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HOUSE OF THE PEOPLE

Tuesday, Uth November, 1952

The House met at a Quarter to Eleven
of the Clock,

[Mr. Speaker in the Chair]

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

(See Part I)

11-58 A.M.
PAPERS LAID ON THE TABLE

. (i) D R.'f.A. (Functions and Duties
OF General Manager and  Chief Ac
countants Officer) Rules 1952; (ii)
D.R.T.A. (Service of  Notices and
Orders) Rules, 1952; and (iii) D.R.T.A.
(valuation of Assets) Rules, 1952.

The Minister of Raflways and Trans
port (Shri L. B. Shastri): I beg to law
on the Table a copy of each of the fol
lowing Rules in accordance with sub
section (3) of section 52 of the Delhi
Road Transport Authority Act, 1950:

H)The Delhi Road Transport Au
thority (Functions and Duties
of the General Manager and
Chief Accounts Officer) Rules,
1952.  [Placed in Library.
See No. P-69/52.1

(ii)The Delhi Road Transport Au
thority (Service  of  Notices
and  Orders)  Rules,  1952.
[Placed in Library.  See No.

,  P-70/52.]
h\i) The Delhi -Road  Transport
Authority  (Valuation of As
sets) Rules, 1952. \Placed in
Library, See No.  P-71/52.]

CONSTITUTION (SECOND AMEND-
 ̂ MNET) BILL

^e Minister of Law and Minority
Affaî(Shri Biswas): I beg to move:

/̂"*‘fhat the Bill further to amend 
\he Constitution of India, be refer-

S'
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red to a Select Committee consist- 
mg of Shri Bhawanji A. Khimji.
Shri Syamnandan  Sahaya«  Shri
Gajendra Prasad Sinha. Shri K. L.
More,  Pandit  Lingaraj  Misra,
Shri Rohini  Kumar  Chaudhuri,
Pandit Lakshmi  Kanta  Maitra,
Shri Mohanlal  Saksena, Shri N.
M. Lingam,  Shri Udai  Shankar 
Dube, Choudhary Raghubir Singh,
Shri Nemi Chandra Kesliwal, Shri
Ranbir  Singh  Chaudhuri,  Shri
Govind Hari Deshoande,  Sardar
Amar Singh  Saigal, Shri Kotha
Raghuramaiah, Shri Krishnacharya
Joshi, Shri Liladhar Joshi, Shri
A. M. Thomas, Shri C. R Basapa,
Shri C. Madhao Reddi, Shri Choith- 
ram Partabrai Gidwani, Shrimati 
Renu Chakravartty, Shri P. T. Pun- 
noose, Shri Girraj Saran Singh, Dr.
Manik Chand  Jatav-vir, H.  H.
Maharaja Rajendra Narayan Singh
Deo. Shri N. R. M. Swamy, Shri
Radha Charan Sharma, Shri Ran- 
jit Singh,  Shri P. N.  Rajabhoj,
Shri Awadheshwar Prasad Sinha,
and the Mover, with instructions
to report by the 22nd November,
1952.” N

Tsir, I do not think I need make a 
limg speech  on this  occasion. Hon.
Members will remember that this Bill
was introduced by me in  July last,
end then I accepted an amendment for
circulation of the Bill for eliciting pub
lic opinion. Opinions have now been
received and they have been circulat
ed to hon. Members. What is  sug
gested now is that these opinions and
the provisions of the Bill should be ex
amined by the Select Committeê The
Bill, on the face of it, appears ttfbe a
very simple measure, and let me as
sure the House that although it is a 
short and simple measure, there is no
thing sinister aboutHt, as had been
apprehended by  settle of my  hon.
friends on the last occasion, notably
my friend. Dr. Mookerjee......  j

12 Noon, ^

Dr. S. P. Mookerjee (Calcutta South
East): You cannot forget me!
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Shrl BisWfts: I mean my friend, Mr, 
N. Mukerjee. Sir, it is not as it 

the Ministry were treating the Consti
tution lightheartedly, trymg to drive 
a coach and four through the Consti
tution which had been agreed to after, 
such long deliberation.  ^

[Mr. DEPUtY-SPEAKER  in the Chair]

^As a matter of fact, according to the 
suggestion which was  made by my 
hon. friend on the last occasion, the 
Constitution would require an amend
ment even if effect was to be given to 
the suggestion he had  made. There
fore, having regard to the results of 
the last census some amendment is un
avoidable. The question is what that 
amendment should be. Sir. we have 
tried to make as simple a change as 
possible.  You will fmd. Sir, the last 
elections were held on a population 
basis which was determined by the 
President under  article 387. Article 
387 reads thus:

“For the purposes of  elections 
held under any of the orovisions 
of this Constitution during a pe
riod of three years from the com
mencement of this  Constitution, 
the population of India or of any 
part thereof may, notwithstanding 
anything in this Constitution, be 
determined in such manner as the 
President may by  order  direct, 
and different provisions may be 
made for different States and for 
different purposes by such order/* ̂

r Sir, in terms of this article, the Pre
sident did issue an order and the elec
tions were held on the basis of the 
population as  estimated  un.'̂er that 
order. Now. Sir.pf you turn to article 
81 of the Constitotion, you will find it 
is laid down there that uoon the com
pletion of each censusĵ the  represen
tation of the several ""territorial con
stituencies in the House of the Peonle 
shall be rc3-adjusted by such authority, 
in s\:ch iranner and with effect from 
such date as Parliament may by law 
determine, provided that such re-ad
justment shall not affect representa
tion in the House of the People until 
the dissolution of the  then existing 
House.

& 0W', Sir,'̂e have got the figures of 
tlie last cetWus which was held in 1951, 
and it appears that the total popula
tion exceeds the population  as esti
mated under the President’s order. So 
some re-adjustment will have to b« 
made. QTie question is, how that has 
to be made. Of course, the next Bill 
Which stands in my name, you will

find, is a Bill for the purpose of devis
ing the machinery which  will effect 
the necessary re-adjustment. But -the 
question is, what are the figures which 
have got to be adopted for the purpose
• of making that re-adjustment?

A \̂ 6w, Sirjin order to appreciate the 
A object ana scope of the present Bill.
V it is necessary that I should refer to 
soitie clauses of  article 81. In the 
first place, clause (1), which consists 
of 3 sub-clauses (a), (b) and (c), pro
vides in sub-clause (a):

r ^
\̂/‘Subject to the  provisions  of 
clause (2) and of articles 82 and 
331* the House of the Pieople shall 
consist of not more than five hun
dred members directly elected by 
the voters in the States.”  J

The first point which the House has 
-got to make up its mind about is whe
ther or not the figure of 500 is to be 
left  unchanged, f Then  comes  sub
clause (b) whiclTsays:

P “(b)  For the purpose of sub
clause (a), the States shall be di
vided, grouped, or formed into ter
ritorial  constituencies  and  the 
number of members to be allotted 
to each such constituencŷshall be 
so determined as to ensure that 
there shall be not less than one 
member for every 750,000 of the 
population and not more than one 
member for every 500,000 of the 
population.”  >

pThen follows the very important pro
vision in sub-clause (c). It says:

“The ratio between the number 
of members allotted to each ter
ritorial  constituency  and  the 
population of that constituency as 
ascertained at the last preceding 
census of which the releva*nt fig
ures have been published shall, so 
far as practicable,  be the same 
throughout  the  territory  of 
India.” J

Gn
representation to

other words,the  proportion of 
:he population shall

be the rame  throughout the  Union. 
Now, if you retfirin the limit of the 
number of seats oindeF sub-clause (a) ̂ 
as it is. then that necessarily fixes the 
proportion of  representation. Now. 
acting upon that  principle, the  Bill 
which is before the House seekŝonly 
to make a change in the figures Ĵ ch 
you  find in  sub-clause  (by Those 
figures  represent the maxinuim and 
minimum  limits of  the  population 
which a single member will represent. 
In other words, it is said that the con
stituencies shall be so delimited that
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the number of members to be allot
ted to each constituency should be de
termined in such a way as will ensure 
that there shall not be less than one 
member for every seven  and a half 
lakhs and not more than one member 
for every five lakhs.

r If you take the figures/Sir, of the 
test elections—I am referring for the 
time beinn only to Part A and Part B 
States—̂the total population according 
to the President's order was roughly, 
337 millions, to be precise, 337,320,000- 
The population according to the cen
sus of 1951 is 351,099,040. If you take 
the figures for Part C States, you find 
the  President’s  estimate  was
10,020,000, and now  under the 1951 
census the figure are somewhat less,— 
nine millions and odd. "J

Ĵ ow, Sir, you will  finxi therefore 
tnat we have got to proceed, so far as 
Part A and Part B States are concern
ed, and so far as the total population 
including that of Part C States is con
cerned, on a higher population  basis 
than that which was adopted for the 
purposes of the last General Elections. 
Nowjthat means that either you in
crease  the number of seats according
to the  increase in the  population or
you reduce the percentage or propor
tion of representation for each mem
ber, f My suggestion to the House will 
be mJt  to disturb the upper limit of
500 as  regards tTie number of seats in
the House of the People. What I am 
saying will also apply to the Legisla
tive  Assemblies in the States.—only 
the figures there will be.different. The 
same arguments will  apply in both 
cases.'*71 suggest(]"SirXHhat we should 
not disturb the number of seats in the 
House of llie People; on  the other 
hand, you will alter  the figures only 
in sub-clause (b) of clause (1) of arti
cle 81. On the existing  figures  we 
worked out the average of representa
tion at the last elections, and it was 
one member for 7-2 lakhs. Perhaps, in 
prder to adapt ourselves 1o the  new 
census figures the representation should 
be at the rate of one member for each 
seven lakhs and a half. You may say, 
“Well, if you accept thn.t as the ave
rage, then make no  change at  all.** 
The reason why a change is necessary 
is, because there may be some consti
tuencies where the population will be 
less than seven and a half lakhs, but 
there may be a few others where the 
population will be more than seven and 
a half lakhs. Therefore, -we have got 
to alter the upper limit, and if we al
ter the upper limit we have to alter 
the lower limit also for these reasons. 
Because we must  have as narrow a 
margin between these  limits to play 
with as possible. Instead of five l̂ hs 
as the lower limit we suggest six and

a half lakhs, and the upper liihit as 
eiKht and a half lakhs. Working be
tween these two limits, we ̂et the ave
rage of seven and a half lakhs in lieu 
of tHe existing 7-2 lakhs. That is the 
change which has been made.

r Sir, I need not say more at  this 
Stage. The opinions are there. I need 
only point out that the Bill was circu
late as widely as  possible. Judging 
from the opinions we have received, the 
majority are decidedly in favour of the 
suggestions embodied in the Bill. Only 
a few opinions suggest an enlargement 
of the number of seats allotted to the 
House of the People. It shows this. 
The Governments or individuals who 
are in favour of the Bill are as follows

(1) Jammu and Kashmir Govern
ment.

