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STATES  REORGANISATION  BILL

Mr. Speaken The House will now re
sume further discussion on the motion 
for reference of the States Reorganisa
tion Bill to a Joint Committee-  As the 
House is aware, the discussion on that 
motion is schediiled to end today. When 
shall 1 call the hon. Minister ? •

The Minister of Home Affairs (Pandit 
G. B. Pant): At whatever time the House 
decides.

•  Mr. Speater: How much time would 
the hon. Minister like to have?

Pandit G. B. Pant; I would like to 
know how much time the House can 
spare.

Mr. Speaken Will the hon. Minister 
give us an idea of the time he may re
quire, having regard to the  discussion 
here?

Pandit G. B. Pant: About 40 minutes.

Mr. Speaker: All right; the House is 
sitting till 5-30; I will  call  the  hon. 
Minister at 4-50.

Shri Kamatfa (Hoshangabad): May I 
make a request?  Let the General dis
cussion go on  today.  The  Minister 
can reply tomorrow; he will come with 
a fresh mind.

Mr. Speaken We have fixed up three 
days.  However, if the hon.  Minister 
finds it more convenient to reply tomor
row, I have no objection.

Pandit G. B. Pant: I have no particu
lar objection to it. I do realise that about 
an hour was taken up by the discussion 
on the point of order.

Shri Gidwani (Thana): That was what 
I wanted to point out.

Pandit G. B. Pant: If hon. Members 
want to have some more time, I am pre
pared to give it.

Mr. Speaker: The debate will conclude 
today and the hon. Minister will reply 
tomorrow.

Before I call upon the hon. Member 
to continue his speech, I would like to 
dispose of the point of order that was 
raised briefly. Mr. More raised a point 
of order, namely, there are two Bilk that 
have been introduced in this House— 
the States Reorganisation Bill and the 
Constitution (Ninth Amendment) BiU. 
He pointed out the use of the expression

or the category  of  Union  territories 
sought to be provided in the States Re
organisation Bill.  All the States Parts 
A, B and C—are called States and the 
other territories are called Union terri
tories.  The hon. Member pointed out 
that Union territory is a new category 
to be introduced, for which in the Bill 
to amend the Constitution, provision is 
sought to be made by amending Sche
dule I, and therefore, until the amend
ment is made, i»e., until the provision is 
made for the category of Union terri
tories, no such territory can be created 
under the S.R.C. Bill.  Attention was 
drawn to two previous rulings that I had 
given on a prior occasion that if one 
Bill depends on the passing of another 
Bill, before the latter Bill on which the 
other Bill depends is passed and it has 
received the assent of the President, fur
ther steps ought not to be taken regard
ing the first Bill.  After those two rul
ings were given, it was thought necessary 
to make a provision in the rules them
selves and rule No. 85 was framed in 
similar terms, carrying out the spirit of 
the rulings.

I have looked into the matter careful
ly.  Regrouping of the existing States, 
formation of new States, detaching some 
portion irom the existing States or add
ing to any State or territory are all pro
vided for under Article 3 of the Cons
titution.  The S.R.C. BiD, in so far as 
it relates to these matters, is based on the 
power given to the Pariiament under 
Article 3 of the Constitution.  Article 1 
refers to India being a Union of States, 
the territory of India comprising the ter
ritories declared to be the States and the 
territories  specified in Part D of  the 
First Schedule  and  other  territories 
which are acquired.  According to me, 
the whole of the territory of India con
sists of two territories :  territories  be
longing to the States and territories be
longing to the Union-  These territories 
are put in Part D, so that reference can 
be made to their administration in the 
other sections and  provisions of  the 
Constitution. There is nothing like a 
Part D  State.  It  is Union  Temtory. 
Therefore, there is no  fresh  categô 
that is thought of.

Even apart from that, re-distribution 
of States can take place under article 3. 
An area can be included in a State, as 
Ajmer is included in Rajasthan. That is, 
under clause (b) of article 3.  A new 
State can be formed by the addition of 
various States.
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Mr. Speaker: Ajmer a Part C State 
can be included in a Part A or Part B 
State.  Likewise, in an existing  State, 
some territory can be taken away and 
that State can be diminished to that 
extent.  The Union Territory Bombay 
will be a diminution from the  existing 
State. But, all the same, either it will 
be a Part A State belonging to a State 
or if it does not belong to a Part A 
State, it will belong to the Union.  To 
bring it within the jurisdiction of the 
Union, it must be put into Part D. I 
agree that it must  put into Part D. 
For putting it into Part D and calling it 
by that name, an  amendment of  the 
Constitution is sought by a separate Bill. 
Unless it is put into Part D, the Centre 
will not have jurisdiction to deal with it. 
My impression is that the persons who 
have tabled other amendments of the 
Constitution independently have ignored 
the fact that under article 4 of the Cons
titution, whenever an  amendment  is 
made or a new area is created or the 
original area is diminished, or a new 
State is created under article 3, provi
sions by way of  amendment  of  the 
First Schedule should be made in that 
Bill itself and no separate Bill is neces
sary.  It is mandatory.  It is not as if 
it is optional.  In these circumstances, 
the First Schedule in the Constitution 
Amendment Bill must have been brought 
as a Schedule to the States Reorganisa
tion Bill. In these circumstances,  there 
are no two Bills.  Rule 85 will apply 
only if there are two Bills, one depend
ing on the passing of the other Bill. 
The Mover of the Bill has introduced 
tv<'o Bills; as a matter of fact, there 
must be one. This amendment of the 
Schedule is  part and  parcel  of the 
States Reorganisation Bill. If there is a 
lacuna,  it must be  made  up in the 
Joint Committee or after it is returned 
from the Joint Committee. It is not a 
separate Bill. If it  becomes part and 
parcel of the same Bill, the rules or 
the rulings quoted do not apply. The 
rulings will apply only if there are two 
Bills, one depending on the other. This 
is a case where there ought not to be 
two Bills. There ought to be one single 
Bill. There may be an amendment of 
Schedules I and IV. In these circums
tances, merely because they have put 
in a separate Bin, it does not become 
a separate  Bill. Only, the  Schedules 
will have to be added to this. Chiuse 
(b). Union  Territories,  etc., can'be 
thrown out.

