
said:

‘‘The idea of giving autonomy 
to the Universities was a feudal 
one which originated in England 
at a time when Universities were 
more or less private enterprises 
coi^orming to a policy o! laissez
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[Shri M. D. Joshi]
These are days of planning 

and i^ialism, and central control 
and direction are inevitable 
whether it is in the administra
tive or educational or economic 
field.”

- This is the other extreme. I do not 
like the extreme mentioned by my 
hon. friend, Shri S. S. More, and I do 
not also like this other extreme. I do 
not of course like a state or a condi
tion in which the universities or edu
cating institutions are bound hand and 
foot and have to look to Gk>vemment 
at every step. This is a condition 
which I myself would not welcome.

Then there is another report in the 
same issue of the newspaper from 
which I quoted earlier, where the Edu
cation Minister of another important 
State has warned the university that 
if they do not take certain steps, they 
wiU have to take measures against 
that university. That is also not a 
very* wholesome state of things.

I^ii S. S. More: It is a politician's 
threat to an academic institution.

Shri AL D. Joshi: You are entitled 
to your opinion.

Then, I would mention the note of 
golden mean which has been struck 
by Dr. Lakshmanaswami Mudaliar, 
which is a very welcome note. I crave 
your permission to read one or two 
lines from what he said:

“When we speak of university 
autonomy, let it be cleariy under
stood that it is a type of freedom 
from unnecessary shackles and 
not a liberty which will degene
rate into licence.”
That is the only attitude which uni

versities should take.

Now, I am of opinion that a certain 
kind of control on the part of Gov
ernment is necessary over our imi- 
versities in the present state of things. 
Why? Because, when we are engaged 
In tWB ^gantic task of rebuflding 
oui* natton, It is but proper that all

our institutions, educational and 
others, should proceed along certain 
definite lines which are of a national 
character. Our pandits and learned 
men who are managing the imiver£d> 
t ie 3  have been brought up in a parti
cular .trrosphere. They were edu
cated i n  the previous generation. 
Many of the iw'ofessors do not even 
like the prospect of an introduction 
of Hindi in the universities. I have 
come across several of m y friends who 
are teachers and professors in uni
versities and colleges, who are strug
gling against the prospect that after 
all they have to give up the English 
language and have to take up Hindi 
as the medium of instruction. This is 
only one thing which I have men
tioned. There are several other things; 
take for example, basic education. 
Basic education is a thing which is  

very bitterly disliked not only by the 
learned pandits but even by certain 
primary teachers. Government have 
got to control this sort of tendency. 
If Government is not courageous 
enough to control this sort of re
actionary tendency, then Government 
ceases to function. Therefore, I am 
definitely of the opinion that Govern
ment must step in to exercise eBec- 
tive cOTitrol on educational institu
tions which are of a refractory nature.

I will mention one more thing. The 
Bombay Government have set a 
certain limit or standard of age by 
which a student should enter the uni
versity. The age limit is 16. The idea 
is that boys of very immature age 
should not enter universities for 
higher education. It is all a good idea 
no doubt, but all the other universi
ties must take measures and devise 
rules so that one age should be obtain
able in all the universities for entrance 
into the university. The Bombay 
Government goes in one direction; the 
Bombay Government is rightly con
sidered to have advanced views. But 
there ar  ̂ also other Governments 
which hold advanced views but they 
are pulling in other directions. There 
must be somebo<^, some agency, 
which effects co-ordination In all these
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ideas and puts the universities on an 
equal footing. What happens is, for 
example, this: I shaU take, for instance, 
the medium of instruction. There is a 
tussle going on at present in our 
country about the medium of instruc
tion. Some people say that the medium 
of instruction should be the regional 
language. Some say it should be Hindi, 
and some cling to the hope that for 
several years English may be retained.

The number of such persons is 
dwindling. However, lovers of English 
there are in this country who cannot 
get reconciled to the idea that after 
all it is the regional language or the 
national language which has to be the 
medium of instruction.

About this medium of instruction 
there are different groups pulling in 
different directions in different Uni
versities. It is high time that our 
Central Government took strong 
.iteps to effect some kind of control 
in order that all these Universities 
may go in one direction and proceed 
in the same pace.

Therefore I submit that this BiU 
has not come a day too soon. This 
Bill devises certain clauses Which con
template control in the matter of co
ordination of studies, co-ordination of 
educational programmes and also 
maintenance of certain standards in 
the Universities.

I shall not discuss the clauses in 
detaiL About the constitution of the 
Commission what I have to say is 
this. There are three sub-clauses, (a),
(b) and (c) in clause 5(2). Sub-clause
(a) says “not less than one-third of 
the ■ -number of members shall be 
chosen from among the Vice-Chancel
lors of Universities and heads of 
institutions deemed to be Universities 
under section 3” . Sub-clause (b) says 
"not less than two members shall be 
chosen from among the officers of the 
Central Government to represent that 
Government” . And sub-clause (c) 
says “the remaining number shall be 
chosen from among persons who are 
educationists of repute or who have 
obtained high academic distinctions or 
who have experience in administra

tive or financial matters” . This part 
of the clause, that is, sub-clause 5(2-c) 
is, in my opinion, superfluous or un
necessary. Some might say it is 
objectionable. Because under clause 
5(2) (b) not less than two members 
will be chosen from the Central Gov
ernment. It will be the officers of the 
Central Gk>vernment. In sub-clause
(c) it is said that “the remaining* 
number shall be chosen from among 
persons who are educationists of re
pute”— t̂hat is all right—"or who have- 
obtained high academic distinctions”—  
that is also all right— "̂or who have 
experience in administrative or finan
cial matters” . That means they may 
be persons who may not have any 
kind of educational experience, who- 
may not have any kind of educational 
qualification, who may have been 
merely administrators. Therefore I 
think that this portion of the clause 
should be omitted so that the composi
tion of the Commission will be un
objectionable.

Then about clause 9 I have to say 
that the Commission is empowered tO' 
take associate members for its delibe
rations. The associate members will 
not have the power to vote but will 
have the power to deJIiver their 
opinion. That is unobjectionable. But 
nowhere in this Bill is the State Goŵ  
emment considered as a necessi^ 
factor. It is the State Government 
which is giving the grants. It is the 
State Government which has created 
several Universities; each State Gov
ernment . has got several Uni-̂  
versities. And it is the State Gov
ernment which is managing those 
Universities and Education, from 
top to bottom. But the State Govern
ment as such is given no recognition 
whatsoever in this Bill. I think this is 
not very desirable. I think that each 
State Government should be associat
ed, and therefore an obligatory clause 
should be put in by which it will be 
necessary for the Commission to have 
on its associate members’ panel such 
members who will represent the State 
Government adequately.

I have to mention one subject o f  
very great importance. I do not want-
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to take longer time than is absolutely 
necessary for my purpose, and there
fore leaving aside smaller points I 
shall concentrate on- one major point. 
And that is the necessity of establish
ment of a Sanskrit University. We 
know that Sanskrit WcLS taken notice 
o f by the former foreign government. 
But today the importance of Sanskrit 
has heightened manifold, ten times or 

I a hundred times. Because, Hindi is 
the chosen national language, and the 
vocabulary of Hindi 12 drawn, in the 
main, from Sanskrit. Sanskrit is the 
source, the repository which the 
vocabulary of Hindi will draw upon. 
But unfortunately as regards impart
ing instruction in Sanskrit our various 
Governments have not made adequate 
provision. I do not know of a single 
Sanskrit University or a Sanskrit 
college which is receiving adequate 
help. There are over two thousand 
Sanskrit patha-shalas and about eleven 
Sanskrit colleges. But there is not a 
single University which can co
ordinate the studies in aU these insti
tutions, which can prepare a scheme 
of education from beginning to end. 
Each patha-shala or each college is 
going its own way, and there is no 
proper co-ordination or control over 
all these institutions. When India has 
come into its own and when India 
is boasting of her hoary past, is it not 
necessary that some kind of arrange
ment is made, some kind of measure 
is taken to preserve out very glorious 
ancient literature and to impart in- 
■structior. in that literature to our 
younger generation who will be the 
future nation-builders? Therefore I 
very humbly submit to the attention 
of Government that a Sanskrit Uni
versity may be created. Its seat may 
preferably be at Banaras or, if not, at 
Delhi or at any other centre which 

known for Its Sanskrit lore. That 
is the one suggestion which I have to 
press for the attention of Government.

As regards secondary education, my 
hon. friend Mr. N. M. Ldngam dealt 
with it to some extent. Therefore I 
shall not take longer time of the 
House in dealing with that question

again. But while discussing this pro
blem of secondary education with 
several of my friends who have experi
ence of that branch, I found that there 
is serious discontent among teachers 
about the state of secondary educa
tion that obtains at least in my State. 
The discontent- may be well-founded 
or may not be justified. I have nothing 
to do with that. But it is not a healthy 
state of things that the Central Gov
ernment should be sitting with equani
mity at this spectacle of various Uni
versities pulling in various directions 
and various Governments either 
checking the Universities or not 
checking the Universities at all. There
fore, the State Government should 
evolve a scheme, as suggested by the 
University Commission, in the pri
mary, secondary and higher branches 
of education. That is the purpose for 
which the establishment of a Uni
versity Grants Commission is absolu
tely necessary.

Shrimati Sucheta Kripalani (New 
Delhi): I welcome this Bill because 
I feel that an institution like the 
University Grants Commission can do 
a lot of good in this country. In thi.- 
Bill, in the Statement of Objects ond 
Reasons it is said that the University 
Grants Commission will co-ordinate 
the activities of the Universities, will 
determine the standards in the uni
versities, and also will see to the pro
per allocation of funds. There is 
enough scoi>e for that kind of activity 
in this country. I think this Bill h ŝ 
come rather belatedly. As early as 
1949, the University Commission re
commended that such a Commissii^n 
should be created. There is now 
greater need for such an institutioi;, 
because, recently, in the last fevv 
year.-, many new Universities have 
come into existence. These Univer:;!- 
ties are struggling for funds. We 
have also to see that proper standards 
for higher education are maintained. 
There is another diflflculty also. Since 
the attainment of Independence, there 
is a demand that the Universities 
should impart education in the 
regional languages. When the Uni
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versities gradually take over to the 
regional languages, various difficul
ties will be created. At that time, 
Government will have to co-ordiaafce 
their activities and see that standards 
are maintained. There is also the 
work of co-ordination between the 
Universities regarding the distribu
tion of specialities. There are a num
ber of activities which could come 
under the purview of such an organi
sation. But we have to see that such 
an organisation functions properly 
and that the compo3ition is satis

factory.
As far as I can see, the University 

Grants Commission has been model
led on the University Grants Commis
sion in the U.K. This organisation in 
England is working very well since 
1919. It has played a very important 
role in co-ordinating the activities of 
the Universities, in developing the 
Universities and in giving proper 
funds to them. Unless this body func
tions proi>erly, the whole object of 
creating such an institution will be 
frustrated. Let us, therefore, compare 
the composition and functions of the 
British University Grants Commis
sion with the one that we are now 
envisaging. I shall first take up the 
composition of the British University 
Grants Commission. The British 
Commission has no official or bureau
cratic elwnent in it. It is composed 
of eminent academicians who have in
fluence and command respect in 
learned and University circles. I 
would like to quote a few lines from 
this Book, Government Assistance to 
Universities in Great Britain. About 
composition, it says:

“These are all University men 
themselvw. They are naturally 
interested in having the Universi
ties of Great Britain adequately 
and intelligently supported. Hence 
their desire to have as members 
of the advisory bodies persons 

’ who will command the confidence 
of the recipient universities and 
of whatever public is interested.” 
Let us take the Chairman. There 

have been only two Chairmen. Both 
of them have been drawn from the

University ranks. The first Chairman 
was:

“ .. .Sir Walter Moberly, a lec
turer in political science, profes
sor of Philosophy and Vice
Chancellor of Manchester.”
After him came Dr. A. E. Trueman» 

F.R.S., a geologist at the universities 
of Wales, Bristol and Glasgow. What 
is the composition of the other mem
bers? This report says: *

“It now includes a professor of 
German, a master of a Cambridge 
college, the principals of Ruskin 
and Somerville, a professor of 
the humanities from Aberdeen, 
the director of the Royal Botani
cal Gardens, a distinguished 
economist, and two prominent 
medical men. In the past a Nobel 
Prize winner and a president of 
the Advisory Coimcil on Scienti
fic policy each served for a num
ber of years.”
Such are the people who compose 

the University Grants Commission in 
England. Then, as to their functions, 
this body functions informally and 
in a very friendly and delicate 
manner. In 1946, when the terms of 
reference were widened, it was in 
these terms:

“To enquire into the financial 
needs of University education in 
Great Britain; to advise the Gov
ernment as to the application of 
any grants made by Parliament 
towards meeting them; to collect, 
examine and make available in
formation on matters relating to 
university education at home and 
abroad; and to assist, in consul
tation with the Universities and 
other bodies concerned, the pre
paration and execution of such 

for the development of the 
universincto as may from time to 
time be required ir̂  order to en
sure that they are fully adequate 
to national needs.”
In these terms of refer«ice, there 

are no words which would give you 
an idea that this is a body which 
would supervise and control. There
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is no idea of control at all. It is one 
of help, assistance and advice.

How does it function? Like many 
other British institutions, it functions 
in a very delicate manner. They work; 
they do hot show that they are work
ing; they do not show that they are 
dominating. I shall again quote about 
the manner in which this institution 
Has been functioning.

“The real way in which the 
University Grants Commission can 
get forward depends entirely upon 
a free, frank and informal stand
ing contact, not bound by regula
tions or formalities.”
Further, the report says:

“The University Grants Com- 
missiwi exercises great power 
although its hand is never shown 
publicly. It does not issue an 
annual report. It makes no public 
'statements. It has no informal 
spokesman in the Press or else
where...”

“The University Grants Com
mission presents no materials for 
the colleges of Oxford and Cam
bridge other than a record of the 
number of students. Because of 
this, none of its financial tables 
gives a full picture of the uni
versity situation.”

“ It gives no breakdown by in
dividual universities of earmarked 
grants. It does not tell in any 
aetail the nature of the non
recurrent grants... etc.”
In this very friendly way, the Uni

versity Grants Commission in England 
functions, the report that it gives in 
regard to past operations and future 
needs is not given institution-wise, 
but field-wise. It is said in the report; 

. for there are no detailed 
data presented by the U.G.C. to 
make it possible to judge whether 
Uniwsity ‘A* is getting more or 
less than University ‘B’, or what 
the comparative costs of construc
tion and equipment happen to be.” 
The result is this. The weaknesses

of the different Universities are not 
exposed. There is no unhealthy rivairy 
for securing Government grants bet
ween the different Universities. There 
is cordial relationship bistween the 
Grants Commission and the various 
Universities. Let us now see whether 
we are creating by this Bill such an 
institution and whether it will fulfil 
the same purpose as thi: institution. 
First of all, I shall take up the com
position.

Clause 5 of the Bill says that there- 
will be two Government representa
tives on the Board. In the British 
dommassion, Government representa
tives are prominent by their absence. 
In the Bill, there, no mention is made- 
as to who should be the Chairman. 
But, here, we have already an exi.it- 
ing University Grants Commission.. 
The Chairman of this body was, first, 
Dr. S. S. Bhatnagar and now, the pre
sent Secretary of the Educatiwi: 
Ministry. We have nothing against 
these persons individually. But if the 
Secretary of the Ministry of Educa
tion becomes the Chairman of this- 
Commission, I am afraid, the bureau
cratic influence on the Commission 
will be very great. The Commission: 
will not be able to function as an 
independent body, as it should if it. 
is really to work for helping the uni-̂  
versities and in developing higher 
education. As it is, in India, the 
danger exists of loo much interference- 
by the Government in the University 
affairs. I will not go into details be
cause of shortage of time. I shall just 
give one extract from the Report of 
the University Education Commission. 
This is the evidence given by 
Shri P. M. Lad, who is now the 
Secretary of the Information and 
Broadcasting Ministry, before the 
Commission. This evidence is about 
the Bombay University, which is sup
posed to be one of our most advanced:: 
Universities. This is what he says:

“Every proposal for affiliation 
of a college must go to the 
Gbvemmetit. I would suggest that 
thfe Government should not have 
the power to waive some of the?
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conditions laid down by the Uni
versity. Governments may have 
power’ to order an enquiry in 
extreme cases, but Government 
should not impose its will on the 
University.

Please mark his words:

“Government should not impose 
its will on the University.”

There is a genuine fear that there 
is already too much interference by 
the Government in the Universities’ 
affairs, and that this body may fur
ther help in thi  ̂ tendency. Besides, 
we know that since the attainment of 
Independence, some politicians are 
unduly interferring in the Universi
ties’ affairs. I do not wish to quote 
many examples, but I shall only quote 
the example of a neighbouring uai- 
<̂ ersity—the Lucknow University It 
Is a notorious fact that one important 
oolitician of the province dominates 
the university. If such a thing hap-' 
pens, it is very natural that the uni
versity cannot progres3 in the proper 
way.
1 P.M.

The University Education Commis
sion is very alive to this danger and 
that has been expressed in page 450 
o f its report which has been already 
quoted by Mr, More. So, I will not 
take up the time of the House by 
quoting it again.

In this connection, the University 
Grants Commission of England has 
something to say. It is very essential 
lor the proper development of higher 
education that there should not be 
any undue interference, and the auto
nomy of the university must not be 
interfered with in any way.

The University Grants Commission, 
England, after reviewing the develop
ment of Universities between 1937 and 
1947 states in the Report:

“The relationship between the 
State and the Universities may 
be conceived as a form of partner
ship, On the side of the Universi

ties there is every evidence of a 
progressive spirit and of a genuin* 
desire to accommodate their poli
cies to the various demands of 
public interests. On the side of 
the Grovemment* there is recogni
tion of the overriding duty of 
those who follow the academic 
path to ascertain truth and to 
proclaim it without respect to the 
convenience of the Government.’*

I emphasize the last sentence, vix. 
“that the overriding duty of those wh» 
follow the academic path is to as
certain the truth and to proclaim it 
without respect to the convenience o f 
the Government” . If this high ideal 
has to be maintained, we must be 
very careful when we establish such 
an institution.

Then, I come to the matter of the 
operation of funds, because one of the 
most important functions of such a 
body would be proper allocation of 
funds. How does the British Com
mittee function in this matter? Their 
object being to help the University ta 
plan and build and not to use the 
instrument of financial control for un
due interference or exercise of control, 
they give grants in three ways. 
Firstly, they make block grants. While 
making block grants, the universities 
make an estimate of their normal re
quirements over a period of five years. 
The sums, after consultation and 
agreement, are sanctioned. It help* 
Universities to plan out with ease. 
Once a grant is made, the internal 
disposal is a matter for the Univer
sity. When such a grant is given for 
five years, the University can plan in 
its own way. Every year they do not 
have to suffer from uncertainty. Sup
pose they start a plan this year, they 
know that next year they will have 
to take a few other steps and enough 
funds for that will be forthcoming.

The second is earmarked grants. 
These are annual grants for specific 
purposes. Here, of course, the Uni
versities place before the Commission, 
whatever they require, and after con
sultation and agreement, the amount 
is granted. Once the amount is
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tioned, they cannot interfere in that 
matter.

Then also, there are non-recurring 
grants, annual grants mainly for 
capital and other outlay.

So, in this way the grants are made. 
They do not interfere with the affairs 
of the imiversity or its internal work
ing.

' Secondly, very large funds are 
placed at the disposal of the Grants 
CommisMon, because, unless they can 
give adequate assistance, there is no 
meaning in creating such an impor
tant body.

The Bill in the Financial Memoran- 
duih says that the total amount for 
this year would be Rs. 1.81 crores. 
This is a very inadequate amount. If 
this is an indication of the future 
picture, then I should say that we 
have unnecesjarily created this huge 
organisation for a very small puipose.

Shri S. S. More; We are purchasing 
control at that price,

Shrimati Sucheta Kripalaai: It is
now recognised that for higher study 
and research, adequate public funds 
must be available. This is also recog
nised in India because in the Report 
of the University Education Commis
sion this matter ha3 been very 
thoroughly discussed. The Report of 
the University Education Commission 
•says that in India the Government 
should meet 60 per cent, expenditure, 
30 per cent, should come from fees 
and 10 per cent, from endowments. 
The total of this would be Rs. 8.69 
crores from Central and Provincial 
Governments and Rs. 4.20 crores re
curring for five year  ̂ in the shape of 
annual grants. They say that if such 
an amount is made available, only 
then adequate tuition, library, scholar
ship and free^ips, laboratories and 
hostel accommodaticm can be made 
available for the students. Then, they 
go further. They say that we need 
more professional educational institu- 
ticmf, that these institutions ^ould be 
4 ^ b led  in the next ten years, and

further that the Government should 
meet 60 per cent, of the recurring 
expenditure, and 75 per cent, of the 
capital expenditure. Further, even 
for affiliated institutions which now 
get very little help from the Govern
ment, they say that if these institu
tions are to have a proper academic 
atmosphere and to function properly, 
the Government should give grants 
to cover half the salaries of the sanc
tioned posts. All this requires a huge 
amount. If all that amount is made 
available, then only this Grants Com
mission can function properly in the 
matter of allocating funds to the Uni
versities in order to help the Universi
ties to develop on the right lines.

Now, I would like to. compare the 
conditions obtaining in Britain I am 
trying to hurry as much as possible 
because of shortage of time, but some 
figures have to be quoted. Now, uni
versity income sources in Great 
Britain are these. I shall give you 
two years: 1935-36 and 1949-50.
Through endowments in 1935-36, the 
Universities secured 14:5 per cent., and 
in 1949-50, 5.7 per cent. Through 
donations and subscriptions, in 1935
36 they secured 2.5 per cent, and in 
1949-50, 1.7 per cent. Through grants 
from local educational authorities, 
they secured 8.7 per cent, and 4.6 per 
cent, respectively. And this is the 
most important thing. Through Parlia
mentary grants, in 1935-36 they got 
34 per cent, and in the latter year they 
got 63.9 per cent.—practically 64 per 
cent. T h e n  through fees, it was 32 per 
cent, in the earlier year and 17 per 
cent, in the latter year. So, now 64 per 
cent, of the needs of the Universities 
are met from Government funds in 
England.