(2) Madhya Pradesh Government.

(3) Raiasthan.—Government  and 
Shri Murli Manohar Vyas.
(4) Madhya  Bharat.—Ĝovemment, 

High Court and Shri Shib Darshan Lai, 
M.L.A.
(5) Assam.—Bar  Associations  of 
Karimganj,  Shillong, Hailakandi and 
Goalpara.

(6) Saurashtra,—Government and the 
High Court.

(7) Tripura,—Government and Dis
trict and Sessions Judge, Agartala.

(8) Bhopal.

(9) Lalit Madhab Sharma, President, 
Mâaipur  State  Congress —(He  sug
gests only the addition of a clause— 
provided that exceptions shall be al
lowed in the case of small States like 
Manipur, Tripura and Cutch.)

(10) U.P.—Government, High Court 
and  others—The President, District 
Congress Committee, Naini Tal, wants 
special consideration to be given to hill 
areas where he suggests that the repre
sentation figure should  be six and a 
half lakhs.

(11) The Chief Commissioner, Cutch 
—He pleads that the present allotment 
of two seats to Cutch should not be dis
turbed and special provision should be 
made for Part C States.

(12) Mysore,—Government, Mysore 
Pradesh Congress Committee and also 
District Board, Hassan.

(13) Delhi,—The Speaker  and  the 
Deputy-Speaker of the Delhi Assembly, 
and Shri Bhagwandas Katial, M.L.A. 
who wants some provision to be made 
to relieve the necessity of every time 
bringing an amendment to the Consti-»« 
tution when the census is taken.

(Second Amendment)  814
BiU'
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ShH PktBnipye and Shxi Lde.
(15) Orissa,—High Cpurt; Collector 

of Ganjam; ̂Îtrict Election OMcer, 
Cuttack; Addlfiohal District Magistrates 
of Balasore and SunderRarli, and Dis
trict Magistrate of Keongarh.
(16) Travancore-Codiin.

(17) Madras*—Gk>vemment. agreeing 
to the Bill, suggest the substitution of 
the figure eight lakhs seventy-five thou
sand for six lakhs twenty-five thousand 
in the Bill, maintaining the existing dif
ference of two and a half lakhs.

Then Shri T. R. Venkatarama Sastri 
suggests that the lower limit should be 
six lakhs instead of six  and a half 
lakhs.

The Madras Institute of Public Ad
ministration suggests the adoption of a 
formula for avoiding recurring amend
ment to the Constitution.

That is all, Sir. Those who ask for 
a larger House are as follows:

Madhya Pradesh—̂ Mahakoshal Pra
desh Congress Committee and the De
puty Commissioner, Jubbulpore.

Mysore,—Kisan Mazdoor Praja Party.

Mr. Joshi of Bombay.

Orissa,—the Government of Orissa 
and the Balangir Area  Committee of 
the Gana Tantra Parishad.

These are the only persons and Gov
ernments who have suggested an in
crease in the number of seats in the 
House.

Dr. S. r. Mookerjee: May I put a
question to the hon. Law Minister for 
the purpose of elucidation? He said 
Just now that in actual practice it will 
not be necessary to increase the maxi
mum number to go beyond seven lakhs 
fifty thousand except in a very few 
cases. Can Government give us an 
idea as to the number of seats which 
may have to be increased if we do not 
go beyond the maximum limit of seven 
and a half lakhs as at present?

Shri Biswas: Workine on the basis of 
an average of seven and a half lakhs...

Dr. S. P. n<H>kerlee:......which is the
present maximĵ ......

Shri Biswas: Yes. bû I am taking 
that to be the average now, berquse in 
some of the States the population will 
excqeĉ tha*" limit. Take, for instance, 
Assam. There the population was for
merly 8-61 million and now it is 9‘04 
million. In Bihar it was 39-42 million 
and now it is 40*22 million. In Bombay

and it is nowIt was 32*68 million 
3d'95 million.

Dir. 8. P. Mookerjee: I am askinf
about the possible increase in the num
ber of seats in Parliament

Shri Biswas: I will give that figinre. 
You will find that there is no change 
80 far as Assam is concerned. There 
will be one less in Bihar. There will 
be three more in Bombay. There will 
be one less in Madhya Pradesh. There 
will be one more in Madras.

Dr. S. P. Mookerjee: Two more.

Shri Biswas: No—one more. The 
figures for Madras are 54*29 million ac
cording to the President’s  order and 
57*01 million according to the last cen
sus. So, the increase will be only one- 
Orissa—no change. Punjab—one less. 
UP.—two less. West Bengal—one less. 
In regard to Part B States, the position 
is: Hyderabad—no change. Jammu and 
Kashmir—no change. Madhya Bharat 
—no  change,  Mysore—one  more. 
P.E.P.S.U.—̂no change.  Rajasthan—no 
change. Saurashtra—no change. Tra- 
vancore-Cochin—no  change. If you 
take the total of Parts A and B States, 
the total number of seats was 470 at 
the last elections; it will now be 469. 
But let me tell you that it would be 
possible even to increase this figure of 
469 by as many as eight. So far as 
Part C States are concerned, you can 
take out four from them. As a matter 
of fact, there is over-representation.

Dr. S. P. Mookerjee: You can take out 
six.
4
Shri Biswas: Large weightage was 

given to Part C States last tiine, 'But 
now some of the States have got Legis
lative Assemblies of their own. There
fore, that weightage will no longer be 
necessary, and you can take away four 
seats. Therefore, according to the pre
sent calculation which I am placing be
fore you, there is to be a reduction of 
one on the whole. It is possible to in
crease the number by four plus an
other four.

Dr. S. P. Mookerjee: How? The total 
number will not be increased at all.

Shri Biswas: But we have not got the 
full number. .470  and 25 gives you 
495.

An Hon. Member: He is not clear.

Shri Biswas: As a matter of fact, it 
would be possible to increase that num
ber.

Dr. S. P. Mookerjee: The hon Minis
ter must check up his figures. The posi
tion is this: Part A âtes 3*75 seats;
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Part B States 90 seats; Part C States 26 
seats—̂Total 491 seats. You include six 
seats for Kashmir and two lor Anglo- 
Indians and you get 499 seats. There 
is something wrong in the figures which 
the hon. Minister read out.

Shrl Biswas: Let me give you the cal
culation by which this figure has been 
arrived at.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I think the gene
ral information as to what the excess 
is has been given by the hon. Minister.

Dr. S. P. Mookerjee: The point I want
ed to be clarified by the hon. Minister 
was this. He himself admitted that if 
we confine ourselves to the maximum 
limit now provided under the Constitu
tion, namely, 7*5 lakhs, it will not be 
necessary to revise the constituencies 
excepting with ragard to a few. So, I 
was just asking him how many addi
tional seats may have to be provided, 
if wcf decided to continue to keep the 
limit at 7-5 lakhs. That is the point. 
According to my calculation, the total 
limit will not be beyond 500. So, there 
is no Justification for this change just 
now. It may be necessary  after ten 
years.

Shri Biswas: I am sorry I did not un
derstand the hon. Member’s question. I 
thought he was enquiring If we lake the 
average as 7*5 lakhs, then, whether it 
is possible to make up for the loss in 
the number of seats—according to the 
calculation there will be one less in the 
total. The whole point is, you need not 
change the limit of 500, as regards the 
numb2r of seats.

Dr. S. P. Mookerjee: Then, why have 
this Bill—if the  average of 7-5 lakhs 
will not be increased and 500 also will 
not be increased?

Shri Biswas: The Bill is necessary,
because in some of the States you are 
bound to exceed the average figure.

Dr. S, P. Mookerjee: That is what I 
wanted to  know—that  information 
would be Government’s justification for 
the necessity of the Bill.

Shri Biswas: I gave you the figures of 
population. If you take the population 
figures for the different States, you will 
find in some of the constituencies—so 
far as Parts A and C are concerned— 
the population will exceed 7-5 lakhs.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: What is sug- 
ges"̂od is that out of these two Bills, the 
present Bill is unnecessary. It may be 
necessary to have the other Bill, If a 
need arises to increase the maximum to 
eight lakhs, we will consider it after ten 
years. It is not necessary at all today. 
If, however, the hon. Minister has not 
got all the information—and much de

pends upon it—may I suggest, unless 
there is an extraordinary reason why 
we should get along with it in half an 
hour; that the hon. Minister may circu
late a note and we can take this up to
morrow?

Shri Biswas: These questions may as 
well be gone into in the Select Com
mittee. Taking 7;5 lakhs as the ave
rage, there will be States in which in 
some of the constituencies the popula
tion will exceed the seven and a half 
lakh limit.

Dr. S. P. Mookerjee: In how many 
States? And how many seats?

Shri Biswas: I could not tell you off
hand. There will be a few such States, 
but we have got to provide for those 
States. Even if there is one such State, 
you will require an amendment of the 
Constitution. We are working upon a 
hypothetical basis now. When the ac
tual delimitation is made the exact fig
ures will be known, but I do not think 
that we ̂an now anticipate that.

Shri N. C. Chatterjee (Hooghly): We 
do not want any conjectures—we want 
facts. Sub-clause (b) of clause (1) of 
article 81 says:

“For the purpose of sub-clause 
(a) (that is fixing the composition 
of the House of the People at 500), 
the States shall be divided, group
ed or formed into territorial consti
tuencies and the number of mem
bers to be allotted to each such con
stituency shall be so determined as 
to ensure that there shall be not 
less than one member for every
350.000 of the population and not 
more than one member for every
500.000 of the population.”

We want to know, if we keep sub
clause (b) as it is, in how many ter
ritorial constituencies there will be dif
ficulty, or there may be some necessity 
for exceeding this seven and a half lakh 
limit. We only want to know the num
ber of such territorial constituencies in 
each State, so that we may know whe
ther this Bill is necessary.

Shri Biswas: Seven and a half lakhs 
is the maximum now under the exist
ing law. It should be theoretically' pos
sible to provide for the increased po
pulation of 1951 within this limit. But 
then that might mean a break-up of the 
different constituencies. If you do that, 
if you break up the constituencies, it 
might involve also a break-up of ad
ministrative units  A? I heve said It 
may be theoretically possible to do that. 
But unless the actual delimitation is 
made you are not quite certain.  The 
present population is 361 millions, in 
place of the previous 337. So you catt̂

{Second Amendment)  3IS
Bill
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[Shri Biswas]

certainly provide for the  num
ber of members in the House within 
the present maximum  and minimum 
limits of representatioiL

I>r. S. P. Mookerjee: Then, why have 
this Bill: have the otter Bill oi&« tte 
Delimitation Bill.