There is no definition of Union terri
tory as the property of Parliament and 
so on.

Shri S. S. More (Sholapur) ; That defi
nition is  given  in  the  Constitution 
Amendment Bill.

Mr. Speaken True.  So far as  the 
amendment of Schedules I and IV of 
the Constitution, to bring them into line 
with the amendments, clubbing together 
of various  States,  formation  of  new 
States, taking away from States, adding 
to States under article 3, there ought 
not to be a separate Bill. It must be 
part and parcel of the  Bill itself. If by 
change they have put in any  separate 
Bill, I am not going to treat it as a 
separate Bill. There must be an  addi
tion to this Bill itself here. If there is 
a lacuna it must be made up somewhere. 
There is no authority for treating it as 
a separate Bill and the other BiU pre
venting this Bill.  Because a reference 
has been made to that Bill, so far as it 
relates to amendments under article 3 
of the Constitution, it must be follow
ed by a consequential amendment  of 
I and IV in the Bill itself under arti
cle 4 of the  Constitution. That other 
Bill to that  extent  ought  not to be 
treated as a separate  Bill.  We may 
ignore that Bill. An amendment must 
be made to this Bill. I would suggest 
that instructions may be given to the 
Joint Committee to  add a Scheduled 
of those  items which are  Schedules 
to the Constitution Amendment in so 
far as they are consequential on the 
grouping of  States and so on.  That 
must be made part and parcel of this 
Bill itself.  That can be  done by the 
Joint Committee. Or, after it comes from 
the Joint Committee, it can be  done. 
That the framers of this Bill have chosen 
to put in a separate Bill, does not take 
away the right of this House to insist 
upon those amendments being carried 
out as part and parcel of this original 
Bill itself.  If that is the view, there is 
no objection to the original Bill going 
on.

Shri S. S. More; You will please per
mit me to seek some clarification. Shall 
I be correct if I understand according * 
to your ruling that  necessary  amend
ments in the Constitution under article 
4 shall be treated to have been carried 
out by this Bill and to that extent the 
tiecessary part in the Constitution Am
endment Bill shall be  incorporated  in 
the present Bill?  If that ruling is ac
cepted, all the provisions which are laid 
down in the Constitution and the rules
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for the passing of Constitution Amend
ments will have to be applied  to this 
Bill.

Shri A. M. Thomas: (Emakulam): No, 
no. ̂ Because, imder the article itself....

Mr. Speaker: I shall answer.

Pandit G. B. Pant: 1 have to go to the
other House at 12 O’clock.

Mr. Sp̂ en I have heard the hon. 
Home Minister the other day.  I am 
giving my ruling.  If the hon. Member 
has any doubts I am trying to clarify.

Shri A. M. Thomas: Under article 4, 
clause (2) ....

Mr. Speaken I shall say myself.

Shri S. S. More: My submission, Sir, 
is,—not to have any breach of the rules, 
I request you to take the Chair; Minis
ters are also on their legs.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Member need 
not jwint out small things. We are on 
a serious thing, I shall answer the hon. 
Member’s question.

Shri S. S. More: You will permit me 
one minute. Sir, I referred by sample to 
one part.  If you take into considera
tion the States Reorganisation Bill, it 
encroaches upon so many constitutional 
provisions.  Take for instance,....

Mr. Speaker: I am  aware  of  that. 
Article 4 says; “Any law referred to in 
article 2 or article 3___”

It is, under article 3 that new States arc 
constituted, old States are split or some 
portions thrown out, etc.—

“shall contain ....  amendment 
of the first Schedule and the Fourth 
Schedule as may be necessary to 
give effect to the provision of the 
law..........

I need not read the rest

“(2) No such law as aforesaid 
shall be deemed to be an  amend
ment of this Constitution  for the 
purposes of article 368.”

ilierefore, the consequential amendment 
under article 4 modifying the First and 
Fourth Schedules consequent upon the 
amendment under  article 3 is not  an 
amendnent within the four comers of

article 368 and no special nlSJJrity is 
necessary.  I am aware there are cer
tain other amendments  which do  not 
arise out of article 3.  Those  separate 
amendments of the  Constitution  will 
have to stand.  In so far as those por
tions which stand in the way of our pro
ceeding with this Bill may be considered. 
What was brought to my notice was in 
regard to the  Union  territory  which 
comes under articles 3 and 4. My rul
ing is that there is no objection or im
pediment to proceeding with this motion 
for reference to the Joint Committee. I 
have given the ruling already.  If any 
other things are pointed out, so far as 
those points are concerned, as and when 
they arise, I will give my ruling.

Shri S. S. More: Before proceeding 
further, may I make my submission in 
continuation of the remarks that I have 
already addressed to you and to which 
you were indulgent enough to give atten
tion? In order to economise the time of 
House, I referred by way pf sample to 
one provision.  If we carefully study the 
States Reorganisation Bill, and the paral
lel Bill, the Constitution Ninth Amend
ment Bill, you will find that they run 
parallel to each other and some provi
sions are duplicated.  As far as article 
368 is concerned if it is only territorial 
alteration, I can understand that the re
quisite majority will not be necessâ. 
I perfectly accept what you have said. 
There are also other provisions of the 
Constitution which are  sought to  be 
amended by  this  particular  measure. 
Unless those provisions become part of 
the Constitution by accepting the other 
Bill, any provision to that effect will be 
ultra vires because it is not covered by 
the existing provisions of the Constitu
tion.  If your ruling is extended even to 
apply to that-----

12 Noon.

Mr. Speaker: I am not applying.

Shri S. S. More:-----then it will mean
that if any provisions of the States Re
organisation Bill conflict with or are not 
on a par with the provisions  of  the 
Constitution, then the provisions of the 
Bill to that extent will stand suspended.

Mr. Speaken Let me make it clear. 
In so far as an amendment of the First 
Schedule and the Fourth Schedule arises 
in consequence of action  being  taken 
under article 3 of the Constitution, then 
to that extent, it will not be a regular 
amendment of the Constitution. It wiH
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come under article 4.  No specid majo- 
nty is necessaiy, nor need this Bill stand 
over until the other Bill is  agreed  to,
In so far as that is concerned.