Then, in the matter of scholarships 
and freeships, the Commission in the 

^United Kingdom assists a large num
ber of students through freeships and 
scholarsl-ips. in 1949-50, 62.U00 stu
dents out of 85,000 students, i.e., 73 
per cent of the students got freeships 
and scholarships. In India, our Uni
versity Educations Commission report 
sayrv that the present position is that
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about 10 per cent, of the total enrol
ment is entitled to exemption from 
pajmient of tuition fees. What does it 
amount to? Exemption from payment 
of tuition fees amounts to 1/6 or 1/5 
of the total expenditure of the
students. Then, as far as Government 
university scholarships are concerned, 
they do not generally exceed one per 
cent. That is the dismal picture of 
educational condition in India.

This report recommends that 12,500 
scholsirshipG of an average of Rs. 600 
per year should be granted and 37,500 
freeships of Rs. 250 per year should 
be granted. This alone would bring 
us to an expenditure of Rs. 1.68 crores 
a year. The University Education
Commission recommends that Rs, 1.6 
crores should be granted merely for 
freeships and 3cholarships, and the 
total amount. provided here is Rs, 1.81 
crores for the entire functioning of
the Commission. That shows we are 
not really serious about it. We really 
do not want this big institution that 
we are creating to function in a pro
per way as it has functioned in 
England. If we give these scholarships*
15 per cent, of the total enrolment will 
get free places and 5 per cent, will 
get 30me scholarship.

I will give you a few more figures. 
The total that we are spending on edu 
cation in India is 5 per cent. In the 
United Kingdom it is 11 per cent, and 
in France 12 per cent. So, if we are 
really serious about the creation of 
the University Grants Commission and 
allowing it to function prc^rly, much 
more funds than what has been made 
available should be made available to 
it.

Then, there is a small matter to 
which I would like to refer because 
we are discussing this in Delhi. In 
giving fundi, the University Grants 
Commission must be very careful to 
see that it does not create new diiBcul- 
ties for the universities. Recently, in 
the Delhi University, the University 
Grants Commission gave some money 
and a«ked them to raise the pay of

the imiversity staff. The Delhi -Uni
versity has federative character and it 
was the rule here that all the stafE, 
whether of the constituent colleges or 
the University college, should get the 
same pay. By creating this invidious- 
distinction, much confusion has been 
created in the ranks of the college 
staff. So, instead of this' body helping: 
the University, easing the diflBculties 
of the University, it has created a new 
difficulty for the University. So, not 
only has the Government to be very 
careful to see that the composition of 
the Commission is proper, that it func
tions properly, but the Commission it
self must be careful to see that it 
does not create new difficulties in the 
realm of education.

In conclusion, I would like to smT
that either we should not pass thij 
Bill and should not create this insti
tution— f̂or as Shri S. S. More has 
said, there are already other bodies  ̂
which are doing almost similar work— 
or if we create this institution, then 
we should see that it plays the right
ful role that it should play and which 
a similar institution is playing today 
in England. I would urge the Mem
bers of the Select Committee to see* 
that the compositicMi of this Commis
sion is not such that the bureaucratic 
element gets an opportunity to domi
nate over the institution, and through, 
their domination, through their finan
cial control, take away the autonomy 
of the Universities. It is the responsi
bility of all of us, of each one of us 
who have had the good fortune of 
receiving University education to see 
that the autonomy of the University 
is zealously safeguarded. I hope the- 
Members of the Select Committee will 
see to it, because I feel that the intel
lectual life of no country can develop- 
under the shadow of a domineering 
bureaucracy. Today, India is suffering 
from an over-dominant bureaucracy. . 
Let this bureaucracy not spread its 
tentacles into the realm of University 
education.

M r, Chaimaii: Next, -I call upon.
Shri Barrow. As there i« quite a good 
number of speakers, I would request, 
the hon. Member to be very brief.
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Shri Barrow (Nominated—^Anglo- 
Indians): I shall be as b r^ : as possi
ble. I start by welcoming t S  idea and 
the principle of establishing as a statu
tory body, the University Grants Com- 
misoion. I am grateful to my hon. 
friend Shri S. S. More for. focussing 
attention on the fact that this device 
for co-ordinating and—I would not 
like to use the word ‘controlling*— 
maintaining standards in our universi
ties is patterned on the British model.

 ̂ I also thank him for drawing the 
‘ attention of the Select Committee to 
the fact that when the resolution of 
the 6tii Quinquennial Conference ■‘f 
the Inter-University Board was con
sidered by the University Education 
Commission, the Commission took 
particular note of the latter part of 
the resolution, namely:

“ the emphatic opinion that the 
autonomy and independence of the 
universities receiving such grants 
should not be interfered with.”

I want to focus attention on the 
atmosphere, the circumstances and the 
'Context in which the British University 
Grants Committee was created and 
established, and the atmosphere in 
which the Grants Commission here is 
being established.

I refer to this advisedly because it 
will be fundamental in determining the 
scope and extent of the powers dele
gated to the Commission, _ as I believe 
that we must not interfere with the 
autonomy of our Universities, nor 
must we interfere with their academic 
freedom. By academic freedom, I mean 
the right to teach what one believes 
to be true.

The hon. Member from Ratnagiri, 
who is not present now, used the 
word ‘control*. If all our universities 
are godng to be controlled by the State, 
then I believe that the State will be 
guilty of the greatest tyranny, the 
tyranny of the mind. I believe also, 
^hat if we are to follow the advice— 
which was read out by my hon. friend 
from Ratnagiri—of the Cidrf Minister 

-of Mysore, then we will be introducing

into our universities, into our Uni
versity scheme, a kind of bed of Pro
crustes; we will lop off and stretch 
and bring about a dead uniformity. 
We must not control them. The aon 
lady Membefr Shrimati Sucheta 
Kripalani has spoken of the subtle way 
in which the British University Grants 
Commission functions, and that ii tbe 
ideal we should aim at.

I believe, that when the Grants 
Commiss’on in Great Britain was in
augurated or established in 1919, it 
was done with a view to, “encourag
ing and facilitating limited improve
ments as the Universities could see 
their way to undertake” . There was 
no question of any control; it was 
only a limited function to encourage 
and to facilitate, and it was done in 
an atmosphere of reverence for British 
Universities as centres of learning, of 
respect for them as centres of free 
enquiry and freedom, and as centres 
of advanced research. It was in this 
atmosphere of respect and awe that 
this Grants Commission in the United 
Kingdom was established.

But what do we find in India? Every 
petty person, speaking on every petty 
occasion criticises our university sys
tem, criticises our system of educa
tion—whether they are fitted to do so 
or not is another matter. On any 
occasion, whether it is a prize-giving 
at a primary mstitution, or the Con
vocation of a University, some one will 
criticise our system of education, as if 
to say our Great Men of Leanfiing. 
who are controlling the Universities, 
do not realise the shortcomings. It is 
in this atmosphere of suspicion and 
distrust that we are establishing a 
University Grants Commission. We 
must allay distrust, we must allay 
suspicion that we are trying to gain 
control of the Universities. We must 
encourage and facilitate; but we must 
not try to direct or control. I would 
ask the Select Committee to remember 
that in bringing the Bill in its final 
form to ttiis House, they must be care
ful to avoid any suggestion whatsb- 
ever that the Central Government is
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trying to control and direct the Uni
versities'.

How can we achieve this purpose? I 
would refer here to an article written 
on “State Aid to Britain’s Universi
ties” , by the Editor of the Times Edu
cation Supplement. He says:

“The strongest evidence that 
the autonomy of universities is a 
reality and not merely a pious 
fiction is afforded by the facts that 
the Treasury Grants to them”—
I emphasise this in particular— 
“ is not subject to any form of 
government audit, and that they 
have the absolute right to select 
the students they will receive and 
to give them the courses they 
believe most appropriate.”

I want to emphasise again the fact 
that when the grants are given, there 
is no question of a government audit. 
Those of us who are acquainted with 
Government audit know what a 
deadening influence it can be on any 
freedom or expansion.

I would ask the Select Committee to 
consider carefully sub-clause (j) of 
clause 26, where provision is made for 
framing rules;

“any other matter which has to 
be, or may be, prescribed.”
I say that the Select Committee must 

make explicit aad specific provision 
under this clause excluding any form 
of Government audit; otherwise, I 
believe the autonomy of our universi
ties will be threatened and endangered.

I have referred to the atmosphere 
in which the British Grants Commis
sion was created, and that in which 
the Indian Grants Commission is being 
created. I want also to refer to the 
context in which the Grants Com
mittee is working in Britain and in 
which our Commission is going to 
work.

In Great Britain the Grants Com
mittee is the dominant financial body. 
It provides, according to the 1951-52 
figures, 66.5 per cent, of the income, 
and the Local Education Authority
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provides 4.1 per cent. In India— 
Shri S. S. More has already given us 
the figures, and I do not want to go 
into them—the States are going to be. 
according to the University Education 
Commission’s Report, the ‘principal 
paymasters of all the Universities but 
three’ . Now, we are going to introduce 
another financial factor, that is, grants 
from the Centre. In this tug of war, 
between the centre and the States, 
with the noose round the independence 
and autonomy of the universities, it 
is easy to visualise what will happen.

When the Select Committee i3 con
sidering this Bill, they have to be very 
careful to specify the scc^^ of this 
Grants Commission. I believe that 
that is absolutely essential, if the 
States on the one side and the Centre 
on the other are not going to toss the 
universities about.

The Radhakrishnan Commission sug
gested that the University Grants 
Commission should be responsible for 
post-graduate and research work, and 
that it should bear 50 per cent, of the 
cost, and should have—1 would not 
like to say a major controlling in
fluence—a major influence in post
graduate and research work.

I am going to differ, and do so with 
great humility from what has been 
suggested by the Radhakrishnan Com
mission. I suggest that the scope, of 
the University Grants Commission 
should be limited to the first degree 
course. I say this advisedly because 
education at the school stage is a 
State subject. If there U to be any 
uniformity of standards in the secon
dary stage, it can be attained, I 
believe, by the first degree course 
helping to maintain those standards. 
I believe also that if there is a certain 
uniformity of standards in the first 
degree course, then the research work 
must necessarily be of a higher 
standard.

I believe again, that eventually, in 
the India to come, every boy or girl 
entering the University should know, 
and must know, three languages—the
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mother tongue or the regional langu
age, Hindi and English. If this Grants 
Commission is able to influence the 
first degree course, then it will be able 
to help and develop these three langu
ages which will be absolutely essential 
for every student. I suggest emphati
cally that the 3Coi>e of this Commis
sion should be limited strictly to the 
first degree course.

I believe, also that it will give the 
Commission some experience—the 
Commission is going into this thing 
absolutely new—so that it czm work 
out a pattern of partnership, which 
will give confidence to the Universi
ties, and confidence to the States, that 
the Commisjion is going to work in 
co-operation with them. I end with 
these words: the problem of the Select 
Committee will be to reconcile two 
principles: the principle of planning— 
Central and State planning—and the 
principle of University autonomy.