Mr. Depoty-Speaker: I was the Chair
man of the Delimitation Committee in 
Madras. The difficulty arises this way. 
Today the maximum and  minimum 
limits are seven and a half lakhs and 
five lakhs respectively. At the rate of 
seven and a half lakhs for 500 seats it 
comes to 375 millions. The population 
is only 367 millions Therefore, it can 
come within that limit. But the diffi
culty arises this way. Each constitu
ency must l>e below  seven and a half 
lakhs. Today no constituency can ex
ceed seven and a half lakhs even by one. 
If it exceeds, for that one there must 
be a separate constituency. Constitxi- 
enctes cannot be so allocated as to ex
actly have seven and a half lakhs. No 
constituency anywhere in India would 
be exactly seven and a half lakhs—it 
will be between five lakhs and seven 
and a half lakhs. Theoretically it is all 
right, but practically it is very difficult. 
We tried it in some cases. We wanted 
to avoid splitting up taluqs or firkhs- 
But then we were put to the necessity 
of putting a few villages in one firka 
or one constituency, and a few villages 
or firkas in another constituency.

Shri A. C. Gnha (Santipur): If what 
you have ̂ d presupposes that the pre
sent constituencies will remain unalter
ed, then what is the necessity of the 
other Bill? That Bill presupposes that 
the constituencies will be revised. The 
Delimitation Commission  will go into 
the constitution of each constituency. 
So the constituencies are likely to be 
revised in any case. If the total popu
lation can come within this figure, then 
what is the necessity of having this 
Bill?

Mr. Depnty-Speaker: That is exactly
what I am pointing out. Today under 
the Constitution a  constituency  can 
have a strength of above five lakhs and 
below seven and a half lakhs. If it 
exceeds seven and a half lakhs, it can
not be one constituency—there, must 
be another  constituency. With the 
theoretical exception of one or two 
censtituencies. no constituency  has 
exactly seven and a half lakhs or five 
lakhs. Some  may have six lakhs: 
others may have six and a half lakhs 
.̂ d yet others may have seven lakhs 
Thus it is physically  impossible to 
decide the exact strength of a con
stituency ahead.

(Second Amendment)
Bin

ttO

On the basis of seven and a half lakhs 
we need not exceed  500. But  the 
upper and  lower limits  have to be 
changed l>eeause we cannot have sevea 
and a half lakhs for every constituency.

* Dr. S, P. Mookerlee:  If I may
respectfully submit,  what ycu say 
undoubtedly presents' a possibility of 
development which will not be met 
unless we amend the Constitution. But 
so lar as I have been able to calculate 
the figures, the Part A States at present 
have 375 Members in the House of the 
People, and on the basis of 7-5 lakhs 
they will have 377. So also with Part B 
States. So all this difficulty may arise 
with regard only to a very few seats. 
Unless you actually work out the 
delimitation, the extent of the difficulty 
which you are envisaging cannot really 
be appreciated. At the same time this 
Bin raises  issues  of  fundamental 
importance—whether we should raise 
the strength of the House or whether 
we should increase the number  of 
voters—it  is  a  complicated  and 
controversial issue. So. if it is possible 
for the Government to examine the 
question  of  delimitation  first  and 
present a report to the House, then it 
perhaps will be the time for us to decide 
which alternative is better.  Perhaps 
it may be found that if we have a 
strength of 505 seats we can keep 7-5 
lakhs as the maximum.

Mr. Depoty-Speaker:  I agree with
Dr. Mookerjee that it is unnecessary 
to increase the number of 500, but even 
then it is necessary to alter the piesent 
limits from flvc lakhs to six lakhs and 
from seven and a half lakhs to eight 
lakhs for this reason, namely, that 
though the number may not exceed on 
the whole, there cannot be surh a vast 
difference between one constituency 
and another. Except in extraordinary 
cases there ought not to be such a 
great difference. That is also specified 
in the Constitution.  There is no 
constituency which either conforms to 
seven and a half lakhs or seven lakhs.

Shri S. S. More (Sholapur) :  That
wfluld not necessitate any change here. 
When the maximum and minimum are 
specified the Delimitation Committee is 
competent to .adjust between these two 
limits.

Bfr. Depaty-Speaker: I am afraid 
either  am wrong or hon. Members 
have not correctly understood me. 
There are 500 Members. Unless each 
constituency has seven  d̂  a  half 
lakhs......

Shri S. S. More: We have to see 
whether there is any necessity for this 
sort of legislation. If as a result of the
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labours of the Delimitation Committee 
it is easy to adjust the figures, and we 
can fix the number between the two 
points,  this BiU will be rendered 
imnecessary.

Mr. Deputy-Spemker:  Technically it 
is impossible.  Unless we have seven 
and a half lakhs on an average, it is 
impossible to have the number at 500. 
To cope with the excess population that 
has come about we must have 500. 
Therefore no constituency ,*an be below 
seven and a half lakhs. If there is any 
constituency below seven and a half 
lakhs there must be some other which 
exceeds seven and a half lakhs.  Hon. 
Members will kindly see that our 
population is about 367 millions. What 
is the population now?

Shrl Biswas: If I may say so with 
respect, Sir, you have pointed out the 
practical diflBculties.

Mr. Depaty-Speaker: What is the 
population now?

Shri Biswas: Adding the figure pt
nine millions and odd of the Part C 
States to 351 millions, it is practically 
361 millions, that is over 360 millions.

Bir. Depaty-Speaker: At the rate of 
seven and a half lakhs it comes to 375 
millions.  There is a difference of 15 
millions.  Let this matter stand over 
till the afternoon?

Shri Biswas: Sir, the next Bill is the 
Delimitation Bill, and I shall propose 
that both these Bills be referred to the 
same Select Committee, so that if they 
think that it is possible to adjust the 
constituencies in such a way as to keep 
within the present limits, it will be 
open to the Select Committee to make 
that recommendation. The reason why 
I  am  not accepting my friend’s 
suggestion is because the matter is 
urgent. Under article 387 the present 
delimitation remains effective only up 
to the 25th of January, 1953. Suppose, 
for  argument’s sake,  some  general 
elections have to be held shortly there
after. we ought to be ready.

Dr.  S.  P.  Mookerjee:  General
elections, for the whole country?

Shri Biswas: There may be a vote
• of censure. Parliament say have to be 
dissolved, or in the States it may 
become necessary. In some of the 
States the situation is such that a 
general election may be necessary. 
Therefore, it is Just as well that we 
should be ready. Therefore, both these 
BiWŝ ought to be disposed of by this 
House as quickly as possible. And my 
motion as regards the next Bill will 
be to refer it to the same Select Com
mittee

Shri T. N. SlBgh (Banaras Distt—
East) :  The hon. Minister says that 
he proposes  to have both  the Bills 
referred to one Select Conunittee. The 
Select Committee on the constituencies 
will not go into the delimitation of 
individual  constituencies.  It  is  a 
question which can be worked out only 
after we know the details. So in what 
way the reference of both the BDls to 
one and the same Select Committee 
will help, I fail to understand.

Secondly, this problem of fixing of 
seats arises only when we take the 
States  as  imits. I  mean we have 
allotted a  certain number of  seats 
for  Parliament  to  various  States 
and the constituencies are thereafter 
delimited into the States accordingly. If 
the population in any State has gone 
up so much that by dividing it by 7-5 
lakhs we do not get the requisite 
number as fixed earlier, then only the 
difficulty arises. In that case we have 
to know which State will get more, or 
less. Let us first know which State 
today actually exceeds the population 
limit fixed in proportion to the number 
of seats.  So far as delimitation of 
individual constituencies is concerned, 
consideration of that matter is irrele
vant here, because in every State once 
you know the total numoer of seats 
allocated, the delimitation can be done 
accordingly. Although there are minor 
diflflculties—̂you. Sir, and I have been 
on the Delimitation Committees—̂we 
know it is always possible to adjust and 
I think that alone should not be the 
consideration for making any changes 
at present.  At the same time. Sir, I 
do feel that tliis idea of fixing a limit, 
with the population always changing, 
is something very illogical and will have 
to  be revised sooner or later.  That 
fact remains.  The Constitution will 
have to be amended one way or the 
other. Either we increase the number 
of 500 seats for Parliament or we in
crease the upper limit. Something will 
have to be done because the population 
will change. It may increase or de
crease as the case niay be. Therefore 
an unchangeable maximum limit or 
even a minimum limit is not feasible.

The third aspect that will arise in 
this connection is then what &re we 
going to do? The problem of delimita
tion really becomes complicated in 
relation to the very thickly populated 
areas  as well as  very  sparsely 
populated areas,—that is where the 
problem arises. A Jungle area in Assam 
or a hilly area in North U.P. may create 
problems. The density of population is 
very less there and we cannot without 
the necessary information, give any 
proper direction to the Select Commit
tee which  is goincr to take up this 
question. Therefore I suggest that the
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information that has been asked for by 
ttis House may kindly be supplied by
fêne Minister so that we may be able 
give proper advice whether it will 
proper to take the two Select Com- 

fnittees together or they can separately 
go into it on merits.  The alternative 
of increasing the membership total or 
increasing the number of voters m 
n̂stitucncies for the various States can 
be decided only after we have certain 
%KSential information/

Bfr. Depaky-Speaker: In view of what 
the  hon.  Member  has  said  it b 
unnecessary to put that for this reason. 
Let us take the other delimitation of 
the constituencies on a broad basis. In 
a particular State, say in Madras State, 
it was taken as 6,25,000. On that basis 
on an average, some 20 003 this side 
or that side was given. On that basis 
a number was allotted. That was 
already given to the People’s Repre
sentation Bill here. Now, in any case, 
this has to be readiusted in view of 
the growing population.  Whether 500 
is exceeded or not irrespective of that 
and taking the previous limits of five 
lakhs and seven and a half lakhs this 
has to be referred to the Select Com
mittee for constitution of a Commission 
and so on and so forth. The other one 
is the Select Committee will take all. 
This material will be placed before the 
Select Committee.  So far as the Bill 
is concerned it is ooen to me Select 
Committee to say that it is unnecessary 
to incieas»e the nuinl>ef of 500 or even 
if the number 500 is kept un. still it 
may be necessary for the Select Com
mittee to alter the  upper and lower 
limits. If it is possible for the Select 
Committee to come to the conclusion 
on the figure supplied to keep both 
500  and the upper limit  and lower 
Umit that is another matter.

Shri 8. S. Mare: Once the Bill is 
referred to the Select Commit̂ we 
shall to have to determine that the 
principle of the Bill has been accepted. 
Otherwise the  Select Committee can 
go into the questions of details.

Mr. Depoty-Speaker: This is not a 
matter of principle. All that is done 
is there Is representation for all indi
viduals. That is only the principle in
volved.  The other one is on account 
of these a readjustment Is necessary. 
It is only a question of figures five to 
seven and a half  oû t
increased from seven and a half lakhs 
and eight and a half lakhs.