With respect to other matters, I need 
not give instances, but there are other 
matters which have not come into this 
by way of addition, subtraction etc., but 
independently, such as that the  nature 
of a particular State has been touched 
and so on.  In those matters, unless the 
Constitution is  amended, these  other 
things will not be allowed.  As and 
when particular clauses are taken up, ' 
we shall see. I am not going to dlow 
any  special majority  to be  waived, 
wherever it is necessary.  We shall ap
ply our minds as and when each mat
ter comes up.

So far as this matter is concerned, this 
need not stand over, because this is con
fined only to article 3.

Shri Frank  Anthony (Nominated— 
Anglo-Indians) : The difficulty  that  I 
envisage as a result of the point raiŝ 
by my friend Shri S. S. More is this, 
that all these articles 1, 2, 3 and 4 are 
governed by what the term ‘State’ im
plies.  And I think Shri S. S. More 
suggested that the term ‘State’ very cate
gorically is seen to mean Part A, Part B 
and Part C States.  That is the meaning 
attached to the word ‘State’. Articles 2 
and 3 will not help because either in Ae 
formation of States or in tlte alteration 
of areas, we are only thinking in terms 
of States, namely Part A, Part B  and 
Part C States; and any other alterations 
involving formation of union territories 
can only come in by an amendment to 
Part D of the First Schedule; and those 
are not States.

Mr. Speaker: They are territories.

Shri Frank Anthony: But article 4 will 
not apply in that case.

Mr. Speaker; It will apply. Article 4 
applies not only to States but to territo
ries.  The hon. Member has not follow- 
 ̂me evidently.  He may kindly see 
clause 3 of article 1 which reads :

“The  territory of  India  shall
comprise—

(a) the territories of the States;

(b) the territories specified in  Part
D of the Fkst Schedule-----

They are not territories of the States; 
they are only mentioned in Part  D of 
the First Schedule; they  are  directly 
maintained and  administered  by  the 
Centre. They are union territories. Then 
clause 3 of article 1 further reads :

“(c) such other  territories as may  be 
acquired.”

For instance,  Chartdemagore was  ac
quired by Government before it ŵ 
made part of Bengal.  It was the teni- 
tory of the Union; and special provision 
for administration  was made.  In all 
those cases, article 4 applies.

Then, with regard to Part A and Part 
B States a Part B State may be merged 
in a Part A State. To that extent, arti
cle 1 and the First Schedule have to be 
amended, so that there is a deletion of 
that particular State. For instance, we 
may assume  that the  Mysore  State,, 
without being given the name Mysorê 
is included in a Kannada State.  In that 
case, the First Schedule has to be amend
ed by deleting the word ‘Mysore’ from 
the list of Part B States.  Similarly, all 
the Part B States may also go.  To that 
extent, the First Schedule  has  to  be 
modified.  To that extent, there is no 
difficulty in modification.

But Shri S. S. More referred to cases 
where an area or a territory is not touch
ed but the manner in which a particular 
area, as for instance, E>elhi, is managed 
without a Council, without an Assembly, 
and so on, is such that it must come 
under a regidar constitutional amend
ment, for which a special  majority is 
necessary.

Shri S. S. More: The point that arises 
out of your ruling is this.

Mr. SpesdieR What are we doing now? 
So far as this ruling is concerned, this 
ruling is all right.  As and when any 
other trouble arises, we shall look into 
the matter again.  I am not going to 
allow a simple majority with respect to 
the other matters.

Now, who was in possession of  the 
House yesterday?

Sairi Gidwani:  Aĥady  thirty-five
minutes have been taken in this.

Shri Kamath: May we know whether 
any Minister, that is to say, the Prime 
Minister, the Finance Minister or any 
other will intervene in the debate today?
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Mr. Speaktt: Now, Dr. S. N. Sinha.

Dr. S. N. Sinha (Saran East): 1 do not 
know whether you know flying but as I 
am in temporary possession of the House 
I would like to pilot everybody straight 
to Bombay.  From the air, what is the 
panorama you see?  It is a panorama 
different from  that of  the  adjacent 
Maharashtra.  It is a sea-side panorama 
which is a beautiful and picturesque one. 
Whether you come  from  Kerala  or 
Kashmir, Assam or Kathiawad, you will 
have the same feeling, ‘Here is Bombay, 
here is my home’.

An Hon. Member: ‘My home’?

Dr. S. N. Sinha: This is the feeling 
which you have.  In spite of protests, 
we land at the Chaupati beach, and there 
we will salute Lok-Manya Tilak and also 
Vithalbhai, and then mix up with the 
crowd. And what sort of  crowd is it? 
It is a colourful one where  languages 
are varied and different. There lies the 
beauty  of our country.  It lies in the 
diversity, in the different and picturesque 
costumes, clothes, languages, and varie
ties of people.  At no cost must this 
beauty be spoilt.  It must be maintained 
at any cost.  And that is the main pro
blem today about Bombay.

The linguistic agitation, which is a 
very bad thing, has brought dark clouds 
over Bombay, and therefore, we hear 
some voice that Bombay bek)ngs only to 
Maharashtra and to nobody else. Well, 
that statement is totally wrong.  From 
the very bênning, I  must say  that. 
Now, why is it wrong?  The Marathi
speaking population  is only 43:6 per 
cent.

An Hon. Memben 48 per cent.

Dr. S. N. Sinha: The rest that is 56-4 
per  cent,  are  non-Marathi-speaking 
people. Therefore, this minority of 43 
per cent, has no right  to dictate its 
terms to the rest of the people residing 
in Bombay.

Shri Kamath: But the others support 
their claim to Bombay as part of Maha
rashtra.

Dr. S. N. Sinha: I am coming to that. 
You should not  decide that. The Com
missions have decided on this problem. 
First of all, I shall take the Dar Com
mission.  What do they say about the 
city of Bombay?  They say:

“The city of Bombay stands in
special  relations to , Maharashtra,
Gujarat and India as a whole,”.

{Interruptions). Please do not interrupt. 
The Dar Conunission have made their 
recommendation on this basis and have 
said :

“In all the  non-Maharashtrian 
evidence which  came  before  us, 
there  was  practically  unanimity 
that the city of Bombay should be 
formed into a separate  province 
either Centrally  administered,  or 
government of its own, and in no 
case should be placed under a uni- 
lingual government.”