Dr. Krishnaswamd (Kancheepuram): 
I believe that all sections in this
House are agreed that there ought to 
be a University Grants Commission 
for allocating funds to different Uni
versities on objective grounds. The 
questions that face us are: what should 
be the composition of the University 
Grants Commission, what is the degree 
of interference that the executive can 
be allowed in the constitution and the 
working of such a Commission. At 
the outset, let me refer to certain
elementary details which have pro
bably escaped the attention of my hon. 
friend, the Parliamentary Secretary, 
who is piloting this Bill. He has refer
red to ‘co-ordination and determination 
of standards in institutions for higher 
education or research and scientific 
and technical institutions’ being the 
main objective and the purpose of the 
proposed University Grants Commis
sion. Parliament, according to the 
Constitution, has been clothed with 
exclusive authority to co-ordinate and 
determine standards in institutions 
for higher education or rê êarch and

scientific and technical institutions. 
The purpose of the Constitution- 
makers, I take it, is that Parliament 
should lay down general principles to 
be followed in constituting a Commis
sion for achieving the objectives laid 
down in the Seventh Schedule of the 
Constitution. Such a Commission has 
necessarily to be autonomous in 
character. The nature of education, 
the cultural diversity of educational 
effort, the difficult problems that meet 
us in the higher reaches of education 
and the manner in which standards 
ought to be determined cannot, and 
should not, obviously be decided by 
the executive; these must be deter
mined by an objective and indepen
dent body which should not be the 
liandmaid of the executive. That, I 
take it, is the guiding purpose and the 
objective of this Bill. But, the manner 
in which we have departed from this 
objective is a matter . for profound 
regret, which, I hope, the Joint Com
mittee will take note, and rectify in 
time.

The point, however, which has to 
be borne in mind and which, I believe, 
is emphasised by all secUons of this 
House is that the University Grants 
Commission must be a properly con
stituted Commission. Without its 
being a properly constituted Commis
sion, it will not command the con
fidence, not only of Universities but 
ftlSo of educationists and all citizens 
who are interested in the cultural 
development of our country. Education 
canndt be regimented; educational 
development has to be considered care
fully and has to be co-ordinated after 
taking account of the various aspects 
which go to determine the criteria of 
a full and purposeful culture. 
Especially as we intend giving vast 
powers to the University Grants 
Commission—and I refer hon. Mem
bers to clause 3 since that clause gives 
us a clear idea of what the Uni
versity Grants Commission is inte^ed 
to be—it is all the more necessary 
that the University Grants Commis
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sion should be a properly constituted 
body: Clause (3) reads as follows;

“The Central Government may, 
on the advice of the Commission, 
•declare,, by notification in the 
Official Gazette, that any institu
tion for higher education, other 
than a University, shall be deemed 
to be a University for the pur
pose of this Act, and on such a 
declaration being made, all the 
provisions of this Act shall apply 
to such institution as if it were 
a University within the meaning 
of clause (f) of section 2.”

I suggest that in order that the 
advice might be proper, in order that 
the advice might also be of such a 
type as to give a proper guidance to 
the Government for determining and 
allocating funds available to the 
various institutions and for bringing 
them up to a proper standard, the 
Commission should be so constituted 
as to be autonomous and independent 
of the executive. My learned friend, 
Shrimati Sucheta Kripalani. pointed 
out that the University Grants Com
mission in the United Kingdom wa;? a 
purely advisory body and. . . .

Dr. Lanka Sundaram (Visakhapat- 
nam): She is not so learned as he 
suggests.

Dr. Krishnaswami: At least, she is 
more learned than my hon. friend, 

Dr. Lanka Sundaram, who always 
intervenes when there is no necessity 
to intervene. But I wihould like to point 
out that in the United Kingdom the 
University Grants Commission is an 
advisory body. We are not to have an 
advisory body; we are to have a statu
tory body. Let us therefore have a 
purely statutory body instead of 
having a hybrid mouster as in the 
Bill that has been introduced. What 
should be the constitution of the 
University Grants Commission? I do 
not have the time to go at length into 
the varioui; aspects of the constitu
tion of this body, but I should like 
to point out that one of the principles 
that would have to be accepted by this

House is that the constitution of the 
body should be, as far as possible, 
elective. If members are elected, they 
would be beholden to the Universi
ties; but if they are nominated, they 
would be beholden to the nominating 
authority. That is the basic principle; 
that is the reason for my suggesting 
that, as far as possible, the University 
Grants Commission should be predomi
nantly an elected body. But T^gree 
that there are practical difficulties 
which should be taken into account 
and that occasionally we have to make 
reluctant concessions to the principle 
of nomination. I am willing to concede 
that if this body is constituted on the 
basis of election, some of the back
ward Universities might not be re
presented. Nomination, at any rate, 
gives the Government the power to 
provide for better r^ional represen
tation of same of the Ui^versities which 
might not find a pla<  ̂ in the UniveiS 
sity Grants Commisiion. If this be 
the dominant consideration, and this 
is a rational justification for adopting 
the principle of nomination Govern
ment should be content with exercis
ing the right of nomination instead of 
taking upon themselves a residuary 

power, the formidable power to eject, 
to throw out those Vice-Chancellors 
who might be considered obstreperous 
by them but who possibly are indepen
dent and are a source of inconvenience 
to the executive as all men with a 
conscience are. I have not been able 
to understand how any Government 
which takes the idea of university 
education seriously could ever give 
support to a proposal that ‘every mem
ber shall, unless his appointment is 
terminated earlier by the Central 
Government, hold office for a period 
of six years’. The roots of independ
ence of a University Grants Commis
sion are cut by this provision in this 
Bill. Why should the executive have 
the power, once it has exercised the 
right of nomination, to exercise at any 
moment the power of ejection of an 
inconvenient member from the Com
mission? Rather than allow the execu
tive to exercise this power, I suggest to 
the House and the Joint Committee 
that the tenure of membership be re-
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[Dr, Krishnaswami] 
duced from six to three years so that 
the need for cxercising this power 
may not arise at all. Remember, alter 
all, that if the University Grants 
Commission is to be taken serioiisly, 
it must command the confidence of 
educationists. But if it is felt that at 
some stage or the other somebody 
from the Ministry of Education has 
the power to remove any inconvenient 
member, then it would be next to im
possible to build that feeling of corpo
rate respect, which we all have at 
heart and which the Minister desires 
to promote. This is an obnoxious pro
vision which should not find a place 
in this BUI, and which I do hope the 
members of the Joint Committee would 
remove. It touches the vital question 
of the self-respect of those members 
who are to be nominated to that body. 
Even if we reluctantly accept the 
principle of nomination, as I have sug
gested, there can be no possibility of 
our accepting the other principle, 
namely, that of members being ejected 
if they do not happen to agree with 
the powers that be in the executive.
I do not go into the question of the 
propriety of nominating officials of 
the Government of India on this body. 
But the very fact that Gk>vemment 
will have two members on this body 
underlines the need for this provision 
being omitted altogether. The sword 
of Damocles held over the heads of 
the various members of the University 
Grants Commission is not fair and 
will not conduce to the production of 
those objective reports on the condi
tions of the University, to the evolving 
of those criteria which are important 
for determining standards, and which 
would help us to find out what the 
standards of University education are. 
Since Parliament has been given the 
fullest power in the Union List to 
determine the standards, we cannot 
choose to abrogate our powers to the 
executiv^^. The executive is after all 
different 'firbm Parliament; it is Parlia
ment that has the primary responsi-

I have looked into the other pro
visions of this Bill and two provisions

of this Bill have struck me as rather 
odd. I refer to clause 12. It deals 
with the functions of the Commission 
and I hope I am not taking the time 
of the House in quoting one or two 
sub-clauses of this clause for the pur
pose of elucidating the point that I 
have in mind. Clause 12 readj as 
follows:

“ It shall be the general duty of 
the Commission to take all such 
steps as it may think fit for the 
co-ordination and determination 
of standards of teaching and 
examination in Universities, and 
for the purpose of effectively dis
charging its functions under this 
Act, the Commission may—

(a) inquire into the financial 
needi of Universities;

(b) allocate and disburse, out
of the Fund of the Commission, 
grants to Universities for any 
general or specified puipose:

Provided that in making any 
such grant to a University, the 
Commission shall give due con
sideration to the development of 
the University concerned, its finan
cial needs, the standard attained 
by it and the national purpose 
which it may be called upon to 
serve;”

What are the national purposes that 
the framers of this Bill have in view? 
I should have thought that Universi
ties are constituted under a Charter 
or under an enactment of the Legis
lature and once they have been so 
constituted under an enactment of the 
Legislature, the puri>oses which they 
are expected to fulfil are absolutely 
national. It is therefore unconstitu
tional, apart from its being improper 
on the part of an outside authority, 
to tell the Universities that there are 
national purposes other than those in 
enactments for them to fulfil. Such 
directives militate against the autono
my of States which are responsible for 
the creation of University. Besides, 
who is to determine these national 
purposes? It has been left delightfully
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vague as to what national purposes 
they may be called upon to fulfil. In 
other words, it means that somebody 
from the executive, somebody from 
the Education Department would have 
the right to issue directions and tell 
the Universities that if these direc
tives are not fulfilled because they are 
supposedly in the national interest, 
the University Grants Commission 
would withhold grants to Univeroities. 
Can an3i;hing more perverse be 
thought of? If this provision finds a 
place in the enactment, Universities 
may not stand to gain by having a 
University Grants Commission which 
is expected to apply the thumb-screws 
of torture. Is this going to be the func
tion of the proposed University Grants 
Commission? Unfortunately, the powers 
that have been given to the University 
Grants Commission and the powers 
that have been reserved to the execu
tive in this Bill give us the impression 
that what is envisaged by the framers 
of this Bill is that Universities are to 
be a poor image or an enlarged reflec
tion of the bureaucratic mechanism in 
the Government of India. It may be 
that I am uncharitable in my estimate 
of the propensities of those in charge 
of the Education Department. They 
may, on the other hand, be well- 
intentioned men. But if such powers 
are given, they are liable to be abused. 
Today they may not be abused, but, 
tomorrow some other officer or some 
other Minister in charge of Education 
may think it his sacred duty to issue 
a directive to the Universities and tell 
them that if they do not fulfil it, which 
he or the executive envisages, then 
they will be subject to penalties. And, 
in this connection, clause 14 acquires 
significance. Clause 14 refers to the 
penalties to be imposed on the Uni
versities that do not carry out these 
directives. Grants may be withheld 
and Universities might be put, as it 
were, on a black-list. The whole spirit 
and tenor of this Bill is opposed to the 
constitution, proper functioning and 
autonomy of Universities in our coun
try. If I have spoken strongly it is 
because I feel that a great blow is 
sought to be inflicted on our Universi
ties, many of which have contributed

not a little to the welfare and educa
tion of our people. I hope and trust 
that at least now wisdom will dawn 
on those who have sponsored this Bill, 
that our friends in the Joint Select 
Committee will put forth these points 
of view strongly and resolutely and 
carry conviction to those who have 
framed this Bill. Universities have a 
greater and a more vital part to play 
in our country and, to the best of our 
powers, it should be our aim and 
objective to encourage plurality of 
autonomous institutions, to encourage 
institutions which are corporate in 
character and to see that these Uni
versities which are primarily responsi
ble for raising the standards of educa
tion in our country are strengthened. 
If the University Grants Commission 
fulfils these objects, I venture to think 
that Maulana Azad, who occupies a 
great place in our political history, 
will go down as a great Minister of 
Education capable of rising superior 
to the environment— t̂he bureaucratic 
environment in which he and all of 
Us seem to be placed.