Shrl 8. 8. More: Supposing the Bill 
is referred to the Select  Committee. 
Now the Bill is framed on the assum̂ 
tion that the number will  the
tame as dOO. The only doubt Is about

the figures—whether  five lakhs  or 
seven lakhs.  Can we raise it again 
if the Bill is sent back? The question 
of 500 or more, that will be our diffi
culty, Sir.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:  The  Select 
Committee can go into the question 
and if necessary, increase the number 
also. It consists of three portions. So 
far as delimitation is concerned, it is 
necessary that this 500 ought not to 
be exceeded under any drcumstaneeis. 
That is all right. Let the House say 
.«io. If you want to leave it to the Se
lect Committee, let the Sdect Com
mittee go into that matter. All that is 
necessary Ls to modify even, the upper 
and lower limits.  These are matters 
for the Select Committee to go into. 
So far as this information is concerned 
hon. Members wanted information as 
to how many States will be affected.
I will read a few lines from the speech 
of the hon. Minister himself  at an 
earlier stage.

•‘We have now to provide for one 
member, say for seven and a half 
lakhs. We find that if we alter the 
figures from seven and a half lakhs 
to eight and a half lakhs and from 
five lakhs to six and a half lakhs 
that  will  correspond  with this 
estimate. That is why this has to 
be made. The efifect of it so far 
as it is possible to say at the pre-̂ 
sent moment will be this. Out of 17 
Part A and Part B  States the 
number will remain unaltered, in 
nine States. It will be increased by 
three in one State, viz., Bombay.
It will be increased by one in Mad
ras and Mysore it wiU be decreased 
by  two  in  U.P.,  whereas  in 
four States Bihar, Madhya Pra
desh, Punjab and West Bengal, 
there will be a reduction of on6 
in each.”

That will be the result of this new 
adjustment. From that point of view 
this amendment has l>een suggested, 
t Therefore to increase the upper and 
lower limits he has given directions. 
If, however, in each State a particular 
constituency  requires  readjustment, 
that is a matter to be looked into.

Dr. S. P. Mookerjee: The total num
ber will not go beyond 500. What is 
the need for tkis?

Shri 8. S. More: The total tiumber 
of representatives is not going beyond 
500.  Why this curtailment of repre
sentation? .

Mr. Depnfy-Speaker: I suggest the 
following of an earlier precedent where 
some more matters which were mov̂
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by Sardar Hukam Singh were referred 
to the Select Committee within or with
out the scope of the Bill. Now it is 
open lor the Select Comanittee also to 
consider whether there is any justifi
cation for this Bill or in other words 
whether it is necessary to increase the 
500 limit, whether it is necessary to 
modify the existing method and lower 
the limits. The Select Committee will 
consider  also whether this is neces
sary in taking into consideration this 
matter and it will call for information 
and decide and report to the House on 
these questions* in particular  as  to 
whether it is necessary to increase the 
4)00« if it is not increased whether re
adjustment of the upper  and lower 
limits is necessary. These matters also 
will have to be reported to the House.
It is not as if we have come to any 
-conclusion. Let the Select Committee 
report and..........

Shrl S. S. More: May I - raise o»e 
more point?  We are only amending 
now article 81. Now article 170 refers • 
to the composition of the Provincial 
Legislatures. Seven Members of the 
lower Assembly is equal to one Member 
of the Upper House.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Five Members. 
As far as the House of the People is 
concerned I will keep the proportion of
75,000 as the population. It is only a 
proportion.

Shri S. S. More: If the proportion 
fixed for the House of the People and 
that fixed for the State Legislature al
ter, then it will be possible. In some 

' cases it will be eight seats for  the 
Lower House which is equal to one seat 
in the Upper House.  That will have 
to be altered or not.

Shri Biswas: I would point out the 
difference between article 170 and arti
cle 81. In article 170 it is pointed out 
that the determination of each terri
torial consutuency in the Legislative 
Assembly of a State shall be on the 
basis of the population of the constitu
ency as ascertained in the last census 
and shall be on a scale of not more 
than one member for every 75,000 of 
the population. No upper and lower 
limits are there but it is provided the 
total number of members shall in no 
case be more than 500 or less than 60, 
—î. the upper  and lower limits as 
regards the number of seats are provi
ded for there. This Bill provides for 
an amendment of sub-clause  (b) of 
article 81(1). It proceeds on thr busts 
that article 81 sub-clause U] is left 
untouched. Now, will you, Sir, refer 
the question of amendment of sub- 
clfluse  (â also to the  Salect Com
mittee, althoxiffh that Is not *wlthin the 
scope of the Bill? This is a matter

which you will be pleased to consider. 
Sir.

Shri H. N. Mukerjee (Calcutte North
East):  I do not quite understand one
matter on wiiich I would lilce to have 
some clarification. This is a Constitu
tion (Amendment) Bill which you are 
referring to the Select Committee. If 
the Select Committee happens to find 
that there is no need for an amend
ment in the Constitution, it is a most 
anomalous position for the Select Com
mittee to be discussing a Constitution 
(Amendment) Bill. How can the Gov
ernment bring forward a Bill  for 
amending the Constitution and ask the 
Select Committee to shoulder the res
ponsibility for deciding whether any 
amendment is called for. It is an extre
mely anomalous position.

Mr.  Deputy-Speaker: I am  afraid
the hon. Member has  misunderstood 
the situation. So far as the Govern
ment is concerned. Government is 
thoroughly satisfied with the proposal 
that they have made and brought be
fore the House  and  they are pre
pared to stand by it. On the  other 
hand, they are only yielding to the sug
gestions and accepting the suggestions 
made by hon. speaker Mr. Mukerjee 
himself that this  is  an  important 
measure, that the number of Members 
should be increased and so on.  We 
ought not to quarrel with the Govern
ment for having accepted the sugges
tions. in keeping with the general de
sire to accommodate them. That does 
not mean that they are looking to the 
Select Committee for giving them ad
vice. They are prepared to accept the 
advice of the Select Committee. After 
all, Grovemment is only the spokesman 
of the House. Government must abide 
by the decision of the House and the 
Select Committee.

Dr. S. P. Mookerjee: The discussion 
may continue after lunch.

Mr. Depnty-Speaker: Therefore, it is 
acceptable to the House, the Select 
Committee will consider these three 
matters :

(i) whether it is necessary to 
increase the number 500, the 
total strength of the House ;

(ii) whether the upper limit and 
the lower limit ought to be 
changed; and

(iii) the hon.  Minister said, in 
view of these it may be desir
able also to  modify another 
sub-clause, sub-clause (a) of 
the article, if I have under
stood him correctly.
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Shtl Binns: Sub-dause (a) retert
to the total number of seats in the 
House. You were pleased to say that 
that question also will be referred to 
the Select Committee.  My point is, 
having regard to the scope of the 
present Bill, that question may not be 
referred to the Select Committee.

Pandit Thaknr Das Bhargava (Gur- 
gaon): This is a Constitutional quê on. 
This should not be decided in this way. 
The hon. Minister for Law said that the 
Government has only brought in a Bill 
for the amendment of sub-clause (b) of 
article 81(1).  They have not yet 
decided whether they would agree to 
the amendment of sub-clause (a). Such 
being the case, I do not think we will 
be justified in referring this matter to 
the Select Committee, and forcing the 
Government to amend sub-clause (a).

Shri Biswas: The  Government’s
present decision is that sub-clause (a) 
shall remain unaltered.

Mr. Demity-Speaker: 1 am not ex
pressing any opinion; I am not com
petent to express any opinioti from 
here. I thought the hon. Minister was 
agreeable to  this. Though  he  has 
brought the Bill and wanted that this 
number should stand, and  sub-clause 
(a) ought not to be touched, I thought 
he was willisig, if it is the desire of the 
Select  Committee,  after  having 
received so much opinion—some  in 
favour of increasing, the majority not 
in favour  of  increasing—̂that  this 
matter  may be considered  by the 
Select Committee and it may go to the 
Select Committee. Otherwise, if he is 
not willing, let us take the sense of 
the House. There will be  discussion 
of the matter.

1 TM.
Shri Biswas: I was only trying to 

meet the  suggestions  made by Dr. 
Mookerjee.  Dr. Mookerjee  did  not 
raise the question of raising the total 
strength of the House. What he said 
was that within the margin of five 
lakhs and seven lakhs per Member, it 
was possible to so delimit the con- 
stituendes  that  no change will be 
required in sub-clause (b), keeping the 
total nimiber of seats as it is now. 
That is a matter which can be gone in
to. No doubt, after the actual delimi
tation is made, we shall be in a better 
position. So far as one can anticipate, 
the position is this.  The amendment 
assumes that in delimiting the consti
tuencies we shall not be drawing upon 
a clean slate. Constituencies have been 
already delimited in a certain way. 
The idea is that these  constituencies 
should be left undisturbed  as much 
as possible.  If we upset the whole 
thing and start delimitation afresh, as

if we were writing on a clean slate, 
with our  population standing at 360 
millions, it should no doubt be pos
sible to provide for 500 Members in 
such a way as to keep within the ex
isting maximum and minimum limits 
of population for each  constituency 
under sub-clause (b).

Dr. S. P. Mookerjee: No one  has
suggested that.

Shri Biswas: Therefore,  the basis 
on which we have worked is this. These 
constituencies are there. We shall only 
re-draw the boundaries a little this 
way or that.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I  understand 
the Government view which is also ac
cepted by Dr. Mookerjee. that this up
per limit of 500 ought not to be chang
ed.

Some Hon. Members: No, no. Sir.

Dr. S. P. Mookerjee: Why are you 
putting it that way? What you had 
suggested previously was the best possi
ble solution, namely, let there be a 
little wider reference to the Select Coxi>- 
mittee, and let the Select Committee go 
through the whole matter. In response 
to that, I believe the Law Minister also 
said that formally the other sub-clause
(a) of clause (1) of article 81 should 
also added. Let us accept that.

Mr. Depaty-Speaker: I have no ob
jection. Let me call the hon. Member; 
it is not open to start off straightaway. 
Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava raised 
an objection and I thought the hon. 
iMinister went back and wanted  to 
say... ,

Shri Biswas: With all respect. Sir, I 
did not go back. I said, the House must 
decide whether the limits should  be 
changed.

Pandit Thaknr Das Bhargava: There 
is no question of going back. Govern
ment is committed to the figure 500 and 
they do not want any increase.  On 
that basis, the Bill has been brought 
forward. If you allow the Select Com
mittee to go into that question, this 
might involve  Constitutional princi
ple. The amending Bill is here. That 
only can be the province of the Select 
Committee. So far as the amending 
Bill is concerned,  sub-clause (a) of 
clause (1) of the article cannot be 
aUowed  to  be  touched,  thereby 
bringing in the suggestion of more 
than 500 Members.