Then, the report of another commission 
is there, namely the JVP report.  They 
have also come to the same conclusion. 
But that was also not satisfactory to the 
Maharashtrians.  Then, there was the 
SRC.  They also have practically come 
to the same conclusion.  The Maharash
trians said, no, have mercy on us. Their 
leaders came to our High  Command, 
and they themselves  suggested that ‘If 
we return to  Maharashtra  with  this 
SRC report, then our leadership will be 
ousted.  Please be kind enough. Please 
be merciful to us,  and please  change. 
Even the Swamiji was there. There were 
also written statements by the President 
of the Maharashtra Provincial Congress 
Committee to the All India High Com
mand.  They approached them and said 
‘Please change’.  Then, they were asked, 
‘What is it that will please you? ’. They 
said, ‘if you make it Centrally adminis
tered, we shall agree to it’.  Then, the 
High Command said, ‘All right, if that 
satisfies you, then let it be so*.  It is ac
cording to the wishes of the Maharash
trians themselves that in this Bill  this 
provision for Bombay being a union ter
ritory has been made.  Then, they re
turned to Maharashtra.  They are now 
coming back and saying, ‘Oh! no, we 
are not satisfied with that; we must have 
something more’.  Then, they approach
ed Panditji.  Of course, Panditji is most 
reasonable even to  most  unreasonable 
people.  That is why, he said, ‘If that 
does not satisfy you then what can I do 
for you?’  They said, ‘Please accept this 
much, and please say that geographical
ly, Bombay belongs to Maharashtra, and 
we shall be satisfied.’. As a good man, 
Panditii went out of his way, and he 
said, ‘If these words only  satisfy you, 
and there will be no further trouble in 
Bombay, and everything is going to be 
saved, then all right, I shall say this’. 
But that also did not satisfy the Maha
rashtrian people.

Now the Maharashtrians come  and 
say: ‘Let us have the right to rule and 
to trample Bombay’.
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Dr.  Suresh Chandra (Aurangabad): 
Did he say without conviction?

Dr. S. N. Sinba: AH right. Shut up.

Dr. Suresh Chandra: On a point of 
order.

Mr. Speaker: What is the point of 
order?

Dr. Suresh Chandra: The  point  of 
order is that the hon. Member has no 
business to use unparliamentary  lan
guage.  He has no business to say *shut 
up’ to another hon. Member, who has 
got such a right of interrpution.

Dr. S. N. Sinha: All right. I wUl con
tinue with your permission.

Dr. Suresh Chandra: He must with
draw those words.  '

Dr. S. N. Sinha: I will continue be
cause it is no point of order and I am 
in possession of the House.

Mr. Speaker: Order,  order. I  am
afraid the hon.  Member, Dr.  Suresh 
Chandra, invited this upon himself. Why 
should  there  be  interruption?  Why 
should Jie interfere? It was then that, 
the hon.. Member said, ‘Shut up’ do not 
go on interfering  like this.  It is  but 
right that he should say so.  I should 
have done it myself; I should have pul
led up the hon. Member. Let no hon. 
Member interfere while  another  hon. 
Member is speaking.  Each hon. Mem
ber has got a right to say what he feels, 
in so far as it is proper.  What he meant 
was ‘keep  quiet’.  There  is  nothing 
wrong.

Shri Namhiar (Mayuram): On a point 
of order.

Mr. Speaker: No, no.

Dr. Suresh Chandra: Is it parliamen
tary?

Mr. Speakfdr: I do not think it is un
parliamentary.  It is a way of saying.

Dr. Suresh Chandra: I would like to 
have your ruling as to whether it is un
parliamentary  to interrupt  any  hon. 
Member. I have never seen anywhere in 
any other Parliament that interruption 
is unparliamentary.

Mr.  Shaker: I have  been noticing 
here that interruptions have been going 
on making it impossible for a Member

to go on. This is against all the rules 
of this House.  I have been repeatedly 
requesting Members not to interfere, not 
to intervene like this.  It is not a casual 
reference correcting a mistake, but it 
has got—I do not say it is calculated— 
all  the effect of preventing an  hon. 
Member from replying to some remarks 
made by other Members and having his 
say so far as that matter is concerned. 
I cannot ordinarily condemn this kind 
of interruption.  But it is becoming a 
normal affair, preventing any hon. Mem
ber from exercising his right of addres
sing the House  and  convincing  this 
House.  This is what is happening.  It 
is very wrong on the part of Members 
to go on interrupting any hon. Member.

Shri Nambian In spite of the fact that 
he said, ‘shut up’?  ^

Mr. Speaker: It is quite ordinary. He 
only meant, ‘keep quiet’. I do not inter
pret it in any other manner.

Dr. S. N. Sinha: I was making a very 
good point which had been disturbed 
due to this interruption.  That point is 
that the provisions in this Bill regarding 
Maharashtra and Bombay  have  been 
made according to the  wishes of  the 
Maharashtrians themselves. But at every 
step, they were dissatisfied.

An Hon. Member: No.

Dr. S. N. Sinha: My hon. friend says, 
‘no’.  There is something in writing by 
the President of the Maharashtra Pra
desh Congress Committee.  Shri Shan- 
karrao Deo, Swami Ramananda Tirtha 
and others come in the month of Decem
ber and January, approached the High 
Command and said: “If  Maharashtra 
can have just only this much satisfaction, 
and in the Bill it is provided, that Bom
bay will be CentraUy administered, we 
will be satisfied”. After that, on the 16th 
January, the announcement was made. 
Before that,  all the  discussions  took 
place. So it was according to their wish 
that it was done.  And Shri Jawaharlal 
Nehru went out of his way even to ac
commodate them and to tell them that 
Bombay belongs to Maharashtra geo
graphically,  He said this out of his way 
and just to see that nothing  untoward 
happened in Bombay and no disturban
ces took  place,  and  that  everything 
would go smoothly in the country—as 
it is necessary at the present moment
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But it is not a gentleman’s behaviour 
if, once a demand is acceded to, some
body goes on, once, twice, three times 
and four times raising and raising his 
demands higher  up.  That is  Hitler’s 
tactics, and that is dictatorial.  That will 
break the country into pieces.  That is 
why this provision which has  been put 
in the Bill that Bombay should be Union 
territory, is according to the wish of the 
Maharashtrians themselves. They should 
have accepted it very gracefully.  But 
now they are going further and further. 
So it is high time that the rest of India 
on behalf of the rest of the population 
of Bombay told them: ‘Now please stop. 
Thus far and no further, for the pre
sent’.  May be—as everything changes 
—as Shri Jawaharlal Nehru has said, if 
in the future  context  things  change, 
Bombay may belong  to  Maharashtra. 
Nobody is against it.  But in this res
pect, there is  some  misinterpretation 
made on the floor of the House.