Mr. Chatrman: Babu Ramnarayan
Singh. There are only 15 or 20 minutes 
and there are two speakers left. So, 
I would request the hon. Member to 
be short.

^  I

fTT ^  ^  I

h m  ^  ^  ^  f

[S ardar H u k a m  Singh in the ChairJ 
^  ^  ^  ^  ^ »̂T*r ^

WT 71T ^ I ^

rffrr ^  if
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5TT̂  ^  4 1 ^  ^n?r

li" ^  f  ^  3nRT ?R?r 
f  3pf̂  ^  4  f W  "̂̂ nrnr
4' ^  ^  ^  #  I 3R- ^

^  f  ^  ^  ^  ^  ^  

^  f i r ^  airfĤ iwr ^  ^iV^,
^  ^rfr'31 ^  ^  ^  ^

^  ^  ^  ?T^ ^

W JTf^ ihrr f , )̂T7̂  ^

^rffq ^  tRvm rpf^ f\
C*n^ ^  ^  ^  ^  ^  ^
%sahY ^  T̂ r̂nfi ^  ^ttot c*Trft
q;nRr ij^ s[;5 f  i ^  ^  ^  
5"RT̂  ^Tff ĥfT f ,  '3ir^
^  îrar ^1 3Fjf^ ^  ^
^  f  ^  ^  ih rr

I? ^  #  ?n ^  »5fi5r!T #  I ^
^  ^  i h r  f  ^  w  ^

^  ^  i^w ^  p̂tfhFT ^ ^  ^  1^
vSNrst ^  ^  ^  fsmfor

^  ^  ^ETT^ ^  u M ? rtv r 

ih r  ^  ^  f  1 ^  ^  q^j^kftr^
« y ^ * { ^ ? b h  i ^  ^  *n*r ^

Hl̂ t̂ T ?h!T #  ^  f^n>T >̂HT ^  ^̂ TT 
^  ^FPfiP ^  f W

if «i<f«iT?r ^ I ^  ^ r̂f̂ T'fPT
«S jpnfsRi ^  ^  f ,  ^
« f  f ’flr’sro' rffer ^  *fr
?3?r  ̂ ifm^nr f î ^  fsirgr *h \ ^

?er F̂HT ^  ^  ^  ^  lhT9RT
^  ^  f\  f w  ^
^  i f  5̂R W TT #  I ^JJffhFT ^
iT^  ^  ^  «frar f  ^
?!5RFf' ^  xJ H4>1 ??R

^  *f *1^ ^
A  ^  iS ^  ?it ^  ^  ^

W  ^5Rf ^  f  I « fw

^  ?nr^ ^  f W  ^  ^

?rri ^  y r ^  «<h^  ^ ^  ^  ^nr
'3lM^ f\ ^  ^  ^  ?sp[T5f̂  ^

^im ^  f\ ^  5T^ ^
^  ^  ??r^ ^rfsir f f i  ^ r t  ^  ^  

q j^  ?fTf^iT 3TT̂  #  i iF f  ^ r r ^

if  ^  »ft ^  #  3jft 3FR ^

3TT^ T j f ^  ^ r̂fNFT if

^  ^  < ^ 1 1  ^  I

3nf>JTT^ ^  ^  ^

«5^ I ^  *T^ I ^  ^

if^ ^TRW ^  Vq<)4  ̂ <̂ H ^

T̂TV ^  5̂fT T̂RiT ^  xi tl9il 3TO1 ti<«di< T̂T 
^  fhiT ^1 ^  IT^ yfirffT

i f  ^  ^  f\ if" ^  FTO

«̂4tJ dl 5̂Tir ^

^  ^  l^^hRfT ^  5ETT5Ftr i f

5H  ̂ 5T ^  ?rf ^  5PTTT 
^  R̂TT ^  ^  if  ^  ^

?5Rf^ 'Stm̂ 41 fVcf̂  ^ '3"iT^ ?TT 3Sf̂
i f  d^iHi ^ i f^ ,  <?it«  ̂ ^

wrm̂  f w  ^  i f  ^3IT f

^  ^  ^tpnw ^ flTrar ^
^  ?5Rrw ^  iV̂ TFr ?F  ̂f  r

^  ^  ^  5?^ ?W  ?5!f> fsRFft 
3iTiT^^ ^  ^  if ^inrr 

? W  ^  ^TTTT^ ^  ^  ^

^  >d *»lT^ <W HI <t <<fl ^  tl< «r=»»l ^  'dl'fl 

^  ^  ^  ?  I 3TTR ^TTfir
^  yi3FVf if  i f  «nt3 ^  ^

irm;ir ^  ^  ^ i? W r  ^

=91$ ,̂ 5-19)1 V^jtd î hrr i^niT

^TRFT I ^r»V< 15*̂  ^  ^TW

* •̂11 *TfHT if X̂  ^  ^  ^  ti<<*l< 

^  if ^  ^T#«n iM'^'fNi f  I ^nn»R ^  w r  

^  >a*^Tn ^TRT if, ^  q>̂ HT

f  \ ^ H  WW ^  giPFT snfvjnTrT 
t^ppt ^rtvj^ ff|-i 

^  ^  rnr* !̂ ^  1̂ yF9̂
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^  ^  ^  ^  ^  
w  ^  ĥrr,

v[̂ -^  3Rn ^  r̂nr ^
^ ^  r̂STT I

4̂ r̂h*" 4 3̂|T ^ fhiT
f  5̂?5TO- ^  ^  ^
^ I ?rf ^ ^  ^  “q f̂vRT" ^
^  T? f  I ^  qr “q^(W ”

^  mr^R" W?»4 «w7«i ^
iWr 1̂ fir ^  ^
^ni r̂; 1 ^  ^  t̂?t ^ ?sRr^
^  I" ^ tjf inrf^
«PT̂  ?rff^ T̂Tcf *T^

«rŴ  ^  T̂T̂fHR ^  ^  >a ̂ 4k\
3CT̂  ^  5TFT ^  I ^

^  T̂  *FIT ^  ^  ^  ^  3FT
WT^ I  w m ^  ^  ^
^  w W ^  f  ^  ^  ^  ^
TW ^  T5RT ^  ^  ^  ŵ̂ TPT ĥrr I

vT9̂ T̂  ^  ^
^  ^  ^  I ^  ^  ^

^  H  f?TT^  ^  mw f  ^  
^rarSW  #  w m  ^  # i r̂f? ^ ^  
vrfq-, ^   ̂hi 4 ^  4

T̂vPT̂  ^  arnr 5f̂  srpft =9rf|i?i 
F̂Efvli qr^ ^

^ q̂ RT
fW 4 5Ê, ^

yr^FR 3fh. ^  fM
 ̂ 4 hm  ̂ gi firajr ŝm

h^CrrfW q̂  ^  JTl̂  I ?rf ?î  ^  
^  t|=

^  îlr  ̂ cft’W
w rm  ^  ^  4  ^  ^ -

^^aiw3Trt ?rM?r 
^ ^ ^  1̂ wf r̂r*̂H fir 5|>4Nr. 4 

^  p5r̂ ?ft *Tf  ̂ ^  
^  ^  ^  ?tt*̂  ?r̂  r̂WvT

Wi ^  ^  fhr mrw

5IWT T̂ ^  ^  ^  ^  qr
3lfvrq5T? ^  I

^  ^  W  5SIT ^  3lfr
^fhr ^T?f f i r f ^  ^  ^n rv  

r̂Nit ^3(t ^  ^ r # r
^^?r ^  ^ I fir^
^  ^  ^  #1 f i r f ^  5Tff

p r  ^  5RRT ^mffT^i ^  ^

^  fh rri

Shri N. B. Chowdhury (Ghatal): 
While supporting the establishment 
of the University Grants Commission, 
we have to point out that there are 
certain provisions in the Bill which 
reqiiire to be changed radically, and 
these changes rrfer to the very de^ni- 
tion of “university” as provided in 
the Bill, the composition of 
the Commissiton as well as the func
tions of the Commission. With regard 
to the definition, we have to point out 
that it is very narrow and it does 
not include within its ambit the 
aflaiiated colleges that form the vast 
majority of the colleges which pro
vide for university education in our 
country. I shall give some details 
to show how it will affect such aifi- 
Uated colleges. Taking certain 
universities,—in Andhra University, 
there are four constituent colleges 
and 31 affiliated colleges; in Bombay 
University, there are three teaching 
departments and 22 affiliated col
leges; in Calciitt̂ a University, there 
m  ZS constHuimt collegiBs an<i teach
ing departments and 104 affiliated 
col^es^ in Madras Uiuversity  ̂ there 
are 2d constituent colleges, 21 teach
ing departments and 58 affiliated coi_ 
leges; in the Punjab University, there 
are 14 teaching departments, three 
consUtuent colleges and 57 affilii*t^ 
colleges; in Travancore-Cochin Uni- 
versit^, tt^e. are nine, constituent 
colleges, only cue teaching: depart
ment and 13 affiliated coUegesl In 
whole country  ̂ are toid̂  that ther .̂ 
are 137 constituent colleges an<f 5511
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affiliated colleges. If we exclude 
these';affiliated colleges, then we are 
in dc^M as to how far the Grants 
Commission wili take into account 
the needs of such colleges, xn regard 
to enrolment we find that out of 
about 3,96,000 students, about 3,03,000 
students read in the affiliated, col
leges. If we come to the expenditure, 
that is, the cost of university educa
tion, say in the Calcutta University, 
out of an expenditure of about 
Rs. 1,81,00,000, in the university de
partments only Rs. 16,81,348 was 
spent, and for the affiliated colleges
Rs. 1,64,77,314 r̂as spent. So, irom
this it will be clear that, unless we 
take within this definition the affi
liated colleges the vast majority of 
the colleges will be left untouched! 
and the Radhakiishnan Commission 
has made specific recommendations 
with regard to this point.

Then there is another important 
point and it is about the provision 
which they have to make about the 
living conditions of teachers. We 
find in Education in Universities in 
India, a statistical survey published 
by the Ministry of Education, that:

“ -----from the pay scales of diff
erent categories of university 
teachers during 1950-51, as many as 
13 universities had! not found it pos
sible to start their Lecturers on 
Rs. 300. as recommended by the Uni
versity Education Commission;

The distribution of teachers, ac
cording to their monthly salaries, 
was as fSoUows:

Between Rs, 100 and 150 . . 6,034
Between Rs. 151 and 250 .. 7,369
Between Rs. 251 and 450 .. 5,177
Between Rs. 451 and 650 .. 1,329 
Between Rs. 651 and 850 .. 525”

and so on. This shows on an average 
that (a) nearly 90 per cent, of the 
teachers received less than Rs. 450 
per month and (b) two out of every 
three teachers were paid salaries

between Rs. 100 and Rs. 250. But 
it is said later on:

“The university teacher should 
be helped to live in comfort, if he 
is to devote himself to learning,
teaching and research..... I hope
the university services will be
come as attractive as All-India 
Services, for that is the only way 
to recruit and retain some o! the 
ablest persons for the univer
sities".