Shri Biswas: You yourself. Sir, were 
pleased to give a ruling that any sug
gestion for amending  sub-clause (a) 
of the article would be ruled t̂, be
cause it is not germane to the Bill b̂ 
fore the House, if my recollection is 
correct.
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Slirl Samah (Golaghat-Jorhat): May 
I make a submission, Sir?̂

Mr. Depoty-Speaker: It is true that 
the Chair is bound to interpret accord
ing to the manner in which the Bill 
is brought.  As the Bill now stands, 
I will certainly not allow any amend
ment here that the number 500 should 
be increased.  Sub-clause (a) is not 
touched by the Bill. In making a ref
erence to the Select Committee, if we 
follow a precedent, this matter also, 
If the sponsor of the Bill is willing, 
may be referred to the Select  Com- 
nittee. That is all my view. I have 
no views of mine when I sit here. I am 
leaving it to the hon. Minister: whe
ther he is willing to accept the modi
fication of a reference to the Select 
Committee or if he feels that it is be
yond the scope of the Bill and does not 
want to do so.

Shri Sarmah: I rise on a point of 
order.  May I make my submission. 
Sir?

Mr. Depaty'Speaker: After lunch.

The House then adjourned for Lunch 
till Half Past Two of the Clock.

The House re-assemhled after  Lunch 
at Half Past Two of the Clock,

[Mr. Deputy-Speaker in the Chair]

Shri Biswas:  With your leave, Sir,
may I add a few words?

Shri Sarmah: I thought I was in
possession of the floor, Sir. I rise on 
a point of order.  May I make my 
submission, Sir?

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: What is the
point of order?

Shri Sarmah: The point of order ̂
briefly is this. Here, in this Bill, a  i
principle is involved whether the num
ber of seats in the House of the People 
will be increased,  or whether  the
constituencies  will be broadened to
include greater number of voters. On 
the previous occasion when the hon. 
Minister in charge of the Law port
folio spoke on this subject, some hon. 
Members were pleased to say: “Let 
the Bill be circulated for  eliciting
public opinion”, and the Minister was 
pleased to accept it without any. . .

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:  In any point
of order, the hon. Member must state 
the point  only,  without any argu
ments, briefly. What is the point of 
order?

Shri Sarmah: The point of order is 
this: When the Bill was published or

circulated for eliciting public opinion, 
the principle was accepted.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Nb.  .

Shri Sarmah: My submission would 
be and I will seek a ruling,—̂the ac
cepted rule of practice in Parliamen
tary proceedings is that a Select Com
mittee is not entitled to alter or aipend 
the principle of the Bill and......

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:  I have heard
the point of order.  There cannot be 
a long speech relating to a point of 
order.  The hon.  Member evidently 
says that  because the  motion  for 
circulation was accepted, and it has 
been circulated, the principle of the 
Bill has  been accepted.  No.  it  is 
only when the motion for considera
tion is carried, or the motion for re
ference to the Select  Committee is 
carried, that the principle of the Bill 
is accepted.  Otherwise, it is in the 
same state in which it was originally 
introduced.  That is my opinion. ,

Shri Sarmah: I know that the rul
ing of the Chair is absolute in the 
House, and every one has to bow down 
to it. I bow down to the ruling from 
the Chair, but may I invite your atten
tion to rule No. 75? I do it in all humili
ty. When one of the four motions men
tioned in rule No. 74 was moved, we 
completed the stage of rule 75 at page 
No. 21. Now, at .this stage, when the 
motion is there for sending the Bill to 
the Select Committee, the power of 
the House whether to accept or not 
to accept the principle underlying the 
Bill, cannot be delegated to the Select 
Committee.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:  Please  read
rule No 74. What is the rule?

Shri  Sarmah:  Rule  No. 75  (1)
states:

“On the day on which  any 
motion referred to in rule 74 is 
made ....•*

Rule No. 74 is:

“When a Bill is introduced, or 
on some subsequent occasion, the 
member in charge may make one 
of the following motions in regard 
to his Bill, namely;--̂

(i) that it be taken  Into consi
deration; or

(ii) that it be referred to a Select 
Committee of the House; or

(iii) that it be referred to a Joint 
Committee of the Houses with 
the  concurrence  of  the 
Council; or
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(iv) that it be  circulated  for the 
puq;K>se of eliciting  opinion
# thereon.”

Rule No. 75 reads;

“On the day on which any motion 
referred to in rule 74 is made, or 
on any subsequent day to ŵch 
the discussion thereof is postpon
ed, the principle of the Bill and 
its provisions may  be discussed 
n̂erally, but the details of the 
Bill shall not be discussed further 
than is necessary to explain its 
principles.”

That was the proper occasion when 
the piincinle of the Bill should have 
been discussed.  When the Bill was 
ŝ t for eliciting  public  opinion. I 
Bubmit the principle  was accepted, 
and even if it was not accepted, let 
the House decide it once and for aU, 
here and  now.  I submit  that the 
House should not delegate, or cannot 
delegate, its power  of accepting or 
not accepting or altering the princi
ple of the Bill to the Select Committee. 
It is a very important point, and a 
fundamental right of democracy.

filr. Depaty-Speaker:  I know that.
The hon. Member has brought to my 
notice rules 74 and 75. It is true that 
there are three stages—the first stage 
is introduction; the second stage is 
motion  for  consideration—at  that 
stage, either a motion for  considera
tion. or by way of amendment, a mo
tion for circulation may be made, or 
a motion for reference to the Select 
Committee. There are three motions. 
The member  in charge  can himself 
move for Select Committee or circula
tion; or, if he moves for consideration, 
then motion for  reference  to  the 
Select Committee or for circulation 
may be made. Then, discussion goes 
on on the principles of the Bill.  If 
the motion for consideration is passed, 
then the next stage is discussion clause 
by clause  If it is sent to the Select 
Committee, a particular  directicm is 
given that the princiole of the Bill is 
accepted, or it is sent to the Select 
Committee with or without directions, 
but when it is sent round, the princi
ples of the Bill are discussed. It is 
not as if a decision has been taken 
We send it round for  opinion, and 
until the opinions come, we do not 
make up our minds. Otherwise, it is 
useless to rail for ooinion. I feel the 
orinciole of the Bill has not been ac
cepted when it is merely sent round 
for eliciting public opinion.

Shri Sarmah: Can alteration of the 
principle underlying a Bill be delegat
ed to the Select Committee? That is 
the second part of my point of order.

(Second Amandment)
BiU
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Mr, Depal7<«p9aker.  We  are not
sending it for reference to the Select 
Committee  now.  Generally,  many 
other points  also, apart  from  the 
principle of the Bill, may be sent to 
the Scdect Committee for considera
tion.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the 
principle of the Bill is accepted, but 
the Select Committee is given power 
to  consider  alternative  suggestions 
also. Such directions can be issued.

• Shri S. S. More: May I make a 
suggestion?

Shri Sarmah:  Has the principle of 
the Bill been accepted or not accepted?

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:  The principle 
is accepted subject to its being modifi
ed with directions.

SUri S. S. More:  As far as this
measure is  concerned, it  is  not a 
matter of any  principle.  Take for
instance,  the  Preventive  Detention 
Billj  There, an important principle 
was  involved,  whether  a  person 
should be put under arrest or not. As 
far as this particular measure is con
cerned. it is a matter of either this 
detail or that detail; it is not a matter 
of principle.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:  There  is no
policy involved in it.

Shri S. S. More: That is the point.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:  Apart from
that, if it is sent to the l̂ect Com
mittee now as* it is placed before the 
House, that principle is accepted, sub
ject, of course, to the point that the 
House can always direct  the Select 
Committee to give an alternative sug
gestion. and then when it comes here 
after being whetted by the Select Com
mittee. it is for the House to consider 
as to which of these  suggestions or 
recommendations  may  be accepted.

Shri Biswas:  May I make  a few
observations, because  when I came 
back to the  House  after  recess, I 
found there was a lot of misunder
standing  regarding the  attitude of 
Government.  I made it clear before, 
and I wish to make  it clear again, 
that so far as this Bill is concerned, 
it is confined only to the amendment 
of sub-clause (b). It has nothing to do 
with  amending  of sub-clause  (a). 
This Bill proceeds upon the funda
mental basis that the total strength 
of the House shall remain unaltered. 
As a matter of fact, if there is to be 
any change in regard to that matter, 
! am not in a position to accept any 
suggestion for  that purpose.  The 
mr̂tter will have to be taken to the 
Cabinet, because the Cabinet is now
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committed only to an amendment of 
aub-claiuie (b) and not of sub-clause
(a).  Tberaore  hon. MMbets will 
kindly remove any misundetstandiitt 
from their minds that I am willitift 
that sub-clause (a) shall be re-open
ed in the Select Committee.

Dr.  Smidaram  (Visakhapat-
nam) : May I rise to a point of order, 
Sir?  In other words, the hon. Minis
ter has stated that he would not ac
cept any directions to the Select Com
mittee, dealing with sub-clause (a).

Shri T. N. Slnŝh: May I make one 
submission  with  your  permission? 
This Bill intends tq make an amend
ment to the Constitution.  It is rather 
a serious matter, and we  cannot go 
on changing the scope of the Bill just 
by a direction to the Select Conunittee 
at. this stage.  I do admit that with 
your ruling it may be possible in the 
Select Committee to go into that ques
tion. but at the same time, I would 
submit most humbly that we are here 
trying to amend the Constitution, and 
if once this principle is accepted as a 
convention in this minor amendment 
of the Constitution, then it may be ex
tended to other cases  also.  While 
your ruling is all right—I have noth- 
mg to say about it—I stiU feel that in 
such matters, it will be better to be 
more cautious than liberal,

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:  I am afraid
hon.  Members  have  misunderstood 
what I stated. I only thought that the 
hon. Minister was  not so  emphatic 
about it, as he is now.  That is my 
difficulty.

Now l-he Bill is being placed be
fore the House. My defiuite  ruling 
is that that kind of amendment now is 
out of order. No doubt, hon. Mem
bers  here may refer to this  and 
then throw out the Bill. It is open t(' 
them to refer to this, but that kind 
of reading of the amendment is out 
of order. I would not have made this 
suggestion at all but for the fact that 
the hon. Minister, I thought, was in 
favour of this matter being consider
ed. Now the position is clear, and 
therefore The Bill stands as it is.  I 
shall now olace the Bill formally be
fore the House, and hon. Members 
may discuss whatever they want to 
say on this Bill, and then ultimately 
the motion will be put to the vote of 
the House, so far as the reference to 
a Select Committee is concerned.

Shri Damodara Menon (Kozhikodê* 
May I submit for your consideration 
that the consideration of the Bill may 
be deferred till tomorrow so that the 
hon. Minister may supply us certain 
facts and figures?

Ir. Dfprty gpw*ar i mi ̂
to do that  All my S|ig0i8tioitf 
a already been made.  can on̂

(Second Arnmiment)  9H 
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have__________________ _______
make a suggestion in accordance wilh 
the desire di the House or the sponsor 
of the Bill in accordance with ĥ in-* 
tentions. Therefore I have no opinion 
of my own in this matter.