I am very glad that  yesterday  Shri 
Gadgil was very  temperate  and  very 
considerate.  That has cooled down the 
atmosphere.  But I remember one thing. 
Last time, when he spoke on the SRC 
Report, he did not do  justice to  his 
friend  of  40  years’  standing,  Shri 
Morarji Desai.  He quoted Shri Morarji 
Desai as saying (in Marathi) :

“3FTW  aTOTOT

Rendering it in English, he said :

“It means, so long as Congress is 
alive, Maharashtrians  will not get 
Bombay”.

I was surprised at what he said, be
cause a responsible  person like  Shri 
Morarji Desai should never have said 
such a thing.  Therefore, I  found out 
again, and here it is  Here is what Shri 
Morarji Desai said during the discussion 
of the States Reorganisation Bill in the 
Bombay Assembly:

“I am very sorry that I am being 
misquoted even in this matter.. .. I 
only said this, that violence  will 
never get Bombay for Maharashtra 
and it should not get.... If demo
cracy IS to survive in this  country, 
nothing should be given, if there is 
any violence, whatever may ̂  the 
case; otherwise, democracy will not 
survive.”
That is what he said, and I think any 

reasonable man, whether in this House 
or outside this House, in fact the whole

country, will agree.  Suppose you sue* 
cumb to violence or to treats.  What 
will happen to the countiy? If you break 
something in Bombay, it is not only a 
question of Bombay; the whole of India 
will go to pieces.

Therefore, although Shri Gadgil was 
very mild yesterday, there were a few 
things in his speech which, of course, 
must be made very clear.  He said that 
Maharashtra has its ‘vested interest’ in 
Bombay and that should be accepted by 
this House, and by  the rest of  India. 
There is some venom in these  words 
Vested interest’.  It is a vicious  thing 
and should never be accepted by India, 
because it is sweetened poison, if you 
put it mildly.  The other part of India 
has no right to swallow it.  Yet, in spite 
of that, I appreciate what Shri Gadgil 
said yesterday.

I will draw the attention of the House 
ID one thing more.  These linguistic riots 
and strikes have done much more harm 
to the cause of Maharashtra itself than 
to anybody else.  It may be that later 
on things will change, but any further 
emphasis on these things is wrong. Co
ercion of the whole of India is wrong 
and it is damaging the cause of Maha
rashtra.  The way the case of M̂ arash- 
tra is being put is against the interests 
of India; it clashes and conflicts with 
the interests of the rest of India. In res
ponse to Shri Gadgil’s pleading, may I 
very respectfully plead with him that the 
measures proposed in this Bill for the 
City of Bombay becoming a Union ter
ritory—and this is the decision of  the 
Maharashtrians—should be accepted.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Member’s time 
is up.

Dr. S. N. Sinha: Since my time is up,
I cannot leave you in Bombay just to 
linger around the shores of Juhu, I will 
take you back to Delhi, and perhaps, if 
you find that it is too hot, in a couple 
of minutes, I will take you to Sunla 
which is a cool place—̂because I always 
rush there when it is hot.

In Simla, you will find that there is 
another problem.  The portion  from 
Simla  to Kalka  must be  given to- 
Himachal  Pradesh. If  there is  any 
justification for the claim of  anyone 
to any  territory, it is  the  claim of 
Himachal Pradesh to the territory from 
Simla to Kalka including the city of 
Simla.
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Now, having cooled down I wUl also 
say one word about Vindhya  Pradesh. 
The Baghelkand area  of  that  State 
should go to the U.P.

South, East, West and Central, my fear 
is that the Zonal Councils will merely be 
on paper and will not be able to produce 
results that are expected.

In conclusion, I will only say this: 
that the Home Minister deserves warm 
—rather very hot—congratulations for 
bringing this Bill before the House.  The 
provisions of the Bill are acceptable to 
the largest number of our people. There
fore, we give it all round support. I am 
convinced that the political wisdom and 
the determined strength of the Indian 
people under  the wise  leadership  of 
Panditji and Shri Govind Ballabh Pant 
can, must and will, carve out a happy 
and bright future for the whole country, 
not only for Bombay or Simla, but for 
the whole of India.

Shri V. V. Giri (Pathapatnam): Mr. 
Speaker............

Mr. Speaker. The hon. Member may 
come to the front.

Shri V. V. Ghi: I will be audible from 
here; I shall speak from the back ben
ches; there is no question about it.

After the marathon debate that  we 
had a few months ago, I do not  think 
much time need be spent in commending 
this Bill for the  consideration of  the 
Joint Select Committee of  Parliament. 
The very illuminating  speeches  and 
statements made inside the House and 
outside by our leader, the Prime Minis
ter and the Home Minister and the illu
minating speeches  made  also by  the 
Members of this House, have been of 
great educative value to the masses of 
the country, whether in towns or in vil
lages and today everyone  understands 
the implications of the issues  involved. 
There is no denying the fact that today 
everyone realises that emphasis in India 
should be put not on  sectarianism  or 
narrow provincialism but that everyone 
should feel that he is an Indian first, 
Indian last and an Indian always and 
that would be to the  benefit  of  this 
country.

I am, therefore, glad  that the  hon. 
Home Minister has  introduced in  this 
Bill a provision for Zonal Councils. But, 
I would respectfully submit to him that 
unless  go a step further—̂it may be 
good as far as it goes—but, unless we 
go a step further and make it clear that 
these Zonal Councils, after 5 years, will 
be replaced by Zonal  States,  North,

I would like to place before this House 
that if we believe in the unity of this 
country, which should be the  ultimate 
destiny, the problem of the minorities, 
that will be in the border areas must be 
solved beyond the possibility of a doubt 
and, in the course of 5 years, it should 
be not only made the ideal but the ob
jective of the State Governments and the 
majority population  in each State,  to 
assure the minorities that they are as safe 
as before, if not safer, in the newly for
med States.  Therefore, I consider that 
this matter should be given top priority 
and if this matter is given top priority 
and the minorities are made to be con
vinced that in whichever part of India 
they may stay they will be quite happy, 
then the unity of Intiia shall be attained. 
We shall not talk parochialism or ŝ a- 
rianism or of linguistic States. This is 
a matter that ought to attract the atten
tion of the hon. Home Minister.