This is what Dr. Radhakrishnan 
has said and has been quoted in that 
book. But in spite of all these re
commendations for the development 
of university education, nothing has 
been done so far. We are hearing 
about the new deal for labour, new 
deal ifor peasants, new deal for teach
ers also, and it has been said so in 
this survey from which I quoted, “but 
nothing so far has been done. So, 
if we have to develop university edu
cation, we have to take special care 
of this aspect of the problem.

It has already been pointed out by 
Shrimati Sucheta Kripalani that with 
regard to Delhi University there are 
certain anomalies. After the esta
blishment of the University Grants 
Commission, when some of the em
ployees, clerks, peons, etc., and also 
librarians and' similar employees of 
that university, represented their 
case to the University Grants Com
mission, the Commission wrote that 
this is an internal matter for the 
University and they have nothing to 
do with it. When the employees 
wrote to the university, they said 
that after the establishment of the 
University Grants Commission, they 
cannot decide this matter. When they 
wrote to the Ministry, Uhey also 
evaded their responsibilities and said 
they had nothing to do. But. while 
they wanted to bring about a change 
in the salaries payable to the Vice
Chancellor or the Registrar, they did 
it quite quickly. We are told that 
the Vice-Chancellor’s salary was rais
ed from Rs. 2,000 to Rs. 2,500, and
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that of the Registrar, from Rs. 500
750 to Rs. 500-900, giving swrnetiftnes 
tĥ -ee special increments, etc. Such 
things could be done. While in Delhi, 
school teachers in recognised schools 
are getting such allowances as city 
allowance, house-rent allowance, etc., 
the Delhi university teachers are not 
at all getting this. This is the result 
of the establishment of the University 
Grants Commission. This is a thing 
which we must take serious note of.

Now, regarding the composition of 
the Commission. We want a really 
autonomous, independent Grants 
Commilssion, whose activities would 
not be interfered with by the Govern
ment. But we find from section 20 
of the Bill that the Commission is 
going to be made the handmaid of 
the Government itself. It has been 
stated in the Bill thus;

“In the discharge of its func
tions under this Act, the Commis
sion sKall be guided by such 
directions on questions of policy 
as may be given to it by the Cen-, 
tral Government.

If any dispute arises between 
the Central Government and the 
Commission as to whether a ques
tion is or is not a question of 
policy, the decision of the Central 
Government shall be final.”
So, from this, it is clear, as has 

been very severely criticised by some 
other hon. Members, that they are 
going to utilise the Grants C.^mmis- 
sion as a sort of big sticlt on the 
universities. This should not be so. 
Our imiversities, which have played 
a vital and important role in the 
dfevelopment of higher education in 
this country should not be allowed to 
be hindered in this manner. The 
autonomous character of the univer
sities, particularly with reference to 
their internal administration, the 
determination oS standard, etc., 
should be preserved and there should 
be sufficient scope for the universities 
to decide their policies themselves.

Then, I shall come to another as
pect of the problem which has been

referred to in the Bill itself. We find 
that according to the Constitution, 
power has been vested in Parliament 
to decide the type of higher educa
tion, university education, etc., and 
according to that provision, this Uni
versity Grants Commission is going 
to be established. Although in clause 
19 it has been stated that the annual 
accounts of the Commission along 
with the audit report thereon would 
be placed before Parliament, there is 
no provision in clause 18 that Par’Ja- 
ment would' also receive the reports 
about the activities of the Commis
sion, about the stancPards and other 
particulars with regard to the i;ni- 
vefsities for which the Commission 
may make any grants. So, we feel 
that they should submit not cidy the 
report on accounts etc., but the re
ports with regard to the standards, 
the determination of standards a n d  
such other particulars should be sub
mitted to Parliament. If we do not 
do that. I doubt whether it would 
be quite proper for this House to give 
its consent to such a measure.

Mr. Chairman: I hope the hon.
Member will conclude by two of the 
clock.

Shri N. B. Chowdhnry: 1 conclude, 
and resume my seat.

Mr. Chairman: I did not mean that 
the Member should sit down imme
diately. He can have another two 
minutes if he wants.

Shri N. B, Chowdhury: Then. I
want to point out one other matter, 
with regard to the determination of 
standards. Nowadays, we find that 
there is no consistency or conformity 
between the standard of the secon
dary education and the university 
education, and sometimes this in
consistency leads to ditfficulties for 
many students. I have seen in m.y 
state of West Bengal that such ano
malies persist not only between pri
mary education and secondary educa
tion but also bietween the standards 
of secondary education and higher 
education. Although here we J*re 
dealing with university education
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only, since -we have the power under 
this Bill to advise the iiniversitiss 
with regard to the determination of 
the standards and have right to 
call for returns, information, etc., 
we should make it a point to see that 
consistency with regard' 10 standarvis 
is maintained so far as the different 
levels of education are concerned.

‘ Dr. M. M. Das: I have listened
with great interest and attention to 
the discussion that followed my 
motion, and I am highly thankful to 
the hon. Members who have taken 
I>art in this debate for the support 
they have given to this Bill and 
the motion for referring this Bill to 
the Select Committee. Regarding the 
provisions of this BiU, some dissen
tient voices were heard. Some hon. 
Members did not see eye to eye with 
the Grovemment and they differed in 
their opinions from the Government 
about particular provisions of this 
BUI. Difference of opinion is the life 
of democracy and democratic legis
latures. In a democratic Parliament
2 P.M .

like this difTereDice of opinion 
is inevitable. Therefore, I am 
not at all sorry, on the contrary 
I am glad and I am highly
thankful to ttie Members for the diZ- 
ferent they have placed
and for the w itic i^ s  ^h^ have 
made. The motion b^ore the House 
seeks to refer this Bill to a Select 
Committee. Government is fully 
aware of the fact that there are dif
ferent views, there are diflterent opi
nions regarding the provisions of this 
Bill. Gover^ent is fully conscious 
of the fact that there may be even 
some real ground for criticisms. The 
intention of the Government in re
ferring this Bill to a Select Committee 
is to discuss thoroughly, to examine 
minutely all the^ different views ex- 
pr^sed by hon. Members and all the 
provisions that are contained in tWs 
©ill and then in the Select Committee 
to square them out and s ^ r e  the 
greatest amount of a^eement that 
Is possible.

With the exception of a few extra
vagant remarks which betray gross 
lack of correct information on the 
part of a few hon. Members, the 
discussions on the whole have been 
very informative, heJpful and con
structive. In th.'s connecton I wish to 
convey my thanks to the hon. lady 
Member opposite, from Bengal—she 
is not here in the House at the 
moment. I am thankful to her, <for 
at least on this occasion she tried to 
be as much considerate and construc
tive as was possible for her. i am 
referring to Shrimati Renu Chakra- 
vartty.

Mr. Chairman: Because the Mover 
was.

Dr. M. M, Das: My hon. friend
Shri Gurupadaswamy who initiated 
this discussion, and many other 
friends, raised a very important issue, 
the question of autonomy of our Uni
versities. This has been practically 
the main theme of the discussion, and 
many of the hon. Members have 
spoken upon this particular question. 
My hon. Mr. Gurupadaswamy
said that the Bill did not explain the 
relation between the C^tral Gcvero- 
ment and the University, that it cEIjd 
not explain what it means by ‘stan
dards’ and he was afraid that our 
Universities will lose their autonomy 
and there will be dual control. The 
other Membets ispoke upon this 
qUWtion practically toolc same
line; tliey were abfraid that the C ^ - 
tral GovemmeQt^ by enacting this 
measurte, will take away the auto
nomy of the UtiiVersities. That Was 
the'main complaint made. This is 
perhaps the ihoSt impoS^ant question 
that has been rails^ during the 
cotirse of this discussion and I wiate to 
deal with it in s m e  detail.

Hiis House is aware that the Gov
ernment— n̂bt only the Central Gov- 
ehimeat but the State Governinenfs 
also—have acceptfed the University 
Education Comihi'ssion’s recomm^da* 
tipns as t^ ir  guide to formmate 
fjiture pattern df. ibur tTnijvefsMie*.
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So this Hoi’.se is aware that the exist
ing University Grants Commission, 
which has already been established 
about a year back by a resolution 
of the Government and which is now 
carrying on its work,—the existing
University Grants Commission was 
created and the present Bill has 
been drafted, in pursuance of the re
commendaTions of the University 
Education Comnussion. I am glad 
that hon. Members have quoted pro 
fusely ftom that great, authoriftative 
and comprehensive document. But I 
beg to submit to you and to this 
House that this great comprehensive 
document has been mis-guoted to the 
greatest extent possible by hon. Mem
bers.

I request my hon. friend Mr, Guru- 
padaswaiiiy to refer to that great do
cument, the University ^ucation 
Commission’s report, and he will find 
there the answers to his question. 
One full Chapter, Chapter IV, con
taining about thirty-four pages has 
been devoted to explaining whal is 
meant by ‘standard ’̂ , the different 
aspects of this question, the standard 
of teaching and the standard of exa
mination in our Utiiversities.

Regarding the autonomy the con- 
stittifeoh of our Universities and con
trol, afid the so-called dual control, 
over our Universities, I beî  to rtfter 
to Chapter XlII of this reoort; and 
for the benefit of the hon. Members 
who have quoted from this report and 
for the benefit of the House I v/ish to 
place be^re the Hpuse a few rele
vant lines. In the Inboduction to this 
great report of the University Edu
cation Commission of which Dr. 
Radhakrishnan was the Chairman, it 
is said:

“The marked detlerioration of 
standards in teachisjc and exaoii- 
natiions and increasing: disatib-

faction with the condtict of uii- 
vereity adiiiinistlration and ^ec- 
tions to univerdty authorities are 
mattes of great concern. The uni
versities as the makers of the

future cannot persist in the eld 
patterns, however, valid they may 
have been in their own day. 
With the increasing complexity of 
society and its shifting pattern, 

universities have to change their 
objectives and methods, if they 
are to function effectively in our 
national Ufe. A policy of drift in 
the vague hope that if the univer
sities are granted full autononiy 
and are permitted to pursue their 
own ends with intelligence aind 
imagination, higher education 
will take care of itself, will be 
dangerous. Automatic andr spon
taneous adjustment will not take 
us to the future we want. We 
must develop a comprehensive 
positive policy within the limits of 
which there should be ample 
scope for pioneering and experi
mentation.”
Then again, on page 404 of the Re  ̂

port the Corranission says:
“In some subjects there is felt 

to be the need, without impairing 
local initiative, for a co-ordinating 
power to be retained by the 
Centre—

(^) to ^sure that all Provin
ces, States and Unions act 
within certain limits or observe 
certrfih mlhimum standards^

(b) to ensure that, where
different units which to deve
lop different special activities, 
a coherent over-all naiUonal 
policy without giferaiff
examples o f  unnecessary dupli-

on fh& fSBc or uh- 
oti th e  oth^r, snd

(c) to enable joint plsoning 
by I^ovinces, States and 
Unions where this is neces
sary.”