Dr. S. F. Mookerjee: Will you per
mit us to move an amendment on the 
lines indicated by you this morning, 
because it raises a very important and 
fundamental question?  We are asked 
to amend a particular article of the 
Constitution, which is a comprehen
sive one. You cannot really read (a) 
without (b) or (b) without '̂a). The 
article refers to the composition of 
the House of the People, (a) indicates 
the number and (b) indicates the man
ner in which the calculation will be 
made for the puroose of completinjj 
the number  mentioned in (a).  The 
point of order  which I had  raised 
when the Preventive Detention Bill 
was under  discussion was  that the 
House should be  given  an oppor
tunity to consider the entire matter 
without any restriction—not that we 
in the Opposition or we who are in 
a minority can impose  our will on 
the majority.  All that is asked for 
is that when  this  matter  will be 
considered by the  Select Committee 
the entire field should be left open 
for discussion. If,  of course,  Gov
ernment decides that under no circum
stances will they allow sub-clause (a) 
to be amended, they have a majority 
and they can carry it out. But as 
you pointed out this morning, unless 
that is mentioned as a sort of ins
truction to the Select Committee, we 
would be debarred from  considering 
the matter altogether from this point 
of view.  If you would permit us, we 
would like to move an amendment so 
that the matter may be  considered 
by the House in due course.

Shri Sarmah:  May I invite your
attention to rule 75 (2) which reads:

‘'At this stage, no amendm̂ s
to the Bill may be moved, . , .

The Minister of Conimerce and In
dustry (Shri T. T.  Krishnamachari):
May I make a submission?  The posi
tion is very clear.  We cannot foUo«̂ 
the normal procedure of an ordinary 
Bill in a matter like this, because this 
is an amendment to the Constitution. 
To that extent, I think what my hon. 
friend over there says is right, and 
has to be considered.  But it is not 
a complex nroposition if the House 
rejects ihe Bill that has been brought 
before it now to alter the figures con
tained in sub-clause (b) of clause (1) 
of article 81  of the Constitution; in
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tSlnri T. T. KrishnimachAtfr ̂  ^
thit cast, th€ Government will be forc
ed, merely ,because the  subsequent 
clauses provide for a readjustment of 
representation  on the  basis of the 
census, to amend clause (1) of article 
61, and they will have no other choice.
So it Is not a question of leaving that 
partJcuiar decision  in the hands of 
the Select Committee now. If either 
the House or the  Select Committee 
recommends  that they cannot accept 
this question of altering the  figures 
in sub-clause (b). then that is accept
ed as final, and the Government will 
have no other alternative  except to 
bring forward a measure to amend 
clause (1) of article 8J.

The suggestion is that we do better 
proceed with the BUI as it is. Let the 
House decide. If my hon. friend there 
feels in the Select Conunitt̂ that he 
cannot accent this position, but that 
he will be quite prepared to consider 
an amendment to  clause (1)  as a 
whole, then he can state it to that 
effect in his minute of dissent, and 
then Government will bring forward 
a fresh Bill  as an  amendment  to 
clause (i) of article 81.  So far cs 
the present Bill is concerned, I think 
ft is better the House proceeds with 
the Bill as it is.

Shri B. Das (Jajpur-Keonjhar):  I
did not want to intrn̂ene. Sir.  liut 
my hon. friend Shri T. T. Krishnama- 
chari sooke. I want to know whether 
he spoke on behalf of  himself as a 
member of the Constituent Assembly 
or on behalf of the Government.

Shri T. T. Krishnamacharl: I spoke 
on behalf of myself as a person that 
had something  to Ho with the draft
ing of the Constitution.

Shri  B.  Das: I  thank  my  hon. 
Ifriend for what he has said. He stat
ed that the Government will be com
pelled to bring  another Bill.  Gov
ernment cannot be compelled to amend 
the Constitution at  every stage.  If 
the Select Committee writes a report, 
it is not bindins on the Government 
at all to amend sub-clause (1)  of 
article 81. This is mv interpretation 
of the position, as a colleague of his 
In the Constituent Assembly.

Shri R N. Mnkerjee: May I make 
<ine submission?  In  regard  to the 
opinions  which  have  come  from 
different parts of the country, they 
refer to a state of thlnsrs which make< 
it very clear that sub-clauses (a' and 
(h) are inter-connected. And actually 
«he Select Committee can  only pro
ceed further with ttie work, if there

IS a possibility of amendments be
ing considered in  regard to either 
sub-clause (a) or sulvclause (b).  It 
l2i only fair to the House that we l>e 
given a chance of amending the rê 
solution or  motion  that  has been 
framed at the present moment.

Shri S. 8. More: By this Bill, sub
clause (b) of article 81 (1) is sought 
to be amended. We cannot separate 
clauses of a particular article; other
wise a time may  come when Gov
ernment may very well say *We are 
amending this  particular  line ano 
so  no amendments for  other lines 
can be moved by the other side*. The 
whole article  is one  homogeneous 
thing, and cannot be split into parts. 
The  different  clauses  cannot  be 
isolated from one another.  My sub
mission is that the whole article is 
now sought  to be  amended In the 
present form, and therefore the whole 
article will be open for discussion, and 
an amendment  if  it is  necessary 
should be permitted.

Shri Gadgil (Poona Central):  May
I speak a word, Sir? The Bill as was 
circulated for public opmion contem
plated an amendment  only to sub
clause (b), and the  public at large 
had the opportunity of saying what
ever it wanted to say on sub-clause
(b) of article 81 (1).  Now if it is 
sought to extend the scope of the Bill 
after the opinions have been receiv
ed, then I submit it is not bein̂f ftlr 
to the public at large.  If the House 
or the  Government  want that -he 
whole article should be subject to an 
amendment, then  the best  way is 
to recirculate  it for  public opinion 
with a direction that it is desirable 
to ascertain public opinion even on 
the Question of sub-clause (a>.  But 
at this stage to say that the Select 
Committee can go into tne question 
of limiting or raising the number in 
sub̂lause (a) is to follow a some
what wrong procedure.  In the last 
session Of the House, some such thing 
was decided with a direction by the 
House to the Select Committee that 
the scope of the Bill can be ex
tended;  but  that was  in  circum
stances  peculiar  to  that  case. 
But every time when one oarticular 
section is sought to be amended it is 
not verv desirable on the part of the 
Koufie to insist that  not only  that 
section but the wholp Art sbnuld be 
amended.  (Interruption.)  VlrtuaUy 
It comes to that.

Dr. 8. P. Mo<rfcerJee: pie hon. 
Member may look at the draft BiU. 
Clause 2 Is ‘Amendment of article 81. 
That is how it is mentioned.  It is 
not mentioned ‘article 81(a)’
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Sbri Gadfll: No. It may be that 
the amendment is to article 81, but it 
is not the title but what is contained 
in it which is the relevant thing.

Shri S. S. More: With your permis
sion, Sir, may I..............

Mr. Depafty-Speaker: I have heard 
enough.

•  Sbri S. S. More: Some people have 
expressed  their  views  regarding 
amendment of article 81(1) (a)  and 
the Minister was kind enough to....

Mr. Depaly'Speaker: I have heard 
sufficiently about this. I do not want 
to be enlightened further.

Shri Pataskar (Jalgaon):  I  have
been listen.riĵ; since morning to  the 
preliminary discussions  and if they 
are over. 1 want to offer a few re
marks.

Mr. Depaty-Speaker: On the merits 
of the Bill?

Shri Pataskar: On the merits.

Mr.  Depaty-Speaker:  Certainly.
The hon. Member  evidently  wants 
preference. Is it?

I have heard sufficiently regarding 
the point raised by Dr. Syama Prasad 
Mookerjee as to whether it will be 
possible for me to allow an amend
ment even to sub-clause (a) of clause 
(1) of article 81. I can immediately 
say that it is beyond the scope of this 
Bill. Sub-clauses (a) and (b) are not 
so inter-related that the one cannot 
be separated from the other. Within 
the framework of sub-clause  (a) of 
article 81 there can be a change  in 
sub-clause (b) and  without touching 
sub-clause  (a)  the  modification 
suggested or intended can be carried 
out. They are  not so  inextricably 
'mixed iĥi the  one ought  to be 
amended because the other portion of 
the same article is touched.

-Then as regards the  hypothetical 
question whether I will allow it or 
not. After the motion is placed be
fore the House, it is for the House to 
consider whether  they will  accept 
those suggestions and send this matter 
to the Select Conmiittee with those 
suggestions or not. So  far as  the 
Chair is concerned, I cannot take the 
responsibility as I am advised that in 
accordance with the rules and ancient 
practices at this stage it is not com
petent for me to allow any amend
ment that will only enlarge the scope 
of the Bill. Now, my own feeling is 
that even the whole Bill is unneces
sary, but it is not for me to say that 
the Bill is not necessary because ii

(Second Amendment)  8SS
mu

the 500 number is not going td in
crease and seven and a  half lakhs 
are there, we can carry on even with
out̂ an amendment. That is a matter 
lor "the House to consider.

Shri  Velayadhaa  (Quilon cum 
Mavelikkara—Reserved—Sch. Castes): 
Is there  any necessity for  a Select 
Conunittee? If it is so, it is a mathe
matical calculation.

Btr. Depaty-Speaker: It is for the
House to  consider  that matter. I 
shall now place the motion formally 
before the House before I allow dis- 
cussioQ on the matter.

Motion moved:

“That  the  Bill  further  to 
amend the Constitution of India, 
be  referred to a  Select  Com
mittee consisting of Shri Bhawan- 
ji A. Khimji, Shri Syamnandan 
Sahaya,  Shri Gajendra  Prasad 
Sinha, Shri K. L. More, Pandit 
Lingaraj  Misra,  Shri  Rohini
Kumar  Chaudhuri,  Pandit
Lakshmi  Kanta  Maitra,  Shri
Mohanlal  Saksena, Shri  N. M. 
Lingam, Shri Udai Shankar Dube, 
Choudhary Raghubir Singh, Shri 
Nemi  Chandra  Kesliwal,  Shri 
Ranbir  Singh Chaudhuri,  Shri 
Govihd Hari Deshpande, 3'ardar 
Amar Singh Salgal, Shri  Kotha 
Raghuramaiah,  Shri  Krishna- 
charya Joshi, Shri Liladhar Joshi, 
Shri A. M. Thomas, Shri C.  R. 
Basapa. Shri C. Madhao Reddi, 
Shri Choithram  Partabrai Gid- 
wani, Shrimati Renu Chakravaitty, 
Shri P. T. Punnoose, Shri Girraj 
Saran Singh, Dr. Manik  Chand 
Jatav-vir,  H.  H.  Maharaja 
Rajendra N̂.rayan Singh  Deo,
Shri  N.  R.  M.  Swamy,  Shri 
Radba  Charo’'  Sharma,  Shri 
Ranjit Singh, Shri P.  N.  Raja- 
bhoj, Shri Awadheshwar Prasad 
Sinha and the Mover,  with ins
tructions to report by the 22nd 
N6vember 1952.”