It may be said, and we all have 
pious wishes on our parts, that the States 
will look into these matters, that the 
Governor will be the custodian of the 
rights and privileges of minorities; but. 
I fear, we will not be able to advance. 
After all, it must be remembered that 
the Governors are constitutional heads of 
States and they must tow the line with 
the Chief Ministers and the Cabinets, 
Otherwise, the Governors will not have 
any position in those States.  Therefore, 
I humbly and resprotfully place before 
the hon. Home Minister that the time 
has come when we have to make it clear 
that a Central Commissioner, on behalf 
of the Home Ministry, will be appointed 
to discharge  in  those  areas—not  to 
create disturbances, not to create trou
ble but—to make representations, when
ever there are issues between States and 
the minorities, to the Home Ministry 
who, in  consultation  with the State 
Governments will be able to put mat
ters right so that the minorities  will 
forget that they are in a place where 
they are at a disadvantage. This is a mat
ter which I would like the hon. Home 
Minister  to consider  carefully  and 
if this trouble is removed, the unity 
India will be assured and every Indian 
will feel, no matter in which ever part 
of India be may be, that his rights 
and privileges, professional,  economic, 
racial and cultural are preserved.
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Therefore, I would like  these  two 
points to be made clear either through 
the Statement of Objects and  Reasons 
of this Bill or in some other form. But, 
it must be made clear that ultimately, 
in India, at the close of the  next  five 
years, there will be 5 Zonal  States. I 
sometimes feel very unhappy when 
ple in this  House,  very  responsible 
Members of this House and leaders of 
the country, feel very much agitated, al
most grieved, and they bemoan and feel 
really submerged and suppressed when
ever they think that their State is not 
preserved, that some part has not come 
in or some part has not got out. My feel
ing is,—if I may with all respect state 
that,—that instead of the S. R. Bill being 
discussed, if we are straight for the unity 
of India—no doubt it may be premature 
as I said in my speech in the last dis
cussion on the S.R.C. Report—if we 
say straightway that. India is a  unitary 
State, that everybody in India, whether 
he is in Bombay, in Madras, in Calcutta, 
in Delhi or any other place, can claim 
every inch of India as his, then all pre
judices of parochialism and sectionalism 
will be drowned and merged with the 
idea of a unitary State.  But, I am not 
so sure whether all this could be done 
immediately and here and now.

I must congratulate incidentally Shri 
Gadgil—for the  statesmanlike  speech 
that he has made, and  say that  none 
could be happier than me if matters are 
settled in a proper way during the transi
tional period.  If India has to keep up 
her place which she has achieved, thanks 
to the leadership of our Prime Minister 
—our foreign policy is acclaimed thro
ughout the world as one of the very best 
and we have achieved today a definite 
place in the international world—̂if we 
have to keep up the place the only hope 
is from the Zonal Councils to the Zonal 
States, from the Zonal States to a Uni
tary State..  And, that is the only pro
cess through which  we have to  pass. 
Let me, as a prophet, say that this is 
not only possible, not only practicable 
but it is inevitable.  I, therefore, desire 
that we in this House  and  elsewhere 
should make these points quite clear to 
the people of this country that whatever 
adjustments are made,  whether as re
gards boundaries or  whether  as  re
gards minorities, the fact must remain 
and be placed high before the minds of 
the people that from the Zonal Couhcils, 
in 5 years, we march on to Zonal States 
and in another 5 years, God Willmg, 
to a Unitary State.  I want everyone of

you to understand that this is the only 
possible way of bringing  peace  and 
plenty to this country, a Unitary State 
based on the highest principles of socia
list democracy, where everyone is ̂ a- 
ranteed his fundamental rights, the right 
to work, the right to live and all other 
rights which  will make  life bearable 
from the womb to the grave.

Therefore, if all of us desire for our 
country a real place in the history of the 
world for ever, if only we can improve 
our national character, our national dig
nity and national discipHne, all these will 
be possible. I do hope that everyone of 
us will try to achieve the goal that I 
have put forward so that India may have 
the greatest place in the world.

Shri  Thanu.  PUIai  . (Tirunelveli): 
At long last, on this important subject, I 
am given an opportunity to speak. This 
view, coming from a back-bencher,  is 
more  representative  because  we  are 
more in touch with the common man.

We are not obsessed by our past posi
tions, nor are we obsessed by our future 
aspirations becoming possible or impos
sible.  The whole question has been ap
proached by the  people in a  parochial 
manner only to keep up the enthusiasm 
of the linguistic fanatics of their area 
for them to be the leaders, the dictators 
and the chhota Hitlers and Stalins of 
those areas.

When this Report was being discussed 
in this House, many harsh words were 
said which created chaos  in the  whole 
country.  I would refer the House to 
two points in the Report.

“The first essential  objective of 
any scheme of reorganisation must 
be the unity and security of India. 
Any movement which may tend to 
impair unity of the coun̂  must 
ultimately affect the welfare of all 
sections of the Indian people. Any 
measure of reorganisation which is 
likely to create tensions and dishar
mony must weaken  the sense  of 
unity among the people of  India 
and should therefore be discounte
nanced.”

In Chapter IV it is stated :

“It has been most distressing to 
us to witness, during the course of 
our enquiry, a kind of border war
fare in certain areas in which old 
comrades-in-arms in the battie for 
freedom have been pitted against 
one another in acrimonius contro
versy, showing little appreciation of
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the fact that the States are but the
limbs of same body politic and that
territorial  readjustments  between
them should tiot assume the form of
disputes between alien powers.”

