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LOK SABHA

Friday, 10th December, 195^

The Lok Sabha met at Eleven of the
Clock

[M r. Speaker in the Chair]

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

(See Part I)

.2-07 P.M.

MESSAGES FROM RAJYA SABHA
Secretary: Sir, I have to repot the

following two messages received from
the Secretary of Rajya Sabha:

(1) “In accordance with the
provisions of rule 125 of the Rules
of Procedure and Conduct of
Business in the Rajya Sabha, I
am directed to inform the Lok
Sabha that the Rajya Sabha, at
its sitting held on the 14th De
cember, 1956, agreed without any
amendment to the Citizenship
Bill, 1955, which was passed by
the Lok Sabha at its sitting held
on the 6th December, 1955.”

(2) **In accordance with the
provisions of rule 125 of the
Rules of Procedure and Conduct
of Business in the Rajya Sabha,
I am directed to inform the Lok
Sabha that the Rajya Sabha» at
its sitting held on the 15th De
cember, 1955 passed, in accor
dance with the provisions of arti
cle 868 of the Constitution of
493 L.S.D--1,
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India, without any amendment,
the Constitution (Fifth Amend
ment) Bill, 1955, which was
passed by the Lok Sabha at its
sitting held on tiie 13th Decem
ber, 1955.”

PAPER LAID ON THE TABLE
S tatem en t re  a c t io n  bv O overnm bnts

ON f.L.O. Recom m snoatzon

The Deputy Minister of Labonr
(ShriAbidA U ): I beg to lay on the
table a copy of the statement on
action taken or proposed to be taken
by the Government of India on the
Reconmiendation adopted by the
I. L. O. Conference at its Thirty- 
seventh Session held in June, 19M.
[See Appendix V, annexure No. 59]

COMMITTEE ON ABSENCE OF
MEMBERS FROM srPTINOS OF

THE HOUSE
Twelfth Report

Shrl Altekmr (North Satara): I beg
to present the Twelfth Report of the
Committee on Absence of Members
from the sittings of the House.

I also lay a list showing names of
Members who were continuously
absent from the sittings of the House
for 15 days or more during the Tenth
Session, 1955.

MOTION RE REPORT OF STATES
REORGANISATION COMMISSION
Mr. Spesken The House wfll now

proceed with the further consideratioD
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[Mr. Speaker]
of the following motion moved by
Pandit Govind Ballabh Pant on the
14th December, 1955:

*‘That the Report of the States
Reorganisation Commission be
taken into consideration.’’

Mr. Gadgil.

Shrl Punnoose (Alleppey): May I
make one submission? The speeches
that are being made have been very
instructive, but too long. The result
would be that many of us who want
to take part in the debate may not
have the opportunity. I do not want
the lime \o be shv r̂tened especially
with regard to speakers like Mr. Gad
gil, but there must be a time-limit fix
ed. Secondly, this is a subject on which
divergent views have to be put forth,
and many parties have been cut across.
But certain parties which have not
been cut across should not be penalised.
There are many of us here who are
not Members coming from the Punjab
or U. P. and we have got definite views
for the good of the country also. There
fore, this group should not be com
pletely overlooked. For the whole of
yesterday, none of us were called.

others should have a chance rather
than ask the Chair to enforce a time
limit. I shall, if need be, enforce a 
time limit if the House wishes me to
do so. But, it is better that the whole
ground is cleared and some representa
tive speeches are allowed a longer time

I also said the other day as to how
we should conduct the debate and the
lines on which we should proceed. I
had indicated some lines. Thereafter,
it is felt not only by me but also by
my colleagues on the panel of Chair
men that it is better that the case for
each province or each State is first
stated. It is not a regular hard and
fast rule. It is not possible to complete
the case of each area. Let there be
some speeches and let us thus finish
one round for all the areas in the
Union. I believe the hon. Member
comes from Travancore-Cochin.

Shrl Punnooee: Yes.

Mr. Speaker: I am keeping a watch
on the thing. I may inform him,...

Shrl M. A. Ayyangar (Tirupati):
Three Members have spoken from
Travancore-Cochin.

Mr. Speaker; The Business advisory
Committee, in view of the considera
tions mentioned by the hon. Member,
has allotted a sufficiently long time of
54 hours. The hon. Member was not
present in the House when I made
two statements on two different occa
sions and that is why he has raised
these points. I did put a time-limit, or
suggested a time-limit of SO minutes;
but, I had also stated that representa
tive speakers will have to be given
more time. If I may say so, in those
areas where there is a keener contest,
those areas will have to be given some
more time. I hope that by the time
these 54 hours are finished, every one
wiU get a chance. I also agree with
His suggestion that every speaker who
feis up snouid bear this in mind that

Mr. Speaker: To be very accurate^
I am verifying. Two Members from
Travancore-Cochin have spoken till
now. On the analysis that I have, two
from Bihar, one from Madras, one from
Madhya Pradesh,—I am referring to
the existing States and not the States
as recommended by the S.R.C.—

Pandit D. N. Tlwary (Saran South).
One from Bihar.

Mr. Speaker: I am speaking from
records and not from impression only.

An Hon. Member:
tan from Madras.

Nobody has sp(^
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Mr. Speaker: That is also a wrong 
Btatcment. Hon. Members will bear 
with me and hear me. One from 
Madras, one from Madhya Pradesh...

Shri T. S. A. Chettlar (Tiruppur): If 
I may point out...

Mr. Speaker: Let him not interfere. 
Two from Andhra, two from Bombay, 
two from Hyderabad, two from Tra- 

vancore-Cochin, one from West Bengal 
one from Mysore, two from the Pun
jab have spoken. It is also the desire 
of the Chair to allow further speakers. 
But. let us travel through the other 
provinces and concentrate, as I said, on 
the most contentious problems in the 
S. R. C. Report. All people will, I 
hope get a chancfil. I may make here 
the position clear that I do wish to 
give a chance to the Centrally Adminis
tered areas, particularly Tripura, Mani
pur and other areas, as also to certain 
Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes 
where the problems are of a different 
character. But, it is not possible to 
have all this within the short space 
of a day or two. They have to wait; 
not only to wait, but keep present also 
in the House so that whenever they 
are called upon, they will be ready to 
deliver their speeches or give their 
views. That is what I propose to da 
But, then, it is not possible to do it 
immediately at the beginning or in 
one or two days. Let them wait and 
have patience.

Shrl Gadgll (Poona Central): I ap
preciate the wishes of this hon. House 
expressed yesterday that I should 
immediately &>llow my esteemed 
friend Shri S. K. Patil. I know that 
the Members of this House are very 
anxious to know fully and franftly the 
case for Samyukta Maharashtra and 
that is the reason why they desired 
me to speak. There may be a man 
here and there who perhaps may be 
thinking that this will be a forum in 
which two gladiators from Maharash
tra will exchange blows. I assure

him that he will be thoroughly disap 
pointed.

I appreciate what Pandit G. B. Pant 
has said in one of his best speeches 
that I have ever heard that this ques
tion should be solved in a calm and in 
a dignified atmosphere. I have had 
the privilege of working with him for 
nearly 3 years and the first lessons in 
parliamentary life that I learnt were 
at his feet. We were then only 45 in 
this House. But, we were a number to 
be counted in a House of 145. He led 
Us in battle and now he is leading us 
in the consolidation process of our 
country. I endorse his appeal for 
unity, for compromise and I feel grea^ 
Jy obliged to him when he said that all 
endeavours would be made to arrivo 
at a solution acceptable to aD con
cerned.

I also appreciate what my hon.
friend Shri S. K. Patil has said about
compromise, co-operation, this, that
and the other. I assure him that, be
ing a disciple of Mahatma Gandhi, to 
as much an extent as possible, I will 
go to the farthest length to have an 
acceptablo solution. But, there is a 
limit. That limit is, nobody can com
promise one’s self respect, no woman 
can compromise her chastity and no 
country its freedom. What I am
afraid of is that what the Commission 
has said about the Maharashtrian 
race has constituted an insult wliich, 
in the course of our history during the 
last 600 years, has never been parallel
ed. We know how to answer such an 
insult. But, those methods are not 
valid today and are not relevant and 
are certainly not democratic, to the 
principles of which I and all of us are 
pledged.

My hon. friend Shri S. K. Patil said 
that this was not the time to consider 
the question of reorganisation of States 
and in the memorandum submitted on 
behalf of the Bombay Provincial 
Congress Committee, this is what one 

finds;
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**One must not be deceived by 
the vociferous propaganda carried 
on by some of our political leaders 
for immediate lin^guistic division 
of the country. They have per
fected their propaganda machine 
and everything is being said and 
done in the name of poor ignorant 
masses who know nothing about 
it, nor are concerned about it /’

What happened on the 18th of 
November, what happened on the 21st 
of Novemberv constitute an eloquent 
testimony to the feelings of the Maha
rashtrian masses in Bombay. There 
are people with whom it is a commer
cial proposition to misrepresent matters. 
I am not dilating on this because I 
do not want to create any bitterness. 
But, I would urge with all the humility 
at my command that the Government 
do institute an enquiry and And for 
^emselves who flred, where the firing 
took place and how the whole thing 
was tactlessly handled. If the poor 
people are ignorant and are not interes
ted In it, I am receiving dozens of 
letters, I am getting newspaper reports 
where meetings and meetings are held 
where it is stated that anything 
short of Samyukta Maharashtra with 
the city of Bombay as capital will not 
be acceptable. And I am glad 
to find in today’s papers that 
the chairman of the Standing Com
mittee of the Bombay Corporation has 
come out openly and has said that he 
stands for two States, one Gujerat and 
the other Maharashtra with Bombay 
city as its Capital. That is a very 
good thing that I have noticed while 
entering the House today.

If the people are nobody, is that o 
democratic approach?

Baba Ramnarayan Singh (Hazari- 
bagh West ): No.

Shrl Gadgll: Further, I find that one 
of the persons who had been 
advocating cosmopolitan life in Bombay 
ias said as follows:

•Tliere is a strong view held by 
those who have still retained their

faculty of thinking independently 
that the political leaders of the 
present generation are unfit to con
sider the linguistic problem in an 
impartial, unbiased and objective 
manner.”
I do not know who that gentleman 

is. One can easily imagine who he 
can possibly be. This is an insult to 
my great leader Pandit Jawaharlal 
Nehru and his colleagues. If our 
leadership has been known for any
thing, it has been known for solving 
the most difficult problems in the 
most amicable, peaceful and tactful 
manner. When our great leader is 
good enough to solve the problems of 
world politics, when our leaders are 
good enough to solve the problems of 
planning and the future economic 
affairs of this country, and when they 
are good enough to rule this country, 
it is said that they are not good 
enough to solve the problem of re
organisation of States.

The problem of reorganisation of 
States is as important as the problem 
of achieving freedom. After all, re
organisation of States is organisation of 
freedom. Freedom was won; and I am 
very glad to say that we have been 
very fortunate in having substantially 
the same leadership to continue during 
the process of consolidation. History 
tells us that the leaders of revolution 
are its first victims. This happened in 
France; this happened in many Euro
pean countries. But in our country, the 
leadership that led us to freedom con
tinues to guide our destinies, and it is 
because of this that we can talk on a 
level and in an atmosphere which is 
full of friendliness, understanding, and 
the spirit of give-and-take.

What is this problem of reorganisa
tion of States? We adopted a Consti
tution in which we said that the State 
will be federal. If the State is federal, 
there must be some principles on 
which the constituent States must be 
deUmited. If it is a question 
of building only a godown. 
there is no difficulty; you can just have 
four walls, a few doors and tne roof.
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But if it is a question of building a 
good bungalow, then you must deter
mine the size of the rooms, the size 
of the doors, ventilators, this, that and 
the other. It is because we have 
adopted a federal Constitution, that 
we must lay down certain principles 
on which we can delimit the States.

In order to organise our freedom, 
our ftrst attempt has been to have a 
Constitution. We had it, and we ac
cepted what was there because it is 
not possible to write in politics on a 
clean slate. It is just like correcting 
the proof, you correct the proof and 
while correcting you commit more mis
takes. This process goes on. So, when 
we adopted a Constitution, we accepted 
what was there, and said that a further 
discussion of this will be undertaken 
later on. And before actually the Cons
titution was adopted, two attempts were 
made, one by the Dar Commission, and 
the other by the JVP Committee. But 
the JVP Report was never put before 
the Constituent Assembly; it was never 
put before the Congress. It was just 
considered. I cannot disclose an}rthing 
further, but it was not finally adopted 
by anybody.

Now, the problem is this. How are 
we to delimit the States? And what 
are the principles we should follow? 
In this, we have the guidance of history, 
and we have our own experience. Part 
of it was detailed by Pandit G. B. 
Pant when he traced the history of 
this question.

May I go a little earlier and say 
that Mr. Elphinstone, the first Gover
nor of Bombay, was once camping 
nearabout Poona? A director of the 
Kast India Company saw him, and 
when he saw on his table a number of 
Marathi books, he said ‘What non
sense is this'? Why have you encour
aged translation of English books into 
Marathi? His reply was historic. He 
sail!- “Our aim is to see fhat the 
meanest man in the land understands 
what oui Government is.’’ Secondly, 
he said: rhese books constitute a
highway back to England*’ . That tra. 
yeller has taken the highway and

gone back. But the problem for us is 
still there, namely how to bring what 
the Government does and what the 
Government plans to the meanest man, 
to the poorest cottage in the village. 
That is possible only when we properly 
reorganise our States.

There are people who think that 
there cannot be any other principle 
substantially than that of language. 
And that has been acpepted by us be
fore, in the course of the last thirty 
years. We know what sort of agitation 
the Bihari people carried on in 1911. 
And they got the Bihar State. Then, 
the Orissa people got the Orissa State, 
and the Sind people got the Sind State. 
And eveto after Independence, 1|ie 
Andhra State came into existence. The 
entire trend of our politics has been 
that there should be delimitation subs
tantially on the basis of language. And 
the other trend is that the smaller 
States should not exist; the trend is 
from the small to the big. These two 
tendencies are there.

May, I here also quote the views of 
Sardar Patel? In 1946, in the month 
of May, a deputation of Kannada 
people waited on him, and this is what 
he replied. He said that the first act 
of free India would be to bring together 
all Kannada-speaking people under one 
State. Then, in Rajkot, when he in
augurated the Saurashtra State,—tin the 
bringing about of which 1 too had some 
humble part—he said: *'One dream of 
Saurashtra is realised; the greater 
dream of Maha Gujarat will soon be 
realised.” These are the assurances. 
These have been |tl\|e trends. They 
have entered into the political life of 
our country. And if anybody at this 
moment says that we must reverse the 
process, all I can say is that it is a 
mad man’s attempt. There are people 
who want to denotmce this as linguism. 
Any virtue carried to its extreme can 
be denounced. Nobody has asked that 
anyone who speaks this language 
should go there or anyone who 
speaks the other language should come 
here. But by and large, this princi
ple and the territorial integrity of the
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[Shri GadgU]
State or territory in which that langu
age is spoken must be maintained, be
cause it is consistent with justice and 
consistent with lair-play. In the 
process of integration of States, in 
which I too had some humble part to 
play, we integrated the States keeping 
this as the principle; and we brought 
into existence Madhya Bharat, Rajas
than, PEPSU and so on and so forth.

When this process was going on, the 
Government of India decided not a 
moment too early, as has been well 
said by Pandit Govind Ballabh Pant, 
that a Commission should be appoint
ed to go into this question. Now, the 
fimction of the Commission should not 
be misunderstood. If I want to build 
a house, I engage an architect, whether 
an individual or a firm. But his deci
sions are not binding on me, because 
he does not know exactly what con
veniences I want, and what sentiments 
I have to respect. Therefore, he has 
to prepare only a plan taking into 
consideration as much as possible all 
these matters. But the final voice 
very rightly depends upon the 
people and their representatives in 
the highest tribunal in this land, 
namely this Parliament.

Then the Commission was appoint
ed. I do not want to say anything 
about the personnel; they are all 
good people. But, with the best of 
intentions, what they have produce 
has created trouble in all the States 
except Uttar Pradesh. Commissions 
may come and Commissions may go, 
but Uttar Pradesh continues. I do 
not envy; I admire.

An Hon. Member: Admire the soli
darity.

Shri Gadgil: The point is that this
Commission was asked to present an 
interim report. That is clear from 
the Government resolution appointing 
it. If the Commission had done that, 
many of the troubles and tribulations 
would have been spared. If they had 
propounded in their interim report, 
‘Well, we want a bi-lingual State!' 
that matter would have been con

sidered at that stage. But they did 
not do it, and, I am sorry to say, 
that was a grievous mistake on their 
part. If they had decided the princi
ples, the prmciples on which the deli
mitation of States was to be achiev
ed, this House would have had suffi
cient time to discuss the principles, 
and the principles having been 
accepted, implementation would have 
followed. They have not done that. 
What they have done is to present a 
final picture in which everything is 
on an ad hoc basis.
[Mr. Deputy-Speaker in the Chair]

If anybody could tell me that what 
they have said in this has not been 
departed from, although I am a poor 
man, I am prepared to give Rs. 5 by 
way of prize. Every prmciple, whe
ther for delimiting the borders or 
constituting this State or that State 
has been departed from and there 
have been ad hoc solutions. I say, 
where you want to bring into exis
tence an enduring entity—this is not 
a sort of current repair as they say 
in P.W.D., but this is structural re
pair—there must be some philosophy 
behind the structure of the State. Let 
us have the first principles of that 
philosophy, let us have the broad 
picture of that philosophy before we 
agree to it.

Now, as I said, the preliminary 
report or interim report was not sub
mitted. What did they say about 
language? The present position, 
whatever be our views—the views of 
the advanced few like my hon. 
friend, Shri S. K. Patil—is this:

“It has to be remembered that 
linguistic and other group loyal
ties have deep roots in the soil 
and history of India. The cul
ture—based regionalism, centring 
round the idea of linguistic homo
geneity, represents to the average 
Indian values Easily intelligible to 
him. Indian nationalism, on the 
other hand, has still to develop 
into a positive concept’*.
That is the broad fact today. 

Having accepted that to be a broad 
fact, they say also after two or three
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paragraphs, about
State idea:

the composite

*‘0n the other hand» such loyal
ties as did develop within the
area were based on languages.
The same holds true about Bom
bay and Madhya Pradesh. Mara
thi and Gujarati feeling grew up
side by side, practically to the ex
clusion of any particular loyalty
to the province or State of Bom
bay” .