Shii Pataskar: Sir, I think  there 
has been a good deal of confusion......

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Shall I place 
the other motion also before the House 
so that there may be discussion on 
both?

Some Hon. Members: It is quite 
separate.

Shri  Pataskar:  Even  from  that
point of view I would  submit that 
thfs is a Bill to amend the Constitu
tion and that is a Bill  for quite a 
different purpose and I do not think 
it will be proper to mix up the two.
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there has been an increase in popuia* 
tion and. therefore, it is  proposed 
that we should make a diange in the 
maximum and  minimum wat  are 
prescribed in sub dause (b) of clause 
(1) of article 81. Now, Sir, if 1 have 
correctly understood the hon. Minis
ter in charge* then if we stick to the 
first part, namely, that the number 
shall be 500, the only justification for 
interfering  with  the  provision  in 
sub<lause (b)  will be in case we 
find that with this maximimi it is not 
pcfsible to give  representation of 
people on this basis  unless we  in̂ 
crease the maximum number of re
presentatives mentioned in sub-clause
(a)  thz.,  500,  we  cannot  bring 
that  number  of  representa
tives in the Parliament to more than 
500. So the point in this case is that 
we have been told that there has been 
5ome  increase  in the  population 
figures of the  Census of 1951 from 
the figures which were provisionally 
fixed by the  order  issued by  the 
President. Now we have also been 
told that there is no difficulty  and 
that even if we  allow the  present 
maximum and minimum in sul̂lause
(b) to be there, there can be represen
tation of people within the number of 
500.  The only  difficulty  probably 
seems to be, if I have been correctly 
able to follow, is that there might be

I some sort of variation in the represen
tation of different States. From that 
point of view, I would like to bring 
to your notice. Sir, that this article 81 
is in Chapter  II which  relates to 
elections to the House of the People 
and relates to the provisions  with 
resp̂t  to  representation  in  the 
Parliament and the wording in sub
clause *(b) is: “For the purpose of 
sub-clause (a) the  States shall  be 
divided, grouped or formed into terri
torial  constituencies”. Not  each 
State shall be divided—that is  the 
difference which I  want  to  make. 
Supposing the population had so in
creased that it was impossible, keeping 
the limits  intact, to give representa
tion or it was necessary to give re
presentation to more people, if  this 
maximum was to be kept intact, there 
might be some justification  for  in
creasing the maximum nimiber but in 
this case we are told that that is not 
necessary. Then the only question is 
that when we go to consider delimita
tion of constituencies, then there may 
be some difficulties  coming  in  the 
way. Those difficulties should rather 
be solved  by necessary  provisions 
being made in the Delimitation  Act 
rather than by amending the Consti
tution here. The only case in which
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there could be an amendmmt of tte 
Constitution would  be if we  found 
that Hm population had so increased 
that on this basis unless we increased 
the number of Representatives or in
creased the maximum and minimum 
number of people whom one person 
would represent, it was not possible 
to give representation  accordmg  to 
Constitutional provision.  Sir, I grant 
and accept that so far as (a) is con
cerned, there is no case for increasing 
the number of the House of the Peo
ple. There are already too many and 
1 do not think that  adding  to that 
number is going to benefit anybody. 
But then what is the justification for al
tering this here. The only thing that 
appears to me i& that some people may 
think  that probably different  States 
have got to be represented differently. 
That has been done in  delimitation, 
but under the scheme of the Consti
tution if we look to the basis of the 
Constitution it is  that franchise  is 
given to everyone in this country. That 
is the basis of article 326.

I Mr.  Speaker in the Chair]

And article 326 having given franchise 
to every Indian citizen, we proceed to 
say as to how these people will  be 
represented in the House of the Peo
ple. And then the Constitution pro
vides that for the purpose  of sub
clause (a) the States shall be divided, 
Rouped or formed into territorial cons
tituencies etc. It may become neces
sary in a certain case that a part of a 
State and part of an adjoining State 
may have to be grouped for that pur
pose. Therefore, there is no justifica
tion for this Bill because after all the 
representatives who come here are the 
representatives of the  whole of  the 
population of this country ba&ed on 
adult franchise  and they are  more 
concerned with the affairs of the coun
try as a whole rather than affairs whicĥ 
relate to the States primarily. There
fore. Sir, I cannot understand this idea 
of some Stales having more and some 
lers and on that there should be no 
misgivings. They will be justified in 
amending sub-clause (b) only if it is 
found that out of the population of all 
the States we cannot form constitu
encies on the basis given in sub-clause 
(a). I have tried to listen to my hon. 
friend very patiently and I do not think 
there is any justification for amending 
It.
The next argument is that it is an 
amendment of the Constitution.  This 
must be undertaken with the greatest 
<'are. We have tried to draw from the 
Constitution of the U.S.A. and we know 
tĥt on very few occasions was their 
Constitution  amended. Unless  there 
were very urgent and cogent reasons,
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almost a necessity, I think it would 
not be proper to rush in for amending 
the Constitution as such. Constitution 
is after all the  basis of legislation. 
Simply  because it will suit  certain 
constituencies and certain delimitation 
proposals, it would not be proper to 
amend the Constitution. The proper 
course would be to proceed with the 
delimitation and to introduce whatever 
provisions we want to in that Act to 
make changes so far as delimitation of 
constituencies  are  concerned.  The 
maxima and minima prescribed should 
be adhered to. It will also avoid fur
ther complication.

I know, Sir, that as soon as it was 
learnt that some States are going to 
get more representation  and  some 
States less, a sort of race started. So 
far as sub-clause (b) is concerned, it 
does not say that each State shall be 
divided or grouped but only that the 
Stales shall be divided or  grouped. 
Looking to the basis of this provision 
and keeping in view the fact that we 
are having adult franchise and that all 
the States are to send their represen
tatives, I think we can. by keeping to 
the present  maxima  and  minima, 
comply with the provisions of  sub
clause (a).  There is no Justification 
whatsoever for amending the Consti
tution.

Shri A. C. Guha:  Sir, I am sorry
I have not been able to support this 
Bill.  I am still more sorry that the 
Government have come forward with 
a proposal to amend the Constitution 
without being sure of their facts. As 
the previous speaker has pointed out 
and as the hon. Minister has previous
ly admitted, according to the  census 
figure of 1951 and sticking to the pro
visions of 81 (1) (b) as it is now, we 
can limit the number of members to 
500; and so, I cannot understand what 
is the necessity for bringing forward 
this Bill which seeks to  ame»d the 
Constitution and also to  curtail the 
right of representation.

Sir, those who have fought the elec
tion from constituencies  comprising 
of 750,000 people, know how difficult 
in ® constituency
like that.  And now again to extend 
the territory and the  population of 
the constituency by  another lakh is 
puttmg something which ,wiH prevent 
poorer and middle class people com
ing into Parliament. It is giving a 
premium to the wealthy  and to the 
richer section of the people.  I pro
test in the name of the middle classes 
and the commoner people and in the 
name of those Congressmen who have 
been working hard for in politics and 
273 PSD

who have not been able to amass any 
wealth or to  have secure  seats for 
tl\emselves.

Dr. Lanka Sundaram:  Are  you
speaking as a Congressman?

Shri A. A. C. Guha: Yes, I am speak
ing as a Congressman. I oppose this 
measure as a Congressman because 
I know • what it means  to fight an 
election in a constituency of 850,000 
people.  And so, Sir, I have to op
pose  this  Bill, particularly because 
even according to the present census 
there is nc necessity to increase the 
number of seats or increase the popu
lation for each constituency.

Then I  should also like  to be a 
little parochial in this matter. Bengil 
has been partitioned and there is a 
large number of politically conscious 
t>eople in Bengal, and this Bill, as it 
is introduced, will reduce the represen
tation in  Bengal and also in  some 
other States and so, from the point of 
view of my own State also, I have to 
oppose this Bill.

The  Minister  of  Parliamentary 
Affairs (Shri Sat̂ Narayan Sinha):
With your permission, Sir.  I more 
that three more names be added te 
the list of  members of the Selê 
Committee submitted today, * hamely, 
Shn S. S. More, Shri B. S.  Murthy 
£na Shri N. C. Chatterjee.

Mr. Speaker:  I  shall  add  these
names when I put the proposal be
fore the House.

Shri M. S. Gumpadaswamy (Mjm
sore): Sir, the propriety of amending 
article  81 U) (b)  instead of  rais
ing the over-all limit of 500 is beyond 
JuFtification.  According to  the last 
census, the population  of India has 
shown an increase and it is but reason
able and logical that the strength of 
the House also must be increased ae- 
cording to the increase of population 
in India.  Some of the Members are 
exoressing  opinions that the House 
might become very unwieldy and It 
may not be good  ultimately to have 
a very big House. Sir. I might draw 
the analogy  of the House of Com
mons here where the  Members are 
more than  600.  It is a tiny island 
as compared to India.  The strength 
of the population or  the geographi
cal area is much  smaller  even 
that country the  strength of t!»e 

House is bigger than the House of the 
People here. So. I feel we will be 
justified and it is also losrioal that the 
.strength of this House .should also in
crease in proportion to the increase-in 
oopulation if rot more.

(Second Amendment)  343
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Sir, it is not a matter ot |»t)ctdure 

that I am talking of. It relates to the 
substantive  rights  of the  people. 
Article  81 (1) (b)  is more funda
mental in my view, it is more sacro
sanct than (a) because the provision 
in (b) relates to the substantive right 
of the people i.e. the right of adequate 
representation in the House.  So  it 
it but aatura! that whf̂n there is in
crease in population in the country 
the people should be given more ade
QUate sc3pe for representation in the 
House.  It will only be enlarging the 
Sccpe of representation  and thereby 
giving more expression  to the rights 
of the people.  So. Sir. I feel  that 
While moving an amendment to article
SI (1) (b). I feel  (a) also may be 
taken into consideration.