I want the House to remember these 
remarks.  They observe that it is a pass
ing phase.  It may be a passing phase. 
If it were a passing phase I dont’t mind, 
but it is not so.  Long before the Re
port was written when people gave evi
dence, the Conmiission came to this 
conclusion and since then many months 
have passed.  Has it showed any symbol 
or symptom of its being a passing phase? 
Certainly not.  We have seen many de
velopments.  They say that the Congress 
has given the slogan of linguistic States.
I say that a weapon of war cannot be 
an instrument of peace. Division of this 
country on linguistic lines cannot forge 
unity.  If this is possible, then war alope 
can create peace.  It is so fallacious as 
to say that war is for peace.

If you analyse the people who shout 
“my State, my language, my county”, 
you will find they are mostly ex-Minis
ters and some of them who have lost 
their positions.  Some people were aspir
ing for places and could not get them 
and have gone astray. Some Government 
servants who could not compete with 
others think that if new States are creat
ed, the other officers will go and they 
can become Secretaries, etc.  The un
employed man thinks that he will get 
more opportunities to get employed if 
the new linguistic States come into being. 
I hear Shri Vallatharas saying the other 
day that the Malayalees are dominating 
all the offices and where could we, the 
Tamilians go.  This is the  mentality 
which is behind the people who shout 
linguism and then say that there should 
be unity in India.  Let them be more 
honest and say that they want a sove
reign State here and now.  Let them be 
more honest and say that they want to 
be Chief Ministers of their small States. 
But they say that they are for the unity 
of India; and Yet they cannot live to
gether.  Russians and Indians are bro
thers; Chinese and Indians are brothers; 
but Malayalees and Tamilians are ene
mies; Maharashtrians and Gujaratis are 
enemies.  What is the picture that we 
have now?  This approach has been a 
wrong approach by our people.

The philosophy of our  politics  is 
truth and non-violence, dilated, it means 
faith and fearlessness and rît means 
to right ends..  What fear has t>ossessed

our leaders now I do not know.  They 
say that the people want linguistic divi
sion of the country.  Did the people go 
to Mahatma Gandhi and say that they 
wanted him to  lead them?  Mahatma 
Gandhi went to the people; he enthused 
the people.  Here we &d that the lea
ders say that the people want them to 
do this and so they are giving this re
organisation.  People never wanted any
thing.  They want food  to eat  and 
house to live in.  That is more import
ant.

The language of the pandits is not the 
language of the masses.  These pandits, 
who shout about linguism, do not under
stand the language of the masses, and 
the masses do not understand the lite
rary flourishes of the pandits. That is 
the real fact about linguistic  approach 
to this question.

Unfortunately, somehow or other, at 
a time when there were the great riots 
in Bezwada, Andhra State was created. 
It was decided in 1949, but it was grant
ed just after Potti Sriramulu’s  death. 
The impression created  in the  whole 
country was that  anything  could  be 
achieved through violence. The Travan- 
core-Cochin State troubles in the Pattam 
Thanu Pillai regime were the  outcome 
of the grant of Andhra State at that par
ticular hour. I was there at that time 
and I heard them say that ‘if Andhras 
can get it, why not we?’ That is being 
repeated in Bombay.

Let us not repeat that mistake, and 
call the people to come to a compro
mise and say that we will give you this 
and you should be  good boys.  That 
compromising attitude has done  great 
harm to us.  We should have been defi
nite on certain issues and should be firm 
when we come to a decision.

Regarding Bombay, much has been 
talked about the feelings of the people as 
being very real.  When I talked to my 
friends on either side, this is what they 
say.  The Maharashtrian  friends  say 
that they—the Gujaratis—have no con
fidence in us.  First the S.R.C. Report 
stated that Vidarbha should be separate 
and bilingual Bombay State should  be 
created, why Vidarbha should be sepa
rated—otherwise the Maharashtrian ele
ment will be in a preponderant majority. 
They  themselves' wanted  a  separate 
State, but that is another matter.  The 
Gujarati friends say that they are in a 
large number—the Maharashtrians—and 
so they cannot remain with them. Should
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Gujaratis,  whose  province  gave  us 
Mahatma Gandhi, exhibit feelings of 
fear that because numerically the Maha
rashtrians are in  larger  numbers,  the 
Gujaratis cannot live together with them 
in one State?  Is it reasonable?  On the 
other hand, the Maharashtrians say that 
‘the Gujaratis do not respect us, do not 
believe us and wound our feelings’. Both 
parties have wounded each other’s feel
ing profusely.

Much was said about Maharashtrian 
leadership.  I would appeal, through a 
humble back-bencher, yet a good Con
gressman, that in the name of the unity 
of India  the  Maharashtrians  should 
think of Mahatma Gandhi, not Morarji 
Desai.  Similarly, I would appeal to 
my Gujarati friends that they should 
think not of Gadgil * ♦ ♦ but of Gokhale 
and Tiiak.  Gopal Krishna Gokhale was 
the political guru of Mahatma Gandhi. 
Should good sentiments, on which they 
have brought us up, be spoilt for small 
things like this?  Should we exhibit heat 
on small things?
♦ ♦♦♦

My submission in a humble  way is—- 
though my friends say it is an era of 
personality cult—that  the  personality 
cult is gone. We suffer from, not per
sonality cult, but want  of personahty 
cult. After all, what is this personality 
cult? Leaders are there.  Their wishes, 
if they are good, should get the endorse
ment of the people. Our leaders’ wish is 
to have big multi-lingual states and forge 
the unity of India.  But  these deputy 
leaders drag in different directions for 
some purpose. They, in turn, do not say 
that they want this. The people are agita
ted and  incited by these very  persons 
We are suffering, at the moment, from 
the petty personality cult. In this coim- 
try, where a young man can  organise 
hartals  and  demonstrations  he  is 
respected  as  a  great 
They  want  to  leave  the  final 
say to him in all these important matters. 
If that is going to be the method of re
organisation of our country, I am afraid, 
that we will be doing a great disservice 
to our country, whether we like it or not. 
If India is to be divided on this basis 
into linguistic States and these States are 
given a permanent stature, then the ulti
mate result will be this.  Each unit will 
be economically poor,  and  politically 
too, a smaller State is likely to have a

•♦♦Eacpunged as ordered by tbis Chair.

weaker voice.  It will be taken advan
tage of by somebody or the other and 
then what will be the result?  The re
sult will be; tension between the Centre 
and the States and ultiinate disintegra
tion.