This is the position. And they
■ummarised that, having taken into
consideration everything, language is 
not the only principle on which it
should be done, but there are other
considerations, administrative, econo
mic, this, that and the other. I am 
not concerned with what they have
said, but with what they have done.
In all the 16 States, except three—to
which I shall come—language has
been the only principle which has
guided them in disintegrating and
integrating. Whether it is a small
taluk or whether it is a sub-division
or whether it is a district, whatever
they have done to take from one
State and give to another is done
entirely with a view to bring about
greater linguistic homogeneity. Now.
the three States, to which I referred,
are Punjab, Assam and Bombay.
While laying down the principle, they
have been very careful to make some
remarks so vague that anything that
they wanted to do with respect to
Bombay State could be interpreted in 
the context of that vagueness. Now,
Kutch is brought, Maratjiwada is
any stretch of imagination, cannot be
a uni-lingual State, because of its
geographic position and because of the
political consequences following parti
tion. It is impossible—it cannot be a 
uni-lingual State. Therefore, to say
that they have made an exception in
the case of Assam is not relevant for
this purpose. Then take the case of
Punjab. I must talk with great res
traint so far as Punjab is concerned.

Mr. Depaty-Speaker: Even other
wise.

Shn Gadgil: That I always do—
when you are in the Chair.

Two things they have said in tne
Report. One is that the Punjabi
language and the western Hindi are
practically the same. I am not a 
linguist or philologist; so I do not
want to say anything on it  But this
is what itiey have said. Secondly,
the majority of Punjabi-speaking
people tnemselves are opposed to it.

Now, take the case of Bombay. So
far as Bombay is concerned, their
first plea is that we are continuing
the old State. 'I am surprised. Of
the old State, Karnataka is gone,
Kutch is brought, Marathwada is
brought in—and tnen you tell us that
it is the same State, having the same
progressive administration, this, that
and the other! We did not represent
our grievances—may 1 point out with
great humility—in our memorandum.
Not that we had no grievances. We
have suffered in the course of the last
three years; the Gujaratis have not
suffered. If they point out one single
administrative discrhninatory act
against the Congress Government
before 1952, I shall withdraw my
statement. But I do not want to m- 
crease bitterness. I would only ask
the House, if the Hk)us6 wants to know
how we have sulffered, to refer to the
proceedings of the Bomt^ay Legisla
tive Assembly between 18th Novem
ber and 22nd November. We did not
mention this because we are brothers,
good brothers. Although there was no
common loyalty, o>ir relations are ex
cellent. So far as 1 personally am 
concerned, my best friends are in
Gujarat. I was partly educated at
the Baroda College. I have nothing
but love for them—I tell you this is 
my innermost feeling.

An Hon. Member: Bhaî  bhai.
Shri Gadgil: We did not represent

these because when two brothers are
partitioning, what is' the good of one
brother telling the other, 'When your
eldest daughter was married, you
bought so many saris. Now, you
have not purchased any’. Will you
kindly take all these things into con
sideration. No. Let us close the old



2851 Motion Tt: 16 DECEMBER 1955 Report of S,R.C. 2852

[Shri Gadgil] 
chapter and open a new chapter. 
1 have always aaid̂  we do not want 
to be in this political partnership any 
longer; we will be very good neigh
bours; our relations will improve 
from every point of view. I have 
said that to them; I say that again 
today.

So this continuation of the same 
State is not a fact. It is just like say
ing: ‘It is the old coat.* when only the 
inside collar, which can be changed, 
is there; the rest is absolutely new. 
That is how the thinfe actually looks. 
Then they have put us together, hav
ing given a finding here, that there is 
no common loyalty as such grown. I 
can speak also about the class B 
States, to go into the* financial aifalrs 
of which, a committee was oppbinted, 
and I was its Chairman. I went to 
several places, to Saurashtra, to 
Madhya Bharat, to PEPSU and Rajas
than. It was only in Saurashtra that 
I found, with great pleasure, that 
some sort of common loyalty was 
growing, and I congratulated the 
Chief Minister there. But elsewhere, 
the loyalty was to Jodhpur or Indore 
or Qwalior, to this, that and the other. 
Therefore, knowing our own people 
as we do, the politican has to deal 
with facts, and that man can work it 
out successfully who sees what is pos
sible, when and how. That is in a 
•ense the definition of politics. That 
there was no state loyalty was their 
finding. Knowing this, they have 
done us a wrong. Why? It is because 
they say their finding is that Bombay 
cannot be a separate State; if it is a 
separate State, it will be a retrograde 
State and if you give it any constitu
tional status and make it a different 
administrative unit, it will not be con
sistent with the general constitutional 
pattern of our country. Therefore, 
having come to that conclusion and 
having come to the conclusion that it 
is geographically in Maharashtra, they 
did not have the courage in the end 
to say that it should go to Maharash
tra. I have good reasons to believe 
that they changed their views. Every
body changes his view. Not that I 
dim niot change my view. Even Mr

Patil has changed his opinion he held 
in 1946 when he was the chairman of 
the Reception Committee of the Sam- 
yukta Maharashtra Sammelan held in 
Blavatsky Lodge. Of course, he hits 
every right to ckfeinge his opinion. He 
changed it. 1 do not quarrel about 
it.

Shrl S. K. Patil (Bombay City— 
South): I was one of the Speakers.

Shri Gadgil: Whatever it is, the in
formation published in papers is that 
he was the Chairman of the Recep
tion Committee. However, I am pre
pared to accept for the time b ^ g  his 
explanation. That is not much in it. 
The point is that the Commission 
changed their views. I do not refer to 
what forecasts were put in the various 
papers. They were not contradicted. 
I may say how this formula came into 
existence. In the month of May a 
high Congress authority toured my 
province and tried to persuade me to 
accept a State of this character and 
I plainly told him that this would 
not be possible because things have 
moved and people were in no mood 
and we wanted to solve the problem 
not for the time being but finally. 
Ours is the best principle as you will 
have Maha Gujarat for which Munshi 
has been trying. I am not even a 
member of the Samyukta Maharashtra 
Parishad. When reorganisation is to 
come it should be final and no interim 
solutions should be there. I shall refer 
to what I said before the Dax 
Commission. I stated that I do 
not want samyukta Maharashtra 
here and now; I do not want it 
till the first elections are held; but it 
should iK>t be denied before the next 
election. This is exactly the tim#̂  
now so that the problem may be 
finally solved. We wanted time to 
consolidate the 590 States which we 
integrated and brought into our bigger 
polity. This progress of consolida
tion must work and a due sense of 
responsibility must grow. Then we 
can have these delimitations. That 
was my position.

I trace what happend now. In June 
a meeting was held at the place of 
the Chief Minister of Bombay attend
ed by the top-most Oujerati leaders
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and thereafter this bilingual thing
started—that this is going to come— 
to which there was no reference in
any papers uptill then. You will find
it from the Report itself. They say
‘we have rejected totally the claim
of Maha Gujarat but we are assured
by the Gujarat Provincial Congress
Committee that important elements
in Gujarat will accept this proposal.
Did they ask the leaders of the Sam- 
yukta Maharashtra Parishad or the
President of the M.P.C.C. “What have
you to say about this formula?" No.
Any way one finds lack of procedural
propriety and correctitude if nothing
else. If they had told then how their
mind was working I would have given
them the formula which we gave
before the High Command and later
on which we adopted in our M.P.C.C.
meetmg of having all the Gujarati
people and all the Maharashtrian
people in one State with Bombay city
as capital. I would have done this if
there had been an interim report. If
they had only said that they wanted
a bilingual State because multi-lingual
State develops a higher sort of
nationalism and if they had convinc
ed me, I would have certainly accept
ed it. But that was not done. Now
this formula comes and this formula
is being sold to us by no other sales
man than Mr. Patil. He is much
more enthusiastic and much more
clever than the S. R. Commission
itself. He is assertive, while commis
sion is appologetic. During his forma
tive years and subsequently he has
been living in the commercial and
cosmopolitan Bombay and, therefore,
he is a good salesman. But having
been by temperament and training
and also brought up in rural atmos
phere, I am a somewhat cautious
buyer and if I distrust intellectual
brilliance it is not that I have no res
pect for them but because of the fear
where my destiny ultimately will
lead me to if I accept it. Now let
me analyse the formula as it is. It
is said ^ at ft will give us some ad
vantage. What is that advantage?
It is that Maharashtrian area will be
able to have tS to l i  members more.

People who do not know the work
ing of the Congress and other political
parties in India in Maharashtra will
naturally say “what is wrong in 
it'*? 1 will tell you what is wrong.
The wrong is that in Maharashtra the
political consciousness is very great.
You go to any village. You will find
that they have knowledge of up to
date things. When I toured during
the last elections, in one Dhangar
village a villager asked me “wh«t is 
this business of recall which is being
preached by the Socialist Partv»\ I 
said “look here, it is very simple. In
the good old days when the Moghuls
were ruling an officer was appointed
and he used to ride the horse with
his face towards the tail of the horse.
Somebody asked him why he is sitting
so and he replied that nobody knew
when the other order of dismissal
would come (hinting that there was
no security. That is recall**. He
understood it all right. The point is
we have a higher political conscious
ness and the result is in all the elec
tions—take the figures from 1921 up
to date—the proportion of non
Congressmen elected on other party
tickets is considerable in relation to
many other States except Travancore.
Take the present figures. Out of 152 
which are the Maharashtrian seats,
114 are elected on Congress tickets
and in Gujerat out of 98, 88 arc on
Congress tickets. Now supposing the
Congress party is in the majority in
the House, but in the Congress party
itself the Maharashtrians will not be
in the majority and this Constitutional
mechanism will be used, I do not say
normally, but not unlikely, to our
detriment and we therefore, do not
want it in the light of our experience
and in the light of Commissions find
ing about loyalty. We only say that
we will remain good neighbours. We
do not want to be ejnemies. We will
go still farther and Co-operate in 
many things. But this is the position.
Ap«irt from this, in the number of
members elected for Bombay Assem
bly from Maharashtra we have about
8 non-Maharashtrians. I want to
know how many non-OuJeratls have
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been elected from the Gujerati area. 
I will be surprised to know if there 
are any. There is no advantage. We 
do not want this partnership. Sup
pose now I were to accept the inter
pretation of my friend Mr. Patil, who 
says that your formula of having 
Vidarbha in the proposed bilingual 
state is no formula, because a bilingual 
State is a balanced State. This is a 
new contribution to political science. 
What is this balanced State? How it 
will function? If it is merely biling
ual and if bilinguism is Amrlt, let us 
have the Vidarbha variety also. But if 
it is a balanced State that i3 proposed 
and that is what we suspected and I 
am glad an authoritative interpreta
tion of Commission’s mind has been 
given by no less a personality than 
Mr. Patil. It is because they wanted 
a balanced State that they made 
Vidarbha a separate State although 
bigger States have been merged 
like Madhya Bharat. Why was 
Vidarbha kept separate? It was 
done to ensure a balance in the 
proposed State of Bombay. That 
is the reason why Marathi speaking 
areas of Belgaum and Karwar were 
not included in the proposed State of 
Bombay. Give me what is mine. 1 
will accept with good grace and 

take from me what is not justly 
mine I will part with it with blessing.
I assure you. Do lay down certain 
principles. Do not say we cannot 
break a district here and do break it 
elsewhere. You have broken Talukas, 
transferred Sub-Tahsils like Loharu. 
You have taken villages as units in 
Andhra. Please for God’s sake
observe some decency, some consis
tency and do not look upon consis
tency as entirely the virtue of fools. 
Anyway this will not go down the 
throats of hon. Members of this 
House.

How will this balanced State for
mula work? Just consider that in 
the context of the circumstances 
which we have inherited. If the 
elections go against any parti
cular group or any adminis
trative act is unpalatable to it, they 
will always lay it down to the factor

that it is because other community 
people are there, just as I have found 
many a student complaining to me 
that he has not been selected because 
he is a Brahmin or that he is 
not selected because he is a Maha
rashtrian. I have asked them, 
'Have you ever considered that 
there may ^e a possibly good expla
nation for it?’ But Communalism will 
increase. That will be the first result; 
I have no doubt about it. Communal
ism of the bitterest type will be there. 
The Gujaratis, by and large, are 
traders, rich people and we have noth
ing to lose except our poverty. Now, 
you can just imagine the moral rela
tionship that will exist between a 
community which is substantially 
rich, a fact admitted very graciously 
by the President of the Congress, ana 
us, poor people. However high a 
character we may have, there will be 
a few people who will be succumb
ing to temptation and the whole thing 
will be not a well-governed, well 
administered State but a municipality 
in which people change sides accord
ing to self-interest. That is what will 
happen. (interruptions). Will the 
State be steady? In the reorganisa
tion of States what are we after? We 
want that there should be enduring 
peace and that the conditions for fur
ther progress, economic, moral and 
social, of the community should be 
assured. But those conditions will 
fast disappear. It is for these reasons 
that we oppose the S.R.C. formula. 
We are appealed to in the name of the 
country again and again, we are asked 
to take into consideration the unity, 
this and that. If it is a special appeal 
to us I must enter an humble pro
test

Tdke the history of 150 years. 
Immediately we lost our power we 
started public life. In Bombay, Bal 
Shastri, Jambekar and others led the 
intellectual movement before the 
University days. After University, 
the prince of graduates, namely Jus
tice Ranade—who looked like Pandit 
Govind Ballabh Pant as I said in one 
of my books—Justice Telang—and 
other people led the movement. Who 
were the founders if the Indian
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National Congress? The Maharattas. 
Who were the pioneers in violent 
action? Chapekar, Kanare, Phadke 
and later on Bapat and Savarkar. 
You may condemn them. In the re
orientation of the Congress policy 
when the liberals sat tight over it, 
who was it that brought in new life? 
Who propounded the new tenets and 
new philosophy. It was Lokamanya 
Tilak. In the Home Rule Movement 
he led and in the 1920 movement we 
were behind none and ahead of many 
provinces. How are we? I will mere
ly quote the certificate given to us 
by no less a person than Mahatma 
Gandhi that Maharashtra is the 
beehive of workers. We are specially 
told that we should work for the 
umty, and safety and good of the 
country. We have done nothing else. 
Given now Vinobaji is carrying the 
tlag of Gandhian philosophy and 
spreading his message from place to 
place. To ask us to serve the nation 
is to ask chandan to be fragrant.

I want to assure you that 
what we are fighting for is justice. 
In all the 16 States you have accepted 
the linguistic principle. You may 
Say that you have not done that, but 
that is what you have done. What 
crime have we committed that you 
have singled us out for a special 
treatment as if we are members of 
a criminal tribe. If Bombay is includ
ed in Maharashtra certain people 
would not like it. I want to know 
what for? Again and agam we made 
efforts to approach those who were 
against us through the good offices of 
Shri V. L. Metha, a Godly and God
fearing man. He is for us; he con
cedes our claim. Our claim is con
ceded by Shri Narayan, son of Maha- 
devji Desai and he has written an 
excellent article in a recent issue of 
Bhoomi Putra in whidh he has said, 
*Why are you after the money in 
Bombay? Gandhiji considered good
will to be of much more value than 
all the gold in the world. The roots 
of capitalism are lessened and 
tomorrow they will dry. The 
poisonous tree will fall and a ll the 
powdered face attraction will dis
appear. Whom are you supporting? 
We do not want it because we know

that it is not going to be a itable 
State. This balanced State is a 
dangerous State. It will be a 
state of unbalanced politics. This 
bilingual State is a dangerous 
State. You accept the principle of 
language everywhere but you are 
denying it to us. Why io it?

Under the new Working Committee 
formula the suggestion is that all the 
Marathi-speaking areas from Madhya 
Bharat, Marathi areas of Hyderabad 
and main Maharashtra will be under 
one State but Bombay city will be a 
separate state. I appreciate what 
they have done. I also welcome their 
assurance that they will persuade the 
Vidarbha people to come. I go a 
little further and request please, 
reconsider that part of your resolu
tion in which you have created Bom
bay as a separate State. Throughout 
his one hour speech—out of which I 
was present for nearly 45 minutes— 
what Shri S. K. Patil said, as 
I could gather, was that he was 
not for the city State but he wanted 
this S.R.C. scheme and as regards the 
other he said if there had been no 
agitation, things would have been 
different. Why should the agitation, 
this and that affect you in coming to 
a right solution? May I in all humili
ty say that what happened in Bombay 
would not have happened if, in the 
words of Shri Narayan some sanyam 
had been shown? The Chief Minis
ter of Bombay—he is a friend of 
mine for the last 40 years, said:

ftr5r«iR
It means, so long as Congress is 

alive Maharastrians will not get Bom
bay. And Shri Patil followed said, 
‘For 5,000 years you will not get it\

Shri S. S. More (Sholapur): Is he 
going to live so long?

Shri Gadgil: I wish him to live long 
enough.

The point is, I told one of my 
friends who came here, and com
plained this is what Shri Patil said. 
I said, 'Don’t get excited; the three 
zeros are absolutely useless and so 
far as 5 is concerned there is no
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sanctity about It.* The formula of 
the Working Committee is Bombay 
City State and after 5 years you will 
have it. May I ask them in all humi
lity just to visualise the picture of 
Bombay during these 5 years? what 
forces will consolidate there? The first 
thing that will happen; the first casual
ty will be prohibition—prohibition will 
be completely wiped out for aught I 
know. I know the real public 
opinion in Bombay of the middle 
classes and other people. They will 
be the first to scrap our great experi
ment of prohibition.

An Hon. Member: Is it because of 
Gujaratis?

Shri Gadgil: There are other thmgs. 
Some of the people are obviously for 
that. But, even now, under the 
present arrangement, it you are medi
cally certified, we will give you.

We have been told by the S.R.C. 
that, Bombay is geographically in 
Maharashtra and many other things. 
But certain interests will not like it. 
Who are those interests? Again and 
agam we tried to understand who 
they are; but, we failed. You ask uf 
to compromise. A request has been 
made. I am quite willing.
• P.M.

But they do not come and discuss, 
rhey know they have got something 
and if you throw the responsibility 
on us to come to a compromise that 
will be the British method. This is 
not the method of my leader and> 
therefore, he has said very clearly 
that he will try to bring about an ac
ceptable solution. But if it is left to 
the parties, what will happen. Just 
as it happened in the case of the 
Macdonald Award. The issue will be 
taken away from the hands of the 
leaders and organised parties, and the 
people will decide it in th'fe streets of 
Bombay, and that is just the thing 
that I wish to avoid.