My hon. friend Dr. Krishnaswami 
—I do not find him in his place— 
waxed!, eloquent and asked what does 
this Bill mean by national purpose. 
The national purpose has been ex
plained in a masterly way in these 
three reasons, (a), (b) and (c) whicb 
I have Just quoted. These are the



589 University 28 FEBRUARY 1955 Grants Commission Bill 590

[Dr. M. M. Das] 
national purposes meant by this Bill. 

Then the Report says:

, “With the central guidance of 
policy that the University Grants 
Commission can give them, we 
are confident that they (that is 
the Universities) will prove a 
unifying force in the nation, 
put unfortunately there is clear 
evidence that in some universities 
local control has already led to 
actions tending to disunion.”

“There are Universities in In
dia today...”

I want to draw your particiilar at
tention to this line—

“ ... .whose admihistaration is 
unsatisfactory. Even in purely 
academic matters such as the ap
pointment of examiners and 
awarding of degree, their proce
dures and standards are sus
pect...”
I want to draw particular attention 

to the word ‘suspect’ .

Sliri S. S. More: What is the qua
lity of Grovemment administration? 
It is also suspect.

I>r. M. M. Das: To you; not to the 
majority of the people.

Babu Banmarayan Singh: To the
whole country.

Dr. M. M. Das: “The existence of 
such a state of things ite immea
surably damaging to our national 
prestige. It is clear that imder 
existing conditions, it has not 
been possible to effect much im- 
pro>vem’ent ”
I beg to submit to you that the 

University E<Tucation Commission 
recommended the inclusion of Uni
versities in the Concurrent List Ol 
our Constitution: that is both under 
the Central Government as well as the 
State Governments, because nearly 
all the witnesses— t̂hey were all emi
nent men and organisations—expres
sed their opinion in favour of the in

clusion of Universities in the Concur
rent List. This is what the Commis
sion says on this subject:

“Nearly all our witnesses have 
expressed their opinion as to the 
proper category for university 
education, Central, Concurrent or 
Provincial. A minority, but a 
minority including some impor
tant witnesses, think it should be 
Central’. A very large majority, 
both of university spokesmen and 
of public men and women think 
it should be Concurrent. Practi
cally the only witnesses who 
thought it should be provincial 
were the representatives of the 
Provincial Governments in one or 
two Provinces. The significant 
thing was that even among the 
representatives of Provincial 
Governments a substantial majo. 
rity preferred Concurrency.”
Again, the Commission says:

“We may say at once that we 
agree with the majority in think
ing that the All-India aspects of 
university education, the reper
cussions and interchanges neces
sary and desirable between uni
versities and the need for a na
tional guarantee of minimum 
standards of efficiency make it 
impossible for university educa
tion to remain a purely provincial 
subject.”
Although the University Education 

Commission wanted the Universities 
to be a Concurrent subject, the 
makers of our Constitution preferred 
to keep them a State subject, subject 

. to item 66 of the Union List, that is, 
only the responsibility of mainte
nance of co-ordination and mainte_
nance of standards were given in the 
hands of the Central Government. So 
far as the present measure is con. 
cemed, Government have not ^ne, 
nor are they permitted to go by our 
Constitution, beyond the limits of 
item 66 of the Union List. Under
this Bill the Government seek to
secure only that much of power
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which will enable them to discharge 
the responsibilities that have been 
placed upon them by our Constitu
tion, namely, the responsibility under 
item 66 of the Union List. Govern
ment want to take into their hands 
powers only to discharge two respon
sibilities. They want to ensure that 
the money that would be given to the 
Universities from the Central Exche
quer should be properly spent, and 
secondly, they want that they should 
be able to discharge the constitutional 
responsibility namely, maintenance 
of co-ordination and standards among 
our Universities. The University 
Education Commission, an expert 
body, which consisted of not only 
eminent men in the field of education 
in India like Dr. Radhakrishnan, Dr. 
A. L.' Mudaliar and our eminent Pro
fessor, Professor Meghnad Saha and 
others from India, but also eminent 
educationists from foreign coimtries 
like England and America, proposed 
to give much more powers into the 
Centre over our Universities, than 
are provided in this Bill. I appeal to 
the hon. Members who have dwelt 
at length u|)on this particular point 
not to worry themselves, not to get 
agitated, not to get irritated! at the 
idea that the Centre will have some 
power over our Universities.

Some hon. Members have raised the 
issue as to w h y  two different func
tions, namely maintenance of co
ordination and standards and the al
lotment of funds, should be given to 
one single body, the University 
Grants Commission. As I have said 
in my opening remarks, moving the 
motion, the original ptroposal of the 
Central Government was to establish 
two different bo(3Bes for these two dif
ferent purposes. One was an All In
dia Council of University Education 
(for the maintenance of standards 
and co-ordination in our Universities 
and the other was the University 
Grants Commission for allocating the 
grants from the Central exchequer. 
But, the Conference of State Educa
tion Ministers and Vice-Chancellors, 
held in April 1953 unanimously re
commended that instead of two se

parate bodies, there should be one 
body into whose hands both these 
functions should be given. Thus, the 
persons who are intimately concerned 
with our University education and 
administration, namely the Vice
Chancellors and State Education Min
isters recommended’ that instead of 
two separate bodies there should be 
one. In pursuance of their recom
mendation. the University Regulation 
of Standards Bill was dropoed and its 
provisions were incorporated in the 
present Bill.

My hon. friend from Bihar, Shri 
S, N. Das said, if I understood his 
Hindi correctly—I hope I have un
derstood him correctly— t̂hat the Uni
versity Education Commission d!oes 
not propose to give into the hands of 
the University Grants Commissio:^ 
any functions other than the allocat
ing of grants. He was not quite cor
rect. I will draw his attention to 
page 406 where the University Educa
tion Commission

“The only solution is to give to 
the University Grants Commis
sion the task of co-ordinatiton, 
with the sanction of giving or 
withholding grants.”
I like to lay emphasis on the words 

“with the sanction of giving or with
holding grants” .

Shri S. N. Das (Darbhanga Cen
tral>: What about maintenance o f
standards? This is about co-ordina
tion, not about maintenance of stand
ards.

Dr. M, M. Das: Much has b e^
made about this: withholding o f
grants. Here we find that Jthe Uni
versity Education Commission is in 
favour of giving this power of with
holding grants to the Grants Commis
sion, whenever they think necessary 
from the Universities. It is neces
sary to give into the hands of the 
University Grants Commission the 
power so that they may be entitled to 
withhold grants from Universities 
whenever they find it necessary to do 
so.
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Then, I go to the com|?Dsition of the 

Commission aad its functions. It 
has been said that the composition of 
this Commission as pirovided in this 
Bill is not the same as recommended 
by the University Education Commis
sion. It is true that changes have 
been made. In the first place, the 
i;otal number of members has been 
raised from 7 to 9. This was 
thought necessary because additional 
responsibilities have been proposed to 
be given in this Bill into the hands 
of the University Grants Commission, 
viz., the responsibilities of mainte
nance and co-ordination of standards.

Secondly, regarding the terms and 
conditions of service, i»t was not pos
sible to adliere to the terms and con
ditions as recommended by the Uni
versity Education Commission, be
cause the University Education Com
mission imposes some restriction upon 
the future emplo3rment of the mem
bers who serve in this Grants Com
mission, and it is diflRcult to get 
suitable men commanding the confi
dence and respect of the universities 
as well as the public who will be 
prepared to serve under this Com
mission, as members of this Commis
sion, with restrictions on their 
future employment. Doubts have been 
expressed as to the necessity and 
advisability of having in this Com
mission administrative and financial 
experts. Many of the Members today 
have spoken on that question. The 
House should realise that the admini
stration of universities has got t^o 
different aspects. One is the educa
tional aspect, concerning teaching 
and education, and another is the ad
ministrative aspect concerning 
finance and administration. The Uni
versity Grants Commission is soppps. 
ed to be an expert body rega^^3^g 
both these aspects, both the educa
tional aspect of our universities and 
the administrative and financial as
pect of our universities. So. the in
clusion of such experts is essential 
and necessary in the Grants Com_ 

^j^ssion.

Some of the hon. Members have 
expressed their opinion, and my hon. 
friend Dr. Krishnaswami is pne o  ̂
tJhem, that the Vice-ChanceUors to 
be appointed as members of the Uni
versity Grants Commission should be 
elected by the Vice-Chancellors of all 
the universities of India. I beg to 
submit to this House that I do not 
think that this is a very commend
able proposition. An election 
amongst our Vice-Chancellors for 
membership of the University Grants 
Commission will po|t be in keeping 
with the dignity of the Vice-Chancel
lors. In addition to that, such an 
election will tend to creat narrowness 
and create factions, I may submit to 
this House that the University Educa
tion Commission was not in favour 
of election. They recommended that 
the non-official members of the Uni_ 
versity Grants Commission should Be 
appointed by the Central Govern
ment, I am quoting what the Uni
versity Education Commission says 
about this matter:

“We recommend that the Com
mission should consist Qf five 
members, three full-time mem
bers appointed by the Govern
ment of India who can also ap. 
point one of the three as Chair
man, together with, the Secretary 
of the Ministry of Finance and 
the Secretary xrf the Ministry of 
Education. However, on account 
of the size of our country, the 
varying character of the different 
institutioi;is and the large num
bers of courses in our Universi
ties involved, this number may 
be increased to seven, with five 
non-officials and two Secre
taries.”

The University Education Commit 
Sion was totally against ^ny impor
tant appointment in the field of edu- 
c îtion by election. They expressed 
their opinion rather very stroni^ 
while discussing the selection of Vice
chancellors of universities. This 
what they say- I want hpn. I^em b^ 
who are supporters of elTOtionig
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listen to me very carefully. The Um- 
vei ŝity Education Commission says: 

“Open canvassing and voting 
for candidates may have been to
lerable while the post was not 
much more than a compliment 
which the university could be
stow, though, even so, it was un
dignified and led to the formation 
of factions...”

—this was said about the selection 
of Vice-chancellors of our universi
ties—

“ ...but as a measure of securing 
a man of character and reputation 
for an arduous and highly skilled 
service, it is, to put it bluntly, 
disastrous folly.”
Kumari Annie Mascarene (Trivan

drum): Is it a democratic principle
that it is a disastrous folly?

Shri S. S. More: Now, there will
be canvassing at the centre.

Shri Algu Rai Shastri (Azamgarh 
Distt.—East cum Ballia Distt.—West): 
That is the opinion of the Commis
sion, not his.

Dr. M. M. Das; I do not think 
these lines require any comment.

Some Members do not like the idea 
that the Grants Commission should 
be under the policy control of the 
Central Government. Some of the 
Members said that clause 20 which 
makes this provision is a dangerous 
clause. They wanted complete inde
pendence, absolute freedom for the 
Grants Commission. At least a few 
crores of rupees will have to be spent 
by the University Grants Commission 
annually for distributing grants to 
our universities. The Government of 
India is responsible for this money to 
this House. If anything goes wrong, 
then, my hon. friends opposite will be 
the first persons to fly at the throat 
of the Government of India. The 
Government of India will be held 
fully resfwnsible for every act of com
mission arid omission of the Univer

sity Grants Commission. Is it fair, 
is it just, I ask this august House, 
that the Government of India which 
will have the fullest responsibility 
will have not the remotest authority, 
the remotest control, the remotest 
right? There can be no responsibility 
at all without authority, without 
right, without controL

Shri Algu Rai Shastri: Quite,
quite.