Yesterday, Shri  Gurupadaswamy ob
served that by setting up Zonal Councils 
they will become Zonal States and ulti
mately will become free units.  I would 
like to know the intention. Does the 
Government  of  India  want  small 
States to be created so that they may be 
neglected or suppressed and they may 
not have the powei- to kick back?  We 
want to be equal partners in the Union, 
well-respêed  and  well-regarded  and 
each having its opportunity to  speak, 
and act with equal power. If that is the 
objective, then bigger States would be 
essential for economic prosperity.  If 
these small States were created on lin
guistic basis, then difficulties will arise 
because of the  natural  resources  not 
being made available to the region. The 
respective States  will  be  quarrelling. 
Even if the Centre is willing to do some
thing, it could not do much because the 
States will not come together.

For instance, take the Bellary ques
tion.  One party said: ‘The headworks 
are there; therefore, we want that area.” 
The other party said: “Our people are 
there—linguistically-speaking and so we 
want that.” The demands were like that. 
That means, if such areas like in ano
ther Stale, the people cannot utilise such 
resources.

Let us apply that theory to the south
ern States. They are very small.  The 
resources faU in one area and the area 
where these resources could be utilised 
falls in another State.  Naturally, there 
will not be co-operation or co-ordina
tion. We cannot organise these things 
on a co-existence basis. It should be 
on a co-operative basis or co-parcen
ary basis.  Therefore, for the  better 
economic development of the country, 
it is absolutely essential that the States 
must be reorganised on a zonal basis, 
taking into account the economic via
bility and the natural resources that are 
available,  and not language  alone. I 

would like to point out as to where 
these will ultimately lead to.

Shri Nambiar: Does he approve of 
Dakshina Pradesh?
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Sbri Thanu Pillai: Yes. I will say what 
Pradesh I want. My friends are already 
disturbed. People who cannot think of 
a big State, who belong to a party which 
wants to live  on poverty and  exploit 
poverty  by creating  small States. It is 
their theory. Why should they be dis
turbed? I say that on a regional basis, 
for economic  development, we  must 
have a big State. He immediaely jumps 
and asks: what about Dakshina Pradesh? 
{Interruptions.) I would appeal to the 
Congress friends on this side. Let us 
beware. If anything is necessary to create 
a big State, the only thing necessary is 
to avoid Aikya Kerala. It is the Com
munist Party  which wants to  uphold 
poverty and create small States in Kerala, 
Bengal and anywhere else. I challenge 
them, if they are a living party, if they 
have faith, and if they have confidence 
in their theory, let them opt out for a 
bigger State and fight us in that pattern 
of organisation. We welcome it. They 
are not capable of that. They have no 
originality; it is all sold to somebody else. 
Take even this personality cult. What 
did Stalin  do? He created the  world 
communist front but he has been let 
down.  Why? The present  masters of 
Russia have dropped him and so he has 
been let down. {Interruptions).

Mr. SpeakeR The hon. Member’s time 
is up.

Shri Thanu Pillai: One more point and 
I would finish.

If, ultimately, linguistic division is to 
be granted, and accepted, why  should 
there be discord ? So much was said 
about  Devikulam and Peermede  and 
also about Gudalur. I would like to see 
a leader who would say: “Mine is mine 
and  yours is yours.” All leaders  say: 
*‘Mine is  mine and  yours is  mine.” 
Madras wants Devikulam and Peermede 
because they are predominantly Tamil.

Mr. Speaker: Your time is up.

Shri Thano  Pillai: In  Gudalur  the 
Malayalees are in a majority but Madras 
wants it because the Kunda project is 
there and generation of electricity and 
natural resources  and all  these  things 
come in. Kerala wants the Malabar dis
trict because Malayalees are in a majo
rity but they do not want to give up tihe 
southern taluks which are predominantly 
Tamil  because they  want the- paddy 
fields. I can appreciate somebody saying: 
*T want mine; you better take yours.” 
None of these leaders have said that. 
Why? They are afraid of saying that they 
do not want an area and that they are

prepared to give it, because the opposi
tion will go and say “See here,  these 
Ministers have not been acquiring this 
territory.” We cannot go on, for this 
reason, fighting like aliens. Ultimately, 
the languages of the States are going to 
be the regional languages. It will be the 
langauge of the university also. What will 
be left for the unity of India? Indian uni
ty at best, at the moment,  is negative 
unity, bom out of the anti-British front. 
There will not be any unity if this langu
age and linguistic fanaticism is allowed 
free  play at all levels.  Ultimately it 
might so happen that one Indian will 
have to talk to another Indian with an 
interpreter.

One more point  and I would have 
done.  The  Travancore-Cochin  State’s 
temple funds and temple properties have 
been taken over by the Government and 
ihey are given Rs. 51 lakhs every year to 
meet the temple expenses. Out of this 
sum, the southern taluks which come to 
Madras are to get about Rs. 15-20 lakhs 
but in the Bill the money given is only 
Rs. 4. 5 lakhs. It is not a question of 
who bears in but what the quantum is. 
What we are anxious about is that the 
temples must not be left in the lurch in 
this reorganisation. After all, they are our 
national monuments and they  are the 
seats of our cultures. They should not 
be allowed to be spoiled. The temples 
at Cape Comorin and Suchindram  are 
so important to us. If these funds are 
not properly divided and granted, the 
Madras Government may not find funds 
from other temples for these temples 
and these temples  with a rich heritage 
will suffer for want of fmids. In spite 
of your secularism, whether you like it 
or not, I would submit that—with all 
respect to all religions in India—from 
Badrinath to Cape Comorin, the Hindu 
religion has been giving  a spirit of 
imity, which nothing else has been able 
to give. No ‘ism’ has been able to give 
iL, So, the temples which are  coming 
to us should come with full iwssession 
of the resources for the  maintenance 
of these temples, I refer to the Devas- 
wom fund. The details may be worked 
out. My request to the Joint Commit
tee is that Rs.  20 lakhs or  whatever 
amount is required to administer these 
temples should be given.

RULES COMMITTEE 
Third Report.

Sardar  Hokam  Singh (Kapurthala- 
Bhatinda): Sir, I beg to lay on the Table 
the TTiird Report  of  the Rules Com
mittee.