We are told that Bombay was built 
by Gujaratis and therefore they have 
a right. This is the extra-territorialit> 
which we heard in the case of China,

Egypt and other places. Are they 
so much afraid of us? They have in
vestments in South Africa, Uganda 
and other places? Have they not in
vested everywhere. They are 17 per 
cent in Cochin Town but they are not 
asking for special treatment. Why 
are they asking of us then? Do my 
friend from Gujarat realise what an 
insult is implied in this? They may 
not mean it, they may not be even 
conscious of it, but the fact is and the 
consequence is that this has offended 
the entire Maharashtrian community. 
Think for God’s sake, what is it and 
what they want. They are the tra
ders for the whole of Maharashtra. 
In every rural area that you go, the 
trade and commerce is in the hands 
of Marw;aris and Gujaratis in certain 
places, exclusively Marwaris in certain 
places and exclusively Gujaratis in 
certain places. My forefathers invited 
them to Poona and settled them in 
Gujru, Sarafa and other places. They 
were nagarseths and were taken in 
procession and even now our relations 
with them are excellent. The Guja
ratis in Maharashtra and Poona have 
been provided with Gujarati schoolr> 
and Poona has taken the lead in this 
respect. I have something to do with 
the Poona Municipality and so I 
know it. We made special provision 
for Gujarati teaching. Till then the 
local people did not know what 
Gujarati language wa-s because they 
were so much assimilated with us.

Shri Patil said something about 
the composition of the people, that 
we are only 48 per cent. Take the 
figures from 1881 and our majority 
which was 54 per cent was brought 
down gradually and now it is 48, in
cluding Konkini. Konkini Structu
rally is Marathi and there is no diffe
rence in it and Marathi, it is a dialect.
I want to m.der.'tand the positio 
In Bangalore, tht Kannada-speaking 
persons are 24 per cent, and Tami’ 
speaking persons 31 per cent. Take 
the case of Jamshedpur; the Bengali
speaking population is 54.000 and tha 
Hinjii speaking population 44,000 out 
of 158,000. In Hyderabad, the Urdu- 
speakinir population if 49 per cent
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and the Tclugu-speaking population
is 40 per cent. And yet these towns
and cities are all allowed to be in the
states and not made separate states.
The consideration of population of
any particular city is irrelevant because
in the large area, it is just a pocket.
Do you give self-government to Badr
in Ahmedabad because it is predomi
nantly Maharashtrian? Will you give
the same privilege to certain areas of
Baroda where the Marathas are large
in numbers? Is it local option? Take
the city of Bombay and draw a cir
cle with a radius of 75 miles and at
the northern point of the circle, about
80 miles away, the Gujarat border
steps in. Draw another circle of 250 
miles radius and in that circle, the
Gujaratis aie one-eighth and seven- 
eighths are Maharashtrians. The
nearest Andhra border is 32 miles
from Madras and yet it is put in Tamil
Nad. Why do you apply one law to
one person and apply another law to
ai*other person?

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:
wrongly put in there.

Madras . was

Shri GadgU: I thought that some
such intervention would come but
not from the Chair because the Chair
is to be impartial. But here it .comes
from the Chair.

Shri A. M. TtaomAa (Emakulam):
Charity begins at home. '

Shri Gadgll: The point is that if
Bombay City is made a separate State,
immediately the claim of Madras will
^row up, immediately the claim of
Calcutta will grow up. Why are you
going to let loose these forces? Are
you going to yield to the capitalist! as
a preliminary for inaugurating the so
cialistic pattern of society? For whom
are you keeping Bombay as a separate
state? The traders, they are every
where; the whole trade and commerce
and economy in Maharashtra is do
minated by Gujaratis and Marwaris
and they have not asked for any
protection there. What will happen if

Bombay city is included in Maha
rashtra state? May 1 quote from Shri
Baruchua’s speech which he delivered
ill the Bombay Legislative Assembly?
He says: “Geography of the Port of
Bombay will not change. Communi
cations will remain safe. Facilities
for trade and commerce money mar
ket transport will be used by all
Communities. I refuse to believe that a 
single minority group is going to wind
its business because the city goes to
Maharashtra. There is no evidence to
show that city’s importance will
dwindle.*’ When you say that
some damage will result have
you got any proof or are they
only vague allegations, allegations
made in our absence? At least

for courtesy, the Members of the Com
mission should ask us, “Here are the
accusations; what is your stand? what
is your written statement? do you
want to cross-examine?** Even the
ordinary cannons of fairplay and
justice have been disregarded. There- 
frre, the insult is all the more intense.
We are told “You are only 48 per
cent.*’ But the argument seems to be
that even if we were 70 per cent,
Bombay will remain apart from
Maharashtra, because of the extrane
ous consideration that certain capital
ists want that to be so whatever be
the population of Maharashtrians.
The House may have some idea, at
least the Minister of Transport has
some idea, as to how many people
come to work in Bombay city every
day. From Poona, there were 2,000 
season ticket holders coming every
day to Bombay, during war time.
People come from Virar, Agasi and
Bhinder and from Karjat and Kalyan

to Bombay; they are really citizens of
Bombay and most of them are Maha
rashtrians; they cannot recide there
because the great Bombay Corpora
tion and the greater Bombay Govern
ment have done nothing by way of
housing programme. You go in the
evening after dusk as I have done so
often and you will see that on the
pavements people are sleeping, the
slums are there and so on. The Jail
Manual of Bombay Government layf
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down that 96 square feet is the mini
mum—you will appreciate this as we 
were kept many times in jail—but 
here it works out to less than 40 square 
feet. The Rent Enquiry Committee 
has made a thorough enquiry and it 
says “ the city has a sub-stratum of 
original inhabitants, but it is largely 
a city of immigrants. A portion has 
made Bombay a place of its residence, 
but to a large portion it is only a 
place of work to be left when it be
comes unsuitable**. And even those 
who stay for some years go away be
cause they are not of the population. 
The sub-stratum of the population to 
whom Bombay belongs is Maharash
trian, and the greatest proof of that 
is this. We have the latest budget of 
the Bombay Corporation, in which 
out of 4,860 primary teachers, 3,000 
are Marathi, that is 62 per cent:— 
People who are permanent residents 
have their children with them. They 
are the stable population. That is 
the test. Though I do not say that 
it is the only test, this is a test which 
you cannot ligthtly brush aside.

Take the situation of Bombay. The 
entire road system and the railway 
system converge on Bombay. 
The two main lines south-east 
and north are there; the 
two national highways, Bombay- 
Agra Road and Bombay-Bangalore 
road, converge there and all our acti
vities centre there. The people from 
Ratnagiri, Colaba and Thana depend 
mainly on this city of Bombay; simi
larly people from Satara, Sholapur 
and Poona also depend on this city. 
If you ask any Marathi boy as to what 
he will do, he will tell you **l will go 
to Bombay’*. This is the natural as
piration of every Maharashtrian boy. 
That will show what place Bombay 
holds in the economic life of our peo
ple but you are taking it away. My 
humble submission is this. The SRC 
has come to the conclusion that Bom
bay should not be a separate State 
and that it is part of Maharashtra 
geographically. Just because certain 
people expressed certain vague fears, 
they should not have allowed their

judgment to be coloured and should 
have given us Bombay as it justly 
belongs to us.

I am very sorry that the injustice 
done to us is not fully realised by 
many of our friends and critics. 
What loss of Bombay means to us 
economically and socially, apart from 
prestige is not fully realised. A 
question is asked who built it? Mr. 
Barucha, a Parsi M.L.A., said “every 
industrial city is built by all—not by 
this community or that but if propor
tion has to be taken into considera
tion then the biggest proportion goes 
to the Maharashtra people who gave 
their labours.”

Shri M. S. Guropadaswamy (My
sore): Not Parsis?

Shri GadgU: Yes, GujaraUs also.
The capital that is invested in Bom
bay is not exclusively the capital of a 
few Gujaratis. There are share
holders of concerns which are func
tioning in Bombay, from all over the 
country. Very recently, America and 
Britain opened two refineries of which 
the investment comes to about Rs. 110 
crores. Have they asked for any 
safeguard? There is foreign capital 
to the extent of Rs. 800 crores. 
Have they asked for any safeguard? 
You Gujaratis are controlling our ru
ral economy; you are our sowcar; 
We have elected many of you 
as Presidents of our Congress 
Committees, mxmicipalities and 
everywhere we have treated you 
fairly; we have never given their 
anything but just and affectionate 
treatment. And in utter disregard of 
this, you insist on Bombay city being 
made a separate State,— ĵust consider 
what it means? In Rangoon the 
capital of Burma Indians were in 
the majority and yet Indians did 
not claim it as there own. If the 
city state logic were accepted aerious 
political consequences will follow. 
When the entire surrounding coimtry 
is speaking a particular language, a
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pocket cannot be taken out; that must 
be part of it. Bombay is our biggest 
city. The population of ^ m bay is 
28 lakhs. According to the 1951 Cen
sus, thirteen and odd lakhs or nearly 
fourteen lakhs speak Marathi. There 
is no other province whose biggest 
city is outside its territory. Take 
Ahmedabad. The Gujarati population 
in Bombay city is five lakhs. The 
population of Ahmedabad is much 
more. Shri Patil said that Northern- 
Indians are five lakhs in Bombay. 
The Hindustani-speaking people are 
two lakhs. Another lakh and eighty 
thousand say that their language is 
Urdu but all of them are not from 
Northern India. Shri Patil knows and 
the Census Commission has also stat
ed that the Deccan Musalman—the 
Konkani Musalman—has given Urdu 
as his mother tongue. Also in the 
Census Report, you will find people 
with Marathi as their subsidiary lan
guage in the city are considerable. The 
number of Marathi speaking people 
is highest from every point of 
view— f̂rom the point of view of peo
ple who have written Marathi as their 
mother tongue, people who come to 
work there and the other general 
considerations. All these lead to only 
one conclusion and no other. Why 
are you telling us that Bombay city 
should be a separate State?

What kind of politics will operate 
there. Take the occupational posi
tion. 54,000 are the employers and 
nearly eleven lakhs are the employees 
—mostly proletariat, and white- 
collar. What the white-collars feel 
about this problem you know. You 
could have seen on the 21st, they had 
opened their chests and said *fire*, we 
stand for Samyukta Maharashtra. In 
the city of Bombay, the economic dis
parity is so pronounced. Here are 
Malabar Hill residences and the slums 
of Matunga, side by side. People 
will say: we have got Bombay now 
and we will liquidate this disparity 
much sooner; than can be good enough 
for the capitalists. Liquidation of in

equality is the Congress programme 
also. Probably my friend here quoted 
me as saying: “Mr. Gadgil wants to 
liquidate rich people.*’ I said: we want 
to liquidate rich people as a class and 
that is the programme of the Con
gress if I understand the Congress pro
gramme and if it is sincerely prea
ched, it will be done but it has to be 
done in an orderly manner. If Bom
bay city becomes a State, it will be 
done much quicker than can be digest
ed. From that point of view, I would 
urge my capitalist friends to consider 
this problem. Whether it is econo
mic or social life or this that or the 
other, everybody has played a part. 
Because there are 12 languages or four 
religions, should Bombay be a State 
by itself? I do not agree. Those 
things are concomitants in every 
modern city whether it is Calcutta, 
Jamshedpur or Bangalore or Itanpur 
If you concede Bombay today, you 
will have to concede Kanpur and Cal
cutta tomorrow. As regards Madras, 
we have already some evidence of it.

In the end I humbly want to put 
this proposition before this House. I 
do not consider that this House is not 
fit enough to decide this question. If 
this House does not decide, who will 
decide? Some solution has been 
pointed out by Shri Asoka Mehta. 
Shri Patil claimed that he was the 
originator of it but now obviously he 
wants to disown it. I and other lea
ders have put it before our great 
leader, the Prime Minister. We said 
to him “accept in principle that 
Bombay city and Maharashtra should 
be one State'7 We then sign on a 
blank paper. You fill in any safe
guards you like, any adjustments you 
like. You are pressing for adjust
ment; you are pressing for safeguards 
for the brave Sikh community. If 
they are good enough for 40 lakhs, 
are they not good for these forty men 
who constitute the Citizens Committee 
of Bombay. Dr. John Mathai who 
was my colleague and an eminent 
public man has warned us as to wnat
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[Shri Gadgil]
would happen if Bombay become a 
State. You are creating Bombay City
State in spite of the advice of the SRC,
in spite of the advice of all people
whose words count. There is 
Mr. Ambekar, President of the INTUC
who said “you make Bombay City a 
separate State, public life will be im
possible; the life of public worker
v/ill not be safe." Great administra
tors who have grown grey in adminis
tration, have advised so. If in spite
of all this, you follow the course hin
ted, it means you do not care for the
people and that you care for the in
terest of the few, who are the owners
of the property which they earned
during the British regime. How it 
was earned during the British regime
—let me not analyse it because the
beginning of life and property are al
ways enclosed in darkness.

It is a straight question. Do you
want to usher in the socialist regime?
Here is the demand for Samyukta
Maharashtra. I assure the Prime Minis
ter that we shall see that Sam
yukta Maharashtra becomes a socia
list State of his liking much sooner
than it can happen in any part of
India and we are going out of our
way to give safeguards althou^ it
means some sort of an insult to us.
But we want to be very practical.
We want to get over the immediate
difficulty. I again repeat what I said
to Pantji ‘‘Make Bombay City and
Maharashtra one State and whatever
safeguards or whatever arrangements
of any type are considered necessary
will be accepted. Any legislation
which deals with Bombay city’s pro
blems should be reserved for Central
consideration if the majority of the
members from Bombay city is one.
The only condition we insist ia that
it must be consistent with the inte
grity of the State and with demo
cratic principles. These are the words
used by the MPCC in its resolution.

I have taken considerable time of
this hon. House. But I want to appeal
to you: give me something to tell my
people that reason succeeds and argu

ment prevails. After all, reason is
supreme, argument is powerful. If
you do not create that atmosphere and
that faith in a democracy then there
is the end of democracy. You can
certainly put down the throat of
Maharashtrians anything you like,
but it will not last long. For what I
know of my people and my race they
are best friends, but once they take
into their head that injustice is being
done to them they will stake every
thing but will never put up with it.
Do not drive our people to a mood of
that kind, I very humbly and respect
fully request the hon. Home Minister
and his colleague, our beloved leader.
We have gone to the utmost limit and
nobody can accuse us of being un
reasonable. The hon. Members of this
House will also consider our offer.
But, if at the end of 40 years of pub
lic life I am driven to a course which
s not palatable tome. I will only end
by saying, give me that blessing which
Kunti gave ta Kama. On the morn
ing of the Karna Parva’s beginning
day Kunti went to Karna and she
said: ‘‘Look" here; you are my son” . 
Then Karna said: “Oh, you are my
mother: you are telling me. Uptill
now you have forsaken me, disregard
ed me. That does not matter. But,
give me this blessing. I am not ask
ing for any big thing. Give me this
blessing that my life will not be mean
and my death will be noble.” ^

JTT^ 5T ^  M  ^ f t

Shrl Debeswar Sarmah (Golaghat-
Jorhat) rose,

Mr. Deputy-Spflaker: Shri C. C
Shah—who will dispose of Bombay
first. .

Shri C. C. Shmh (Gohilwad-Sorath):
This great debate. (Interruption).

M r . Depnty-Speaker: Order, order.
You will now hear from Gujarat
State.

[ S h r i B a r m a n  in the Chair]

Shrl C. C. Shah; Mr. Chairman,
this great debate tmtil yesterday was
running its calm and even course In 
a dignified and smooth manner.
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An Hon. Member: What happened
today?

Shri C. C. Shab: The temper has
iihanged today, but it would be my 
tndeavour to place before you, Sir, 
calmly and as objectively and in a 
<iispa8sionatc manner as I can the 
views which I hold on this subject. 
I consider it a great privilege to have 
an occasion, to have an opportunity 
to participate in this debate because 
the decisions which we will take will 
affect the course of the history 
of this country for years to come 
and it will affect our national 
lenity, its security and its prosperity. 
Therefore, while it is our great privi
lege to have an occasion to make these 
decisions it is also our responsibility 
to make those decisions in a calm and 
■dispassionate manner.

The problem of reorganisation of 
States is most complicated and 
delicate and it is none too easy to find 
solutions which wil Istatisfy all. For 
that purpose we appointed a Com
mission and that Commission consist
ed of persons in whom the whole 
country declared its full confidence, 
in their integrity, in their ability and 
in their competence. It will be an 
rvil day for us, I submit, if any one 
challenges the hona fides of a Com- 
iiiission of this nature. There 

be honest differences of 
^ipinion; it may be that some 
o f the conclusions which they have 
arrived at may not be acceptable to 
some, but to challenge the hona fides 
o f this Commission is wrong for any
one to do, I submit. It is the consi- 
derod opinion of this House and of the 
•country that the Commission ap
proached its subject in an objective 
nnd in a dispassionate manner, and 
while one may differ with their con- 
-clusions here and there by far and 
Icrge the conclusions which they 
have given to the country have 
been acceptable in a large majority 
of the cases. I submit that when we 
appoint a Commission of this nature, 
ivhile we have the sovereign authority 
to come to final decisions, we cannot

lightly tamper with the conclusions 
arrived at by men who have dis
passionately examined this subject, and 
unless we find an agreed alternat.ve, 
or unless there are compelling reason^ 
which make any of the recommenda
tions of the Commission difficult or 
impossible of implementation, we 
should not change their decisions.

I submit that, now that this pro
blem is before us we must solve this 
problem once and for all and finally. 
I do no: believe either in shelving 
that problem or in postponing it. We 
have solved much greater problems 
and we can solve this problem with 
the same faith and hope as we have 
solved other problems. Therefore, I 
am of the view that, now that we have 
been seized of this matter and it has 
come before us, we must decide it 
finally and should not leave anything 
for posterity or genera.ions to come 
to quarrel about or to bicker about.

The Commission has carefully exa
mined the factors which weighed with 
il in the reorganisation of the States 
and in doing so the Commission has 
laid emphasis—as it was its duty and 
of every one of us to do so—on the 
prime necessity of national unity, 
security and prosperity. Our nation
al unity is a tender sapling which 
needs to be nurtured carefully and 
while we say much about it there is 
uniortunately something in our blood 
which nnakes it easy for us to divide 
but very difficult to unite. Hundreds 
and thousands of castes in the coun
try and our history would show that 
it has been very difficult for us to 
unite, and while we had cultural unity 
all throughout the ages, after cen
turies we have gained a politiaal unity, 
which, in spite of the division 
of the country, makes India one and 
indivisible and in a manner in which 
it never was before. I would there
fore submit that reorganisation being 
only a means to an end, the end being 
national unity and security, we should 
not look upon this problem as some
thing which should in any manner 
interfere with the fimil objective 
which we have set before ourselves.