Dr. M. M. Das: Many Members do
not like clause 14, the penal clause 
which authorises the Commission to 
withdraw the grant if they choose to 
do so. This power of withdrawing 
the grant whenever the Commission 
thinks it necessary is very essential. 
One hon. Member quoted from the 
University Education Commission’s re
port to prove that this clause will 
stand in the way of friendship between 
the universities on the one hand and 
the Grants Commission on the other 
hand, and added that by this clause 
the universities will regard the Grants 
Commission as a policeman- For her 
benefit—she is not here unfortunate
ly—and for the benefit of this House,
I wish to read in some detail so that 
it will clarify her point.

Mr. Chairman: If the hon. Member
reads in detail, he might not be able 
to finish by 2*25. Would it be possi
ble for him to do so?

Dr. M. M. Das; Yes, I will finish. 
There are 10 minutes more.

Mr. Chairman: Only seven.
Dr. Itf. M. Das: There is no end to 

this discussion. I can finish at any 
moment.

Mr. Chairman: He will have an
other opportunity.

Dr. M. M. Das: Some hon. Members 
quoted from this report. I want to 
show that this document has been 
misquoted to the greatest possible ex
tent by hon. Members of Ihe Opposi
tion.

Shri Algu Rai Shastri: Scriptures
are always liable to be misquoted.
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Dr, M. M. Das: The Commission
says that “they w^h to see establish
ed with the uniWsities a relation of 
friendship and not that of a polic«iian 
or even an inspector.”  This line has 
been quoted, but the next two lines 
have not been quoted. In the next 
two lines they say:

“In the last resort, if a univer
sity persists in faction fights at 

, the expense of its proper task, 
the commission will be bound to 
divert the public money with which 
it is entrusted into more profit
able channels. That is inherent 
in the situation and the mere 
knowledge that it is so should be 
a steadying influence.”

I think my quotations will have a 
steadying influence upon the hon. 
Members opposite.

Shri S. S. More:
too much.

You are hoping

Shri Gidwani (Thana): They are
incorrigible, .

Dr. M. M. Das: There is another
important question I would like to 
take up, and this is the question of 
taking away the right of conferring 
degrees from institutions like the 
Kashi Vidyapith and Gurukul Kangri 
etc. This power of taking away the 
power of conferring degrees from un
authorised institutions is essential for 
discharging the responsibility of main
tenance of standards. No standards 
can be maintained if every one comes 
forward for conferring degrees. But 
we must admit that all private insti
tutions cannot be and should not be 
measured by one and the same yard
stick. There are private institutions 
in this country that command great 
respect and confidence of the public. 
Such institutions also receive annual 
grants from the Government. Such 
institutions of real merit have got 
nothing to be afraid of. They can be 
declared under clause 3 of this Bill 
to be univeraiUes entitled to confer 
degrees.

Shri S. N. Das; What about those 
who do not get any aid from Govern
ment, and who do not like to get any 
degree from Government?

Mr. Chairman: I think v.e should
allow the hon. Parliamentary Secre
tary to conclude his speech

Dr. Suresh Chandra (Aurangabad); 
He should be allowed, for this is a 
very important point.

Dr. M. M. Das: My hon. friend,
Shri N. M. Lingam, was expressing 
his great dissatisfaction and regret at 
the present educational conditions in 
our country. Shri N. M. Lingam said 
that we have not evolved a national 
pattern of education, and that we do 
not have any definite objectives. With 
all my respect to hon. friend, I must 
submit that the views he expressed 
betray gross—I should not say ignor
ance, but—lack of proper information.

Shri N. M. Lingam (Coimbatore): 
How?

Dr. M. M. Das: It is not correct to 
say that we have no definite objec
tives before us. It Is not correct to 
say that we have not developed any 
national pattern of education. So far 
as the results are concerned, I should 
like to draw the attention of my hon. 
friend to the different schemes that 
are being implemented today in con
junction with the Central Government 
by the State Governments all over 
the country, for the reconstruction of 
the educational system of our country. 
Crores of rupees are beine spent to
day annually by the Central Govern
ment as well as the State Govern
ments for this reconstruction or re
juvenation of the educational system 
of our country.

Shri N. M. Lingam: It is confusion
worse confounded.

Dr. Suresh Chandra: What about
the results?

Mr. Chairman: Order, order. Let
these things be decided subsequently.
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Dr. M. M. Das; I have at my dis- 
posaL^e figures of the total number 
of students in oar secondary and pri
mary schools, and I would like to 
give them to my hon. friend Dr.
Suresh Chandra. In 1S47-48, the
total number of students in our pri
mary and secondary schools was 1*41 
crores, while in 1952-53, the number 
wa<s 2-53 crores, which means an in
crease of 1-12 crores. We have not 
received all the figures from all the 
State Governments, but the figures 
that have been received show that the 
present number of students in our
secondary and primary schools has 
exceeded 3 crores. Considering our 
population, 3 crores out of 36 crores 
may not be a very impressive figure, 
but when one considers the rate at 
which the number of students has
been increasing, and the number of 
new schools that are coming into exis
tence, one is tempted to think that 
perhaps there is no just or justifiable 
ground for despair and regret.

I understand fully the dilllculty of 
my hon. friend Shri N. M. Lingam 
and others. Their difficulty has been 
this. The achievement in the field of 
education is not something which au
tomatically draws the notice of the 
public. When a big dam is construct
ed across a river, we see before our 
eyes some gigantic structure, some 
awe-inspiring structure raising its 
head in the skies; it is something lo
cated, it is something awe-inspiring, 
that one can go to the spot and see 
it. But the achievements in the field 
of education are scattered all over the 
whole country. It is not a localised 
thing; one cannot go to a particular 
place and see all the achievements of 
Government in the field of education. 
We have to go to the remotest village 
to see that a new primary school has 
sprung up; we have to go the farthest 
corner of a school building to find out 
that a few hundred books have been 
added to the library. Efforts have to 
be made, and troubles have to be taken 
to find out what has been done in the 
field of education. Unfortunately, 
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there is a dearth of p^ple who are 
prepared to take this trouble, to make 
this effort.

I have taken much time of the 
House. I have tried my best to cover 
as many as possible of the relevant 
points that have been raised by hon. 
Members in the course of the discus
sion. I commend my motion to the 
House.

Mr. Chairman: The question is: 
“That the Bill to make provi

sion for the co-ordination and 
termination of standards in Ura- 
versities and for that purpose, to 
establish a University Grants 
Commission, be referred to a- 
Joint Committee of the Houses 
consisting of 45 members, 30 from 
this House, namely, Shri Narhar 
Vishnu Gadgil, Shri V. B. Gandhi, 
Shri Jethalal Harikrishna Joshi,. 
Shri R. V. Dhulekar, Shri Birbal 
Singh, Pandit Algurai Shastri,. 
Shri Syamnandan Sahaya, Shri T.
S. Avinashilingam Chettiar, Shri
S. Sinha, Shri T. N. Vishwan^tha 
Reddy, Shri A. M. Thomas, Shri 
Rachiah, Shri Diwan Chand 
Sharma, Giani Gurmukh Singh 
Musafir, Shri Radhelal Vyas, 
Mulla AbduUabhai, Mulla Taher- 
ali, Shri Krishnacharya Joshi, 
Pandit Lingraj Misra-, Dr. Mono 
MIohon Das, Shri Rameshwar 
Sahu, Shri Jaipal Singh, Shri Hir- 
endra Nath Mukerjee, Shri K, M. 
Vallatharas, Shri B. Ramachandra 
Reddi, H. H. Maharaja Rajendra 
Narayan Singh Deo, Shri B. H. 
Khardekar. Shri Meghnad Saha, 
Shri Sivamurthi Swami, Shri P.
N. Rajabhoj and Maulana Abul 
Kalam Azad,

and 15 members from the Ragya 
Sabha;

that in order to constitute a 
sitting of the Joint Committee 
the quorum shaU be one-third of 
the total number of members of 
the Joint Committee;

that the Committee shall make 
a report to this House by the 
3pth day of April, 1955;
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[Mr. Chairman] 
that in other respects the Rules 

of Procedure of this House relat
ing to Parliamentary Committees 
will apply with such variations 
and modifications as the S{>eaker 
may make; and

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

The motion was aodpted 
DRUGS (AMENDMENT) BILL 

The Minister of Health (Rajkumari 
Amrit Kaur): I beg to move:

“That the Bill further to amend 
the Drugs Act, 1940, as passed by 
the Rajya Sa-bha, be taken into 
consideiratioin.”
1 have much pleasure in asking 

this House to take into consideration 
the Drugs (Amendment) Bill. ‘ I 
think I have been asked on more than 
one occasion on the floor of this 
House to do something in this matter. 
I took it up as early as I could when 
it came on the Concurrent List and 
after received the opinions
and suggestions of all the States the 
necessary amendments have now 
been incorporated in this Bill; and 
thes? amendments incorporate the 
greatest c-ommon measure of agree
ment between the Centre and the 
States.

The Drugs Act has been in force 
since April, 1947, but in the light of 
experience gained during these seven 
years, it is proposed to make a few 
amendments to the Act. I should 
like to enumerate them briefly.

The definition of ‘drug’ has been 
amplified. It came to our notice that 
a number of drugs which purported 
to be or which were claimed to be, 
contraceptives had come into the 
market and were doing a great deal 
of damage. It has been sought to 
cover drugs of this nature as well as 
Insecticides in the definition and also

to take power to the Central Govern
ment to notify these from time to 
time in the official gazette, so that 
standards may be controlled wherever 
necessary. ‘

Then, a definition of ‘manufa*cture; 
has been given in this Bill for the 
first time; it was not defined in the 
Act previously. I might mention that 
a substantial portion of manufactur
ing activities in this country really 
consist of importing drugs in bulk, 
and re-bottliing them. re-labelling 

them or re-packing them, and it has 
been considered necessary that to 
maintain control over such activities, 
we must include what is done here 
also in the term, ‘manufacture’ .

The constitution of the Drugs Tech
nical Advisory Board needed some 
alteration. At present the represen
tation of the pharmaceutical profes
sion on the Board consists of only 
one member but because of the in
creased activity of this profession, it 
is now proposed to enhance their re
presentation to three. These repre
sentatives will now be elected by th» 
Pharmacy Council of India which was 
set up under the Pharmacy Act of 
1948.

There used to be Indian branches 
of the British Medical Association who 
were authorised to elect one member 
on the Board. It is no longer consi
dered necessary to give this Associa
tion any special representation. So 
that provision has been omitted.

Then we feel very strongly that the 
Drugs Controller, who is the 
principal officer attached to the Centre 
in charge of the administration of the 
Act, should be made an ex-officio 
member of the Board.

One of the main amendments is 
the assumption by the Central Gov
ernment of rule-making powers under 
chapter IV. I may say that the States 
are absolutely in agreement with us 
on this. Many of the important drugs 
in the country are imported and be
cause they enter into inter-State com
merce, it is essential that the rules