493 L.S.D—2.
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[Shri C. C. Shah]
The two great unifying forces in the

country today are the Congress and
the personality of the Prime Minister.
And, the Constitution is there which
makes for unity, but the Constitution
can work only when there is unity
of heart amongst the people. The
Congress and the personality of the
Prime Minister are the two great for
ces in the country today which make
for our unity. There are any number
of fissiparous tendencies amongst us,
and while we have these two great
forces amongst us it is time to con
solidate that unity rather than stress
thpse forces which make for division
amongst us.

Language undoubtedly, is an im- 
porUnt factor, but I do not believe—
I do not want to argue or take the
time of the House—that it is the sole
or the only factor on which any redis
tribution of the country can take
place. Undoubtedly, we spoke of the
Imguistic divisions of the country and
the linguistic reorganisation. The
Congress did speak about it. But,
after independence new problems
arose for us, a new situation arose for
us and in the light of that new situa
tion the J.V.P. Committee reminded
us, that at the time when the Con- 
t?ress spoke of the linguistic principle,
it was .not faced with the practical
application of this principle and hence
it did not consider all the implications
and consequences that arose from that
practical application. Now, in the
light of the present circumstances, it
is for us to consider whether language
will be one of the important factors
or the sole factor as some want it.
It shall not be the sole factor because
language is a thing which unites as
well as divides. It probably unites
those who speak the same language
but divides them from those
who speak a different language.
Therefore, I submit that the Commis
sion was perfectly right, and took a 
proper approach when it said that
language shall not be and should not
be the only factor for the reorganisa
tion of StltM. 7 '
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The Commission has also said that
oven though there may be linguistic
unity, there need not be one State
for one language. The principle of
one State for one language is impos
sible of application. It was in the
light of these considerations that we
in Gujarat have approached this pro
blem. We did not ask for any
separale State of Gujarat on a linguis
tic basis. In our memorandum we
have made it clear that we do not
ask for a separate State of Gujax'at.
Shri Gadgil referred to a speech of
Sardar at Rajkot, and he seemed to
imply that Sardar wanted a separate
linguistic State of Gujarat. He also
referred to Shri Munshi and said that
Shri Munshi asked for a separate
State of Gujarat on a linguistic basis.
Both statements are entirely incor
rect. Shri Munshi never asked for a
separate State of Gujarat on a lin
guistic basis. All that we asked for,,
if it was possible, was to bring all the
Gujarati-speaking areas into one ad
ministrative unit. It may be a bi-Iin- 
gual State; it can be a bi-lin- 
gual State. In the memorandum of
the Gujaraf Pradesh Congress Samiti
we have submitted that the present
composite State of Bombay should
continue. It has worked harmonious^
ly. It has worked in a spirit of good
will and we were willing to see that
it should continue to exist as it ha& 
been existing thus far. We saw no
reason why a State which had existed
for more than a century and had
achieved a sort of organic unity loi
itself should be disrupted. We there
fore submitted that the present State
of Bombay, with all the affinities which
it had created for over a century should
continue. But we also submitted that
if the Commission, on account of
claims rhade by others found it neces
sary to divide the State of Bombav
on a linguistic or any other basis,
then it should be more or less on the
basis on which the Congress provin
ces were re-constituted under the
Congress Constitution, namely, into
the four component units of the pre
sent Bombay SHate. Those are: Kar
nataka, Gujarat, Maharashtra and
Bombay Pradesh. Those were the
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provinces which the Congress Consti
tution had created in 1921 and those 
are the provinces which should be 
created under the new reorganisation 
il the Commission thought it neces
sary to redistribute or reorganise the 
State of Bombay.

So far as Saurashtra is concerned, 
it made no claim and no demand. In 
respect of Saurashtra, the Govern
ment memorandum said that the 
Government of Saurashtra and he 
people of Saurashtra will agree to any 
decision which the Commission came 
to in the national interests. If the 
Commission decided that it was in the 
national interests to merge Saurashtra 
in the composite State of Bombay, the 
Government and the people of Sau
rashtra would accept that position. If 
the Commission decided that a separate 
State of Gujarat was to be formed 
and then Saurashtra was to be merged 
in that separate State of Gujarat, 
Saurasht’-a would accept it. If, for 
any other reason, the Commission de
cided that Saurashtra should remain 
as a separate State, even then we said 
that we shall accept it. We left it 
entirely to the Commission to decide, 
in the national interests, what should 
be the future of Saurashtra, having 
full faith that the Commission will 
come to a just and fair decision both 
in the interests of the people of Sau
rashtra and in the interests of the 
country as a whole. It is wrong to 
suggest that Saurashtra made any 
demand for a linguistic State and my 
friend Shri Bhawanji, who is the 
President of the District Congress 
Committee of Kutch will also explain 
to you that that was the same stand 
that Kutch took. Neither Saurashtra 
nor Kutch nor Gujarat asked for a 
linguistic State. We feel that when 
We have worked in a composite State 
for over a century and we have work
ed arm in arm and we have worked 
with goodwill there is no reason why 
we cannot continue to work together.
We on our part at least find no rea- 
wm to separate. But if others compel 
^  to dhride, if o ih m  crti^a a situa-

lion in which it would become neces
sary that the State of Bom*bay should 
be reorganised and redistributed, then 
we demanded that the city of Bom
bay should be a separate unit. I 
shall explain the reasons why we 
made that demand. But, before do
ing so, I would like to say this:—I 
am sorry Shri Gadgil is not here—in 
the existing composite State of Bom- 
bav, the people of Maharashtra are m 
a maiority. In the bilingual State, as 
suggested by the States Reorganisa
tion Commission, they will be in a 
majority. A grievance has been made 
that the entii’e Gujarati-speaking area 
has been brought into this bi-lingual 
State and that the entire Marathi
speaking are:) has not been brought 
into this State. But the position is 
this. The whole of Marathwada 
which has a population of 47 lakhs 
has been put into the bilingual State. 
As against that, the population of 
Saurashtra and Kutch is 47 lakhs. So, 
while 47 lakhs are added from one 
side, another 47 lakhs are added from 
the other side. So, the majority 
which the people of Maharashtra have 
in the composite State of Bombay will

# still continue to be so in the proposed 
bilingual State of Bombay. In fact, 
it will now be somewhat greater 
majority.

Shri Gadgil presented charge-sheets 
against many people. He was here 
to present charge-sheet against the 
Commission; he presented a charge- 
sheet against the Government of Bom
bay; he presented a charge-sheet 
against the Chief Minister of Bombay 
and he had a grievance against every
body who did not agree with him. 
But that is a different matter. A 
State or an area or a group generally 
asks for a separate State of its ofwn 
when it suffers under a sense of griev
ance. Probably, it suffers under a 
sense of grievance when its develop
ment has not takep place in the man
ner it should. It iMy suffer a sense 
of grievance when It has been dis
criminated against \n the services, 
and therefore, not receiving a fair deal 
in a larg« Stol* or a composite 8t«t«.
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Can Maharashtra have any such 
grievance? In iheir memorandum 
either before the Dar Commission or 
before the States Reorganisation Com
mission, not a word is said about any 
grievance of Maharashtra, either on 
developmental expenditure or on ser
vices or in any other manner. And 
yet, Shri Gadgil was here to say that 
the Maharashtrians have their gri
evance. But what are the facts? I 
will only give you what the facts are 
as given in B.P.C.C. memorandum. 
In Maharashtra, 10'225 lakhs of acres, 
are being irrigated. In Gujarat only 
3*846 lakhs of acres have been 
brought under irrigation. In Konkan, 
it is 21,000 acres. In Karnataka 
It is 3*32 lakhF of acres. In 
terms of money, out of the capital 
expenditure of Rs. 12 crores up to 
1946-47, Rs. 10*75 crores have been 
spent on major irrigation works in 
Maharashtra. Arising out of the 
Ramamurthi Committee’s recommen
dations, the Government of India have 
given the Bombay Government loans 
to the tune of Rs. 6*8 crores for ex
penditure on minor and medium-
scale irrigation works in Maharashtra 
compared to only Rs. 80 lakhs in Guja
rat. Road communications in Maha
rashtra are much better than in Gujarat 
or Karnataka. The majority of the dis
tricts in Maharashtra are well-served 
by road communications while the 
districts in Gujarat arc deficit to the 
extent of 75 to 95 per cent.

Aa Hon. Member; What about the 
railways?

Sbrl C. C. Shah: Now, take the
question of services. If you examine 
the services in the Bombay State, the 
Maharashtrians are in a preponderant 
majority. But in spite of that, if they 
want a separate State, none can pre
vent it. It is impossible to compel 
them to live together, if they do not 
wish to. Mr. Gadgil said that they 
would not be partners; they could be 
only good neighbours. If they do not 
want to be partners and if they want 
a separate State, they can have a sepa
rate State, but not on their own terms.

They cannot dictate that “ these are 
the terms on which we shall have a 
separate State” . They can separate 
only on the terms which the Commis
sion has recommended or which pre
vious Commissions have recommended, 
which have been known to be fair 
and good. What were the principles 
which we adopted in the redistribu
tion of States? Take Andhra, for 
instance. The one principle we adopt
ed was that in the case of Andhra, 
only the undisputed areas, areas about 
which there was no dispute or contro
versy, would be given to them. We 
said, Andhra must give up its claim 
for the Madras city, if a separate State 
was to be formed. They gav« up the 
claim. Now, the S.R.C. has recom
mended a solution which in the opi
nion of all, except probably friends 
from Maharashtra, is the best one. 
This is the best solution of this diffi
cult and delicate problem. It is the 
opinion of almost a large majority of 
this House; it is the opinion of the 
majority of the people of this country; 
it is the opinion of the Government as 
the hon. Home Minister has stated; it 
is the opinion of the B.P.C.C. as well 
as the G.P.C.C. And yet, my friends 

from Maharashtra do not want to ac
cept the solution which is considered 
to be the best in the interests of all. 
Can they by rejecting it have the best 
out of the bargain? Can they by re
jecting it get something to which they 
are not entitled? Take the Dar Com
mission ♦I'.e J.V.P. Committee or the 
S.R.C. Evtry Commission has un
animously and successively held that 
whatever might be the redistribution 
of the States, Bombay city must retain 
its cosmopolitan and multi-lingual 
character. In national interests, Bom
bay city cannot be part of any uni- 
lingual area. That is the unanimous 
decision of both the Congress and 
every other Commission appointed to 
examine this problem dispassionately 
and impartially. By rejecting the 
best solution and by pointing out what 
may be the difficulties in the forma
tion of a City State for Bombay, would 
they like us to agree to a thing to 
which they are not entitled? It will 
be putting a premium on unreasonable
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ness if we submit to such a demand. 
Here is the S.R.C. recommendation 
which is considered to be the best 
solution. If they do not want to ac
cept it, let them accept the solution 
which has been recommended by any 
other Commission. Even now, the un
animous decision of the Working Com
mittee is this, Js it suggested that 
every Commission has been unfair 
to Maharashtra? Is it suggested that 
everyone has been unjust to Maharash
tra? Is it suggested that men who 
had nothing to do with this problem 
and who examined it in the national 
interests and nothing else, have been 
unjust to Maharashtra? Is it suggest
ed that consistently all of them have 
befen unjust? Will friends from Ma
harashtra pause to think why it is 
that every Commission and every 
Committee and even the Congress in 
1920 decided like this? That decision 
was taken by Shri N. C. Kelkar him
self. Why was it so?

Shri M. D. Josh! (Ratnagiri South): 
Kelkar’s decision was as regards the 
formation of the Congress Committee 
and not as regards the formation of 
the State.

Shri G. H. Deshpande (Nasik Cen
tral): Has my friend read the Sam- 
yukta Maharashtra Committee’s re
port?

Shri C. C. Shah: Interruptions will 
not provoke me; you can take it from 
me. You can say whatever you want 
when your turn comes.

Shri S. K. Patfl: That decision was 
that the city of Bombay cannot be

* included jn the Provincial Congress 
Committee of Maharashtra.

Shri C. C. Shah: It will be necessary 
for me to place before the House the 
reasons for this conclusion. Take for 
instance the Dar Commission. TTiis 
is what they have said:

“The best fortune that we can see 
for t'le city of Bombay is that it should 
continue as it is today, the meeting- 
place of all communities, their source 
of pride and affection and a conveni- 

centre for tb<?ir joint Nbmir and

enterprise. It will be incongruous to 
make this multi-lingual, cosmopolitan 
city the capital of a unilingual pro
vince.*’

That is the unanimous decision of 
the Dar Commission.

The J.V.P. Committee have said as 
follows:

“The question of the City of Bombay 
has not only risen but has been fier
cely debated. And yet, in our opinion, 
there can be little room for argument 
about this great city.”

They say, there cannot even be any 
argument about this. Th« case it io  
clear and complete that th*re canwt 
be argument about it. Who said It? 
It was said by the President of the 
Congress, the Prime Minister of India, 
men who have devoted their whole 
life to the cause of this nation. Are 
we t̂o believe that they were unjust 
to Maharashtra? Are we to believe 
that they did something which was 
not in the national interests? The 
J.V.P. Committee went on to say:

•It is not only one of the great
est cities of India but is essential
ly a cosmopolitan multi-lingual 
city; the nerve-centre of our trade 
and commerce, and our biggest 
window to the outside world. It 
is quite impossible for us to en
tertain any idea or any proposal 
which might injure the many
sided life and activity of this great 
city, which has been built up by 
the labour of all kinds of people 
and communities. We cannot con
sider it as belonging to any one 
linguistic group and attach it to a 
purely linguistic province.  ̂ n a t  
would undoubtedly mean its rapid 
deterioration from its present com
manding position.”
So, the S.R.C. came to the MMie 

conclusion. The S.R.C.’s conelualen 
was that Bombay cannot be made a 
p«nrt ^ f any uni-lingual area. Both 
the people of Maharashtra and the 
people of Gujarat, Saurashtra and 
Kutch and as a matter of fact, ^  
people of the whole country are at
tached to this city for reasons which
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[Shri C. C. Shah] 
are well-known. The best future 
which can lie for this city is that it 
should remain the capital of a bi
lingual State. Therefore, the S.B.C. 
recommended it. In doing so, they 
relied upon the traditions of tolerance, 
and the spirit of mutual understand
ing and goodwill which had prevailed 
ir the city of Bombay amongst vari
ous communities. It expected that this 
recommendation which was the best 
under the circumstances would be ac
cepted in that spirit by the people of 
Gujarat, Saurashtra and Kutch and 
also by the people of Maharashtra, 
because it would be in the wider 
national interests. When it raised 
that expectation, it did not reckon 
with the attitude of the people of 
Maharashtra. They rejected it. Guja
rati people, in spite of their being a 
minority—only 35 per ccnt. as against 
more than 48* 5 per cent, of Maharash
trians—accepted it. But the Maharash
tra people rejected it. The offer they 
make is a bi-lingual State with Vidar- 
bha and they say we are unreasonably 
rejecting their offer. For a minute 
consider this. Do they believe in a 
bi-lingual State? Every word of Mr. 
Gadgil’s speech was an impeachment 
against a bi-lingual State. In every 
word of his speech he meant to say, 
“we cannot live with any other com
munity; we want to live by ourselves. 
We believe in linguism; we believe 
only in a unilingual State.” Was this 
offer of a bilingual State with Vidar- 
bha made in a fair manner with the 
intention to work it?

Shri M. D. Joshi: Well.
Shri C. C. Shah: You can say so

certainly. But, the facts are obvious.
It was made with a view to gain a 
crushing majority and nothing else.
It was made only with a view to gain 
a crushing majority as Shri S. K. Patil 
rightly observed.

Swami Rammiiand Tirtlia (Gul- 
berga): I humbly submit, that is un
fair.

Shri C. C. Shah: It may appear un
fair to you. What did they say? Having 
made this bi-lingual State with Vidar-

bha, after 5 years, Gujarat can go out, 
of course leaving Bombay to Maha
rashtra! Is there any doubt that they 
would have seen to it that Gujarat 

goes out? Tha-t Is all that I ran say 
about this.

A bi-lingual State is a State, as Shri 
S. K. Patil rightly and correctly said, 
in which the two communities must 
be more or less evenly placed. Where 
one community hsis a crushing majo
rity, the other community does not 
feel a sense of confidence that it can 
get justice or fairplay. The other 
community has no confidence that it 
can make itself effective in a State of 
that character. All that can happen 
is that it will be a unilingual State to 
which something else is attached to 
remain in an inferior position for 
ever. That is not a bi-lingual State. 
That cannot be accepted. I say, the 
Commission very rightly suggested 
two States, one which was an exclu
sively Maharashtrian State, one in 
which they had a preponderating ma
jority. ' >

There is something more in this. 
How did this offer of a bi-lingual 
State with Vidarbha come about? 
That is very interesting. One Maha
rashtra Minister of the Bombay State 
has t.irown very revealing light on 
the manner in which this offer came 
about. The Congress High Command 

called the three deputations of Guja
rat, Bombay and Maharashtra here to 
negotiate and try ite best to find an 
agreed solution. This hon. Minister 
in a public interview to the Press teUa 
us that suddenly on the last day of 
these interviews, the leader of the' 
delegation Shri Shankar Rao Deo pas
sed to him a chit that we may offer 
to the High Command as an alterna
tive a bi-lingual State with Vidarbha. 

,Shri Chavan tells us that he was 
greatly shocked at this proposal. He 
considered it impraeUcable. He was 
not prepared even to give this as fc 
proposal because he thought that it 
cannot be made either bona fide or in 
a pracUcal spirit. Then, he was told.

. if you do not accompany us to 
this proposal,—it is a oublic intervif^
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ghm i by Shri Chavan; I am not say
ing anything s.ecret—our unity will
be endangered and so keep up that 
«mity. In the executive committee 
d  the M.P.C.C., he told them openly, 
this is not an offer which can be ac
ceptable to Gujarat or anybody, this 
1b not an offer that we, can make. He 
Tightly said so. That was not an offer 
which may be accepted by anybody 
with self-respect. As I said, that offer 
■was not made in the spirit that that 
should be worked. If it had been 
nade in that spirit and in other cir
cumstances, things would have been 
different. That is a different matter. 
It is a fundamental principle of their 
creed that they believe only in a 
Jinguistic State. Why then this sudden 
volte face? Why this sudden jump 
to a bi-lingual State with Vidarbha? 
If they believed in a moral principle 
that they should have a redistribution 
of States only on a unilingual basis, 
that moral principle is suddenly given 
a go-by and that moral principle does 
not come in the way of suggestion a 
bi-lingual State in which they have a 
majority of 66 per cent, and Gujarat 
has only 28 per cent.

Shrl Syamnandan Sahaya (Muzaffar- 
pur Central): Moral principle is ma
jority.

Shri C. C. Shah: Yes, moral princi
ple is majority.

Shri Syamnandan Sahaya: And a
good one too.

Shrl C. C. Shah: Then they say, all 
the Gujarat speaking areas have been 
brought in, why not all the Marathi
speaking areas? The argument is 
very plausible, very catchy. But 
take Saurashtra and Kutch. They 
are small petty States, B and C 
States. By any standard they 
cannot exist and they have got 
to be merged with another State. 
If they have got to be merged, they 
cannot be taken to Rajputana or Ma
dhya Pradesh. If they have to be 
merged, they can be merged only in 

Bombay: nowhere else. Saurashtra
and Kutch did not make any condi
tion. They said, we are even pre
pared to go to a bi-lingual State even

though others may have a majority. 
Unconditionally they made the offer, 
whatever the Commission decides, we 
shall accept. There cannot be a more 
fair offer than that. I say—of course, 
I don’t say that because it is my State 
—Saurashtra is the only State which, 
haying existed for 8 years as* an inde
pendent State has voluntarily agreed 
to merge itself with another State and 
accepts any decision which the Com
mission gives. To cast aspersions on 
such people who have acted in such 
a straightforward and honest manner 
is, I submit, not fair.

The Gujarat Provincial Congress 
Committee having considered the situ
ation and the resolution of the 
MP.C.C., passed a reiolution. They 
said, having considered all that and 
having stated that for the reasons 
mentioned therein that a bi-lingual 
State with Vidarbha is unacceptable,

''This Committee was and is pre
pared to accept the recommenda
tion of the Commission as a per
manent solution of this delicate 
.problem in the larger interests of 
the country, if the Maharashtrian 
leaders are willing to accept it In 
its entirety in the spirit in which 
the Commission has made it. JI 
the Maharashtrian leaders are not 
willing to accept it, then, this ' 
Committee is of opinion that in 
the interests of all concerned, tlie 
Bombay State should be divided 
into three States.’'

The Gujarat Provincial Congress 
Committee, even on 25-10-55, in spite 
of the hatred and bitterness which has 
been spread by the protagonists of 

Samyukta Maharashtra, was prepare- 
ed to accept a bi-lingual State as re
commended by the S.R.C. What was 
the response? They rejected it. LI 
they rejected an offer which is consi
dered to be best iii the national in
terests, somebody has got to come to 
some conclusion. That decision has 
got to be taken. That decision was
taken by the Working Committee after 
careful consideration, after all the 
efforts to bring about an agreed solu
tion failed, after all the negotlationa
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failed, after everything that could
possibly be done to persuade the 
friends from Maharashtra to iigree to 

M reasonable solution failed. The 
Working Committee has come to a 
decision. That decision, as Shri S. K. 
Patil told us, was arrived at with the 
consent of Shri Deogirikar and at his 
reque^ because it was said that rather 
than a bi-lingual State as suggested 
by the S.R.C., the three State formula 
would be more acceptable to Maha
rashtra. The Working Committee,—I 
do not want to take the time of the 
House—resolution has said that be
cause of the opinion expressed by the 
M.P.C.C. and because of the attitude 
taken by the M.P.C.C., it has come to 
this conclusion as the largest and 
greatest common measure of agree- 
thent between the parties and in the 
national interests. Hiat decision, I 
say, is consistent with the stand that 
the Congress has taken since 1920. 
That decision is consistent with the 
unanimous conclusion of the Dar Com
mission, the J.V.P. report and the 
S.RC. report, because the S.R.C. re
port hever recommended that Bom
bay can be part of a unilingual area. 
Therefore, I submit that that decision 
is the right decision. The decision of 
the Working Committee was an un
animous decision. Even Shri Deogiri- 
kar did not object, did not oppose it, 
though I am told that he did not vote 
for it. Is it suggested, I ask once 
a^ain, that the entire Working Com
mittee was out to do injustice to Maha
rashtra? Will friends from Mahara.sh- 
tra ever pause to consider this? Of 
course, they have worked themselves 
up in a frenzy; they have worked 
themselves up in a great fury. I know 
it. They are victims of their own 
slogans; and others are made victims 
of violence. I request them to pause 
and consider why it is that while they 
feel so strongly in one way, the whole 
nation feels so strongly to the cont
rary. U is not a question of Gujarat 
alone. Leave aside Gujarat. It is a 
national problem. Gujarat is vitally 
mtereated in it, Bombay is an asset 
for the entire nation. That is why 
the Prime Minister says, and that

is why the Congress has always s«iid 
that it cannot be a part dl any unilin- 
gual area. Will friends irom Maha
rashtra ever pause to consider the 
feelings of others? Men like the 
Prime Minister, Pandit G. B. Pant, 
and Maulana Abul Kalam Azad were 
sitting there in the Congress Working 
Committee. Was everyone of them 
unfair to Maharashtra? Why is it 
that they came to this decision?

2 P.M.

All these arguments of territory,, 
language etc. were advanced before 
them; in fact, they have been advanced 
since 1®48, before the Dar Csmihission, 
before the J.V.P. Committee, and also 
before the S.R.C. Everywhere, these 
arguments have been advanced, and 
they have been considered fully times 
out of number, and yet this is the onljr 
conclusion that could be reached.

I want to submit one other matter. 
When did this demand for Bombay 
come up? It is an interesting story. 
The demand, for Samyukta Mahara
shtra is comparatively a recent one. 
Compared with the demand for 
Karnataka, or Andhra or even Vidar- 
bha, it is a recent one. Only in 1946, 
at Belgaum, the Literary Parishad o f  
Maharashtra said that for cultural 
and literary reasons, it was better if 
all the Marathi-speaking people were 
brought together; the political leaders 
took this up and developed it. Of 
course, now it is the most clamorous 
and the loudest demand. If it is a 
demand and they want it, we must 
meet it. But then it should be met 
on terms which are in the natiofial 
interest and not in the interest of any 
particular section.

Before the Dar Commission war 
appointed, this question of lingaistic 
redistribution was being considered 
in the Constituent Assembly. All the 
PCC chiefs, particularly those in the 
south, where the problem of linguistic 
redistribution was most urgent, met 
in a meeting under the presidentship 
of Dr. Rajendra Prasad. I shall cead 
the minutes of that meeting, and it 
wHl be interesting to you to listen to
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that. Now, who were all present at 
that meeting? Shri Shankar Rao Deo, 
Shri Nijalingappa, Shri Keshav Rao 
Jedhe, and all others from the south, 
and also the president of the GPCC. 
The question arose as to what should 
be the redistribution of the States for 
the purposes of our Constitution. And 
they wanted to find an agreed solution. 
And what did they do?

“The following representatives 
of provinces interested in the for- 
itiation of linguistic provinces met 
At the residence of Dr. Rajendra 
Prasad, Congress President, on 
24th February 1^8, at 9 p.m. Dr. 
Rajendra Prasad was good enough 
to attend the meeting. The follow
ing formula which was circulated 
to the represen^tives was dis
cussed.”
And what was the formula? It was 

that
'Aspiring provinces should 

agree to start with the provincial 
boundaries as laid down by the 
Congress in 1920.”
At that time, Maharashtra did not 

.<̂ay that Bombay should be a part 
of Maharashtra or Samyukta Maha
rashtra.

Shrt H. G. VafehAav (Ambad): It
was there already. So, where was the 
n^6ssity to say that?

Shri C. C. ^hali: Then came the 
t>ar Commission. For the first time, 
before the Dar Commission, this claim 
Was made, namely Samyukta Mahara
shtra with Bombay.

As I have said already, this is a 
national problem. No doubt, Qujarat, 
Saurashtra and Kutch are vitally 
interested in its future. But, it is not 
a matter entirely between Gujarat 
and Mifhatashtra. And yet, I must 
ttll ytm why Gujarat is so greatly 
attached to Bombay. It is amazing to 
find that Bombay which was a neg
lected island had coastal relations 
with Gujarat, Saurashtra and Kutch 
for centuries before it had any con
nection with Maharashtra, because 
between Bombay and Mahara^tra 
mtt thv impenetrable ghats Whieh made

coming over to this area almost ini- 
posible. It was because of the cotgial 
trade that the connections of Gujarat^ 
Saurashtra and Kutch with Bombay 
have been there since times immemo
rial. I say this not as an argument for 
any clahn by Gujarat, but I say it 
because it is a fact.

Those who are lawyer Members 
will find that all over the West, the 
Hindu law of succession applied is 
mitakshara. But in Gujarat, the law- 
of succession that is applied is Mayukh. 
This was so because the social customs 
in Gujarat, Saurashtra and Kutch 
were somewhat different from those 
in the rest of the area where mitak
shara was applied. And what is the 
branch of the law which applies to 
Bombay? It is not mitakshara but 
Mayukh. In the whole of Maharash
tra, on the other side of the ghats  ̂
mitakshara is applied but in Bombay,. 
5Torth Konkan, Gujarat, Saurashtra 
and Kutch, it is Mayukh that is 
applied. And why was the Mayukh 
law applied there? ^

In a very learned historic judge
ment given in 1879, at a time when 
there was no controversy whatsoever. 
Chief Justice Westropp of the Bombay 
High Court-----

Shri ft. G. Valshnav: It is a foreign
authority.

Shri C. C. Shah: It is not a foreign
authority; it is a historical fact.

Chief Justice Westropp said:

Island of Bombay and
North Konkan including the island
of Karanj a formed part of the
Kingdom of Gujarat.”
Then, he proceeds to trace the entire 

historical connection between Guja
rat and Bombay. Until the 16th cen
tury it was the rulers of Gujarat whc  ̂
ruled over this area, and from the 
rulers of Gujarat, it went to the Por
tuguese and from the Portuguese it 
went to the British. It has never been 
part of any Maharatta rUl .̂

$hri M. i>. M U :  May I know «rh»
the kings of Gujarat were?
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tiurl G. C. Shah: They were the 
JBultans of Gigarat.

Chief Justice Westropp further came 
to the conclusion that North Konkan 
and the Island of Karanja in which 
the property in dispute lay were a 
part of Gujarat for a long time and 
as such:

. “We should scarcely expect to 
And a Hindu law of succession 
prevailing at one side of Bombay 
Ibarbour different from that exist
ing in the Island of Bombay and 
in Gujarat/’
It is not only that. Nearly five lakhs 

of people from Gujarat, Saurashtra 
M d Kutch are in Bombay. There is 
not a single village or town in Gujarat, 
Saurashtra and Kutch whose people 
are not in Bombay. The prosperity 
of Gujarat, Saurashtra and Kutch 
depends upon the prosperity of 
Bombay. Further, it is the literary 
and cultural centre for Gujarat. The 

first newspaper in Gujarati was start
ed in Bombay. The best Gujarati news
papers. are published from Bombay, 
such as the Janmabhoomi and the 
Bombay Samachar. The head office 
<?f the Gujarati Sahitya Parishad, of 
which I am the secretary, is in Bom
bay. (Interruptions).

So, the position about Bombay is 
that it was an area in what you call 
North Konkan. It was an area which 
was always divided and separated 
from Maharashtra. Men like R. G. 
Bhandarkar, the great Sanskrit and 
Maharashtrian scholar, have said:

“ It {i.e. Dakshinapatha) is thus 
almost identical with the country 
called Maharashtra or region in 
which the Marathi language is spo
ken the narrow strip of land bet
ween the Western Ghats and the 
sea being excluded.”
By narrow strip, he means North 

Konkan. Again, Mahamahopadhyay 
Shri P. V. Kane, another Maharasht
rian scholar observes:

the foregoing discussion 
gives a pretty clear idea as to the 
extent of Maharashtra. The 
Konkan was generally not inelod* 
ed thepeiii."

And in conclusion, he states:

**that from the most ancient 
times the Konkan was looked upon 
as a unit by itself and is distingui
shed from Maharashtra by physi
cal and topographical peculiari
ties.”

The whole of Bombay City is inha
bited by people who are all immi
grants, be they Mahashtrians, be 
they Gujaratis, be they from any other 
part of India. It is a city of immi
grants, aa Dr. Gadgil himself, spokes
man of Maharashtra, has said. All 
have an equal clakn upon the city of 
Bombay. They have come; others 
have come; the whole of India has 
come. The influx of Maharashtrian 
population into this area of Bombay 
started only after the Bhor Ghat was 
constructed and the GIP Railway was 
constructed. Right up to 1872, the 
Maharashtrian population in that area 
was hardly 22 per cent, and then it 
began to increase. With the industrial 
development of Bombay, labour from 
the adjoining areas began to come in. 
They have come. They are welcome, 
as everybody else is welcome in the 
city of Bombay. But it would be 
impossible for the people of Gujai*at 
even to conceive that the city of 
Bombay which has been built up by 
the labours of everybody—in which 
they have contributed, others have 
contributed and we have contributed 
in our own humble  ̂ way with our 
talent, in a small measure it may be, 
but it shall not be acceptable to 
Gujarat—it is inconcei^vable to us that 
the city, with which we have been 
associated for centuries, should 
become part of a unilingual area.

And what is this argument about 
‘our territory.’ This territorial argu
ment is nothing but the 'homeland' 
idea. To what lengths it can go, I wouVl 
take the House for a few minutes to 
show. I shall read one of the passa
ges from the writings of their principal 
spokesman.

Shri Neswi (Dharwar South): Does 
the hon. Member know that the first
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inhabitants of Bombay were the 
Kanarese, and the first address to the 
Governor General was presented in 
Kanarese?

Shri C. C. Shah: Perfectly right. 
Tbe memorandum to the Governor 
o l  Bombay was in Kanarese language, 
not in Marathi language.

At the time of the Dar Commission, 
a suggestion was made that this ques
tion should be postponed for a period 
o f ten years, and in opposing that post
ponement, this is what Dr. D. R. 
Gadgil, the principal spokesman, said:

“Within a period of ten years 
of such postponement, the financial 
resources of the opponents of 
United Maharashtra, the large 
number of refugees seeking settle
ment, the negligence, connivance 
or complicity of the provincial 
Ministry may combine to render 
the Marathas strangers over large 
stretches of their own homeland'*.

We were told that there is no home
land theory. This is in their words. 
And that homeland goes to what 
length? If you separate the city of 
Bomtay from Maharashtra, what is it 
that he will do? The non-Marathas, 
the non-Marathi-speaking people, 
though in a majority of 56 per cent, 
in the city of Bombay, are foreigners! 
They are strangers. Then what will 
he do?

“The insistence of the non- 
Maratha writers that even though 
they live on Maratha territory, 
they must be separated 
from the State of Maha
rashtra raises many spe
culations regarding the future 
working of the Indian Union. One 
analogy to that insistence and one 
corollary of it may, however, be 
pointed out. The Muslims detested 
the idea of living under the 
rule of the Hindu majority, chal
lenged the concept of the integrity 
o f India and insisted on separation 
from it. When the Hindus were 
forced by circumstances to agree 
to partition they, in their turn.

challenged the concept of the 
integrity of the Punjab and Bengal 
and fought for the territory inch 
by inch. If the non-Marathas 
of Bombay do not want to live in 
the State of Maharashtra and for 
getting their purpose challenge 
the integrity of the territory of 
Maharashtra and insist on the 
separation of Bombay from it, 
the Marathas will, of course, 
oppose to the full extent of their 
capacity such a procedure. If, 
however, circumstances force its 
acceptance, they will in their turn 
challenge the concept of the inte
grity of Bombay City. Large por
tions of the City of Bombay are 
inhabited by a majority of the 
speakers of Marathi and most of 
these are contiguous to the terri
tory of Maharashtra outside city 
limits. Why should Marathas living 
in these parts be supposed to 
welcome non-Maratha rule? If it 
is to be a partition why not a 
partition of Bombay City territory 
M.wellV'

They would have division of Bombay 
City, road by road, street by street! 
That is the homeland theory. That is 
the territorial theory. And that is the 
reason why the SRC was at pains to 
point out that they reject the home
land theory completely; in India it is 
Indian territory, and every citizen of 
India has a common citizenship and 
is free to go wherever he likes and 
live wherever he likes. But that is 
not the approach of friends from 
Mahairasftitra. However, now after 
speaking of this territorial inviotabi- 
lity, they say, why are you afraid of 
us, what apprehensions have you? 
They want that 56 per cent, of the 
people of Bombay should be subjected 
to the rule of 44 per cent, and ask 
the question, why are you afraid, 
what apprehensions have you? Those 
apprehensions have been registered 
by every Committee, by every Com
mission. To say that they were ima
ginary, that the Commission imagined, 
some apprehensions which were not 
there, that the Committee imagined
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some apprehensions which were not 
there, is, of course, no argument. 
Every non-Maharashtrian element 
has thi« ajiprehension. 1 will take the 
SRC Report:

“During the course of our in
quiry, a vast majority of persons 
who appeared before us and did 
not belong to either of the con
tending language groups, express
ed themselves strongly in favour 
of phicinf Bombay City under a 
separate administration.”

This is the view of people who had 
nothing to do with the contending 
groups, the large majority of them.

“We also noticed serious mis
givings in the minds of large 
sections of the inhabitants of 
Bombay as well as persons out
side about the future of the city 
if it formed part of a unilingual 
State.”

And more than that. What did, the 
Prime Minister note, when he framed 
the JVP Report?

“There have been proposals for 
a Greater Boitibay, but they have 
apparently been hieild up because 
of the argumeht about the future 
of Bombay that has been going 
on for some time. These appre
hensions retarded the industrial 
developmeht of Bombay. We think 
in any event this scheme for 
Greater Bombay should be given 
effect to. We understand that 
Owing to the arguments about 
linguistic provinces and the split
ting up of Bombay province, 
there hag been considerable 
apprehension in the minds of 
many people in Bombay.”—

Vot merely Gujaratis—

■‘and it has suffered in conse
quence. We feel, therefore, that 
It mould be stated clearly and 
emphatically that Greater BomT)ay 
wfll not b^ome just a part of  ̂
purely linguistic province and

that if such linguistic provinces 
are formed out of the present 
Bombay province, the area of 
Greater Bombay will have to be 
constituted as a separate unit.”
That was the assurance given by 

the President of the Congress. Dr. 
Pattabhi Sitaramayya and by the 
Prime Minister and Deputy Prime 
Minister of India.

Wr. CtMlMiafi: The hon. Member 
has already taken 30 minutes. There 
is no further need to read literature, 
because literature can be quoted both 
for and against. So I would request 
hitn to round up his speech.

Shri C. C. Shah: Yes. After this 
assurance by the highest body of the 
Congress, the industrial development 
of Bombay proceeded and that indus* 
trial development has been pheno* 
menal during the last 7 or 8 years. 
Two refineries—the largest in Asia— 
have been put up. But for this assu
rance, the. industrial development of 
Bombay would have suffered. It is 
for this House to redeem that pledge 
given by the hi-ghest body of the 
Congress.

I will not take more of your time, 
but I would only say this. What is 
the future which they, the protago
nists of Samyukta Maharashtra, envi
sage for Bombay City if it becomes 
part of Maharashtra?

Shri M. S. Gunipadaswamy: Good* 
neighbourliness.

Mr. Chatrmail: Please do not inter* 
ropt. That will only take more time 
for him to reply.

Sfiti C. C. Shah: Dr. Gadgil, the 
prhvcipal spokesman has this to say:

The main stages by which the 
problem of Bombay has to be solv
ed appear to be as follows: —
(1) A ban on the establishment 
of new or expansion of old indus
trial undertakings within a dis
tance by road or rail of 50 miles 
of the Fort area. (2) The pr^- 
patHtion of a plan 6f industrial
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vocation for Bombay and the 
whole of its hinterland. (3) A  
detailed programme which should 
indicate the stages by which the 
transfer of population and indus
try from greater Bombay and 
the movement of dispersal from 
the most congested areas of the 
Bombay city will take place.”

So. not only they do not envisage 
any further development of Bombay, 
but they want the industry and the 
population of Bombay to be transfer
red to the hinterland which to them 
is Maharashtra.

Shri S. S. More: What is wrong in 
it? It is decentralisation.

Shrl C. C. Shah: Of course, it is 
decentralisation. You can decentralise 
the whole of Bombay. I don’t mind it. 
You can decentralise the whole of 
Bombay and n*ot only a part of it. 
Shri Gadgrl further says, “The future 
of Bombay State, is in the long run 
bound up almost exclusively with 
Maharashtra.”

4

An Hon. Member: That is right.

Shri C. C. Shah: Shri Gadgil pro
ceeds: ‘This will reduce the industrial 
importance of Bombay for those 
parts and also stop the flow of indus
trial labour from distant regions. 
Bombay’s all-India importance for 
certain specialised agencies may 
remain; but it will exist chiefly as 
the port and the economit: centre of 
Maharashtra which is the role indica
ted by its geographical location.” 
Thus, they want not only that the 
industries of Bombay should be 
disbursed but the national importance 
of Bombay should be reduced and it 
should remain, principally, as a port 
for Maharashtra.

Now, if that is the future; what is 
the position of Bombay today? Bombay 
contributes 40 per cent, of the total 
customs revenue of the whole of India. 
It is a national port and our gateway 
to the world. Bombay contributes 31 
per cent, of the total income-tax of 
the whole of India. Bombay handles

55 per cent, of its total Import trade 
and 40 per cent ot its total export
All that they want to go.

Shri S. S. More: How? The customs 
and income-tax are Central subjects.

Mr. Chairman: Order, order. Every
body knows it. Only the hon. 
Member gives it in detail.

Shri S. S. More: He is making a
wrong distortion.

Mr. Chairman: He is entitled to 
have his own views.

Shri C. C. Shah: My submission it 
this. 56 per cent, of people livinff in 
this area, to whom it is the homeland 
as to anybody else in this country, 
cannot be left to be ruled by a lingui
stic minority. The expansionist 
urges of aggressive linguism nuiy try 
to annex the territories round about 
it. But it is for us. sitting in this 
House, to decide whether such ex
pansionist urge will be encourageo. 
It is not for Gujarat that I am speak
ing. Not at all. It is for the nation, 
it is for the country that I am speak
ing.

Now you will find that before the 
Dar Conmiission and before the 
S. R. C. the entire non-MaharasHtrian 
element, the 56 per cent, of it in 
Bombay, have demanded that Bombay 
should not W om o part of a unilingual 
area. Those are the resolutions 
passed by the Karnatnka Provincial 
Congress Committee. The Karnataka 
Provincial Congress Committee has 
unanimously resolved that in the event 
of the State of Bombay being redis
tributed, the Bombay city should 
become a .separate unit because Kar̂  
nataka has equally vital interest in 
the future of the city of Bombay. 
The Bombay Citizens Committee has 
denx^ded it. The Sindhi Association 
in Bombay has demanded it. The 
Kerala As.sociation in Bombay has 
demanded it. The Uttar Bharatiya 
Association in Bombay has demanded 
it Everyone of them has demanded 
it. You will be surprised to know that 
there are five lakhs of people from
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North India in Bombay, principally
in labour population. What do
Maharashtrian friends want? They
say that labour from outside should
not come to Bombay. Bombay is the
largest employment centre. Bombay is
the place where every man can earn
his living. They do not want that any
one should come to Bombay from
outside Maharashtra. My submission,
therefore, is that this territorial argu
ment smacks of homeland, and parti
tion, In our Constitution we have
deliberately provided that the adjust
ment of areas, boundaries etc. is the
sole concern of the Parliament and
no group of people has a right to say
that a particular territory belongs
exclusively to any linguist group, no
matter who are the people living in
that area whether they are 56 per
rent, or not, that these 2-3 million
people are strangers, that they are

immigrants who can stay on
sufferance. We have to resist the
aggressive linguism which always
finds a place in every nook and corner.
1 do not want in any manner to say
that the people of Gujarat make any
claim to Bombay. We are greatly
attached to Bombay as much as any
other community, because five lakhs
of our people are there. We believe
firmly that Bombay should not be
a part of any unilingual area. We want
it to remain as it is, a cosmopolitan
and multilingual city of this great
country.

Finally I would like to say this.
Bombay, as the Home Minister with
that felicity of expression, for which
he is so unrivalled, told us is the
cradle of our nationalism. It was the
birthplace of the Indian National
Congress. Come to Bombay and see
the spirit of freedom which it breathes
and the sense of equality wiiich
it feels; the spirit of tolerance which
you will find in Bombay, you will find
nowhere else in any other city in
India. It is the same with the national
outlook in Bombay. Bombay has
given a lead in national struggle.
Bomblay has given a lead in every
movement. Bombay has been a friend
in adversity to the whole of this

country. If anything happens either
in Bihar or Bengal ur Assam or any
other part of this country, Bombay
will give in millions to help them.
What happens in Bombay today will
happen in the whole of India tomor
row. I say that city, which is our
pride, should not be tossed in the
vortex of Maharashtra politics. Three
different units—Marathawada, Maha
rashtra and Vidarbha for the first time
are coming together. We do not know
what it is elsewhere. That may be
will be. Shri Kaka Saheb Gadgil
told us that there is very great political
consciousness in Maharashtra. Because
of that political consciousness pro
bably he finds that loyalty to the
Congress is less in Maharashtra than
what the shape of Maharastrian politics
so.

An Hon. Member: It is not
that.

like

Shri C. C. Shah: That is what Is 
implied. I hope it is not. To men
like Kaka Saheb Gadgil, Bombay is
only a waiting room. To us it is the
flower of Indian culture. I, therefore,

^  humbly beg to submit that the decision
wliich has been taken by every com
mittee and commission is the only
right and correct decision. I would
appeal to my friends from Maharash
tra; I have lived in Bombay all my
life and I have been brought up in
Bombay. I have been in Bombay for
all the 55 years of my life and I know* 
what Bombay is. The protagonists
of Samyukte Maharashtra—most o f
them—have not lived in Bombay and
they do not know what Bombay is.
Shri Patil has got a right to say what
Bombay is because he has lived all his
life in Bombay. The Bombay Pradesh
Congress Committee has got a right
to say what Bombay is; the legislators
elected from the Bombay city have a 
right to say what Bombay is.

Shri V. G. Deahpaade (Guna): Does
it not belong to the whole nation;
does it belong only to the Congress?

Sardar A. S. Saiga! (Bilaspur): Try
to understand it. .

Shri C. C. Shah: Therefore, I would
appeal to my friends from Maharash
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tra to accept with good grace what 
the nation has decided, what the 
country has decided ever smce 1920. 
We wish them well; may their State 
of Maharashtra prosper and progress 
well. But, let them not create bitter
ness and insist on a demand which 
demand is untenable and unreasonable.

inwhug iritr

N iR ft T?n) : fpnfs^ sm fn <n
f  4 /  Trmti-d'

VT fv*tFTT g iW  ^  it I ^
frhr fTvnrr ^  *mr fir  «PTrnr arrT?

^ ^iv *f hrpt

4ini 3fTV?  ̂ 3n̂ IT
^W r I q r ^  g i TfH^^n ^  h r n n R ’ ^  »»f*T 

frt *5?aiw in5=n-irW  
^  hrfvrmr 4  vrror f  3rt faraf ^

JTofff ^  ^  I ^

<mnr W»r?rm ^  atT/[hi ?n5f ^
2^  ?mPT fwttnR f ,

^  ITTT V p t TOf
«r? hfwJ^i/) 5T TrafTTf ^  ^
mvr  ̂ «rT5Ri ^
jW . T!T^ ^  «l)fa^i;  fl}' ÎT
3RT arsRir i

Mr. Chairman: Order: order. It is 
not right in this way to talk inside 
the House so that the hon. Member 
who is speaking now is not being
heard. If any hon. Member wants to 
talk, I would request him to go the 
lobby and have a talk. Every hon. 
Member in this House has a right to 
be heard while he or she is speaking 
about his or her State and it is only 
right that other hon. Members should 
give him or her his ear. That is my 
humble suggestkm. *

Shrlmati Kamlendu Matt Shall: I
am talking of U.P. because I know of 
it. I do not want to talk about Bombay 
or any other place because I do not 
know much of it. I think it would be 
very kind of my brothers, if they 
would not want to listen, at least 
allow me to speak. If they do not

want to listen they may go out o£ the 
House. They may not like Hindi and 
they may like me to speak in English. 
I know English but I would rather 
speak in Hindi than in English, be
cause that is the ziational language.

m  ^  ^  f  ^
^ hrtv iR -vnS

srfRvn «  ?r«r #

^  T f w  wr ^
^  I T̂ f*trT ^

fsrartfNr irt r̂r«Bn ^
(.conscience keepers)

^  ?  api^ fsRif <n f ’r i W  
f  alf» 4 ŴTTJi

^  «iiW if mrfenxmw
firemftr ST inrnpft « r
3T«RT? ?>Tfr imn f  i anr: hnr̂ nr |7«nfs

«tR  ^  ^
^  bW  w

^  lA rrfrv
(Statutory Standing Committee)

aiî am^Tn irf^ t? irrw^ ^

3TT TW  W? <n 731^ ^
f .  JiHT ^

^  ^  ih n
4 ^  aniniW ijw ^  vfnvn

^ a im w  j h IVt

 ̂ fsrq Wt'TT nm *f »pr i ^  
fmr? ^ |iT SW17 ^ vnf ^w fr" ^  stttv  
anr ^
^ m m  «R 3TTF«k ^  fSTTiT VStN 

^  OTHIT I

«nr r*n^ wtft M^mr- MS~wiq,MWT 
p ft  fw  <n «wsT ^  

qnf ^  fwi f'WTr w'w? c*n^ W h h  ^  
fw ? aih ainf f i f  TW  ^
W  I 7m <5̂*ftr»r rnnf *f rrf̂  
WITT W <n*PH
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^  #  I r*r arpft rar

•nni r*nn ir« m u  Kieft
sw n 79" Jn^ ^ *f>t 'ar>HT

f ,  5T»ft r*TOT >ft ^wim ft
?rrm  f  i

?rr r #  »f wr f̂r s; fsnr?} 
^  ^*(i/i »j^dl

ari*? fTT ijTR ?prf r? «^''«I,
? ;ks55 3RW arî  ?n«r im ro f sbt

aih mrshr rjn^ ^ f?n?
v h n -T< % ^  ^  ?rf>T-
TtTOT 3Tvf7̂  '.Statutory Standing Cr.nunittces) 

^ i i /  31^ ĈTTT an*r?^ v r ffv  ^
f c ff^;y. «rĥ  ?  5^

VT w»n t̂wsT arujjf f  aift 
■apiTif Tî ntf, ^  5tt4 at^ri!r?
<H W W  ST >d 'iV* 1W ^  f?B '«*irii T*?*̂
tsvm r ?n ^  \ ^
^rwFvr *f a im w T n  t?
^ r?  wtr'^R ^  HirhrT îiê  4̂  arratv 

fWt nrffT? 
j f  WR f  ^  *nnr^ '
arm^nrm q?
^  3TFrfV 5=T̂  fhft r̂fVi3 I

î)\i\ri!(\ wrr JTHT̂  «imf ^
^?nr  ̂ ^  ^  ^funnrs^ ve^

^  ^ TW^ 3riV?5 ^
^  ^ ̂ mrr ^  ynr^f
i f  ITrR f  ^  ^  I
^F^M?T; ^nrnR* ^  «5Tf^ ^  
iTwiift #  iftf ^  ^  snff h;?rt

Tt. ’OX' ^  <i> eirfWrf srr
an̂ R̂PT ^  #  I *9^ ^TFT
#  ? w  #  ^  3nrf ^
tr̂ B WTT̂  F ^  ?TyW ^  ^
^  ?RiM it i r̂ŝ r arnrt̂ r
^  ?T?wf ^  irf 3nr^ F r ^  ^ ^

??iT5r a r ^  f  ^  ^  % Jjanfqr^ w f
ÎTRT T̂tF ^  I

Shri Debeswar Sarmah: May I
make a submission? If the debate is 
regulated, 1 would submit that it 
may be reifulated in an understand
able way. The hon. Speaker was 
pleased to make certain observations 
in the matter of the regulation of the 
debate. Then the hon. Depiity-Speakei 
made some suggestions. When I stood 
up to catch the eye of the Deputy- 
Speaker, he said, ‘Let Bombay be 
fmished first’. After hon. Member, 
Shri Shah, spoke in respect of Bom* 
bay, U.P. has been called. I know that 
I have to catch the eye of the Chair; 
but I also have a right to participate 
in the debate, subject to my ability to 
catch the eye of the Chair. But, to 
catch the eye of the Chair only to be 
turned down is a procedure which is 
not understandable.

Mr. Chairman: Order, order. I do 
not accept the last part of»the obser
vation of the hon. Member to be a 
right one. After all, only one Member 
can catch the eye of the Chair, not 
two at a time, not to speak of too 
many. So many hon. Members are 
eager to speak and the Chair has got 
to exercise its own discretion. It can
not be dictated to by each and every 
hon. Member of this House. The hon. 
Member has just pointed out thal the 
Deputy-Speaker had stated that 
Bombay State would be taken first 
and the other States after, that. U.P. 
was allowed to intervene because of 
the fact that that particular Member 
wanted to go away and requested the 
Deputy-Speaker to be allowed only 
five minutes. That was a very perti
nent and reasonable request and she 
was allowed to intervene between the 
speakers of Samyukta Maharashtra 
and Bombay. That view of the 
Deputy-Speaker is being followed 
even now with the exception which I 
have just mentioned, and there has;, 
therefore, been no deviation from 
what he expressed.

Shfl Debeswar Sarmah: What about 
Assam? From that State no one has



2901 Motion re: 16 DECEMBER 1955 Report of S,R,C. 2902

been allowed to make any submission. 
Where do those Members stand?

Mr. Chairman: I shall forward that 
demand to the Deputy-Speaker.

[Mr. Deputy-Speaker in the Chair]

Shri Debeswar Sarmah: May I
make a submission?

Shri R. S. Diwan (Osmanabad): He 
has already made his submission.

Shri Debeswar Sarmah: But I have 
a right to make my submission to the 
Deputy-Speaker.

Mr. Depaty-Speaker: I imderstand
it. The hon. Member wants to have a 
chance for Assam. But hon. Members 
will bear with me that there must be 
some scheme and that I am proceed
ing with it now. We have heard frcm 
Shri Gadgil about Maharashtra, from 
Shri Patil about Bombay City, from 
Shri Shah about Gujarat, and now I 
fhall dispose of Vidarbha. Yesterday 
we heard from somebody about a 
different Punjab and also an opposi
tion to it from Shri Tek Chand. If 
mere is one more from Punlab, I 
would like to give a chance to that 
Member.

Bhrl Debeswar Sarmah: What
about Shri Chatterjee? How was he 
given a chance?

Mr. Deputy-Speaker. Assam has 
not got so much of trouble as others 
have. Next I want to come to Madhya 
Pradesh which has swallowed up four 
big territories, Madhya Bharat, 
Madhya Pradesh, Bhopal and Vindhya 
Pradesh; they must be heard. Seth 
Govind Das spoke for Jubbulpore in 
the dispute about the capital—Bhopal 
or Jubbulpore. Hon. Members must 
read the whole report to know the 
points of dispute and where they arc. 
Of course. U.P. and Rajasthan are 
practically untouched. I have no 
quarrel with U.P., but all that U.P.

Let me also continue in position.” 
Therefore, it is not as great a pro
blem as Bombay or Punjab or Madhya 
Bharat or even Karnataka, which 
has rolled into one several areas.
493 L.S.D—3.

Then we have Vishalandhra, where 
one section does not want to join 
another section. In Travancore, one 
section wants to go away from i*n- 
other section. These are all the cate
gories into which I have put tlieri. 
Next I will come to border disputes, 
Bengal and Bihar, Assam and Bengal, 
Assam independently, Orissa, etc. 
Then the Class C States and after 
that the minorities will come. Then 
again the turn will come. Now I call 
Shri Khedkar, and next I am going 
to call Shri Chettiar.

Shri Debeswar Sarmah: But yes
terday you allowed Shri Chatterjee to 
speak about Assam.

Mr. Depnty-Speaker: Shri Chattir- 
jee was called upon as a leader of a 
group and incidentally___

Shri Debeswar Sarmah: May I
know what group that is?

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: If I give up
even the power of deciding whether 
I ought to call X, Y or Z as a repre
sentative of a group. I need not sit 
here. I have got that right. Does the 
hon. Member thhik that he is the 
head of a group as much as Shri 
Chatterjee is, to whatever party he 
may belong? Shri Chatterjee incident
ally brought in the question of border 
disputes in his speech. Immediately 
shall I rush into the border and say 
“When there is a main project of 
river, it should not go into a canal? 
My hon. friend, Shri Sarmah, was 
himself a Speaker of an Assembly and 
I am sure he would have pulled up a 
number of members. I am not compe
tent to pull him up; he is a big man

Shri M. S. Gompadaswamy: You
are dealing with Bombay now; we 
have got certain disputes with Bom
bay on behalf of Karnataka.

Mr. Depaty-Speaker: Karnataka
has disputes all round.

Shri M. 8. Gmnpadaswaaiy: It
would be better if you give a chance 
to our group-----

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I called 8hrl 
Nijalingappa yesterday.
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Shrl M. S. Gnnipadaswamy: What 
ibout our group?

Mr. Depaty-Speaker: Am I to 
divide Karnataka into P.S.P. group 
and other groups? I will call each 
group. The first person that was 
called was the leader of the P.S.P. 
group. I am really surprised when 
the hon. Member says “If the leader 
of my group is called, why should I 
also not be called?”

^  5RTIT ^  *lf»T *rw r  ^

»o 'i 3T^ W r
3W»T ^  it I  ̂ ^

fr«ITT WHT HWT <CT ^
^3n *n I ^  ^ ^

w  «JT aift 3it <hr
«n, ^  ^  ^
ar5PT ^  »lf»T ^  »T^ «ft I ^ 0
?fto v f i m  ^  HFT V} V
#1 f«CT  ̂ W v  «irf*iy 5̂
qrar f
f»ra^ I ift 51 ,̂ «nf ^

iT*ro *7^0 ^ 0. ^  ^

1T̂ T?T̂  ^  ^  ^  ^  ^  I
tnro 3fT?o # 0  frih f ^  f̂mifT

i ;  ^  W "  ^
f^THPT ^  9HFrnr it  1

W3 ^  JTT̂  ĤI*} ^  
if  5t^ ^  \ r p ^ ^ ^ ^ o ^ o f  fsra- jf  
V? f  3rf? art? ^
(T  ̂ w  JpRT n̂fiT ^  *f
W  «e. ^  arnrr  ̂ it 1

T̂fn* ^  ^  ift I fTFn ^  5T ,̂ ?rtv?r
TO/hr 5̂  ^  ^

^  H P T  I ^  fl^ R T
fn / h r ^PTTs ^PTT ^  5fnr ^  *Tyf ^
< tA  T f̂ ^

T O IW  ^rfWT i f  TOT ^  f *  •
?TRT ift f f  4  wi f̂srftr-

ii)d^hr ^  iit^h r̂a" ^ i ■fW
^  ^  qmr

3fT3 h r o f  ^  ITR T 
an3 hr̂ rt" ^  iTRT 3 r?m -^  

^  ^  5RvTT ^  irt iT̂ RTSg
gW ^JT frr

i w  W  I qiro 3fT?0 ;5fto v flR R  5̂ 
3TT5 ^  URT ^ ^  «Fmr WrTerpJ

^ ^  ^  f  \ (T^o ^  ?Efto f r A f  ^
^  T̂*TT i f :

“The size of this surplus in future 
will depend on a variety of factors 
but so far as it can be estimated, it 
may be a crore and a half of rupees or 
possibly more. In view of the satis
factory financial position of Vidarbha 
and since Maharashtra without 
Greater Bombay is likely to be a 
deficit area on revenue account to a 
very much greater extent, there is 
some reluctance in this area to join 
Maharashtra.”

r?r j? » i f  f  i 
jTwr ^  »hft 5̂  ?<reT5f n̂?r irw
if̂ r ^  «IT «i^

1 T ^  ^  aift fiT T ’f  ^  ^ n j7  
as ^ h n  i *rw r ^
^  ^  ^  «JT apft ficT ^

^  ^  ^  a n f *T«ft ^  ^
^  iW ^  ip^rfw  ^  wî  i?*i(
»rft f  frsrar *f ̂  »ror #

hr> f ^  HTWr <e, 5IW «BT I *W 
>}* a ro i irffo  arno ?fto ^

irt VO ?tw TPT̂  i*! ^ rn w
ŵ rarat #  fi!»n gir^ ^  #  i
3jt *Twr ^  ^  T? wnmw
^  fTtrai?  ̂ a ih  ^  « B n r h r  M s r t ?  
f  «T5 HW ^  yrvRW t

^  ^  «o  w  a < v « w  
Tfliin ^ 1  *11 <rf IV k  *nJ ̂  5*i4
^  iif <11 wnr r<i*<î i
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|W) ^  »rqT aff«
f? ? h T t « f ?  Jn??r ^  ^  #  1

f v  T5?i^ 5^  ^  yrxrw  jih t 
wm  1 e f i R T T  ^  a n ^  ^

IT̂  WRTT *ft ^  ^ i—
The position will, of course, be 

different if Greater Bombay forms 
part of Maharashtra.

^  ^  1T?T?I«5 5l»n
«ft  i?f<R>r <rts TT inn nii
!ii«r5! w  ^  îmrrr 1 *1*

^  a w  c ;
»V«ltM ^ 5n*T<5? «BT f
^  « n t ? n n  atft ^  ^

fryinT it I ̂  ^*11 S187IT
?«I5 irrai ^  t ,

^ Wroi iHTTTT «T^ «((J1 it I
?nir ^  9W «re

^  erfuvT ^
suTp  ̂ 5rt *rym«5, ^TT»f 

« f ?  *T 7 r r « n ^  «< shjrarf sf i j t f  
N sm «n atft h w  ^  ^  a n rft 
frrf^ t ,  ^  ^
K rft ^nrj «PTT 5T i W  5(i«hTT, frrft 
’siTO fw  ^  ^  <ns
^'T *t? 9(RT fi* <rt? ^
*rm 5iT*n5? ^  «w  !!• ̂ mrnr, jfl«
^  it \ i f  atmd ^fl«Hi T̂?TiT 1̂ ;

^  HPTT̂ ? ^  iiTW ^  ^
#  ^  ^  i f  ^  I

«T^ atf} fR T  a rs fk  «*»r ^  P?r?ft 
^ I ^  <rr* f -  

Communalism, it has been stated, . 
may also be introduced into the 
political life of Vidarbha if it joins 
Maharashtra.

4/^ ^  3TR!T ^
Trw «r7 ^TjfNR- qrar I frr 

WT5 ^  f?i?RT *TfRi*^ inmi ^  anmn 
f  I fTT ^  ^  ^  it ^  ^

^  'H'lni Rirn's ^
?rt *rjnr«? ^  5irf?r^ #  ^  ^

3JT ^mt»n I 5̂T «7 ifnum
^  ^  ^  I >ĵ  wii Tih ^
^  if’Tt '̂ 15 ni aiRT *T5T7n5 *f
snhms^nff#, 3inr
^ 1  ?fP ^  am? ^  f'ren^ 1513 ntn ^  
r ^  ^  v t f w  ^  t  ^
3tif?rais ^  5nm ^  I «nsr f<wy 
frf*r I?" 9rf «n ittsrts-
^  ^  t  ariV

^ 7 ^  it irf rET^ snfiRT! <wr srw 
^ Pt ĵt 3tmi f  I s»rnd ^
1̂  5^  HTTV ^rnsn f fn ? r  ^nro ^
ProiN^rf ^  vifenr ^
f ,  VR5ZR' flS f W V r f  «|5̂

^nfrft it, ^  »iT*iT <nfs 
it arlV 5rt ^  I? gnn ^W!n 

#, ^  fsim
'5ir<ft it ajft nsnif aift «Bnrf 
^ fm; lUTTT îT<irR ^  ?nrji
FPRrrhnr fw ifs  ^  ?nr W?nrf«W

#  «f a n r ^  ?«*T«jT ^
^ 1  frfi? ^ni7 ^

qsHW flTTTIT ^ nf ^  «n r*»T̂  fjrt
^  ^  fm  f i r  <w  ̂ I »P

^  ^  *ri ^19 Ql ^
r?r ^  irAm s t ,  ^  

f>«T»f ^  arrfiRi  ̂ 5nr? f
* f  irf f W  5 t i t n ^  trff msm ^  1 
^’HT »reT fts

Land and tenancy laws in this are* 
will have to be modelled on those of 
Bombay State.
r̂ti? f*T ?if*r Hf!7i*5 w v  *nJ irt 

^wf WT 3inr ^  ^ 4’«H ijTW ^  anrr f  
aifj <rt ^  iHift ^  3HPT
^ 1  OWW JtstfsW^  ̂ «TS1?T
■aim W^nt ^  HSÎ HVtA

^  WFf V f ' i  f W  I

f^iw ^  r? ift f in f  ŵ irar *rar 1
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^ 0  ifto

arr^ ^ ^  ^  înr
^  3TRP ^  A r w A  hrFSTT #  

AnnnA ^ «o f?ir ^

W  3̂TT t  ^  ^  ^  ^
^  f̂ arr it \ ^  ^  ^
in ^  jf  »r«r hittt ^  f
?rf ^  2^ ^  tr^  ^  arwrr f  i
3TTW ^  ^  J T ^  ^  TTRT
arw fd 3TTtnd ^  ^
VRHT 5^  I f^TT̂  ^ ^

^  5W ^  ^  P^T^ ^
f̂Wl, \ d ^  f'aldl ^ T̂FT̂

wm ^  ^  msr TPsV HTfsn ^
qro* «n I ?}^FT viW TTv.-?r
jp f̂T ^  ^  ?5prf5r arr̂  ^P 51ft
T?p r fr  ^ acwp q?
^  v ^ w  art*? ŵ nm r̂*rr f
irf f«T> ^  ^  ^  TTO
f  \ ?rf ^  ^  ^  ^  r?
fPT ^  ^  iW HKH) ^
«nhrf ̂  if I ^  3TTT W 5 m ^
wprwfT ^ f »ii ^  ^  srmit ^  m»^}’ 
^̂*  ̂̂  ^  VT*^ ŵ Tpi ii r̂ l 3(f*? vn^wiVi 
i^rrf I ^  *Tnr *ft ^  ^  ift 
fap Hnft iTTTsft ^Frm tr^ ^  tr^ 
PF?r jf  ^rrfr^ f^Rr r̂i* ^
*T̂T7TS5 «FT T̂PT W I
^  i|h^ ^  WTT^^ 3TTT 3TTS p3TFlf* VT

tT"P ®ter FT TTRT f s ^  if ^  
f̂?q; ^ ?(/f*yr ^  7^

^  ipr Ffhr ^  it* «fH?f ^  1
T̂W fft T̂Tv ^  ^  5̂̂  »nrr ^ ^M'jf

^  r«i HWiJl TTF̂  r*f4i «nr; \
frarnf^nyihpr ^ ^rtrS

R̂TTT ^  63^1
f  Ff îrsf irf v fii%  ^riVn 4
fiT^ ^  f̂T̂  it ^  ^  P̂iftr fsf^nrm 
f', r̂̂ rvT wi'̂ iTT fv m  it \ ainr 
^  ^  f  H  ŵ v[ w tv

^  T̂HT kro* ^  6̂ ̂  anft fi?f 
^ ^ ^  anw Wl q^ JTRTW
«TFf 'R ^  ^  «iT ^  5ir inipn
^ :

A New State of Maharashtra 
comprising the Marathi speaking 
areas of the Bombay State ex
cluding Greater Bombay, and the 
Muruthwada district of Hydera
bad and the Marathi-speaking 
areas of Madhya Pradesh be 
formed. 1

^  »T«r PPŜ  ^  w^A
7^ ^  VT arf? qi ar?Fr ar^
TW5 ^  I f  H
^  TTRTTT V[^ ^ ^

‘‘Vidarbha, that is the Marathi
speaking area of the present 
Madhya Pradesh, should be invit
ed to join the new Maharashtra 
State and the wishes of the people 
there should be ascertained.”
3 p. M.
«T5f fR) f ’Tikr 3TFI)

ii ^  t
Pn; ir«r ^  irere ^

^  *S iTO «fR ^
?rŴ ^  f̂ EOT ^  anrf?î  ^  w i^

iT̂ RPS ^  ^  ̂ ^  P̂ fT̂
^ ipTo f̂hro vft ^
^  it H i  PwP^ »f iW ^
JTT̂f̂ fT fjfj
^  ^  P  ̂ ^  P«nW* ifd tr^ ^  
«P? PT̂  ^  T̂ gRT̂ ft P̂ MPrf ^

^  Pt^  aift OT k̂fT̂ Pvnrnf
^  jft TTfv ^  Pt^  P̂ rrI
^  ^  IJgPHpĤ ^̂  3TÔ  ̂ ar®(5T 

I ^fwrrr ^ yrr 5il
tprfq- Psmrm ^  r̂rtt  ̂  ̂1

V̂ T̂T ^ Pv ^̂ 5 P̂ rff
P̂ npf JiP?r vsTpf *!)T ?p̂>Fr 
«ni P̂iTEft PwPff jrtP̂t

I w  ^Tif W * iri?A wit
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!fNr fW W  71̂ f  I
arnr ^  nfi W r f

^iw sx 'I  w  <niftr Uivi *rpiT ^  i 
^  ^rrm e; I fsrtw

#  tfh r «Ftt5 5rf*T ?nv  ̂ «n«W  ari*? 

gTsrfflr I

frrts' q f?
trjiTTii? ^  ^nf»ra- 1 W  

ari^wwrf sT?W»reT, of w n ^ ’Stan
JiP?r I ^  ^  jrtirf ^

r? JT^ ^ fi5? funr i7w?n- 
<̂̂ <1'' ?W  I *l‘‘ ^  ^  qro m  
1̂5̂  C;f^»T5f^rTH?!^7lj?, H5f 

^  5̂Ki'>5 ^  q5T JTRT H, rfr»H 
rm ^ IT̂  ?iT«r <»n̂  nrr^ ^H pr 
am? ife r ^ ,  fHW  r>n^ ^
WV 711̂  ^   ̂I ;̂rr5TT ^ ^
^  Vf7i?*rf*r q;!^5hfti

Shrl T. S. A. Chettlar: Mr. Deputy- 
Speaker, before I start my speech I 
would like to say one word about 
something which came from your 
mouth. . .

Mulla Abdullabhai (Chanda): Sir, the 
previous speaker has spoken against 
Vidarbha and so I would like to speak.

Mr. Deputy.Speaker: Afterwards.
Shri T. S. A. Chettiar: When Shri 

Gadgil was making his speech. Sir. 
you interprosed that it was by a mis
take that Madras was given to Tamil 
Nad. I know that you speak Tamil and 
therefore you would not have meant 
it seriously, but I would only like to 
say that people in position and power 
should be rather careful before they 
make such remarks. Such remarks do 
pain some people bnd are the cause ô  
some misunderstanding.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: That is not 
the subject matter of this Report.

Shri T. S. A. Chettlar: Whatever 3‘ou 
say becomes a subject matter of this 
di^ssion.

Now, I would like to tell this House 
that the members of the Madras State 
met a few days back to discuss the

recommendations of this Report and 
they had occasion to express their 
opinions. As far as Madras is (con
cerned I shall have the honour to put 
forth my point of view before you here. 
As you know and as the House knows 
Madras is not affected in any major 
measure by this Report. The recom
mendations made at the meeting of 
the Tamil Nad M.P.S are these: (1) 
that southern taluqs in T.C. State re
commended by the Report to be added 
to Madras may be accepted, (2) Peer- 
mede and Devikulam in T.C. State 
where majority are Tamils should also 
be added to Madras....... r'

Kumari Annie Maacarene (Trivan
drum): No.

Shrl T. S. A. Chettlan...(3) rest of 
the recommendations relating to Mad
ras to s. ay, and now I come to the 
fourth and the most important one. 
The Members who are here are not 
only Members representing the States 
from which they come but tney repre
sent the whole of India. So, they have 
advisedly said that safeguards to 
minorities should be provided as laid 
down in the Constitution. Whatever 
may be the division that we m«̂ ke 
there is no division which can be made 
by which all the people belonging to 
a paticular language can oe brought 
together. It is found in borders and 
even in places other than borders that 
there are people belonging to other 
languages and the majority may belong 
to a different language. So, if you are 
to preserve the unity of this roimtry, 
and our hard earned freedom, we must 
have the safeguards provided. 1 am 
one of those who believe that to every 
man in India belongs India. We are 
free to settle wherever we like; we 
are free to set up any trade we like; 
we »re free to do any work we !ike: 
we can claim every part of this great 
country as our own and serve it unto 
the end of our life. Therefore, it is 
very necessary that thece safeguards 
which have t>een mentioned m this 
Report should be implemented. There 
may be still further safeguards which 
may occur to us at the time of amend
ing the Constitution, and they aU 
should be stressed. The feeling fhtX 
we belong to this or that fcgkm It
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bound to be there. After all we have 
feelings of States, Districts and so on 
and we must have the feeling of lan
guage also. Beyond all that we must 
also have the feeling that we belong 
to a great country to which all the 
languages belong and to which all the 
States belong.

In the recommendation about Mad
ras there has been only one matter 
about which there is quarrel and that 
is the matter of Devikulam and Peer- 
mede. This question has been a mat
ter of quarrel between the people of 
Travancore-Cochin State ^nd the 
people representing Madras State. 
This case has been put very clearly 
in this 'Analytical Summary and 
Comments* which has been issued by 
the Lok Sabha Secretariat. In a very 
few lines they have put this case very 
effectively. It says:

**In the Devikulam and Peermede 
taluqs, the Tamil-speaking popula
tion is 72 and 44 per cent, respec
tively, out of which 46 and 30 per 
cent, are a floating corps of labour
ers’ [migrant from adjacent Tamil 
districts] leaving thus only 26 and 
14 per cent, as the non-floating 
Tamil-speaking population.**
I do not know wherefrom the authors 

of the Report have got that statistics. 
I will have occasion to examine them 
in a moment, but before doing so let 
me raise the other points which Ihey 
have mentioned in their Report ;is to 
why Devikulam and Peermede should 
continue to be in Travancore-Cochin 
State. It goes on to say:

*'It is contended on the othei 
hand that the Tamil population in 
this area might *have been orginal- 
ly migrant' and that it now cons
titutes a majority. Devikulam and 
Peermede taluqs are hilly areas 
with several natural advantages, 
and being the sources of forests 
and some rivers vital to the 
economy of Travancore-Cochin, 
the State cannot be deprived of 
this area and even the other claim
ants recognise this fact and are

prepared to exclude certain por
tions of these taluqs from being 
included in Madras. But linguii* 
tic principle should not be con
sidered *the sole criterion parti
cularly in areas where the majo
rity of a language group is 
onl> marginal’. Moreover thfst 
two taluqs form 12 per cent, of the 
whole area of Travancore-Cochin 
and being thinly populated, may 
be utilised for relieving the con
gestion, in other areas of Travan- 
core-Cochin, which is a very thick
ly populated State.”

Now, let us consider the points 
which have been raised by the authors 
of this Report. Let me flrst come 
to the population problem. I am ab
solutely unable to understand how 
these figures of population have been 
given. Now, I am going to read from 
speech which has been compiled with 
proper reference to statistics and cen
sus figures. I am reading frcm the 
speech of the Minister for Education 
and Finance who piloted the motion 
on the Report of the SRC in the Mad
ras Assembly. This conclusively 
proves that what has been said in the 
Report with regard to population 
figures is wrong and is not based on 
facts. The actual figures are given in 
this speech. There it is said:

“There are, however, sufficient 
indications to show clearly that this 
has been all along a predominant
ly Tamil area.”

The following figures taken from the 
Census Reports for 1931, 1941 and 
1951 are relevant in this connection. 
The Malayalee population of Deviku
lam in 1931 was only 3,894 while the 
Tamilian population there was 51,730. 
Ir> 1941, the Tamilian population be
came 53,394 while the Malayalee popu
lation becakne 8,282. In 1951 census, 
the Tamilian population is 62,130 and 
the Malayalee population has become 
16,050. In Peermede, the Tamilian 
population in 1931, 1941 and 1951 is. 
24,776, 31,911 and 42,570 respectively, 
whereas the Malayalee population 
for the corresponding census prriod is 
19,284, '31,784 and 50,440. I do not
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want to add to what the Minster there 
ha5 said. He further went on to say:

**l will take up the figures for the 
Devikulam taluk first. I do not 
think the Malayalee population 
could have increased from 3.894 
in 1931 to 8,282 in 1911, however 
fertile certain sections of the popu
lation may be.”
This increase in population cannot 

be merely due to natural causes. He 
further says:

**Again, the strength of the Ma
layalee population has nearly 
doubled in 1951 to what it was 
in 1941. Therefore, there has been 
an inflli ration of Malayalee popu- 
tion into an area which has been 
Tamilian throughout” .

I know that efforts have been made 
from time to time by Shri Pattom 
Thanu Pillai and his successors to see 
that people from Malabar and other 
areas migrate there and settle there, 
but unfortunately those people could 
not settle there and went btick, with 
the result that the population what 
it is today.

Let me quote further:
“Whether the Tamilian popula

tion whose strength has been stead
ily increasing on the Malayalee po
pulation whose strength has been 
suddenly jumping up is the floating 
population is the question that wiD 
have to be considered. All these 
have been ignored completely and 
the Commission say that it has 
been represented before them that 
most of the Tamilian population 
was floating population".

I say that this representation is a 
gross misrepresentation of facts.

Shri Piumoose: Does the hon. Mem
ber know that this was an area which 
was kept away from the intrusion of 
the peasantry for the development of 
plantations and that therefore there 
was no chance of the Malayalee popu
lation getting into those areas and that

the Tamilian workers came from Mad
ura and Tirunelveli districts of the 
Madras State?

Shri T. S. A. Chettiar: I speak from 
the Census Reports and the Census 
Reports speak their own tale. I do not 
want to say anything more about it.

Now, I come to the question of water 
resources. An argument has been ad
vanced that these two taluks contain 
some of the water resources of the peo
ple of Travancore-Cochin. Is it new 
that in this great country, the water 
resources may be in one place and the 
irrigation projects which are fed on 
those waters may be in another place? 
In fact, what Malabar and Travancore- 
Cochin need is dewatering. It is no 
argument that because they have got 
those water resources, those areas must 
be added on to that State.

The third reason that has been ad
vanced for the retention of these two 
taluks in the Travancore-Cochin State 
is this: it is a new economic theory! 
It is said that if these two taluks are 
taken away, the income of the 
Travancore-Cochin State will be less. 
Here, I quote from the Report of th# 
Commission where they say:

“ .............whenever new States
have been created or when accom
modation is needed for any other 
reason, to grant ways «nd means 
advances to the States which may 
require them in order to help them 
to tide over their difficulties.”
Again, they have said:

“Pending a comprehensive re
view, we would suggest that 
grants-in-aid on revenue or capital 
accounts as well as long-term 
loans should be available to the 
new States as nearly as may be 
on the existing basis.”
So, for economic reasons, if they 

want such an assistance, it is for the 
Government of India to come to their 
assistance. We will all certainly be 
here to fight for them to get that 
assistance. But that is no reason to 
say that Peermede and Devikulam can
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and should go to the Travancore- 
Cochln State. The Commission have 
also said that the wishes of the peo
ple must be ascertained in such cases. 
The wishes of the people have already 
been ascertained in these cases. Dur
ing the last general election, what 
happened? A candidate belonging to 
the Travancore-Cochin State Congress 
was set up in those taluks, and even 
the President of the Tamilnad Con 
gress went there to do propaganda for 
that person. But the Travancore 
Tamilnad Congress set up two candi
dates and they not only won with a 
thumping majority but—-if my infor
mation is correct— t̂he other candi
dates lost their deposits also. So, the 
wishes of the people have been ascer
tained. There is nothing more to be 
done and it has been completely prov
ed.

Now, I do not want to attach any 
motives to the States Reorganisation 
Commission, but this much I must 
say: they were not in possession of 
correct facts when they made this 
recommendation.

I come now to the next question. 
Arguments wer^ put forward after 
the speech of Shri C. C. Shah ended 
that those Members living in. Bombay 
only should speak about Bombay. I 
have got a right to touch upon other 
aspects of the States Reorganisa
tion Commission’s report though 
not belonging to Bombay. As a 
Member of this Parliament, I have 
that right and in this Parlia
ment 1 hope every Member has a 
right to touch on all aspects of this 
Report irrespective of the party or 
community to which he may belong. 
Now, I would like to touch upon one 
important aspect of the Report. The 
SRC Report has laid proper emphasis 
upon the primacy of India, that is, we 
must make arrangements for the con
tinuous flow of feeling that we are all 
Indians first. In this matter, language 
plays a very important role. Religion 
und language, if not used properly, 
may prove to be the dividing line bet
ween State and State. We want a na
tional language undoubtedly through 
which we can converse, through which

we can read, through which we can 
write and carry on the administration. 
But there is one other aspect which I 
would like to place before you. A  
national language, when it grows in 
its natural formation, helps the nation, 
but when a national language is 
forced upon the people and is 
speeded up to an extent that it cannot 
be followed by the people, then it 
may create certain feelings which go 
against nationalism. English, during 
the past 150 years, has had a growth, 
an easy growth. It might have had a 
slow growth and it is true that it 
paved the way for the unity of India 
in a large measure. We were able 
to understand each other, we were 
able to converse with each other and 
convey our ideas to each other and 
were able to fight with the British 
Government because English was 
known to us and it made us under
stand each other thoughout the 
country. We could therefore imder- 
stand each other and make conmion 
programmes for each other. But that 
really took 150 years. Now, we are 
emphasising on a national language. 
Our Prime Minister has also said that 
all the languages of India are our 
national languages. Now, there are 
attempts made to give an additional 
emphasis to the official language,-— 
more than it can grow. In South 
India, for example, the present genera
tion cannot learn Hindi as they have 
learnt English today. If we say that 
in the course of the next five or ten 
years, everybody muat learn Hindi or 
at least a large number 01 younger 
people must learn Hindi, it is bound to 
create a sense of frustration, and that 
in its course is bound to create an 
element of disunity in the country. 
So, I would like to say this: let us 
not hurry up in the matter of Hindi. 
Let us by all means make it an 
official language, but you can never 
force a language on a people. Wi» 
know the result of elections in East 
Bengal. What happened? The great 
reverse of the Muslim League in East 
Bengal was mainly due to the fact that 
they failed to recognise the Bengali 
language. Of course, today we have 
not committed such a mistake. But 
if we try to force the pace of Hindi,
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h may create a dividing line between 
us rather than uniting influence. I 
would like to recall to you what a 
prominent politician in Madras said 
when it was announced that Hindi has 
been made the official language of 
India and that the correspondence bet
ween the Centre and the States will 
be in Hindi. He said that unemploy
ment for the northerners—the Hindi
speaking people—has been solved. He 
said so because.all the official records 
and correspondence will have to be 
translated into English and so they 
will send people from the north to 
the southern States to carry out the 
translation work. That will mean un
employment to a large number of 
people in South India because of their 
replacement by the Hindi-speaking 
people. That is not the idea which 
we would like to give to our people. 
The Hindi which is being contemplat
ed in article 351 of the Constitution is 
not the Hindi which is spoken today. 
The Hindi spoken today is the regional 
language. Article 351 says:

'I t  shall be the duty of the 
Union to promote the spread of 
the Hindi language, to develop it 
80 that it may serve as a medium 
of expression for all the elements 
of the composite culture of India 
and the secure its enrichment by 
assimilating without Interfering 
with its genius, the forms, style 
and expressions used in Hindustani 
and in the other languages of India 
specified in the Eighth Schedule, 
and by drawing wherever neces
sary or desirable, for its voca
bulary, primarily on Sanskrit 
and secondarily on other langu
ages.”

Today Hindi continues to be a 
regional language. It may become the 
national language in many years; it 
must assimilate from the other lan
guages in twenty or thirty years; but 
today it does not have that assimila
tion which is necessary. I would like 
that a large number of Tamil, Telugu 
and Kannada words come into the 
Hindi language. I would like that 
the Hindi spoken here should be such 
that even If a man does not know

Hindi, he will be able to understand 
a few words. That will be the official 
language The official language of 
India will certainly contain elements cl 
culture from all the languages. That 
process, Sir, cannot be hurried up. I 
shall make this request to the men in 
power. Please let us accept the objec
tive; but, let us not hurry up. Let us 
accept that Hindi will be the official 
language; but let us have the courage 
and the strength to give time for it to 
grow. I think it will take at least a 
generation for the people in my part 
of the country to catch up with the 
people who are in the Hindi-speaking 
areas. Unity must come from both 
sides. Even for shaking hands, two 
hands are necessary. Similarly, real 
unity will come only if a large num
ber of people in the North learn some 
of our South Indian languages. Our 
President Dr. Rajendra Prasad when 
he addressed the Kasnbar festival in 
Madras made one excellent sugges
tion. He said that it was necessary 
to make a provision in North Indian 
schools and colleges for the study of 
a South Indian language.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The hon. Mem
ber’s time is up. I will give him five 
more minutes.

Shri T. S. A. Chettiar: All other 
speakers have been given more than 
one hour. I want at least 15 minutes 
more. Precedents are there.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The hon. Mem
ber may kindly resume his seat. He 
has spoken at length so far as the 
particular items of difference between 
Madras and Travancore-Cochin are 
concerned. He has also spoken on the 
general matters. He has taken half an 
hour.

Shri T. S. A. Chettiar: You will be , 
Invidious if you cut short my time, 
when you have given more than one 
hour to other speafkers. I am spetJc- 
ing on very important matters.

Mr. Depnty-Speaker: The hon Mem
ber can go on; let us see.

Shri T. 8. A. ChettUr: In all the
South Indian States, Mysore, Tiavan- 
core-Cochin, Madras and Andhra, 
we have made the study of Hindi
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compulsory in the secondary schools. 
But not even in one State provision 
has been made tor the study of any 
South Indian language in schools and 
colleges in North India. I say that un
ity can come only by one approach 
from two people and not from one. 
Study of any language cannot be en
forced simply because it is necessary 
to get a job in the Government To in
spire people it must come out of affec
tion. North India must make up its 
mind to study ’ some South Indian 
language. Mere speeches or declara
tions in this House or elsewhere that 
we also want South Indian culture to 
grow will not do. Our respect for 
South Indian culture must be shown by 
the way in which we make a provision 
for the study of South Indian lan
guages in the North Indian schools 
and colleges. These are the ways in 
which unity of India can be brought 
about.

Before I conclude, I would like to 
refer to a few other matters contained 
iA the recommendations of the SJI.C. 
Report about States other than 
Madras. I come to Andhra. They are 
a good and frank people and surely 
they deserve better. I accept there 
will not be two States—Telengana and 
Andhra—but there will be only one 
Visalandhra. It will be to the credit 
of all the Andhras. Coming to U.P. 
this is a matter to which much atten
tion has not been paid. It is such a 
huge State and the S.R.C. has not 
touched it at all. I do not see why. 
Mr. K. M. Panikkar has put in a note 
of dissent and I say that all the 
reasons given by Mr. Panikkar must 
be accepted by this House. They say 
that there are 52 districts in U.P. One 
of the Central Ministers told me that 
some Ministers of U.P. do not know 
even the names of all the districts. It 
is just like the case of a man having 
too many children whose names he 
does not know.

An Hon. Member:
also.

Grand-children

Mr. Depnty-Speaker: The hon.
Member seems to know the names of 
all the school children there!

Shri T. S. A. Chettiar: It has been 
said that to have a large state is eco
nomical but it is said in page 247 of 
the S.R.C. Report that there are seve
ral States in India where the percent
age of expenditure on administrative 
services is less than in the U.P. The 
percentage is 24.6 in U.P. whereas it 
is 13.1 in Mysore, and 11.4 in Travan- 
core-Cochin. Another reason has 
been given:

‘The test of economical and effi
cient administration is obviously 
whether a State is or has been in 
a position to increase the expen
diture on nation-building services.
It does not appear that the Uttar 
Pradesh can claim any particular 
advantage or achievements in this 
matter......The per capita expen
diture on social services in Uttar 
Pradesh in 1950-51 was Rs. 2*4 
against Rs. 3*1 for Assam, Rr. 3*3 
for Madras......... ”
I come to another ^important mat

ter, namely, literacy. This is what Mr. 
Panikkar has said:

“Further, I find no evidence to 
justify the claim that the Uttar 
Pradesh Government because of 
the size of the State has been a 
particularly efficient one. Uttar 
Pradesh has the lowest literacy of 
all the Part A  States in India in
cluding Orissa......... ”
The percentage of literacy in UP. 

is only 10.8 as against 21.8 in Madras 
etc. For all these reasons, I say in 
the interests of the people of that 
State such a huge set-up is not con
ducive to efficiency. I would like to 
state that the views expressed by Mr. 
Panikkar must be accepteid in this 
matter.

I have only one more point to make. 
Bombay is a city of national import
ance; it is not merely of capital im
portance. There are other capitals of 
other States which are important only 
because they are capitals. But Bom
bay and Calcutta are of national im
portance. Therefore, Bombay is cer
tainly entitled to a very careful consi
deration of this House. Some people 
have said, **I have a right to speak 
about Bombay, because I have lived
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in Bombay.” I have not lived in 
Bombay for any length of time, but as 
a Member of this House who is inter
ested in this country, I have a right, 
to speak on Bombay. Mr. Gadgil made 
a very good speech, but at the end the 
idea I had was, “Don’t make Bombay 
a separate State; if you do it we will 
make such a row as will make 
life impossible for you. You will see 
what happens to the Gujaratis and 
Marwadis in the various parts of 
Saurashtra,” and so on. This is not 
the way to support the claim that 
Bombay should be given to Maha
rashtra. I do not know how many of 
you know that out of the 30 lakhs of 
people in the Bombay city, 4i lakhs 
are South Indians. So, Bombay is not 
a place which can be one linguistic 
unit alone.

Shri Punnooae: What about Madras? 
There are plenty of Andhras, Malay- 
alees there. \

Shri T. S. A. Chettiar: I include yoiL
It is the popular expression Madrassi, 
which includes all South Indians.

I think that if they are not able to 
agree to the solution recommended by 
this Commission, the solution of the 
Working Committee that Bombay 
should become a separate State may 
be accepted. There are good grounds 
for that proposal and I would like to 
add my voice in its support I do not 
want to take more of the time of the 
House. I would like only to add this. 
In matters like this we can never 
come to a conclusion which is satis
factory to every one. In any conclu
sion, there will be some people who 
will accept and some will reject it. By 
and large, we will have to determine 
what is in the best interests of the 
country and what are the best wishes 
of the people. In doing so, we are in 
duty bound to give all safeguards, as 
I said in the beginning, to all minori> 
ties wherever they may be, about 
their safe existence so that they may 
not be harassed. District is not the 
unit that I would like to be taken. 
There may be areas, there may be 
villages with a large population 
speaking a certain language and the

district may have a different language. 
In such places, the villages may be 
considered as the unit and the demar
cation made accordingly.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The House
will now take up other business. Be
fore I proceed to that, I would like to 
correct an impression that has gone 
round by my statement when Shri 
Gadgil was speaking here. Shri Gad
gil was referring and giving points as 
to why Bombay ought not to be kept 
as a separate State. When the sugges
tion was made, he referred to Madras 
City. I only wanted to say just by 
way of interruption. It is not as if it 
forms part of the S. R. C. report and 
no contention was raised. There is 
no fear at all that it will go back or 
that it will be divided. There Is no 
such question. I just intervened to 
say, some people might say that the 
case of Madras is not clear. That is 
all. Not that I wanted to create any 
trouble. It is only a private inter
ruption just for the purpose of remov
ing the tension that was going on. 
Nothing more. No hon. Members 
from Madras need be under the im
pression that I am creating something 
that was not there. Therefore, that 
kind of argument on the remark that 
I made casually to remove the tension 
in the House need not be taken 
seriously and then set into a 
fear that there is a possibility of such 
a decision.

Shii Achntliaii (Crangannur): We
did not take it like that.

Shri Kamath (Hoshangabad): Your 
remark was in jest and not in earn
est.

Shri Raghavaohari (Penukozxia;; 
May I make a submission, Sir? I 
would only invite your recollection to 
the definite statement that you made 
when you participated in the debate 
on the Andhra Bill that Madras must 
not be a part of Tamil Nad.

Shri Kamath; As a Member; not ai 
Chairman.