'Further, Sir. I way also submit that 
the people of India and many of ĥe 
organisations  have  expressed  their 
<̂inion in favour of  increasing the 
ilreiigth of the  House.  My  hon. 
trlend, Mr. Gadgil just now said that 
With regard to the Bill which was cir- 
ftilatcdt people have expressed their 
fpmkMom ODlj about proidsion (b). It 
is cot the case; many organisations, 
flianjr bodies and many  individuals 
Who have aent their opinions, have 
liked lor amendment of article 81 (1)
(a) alaoL So, in faimeas to oublic de- 
fiUnd, you muat give a  directive to 
the Seict Committee to go into the 
ûastkm of whether  we  should in
crease the strength of the House or 
ftOt  Financial considerations should 
not stand in the way when we consi
der  that issue.  By  increasing  the 
iteength of the House it may mean a 
little more  expenditure  to the Ex
chequer; it may mean a little bit of in
convenience to the  Chamber. There 
may not be enou>?h  accommodation 
to provide  for extra  Members: or, 
possibly, it may  mean some incon- 
irenience to the mling party.  I feel 
•ir, that the general trend of opinion
li tĥt if there  are more  Members 
and and more constituencies, advantages 
are not in favour of the Congress. So, 
the ruling ârty does not want any 
Inerease m the strmgth of the House. 
That is the opinion prevailing in the 
country.  So.  1 do not  want  that 
opinion to circulate.  I want the xul- 
mg party to be generous and endorse 
mjr opinion in favour of an increase 
m the strength of the House. By do- 
ttkg that we shall  be endorsing the 
Progressive movement  of democracy. 
Democracy will expand itself and a 
iMroader basis will be given to Parlia- 
nant.  Let therefore, the Parliament 
to enlarged. Let its strength be in- 
6nased as far as possible.  Let the

people of India be given more re
presentation which they certainly de
serve due to the increase  in popula
tion. Let us not say that by having 
a truncated Parliament  we shall be 
working more efficiently.  By bring
ing in more Members, we would not 
in any way bring down the eSiciency 
or quality of the House.  Rather, we 
would make the Parliament more re
presentative.  If wc do not give ade
quate representation, then this Parlia
ment will become one of the most un- 
rerresentativc of representative insti
tutions in the  world.  Let  that not 
happen.  From this  point of view, 1 
strongly arge that the strength of the 
House should be mcreased in direct 
|.'roportion to the  population.  I re
quest that the Bill may be looked at 
from this  angle and  the hon. Law 
Minister also may consider this point 
of view.

Shrl P. P. T. Chacko (Meenachil):  I
only wish to make one suggestion for 
the consideration of the Select Com
mittee. I feel that it is necessary that 
an amendment should be made in res
pect of article  81 (1) (b),  because 
some sort of latitude should be given 
in the matter of  delimitation  when 
that question is taken up.  My point 
is that for some time more sub-clause
(a) need not be amended.  Even if 
this House accepts the present amend
ment the matter does not rest there. 
This amendment alone would  not 
bring about a finality of the matter/ 
because even  if this  amendment is 
accepted, after the  next census an
other  amendment  would be neces
sary either to sub-clause (a) or (b). 
My submission to this House is that 
for .«ome time more  sub-clause (a) 
need not be amended, but sub-clause
(b) mny be amended, in such a way.
another amendment to sub-clause (b) 
would not be  necessitated after the 
next ̂ nsus. I suggest that this ques
tion of flxinff the lower and uoper 
limit of the population in the matter 
of representation may be left to be 
provided by Parliament by law.  Un
der article 81  (2) and  (3) certain
matters are left to  the Parliament 
and another Bill is coming up for the 
consideration  of this House to pro
vide by by law  for matters dealt with 
under article 81 (3), viz.  re-adjust
ment of constituencies.

Article 81(2) reads:

'The  representation  in the 
House of the People of the terri
tories comprised within the terri
tory of India but not  included 
within any State shall be such as 
Parliament may by law provide.**



345 ConBUtutUm  11 NOVEMBtR 19S2 {Second Amendment)  M
BiU

Article 81(3) reads:

'•Upon the  completion of each 
census, the represenUtion ot the 
several terrltorfol constituencies in 
the House of the People shall be re
adjusted  by  such  authority, in » 
such manner and with effect from 
such date as Parliament may by 
law determine.**

As I said, the determination  of the 
population for purposes of represen
tation may be left to Parliament to 
provide by law. If that is done, a 
Constitutional  amendment  to  sub
clause (b) need not be made after the 
next census.  If at all an amendment 
becomes necessary, it would become 
necessary  only at a  time when the 
Hc'use  thinks  that  sub-clause  (a) 
should be amended so as to give more 
representation to the people, i.e. to in- 
rreas? the number of Members in the 
House of the People. So,  I suggest 
that the Select Committee may consi
der this suggestion.  In  the place of 
the words:

•*......80 determined as to ensure
that there shall be not less than 
one member tor every 750,000 of 
the population and not more than 
one member for i»very 500,000 of 
the population.**

the following words  may be  substi
tuted:

*'such as Parliament may  by 
law determine.**

In that case, there would be no neces
sity to amend the Constitution after 
the next  census.  When a  Bill is 
brought before Parliament to  make 
the necessary adjustments as contem
plated in clause (3) of article 81, this 
matter can be  Drovided  for in that 
same Bill.  This is my  suggestion, 
which I request the Select Committee 
to take into consideration,

Shri Raghuramaiah (Tenali):  Just
now my hon. friend Shri Gurupada- 
swamy waxed  eloquent on the right 
of the people in a democracy to get 
proper representation. I do not think 
that the Members of the ruling party— 
he was good enough  to call us that 
way—are any  the less  anxious to 
protect that right.  And I suppose, it 
will save us all a  lot of trouble if 
inhtead of  epproaching  eight  lakh 
voters We have to approach only seven 
lakh voters. T hat wll be a great con
venience for Members.  But as it is, 
even with 500 Members, most of us 
sitting in the back  benches are un
able to catch the eye of the Speaker 
occasionally.  If the strength of the 
House is going to be increased on the

basis of the rise in population, theb at 
the rate at which population is grow
ing in this country, namely, ten per 
cent, in every decade, I am afraid a 
cUte of affairs will be reached in the 
future—I am envisaging the future a 
100 years hence—wnen there will be 
long queues  on the opening day of 
Parliament  for occupym*;  the front 
benches.  My opinion is that a man 
who cm represent seven  lakhs can 
also represent eight  lakhs.  Nothing 
turns on the  dilTerence of one lakh. 
The question ii? really not that.  The 
question is whether Parliament is at 
present a body which can convenient
ly represent  the people.  I submit 
that the difference  between 750,000 
Lnc  850.000  is not so  great as to 
make the people remain unrepresent
ed if the Constitution is not amended. 
As regards the suggestion of one of 
my friends on this side that this 
should be done by a law passed by 
Parliament and not by an amendment 
of the Constitution. I  wish to point 
out that if you do not have these 
figures specified in an article of the 
Constitution and leave it to an enact
ment by Parliament, then you will be 
taking away the rights of the States. 
Whenever the Constitution is amend
ed I suppose the States have a say in 
the matter and if you  leave it to a 
Parliamentary  enactment  then  the 
States would have a grievance. There
fore, this matter should be dealt with 
by an article of the ConstitutloD itoM 
as at present and not be left to be gov
erned by an enactment by Parliament. 
Therefore,  Sir. I  submit  that  an 
amendment to article 81 (1) (b)  is 
desirable, and necessary, and I sup
port the motion

Shri Barman  (North  Bengal—Re
served—Sch.  Castes):  Sir,  I  also
agree with the previous speaker that 
amendment of article 81 (1) (b)  is 
necessary.  A view has been express
ed in this Hou.se that on the basis of 
the population fibres of the 1051 cen
sus and the number of 500 seats we 
have under article 81 (1) (a), we can 
do without amending the  Constitu
tion and we should take recourse to 
that.  Certainly it is so.  But when 
you find that it is not  practicable— 
and according to  my view it is not 
practicable—I submit <that we shall 
have to amend the Constitution.

Sir, we have a population of 36 
crores. Dividing 36 crores by 500, the 
average comes  to  7,20,000 or so. 
While delimiting Parliamentary consti* 
tuencies we have by experience found 
that we cannot make all the consti
tuencies of such a big size. There are 
parts of the country which are biUŷ
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wUcfa are on the sea-«ide. and tt Is diffl* 
cult to travel from one place to an
other.  These places are  generaily
very sparsdjr populated and even if 
we take the population limit as seven 
lakhs for a conrtituency to  be the 
minimum, there  are  places in thî 
country where the constituencies will 
be so vast i\i area, so HI served by
means of  communication,  and also
for  administrative  purposes,  that 
elections  would be  not only  wide
spread. but \>ery dilBcult to be con
ducted.  I  may in this  connection 
mention the examole of the district 
of Darjeeling in West Bengal.  The 
area of the district of Darjeeling is 
HJKH> square miles: it has a popula
tion of only  445.000.  Now,  if  we 
proceed on the  basis  that  all the 
Parliamentary constituencies in  In
dia will be delimited  with a popula
tion of seven lakhs, it will be difflcult 
to form Parliamentary constituencies 
in such parts.  Necessarily  we shall
have to exceed the limit of this avcraso 
in other Darts and unless we amend 
the Constitution we  cannot coaflne 
the number of Members to SCO as pro
vided for under  article 81 (1> (a). 
Therefore, my first submission is that 
considering the geographical features 
of our country we shall have to delimit 
the constituencies In such a way that 
there will be more in some and less in 
others. That necessitates an amend
ment of the Constitution.

My tecond sutnnission is that, keep
ing sub-cdause  (a) of  claiise (1) of 
article 81 intact we can  amend sub
clause (b). as has been Prop  ̂  ̂
Govemmoit,  but I would like  tht
Select Committee to consider whether 
the amendment of this  clause alone 
would serve our purpose for a long 
time.  In this  connection.  I would 
lik«» to cite article 170. where in the 
case of the State legislatures we have 

oidy a lower limit and no upper 
limit. If we  take recourse to  tto
same procedure  in  amendmg sub
clause (b) of article 81 (1) a  ̂fix a 
lower limit of Uve lakhs, and delete 
the upper limit, it will serve us for 
all time to  come.  In  caw  after 
each census the population increases 
we shall have no difllculty In delimit
ing the constituencies if we have no 
upper limit.

At present.  Sir. we have five lakhs
a* our lower  limit. I submit that this
limit should not be chM̂ed. W 9̂ * 
emment thinits or If the House thinks 
that there should be an uoper limit. I 
would not object  to that .seriously 
But I would  rimply  submit to the 
naaam ttatt tte  Umlt ot flve

lakhs should not be disturbed/ Lei It 
be left to the discretion of the Elec
tion Commission to consider whether 
any part of the country is such that 
an area with  a lower  population 
should form  a constituency.  Last 
time, Sir, we had the Election Com
mission and  with the  assistance of 
members nominated by you, the Com
mission demarcated the consliiuencies. 
We have heard no serious ohjectioo 
to that  This time  the Delimitation 
Commission will consist of the Elec
tion Commissioner, assisted by Judges 
of the Supreme Court or High Courts. 
It will be an independent body and the 
Members of this House would only be 
assisting them in regard to different 
States.  We oeed, therefore, have no 
hesitation in entirely depending upon 
the  Delimitation  Commission,  be
cause it will be composed of the Chief 
Election Commissioner and Judges of 
the Supreme Court and High Courts. 
If you fix the lower limit of flve lakhs, 
there need be n >  apprehension that 
there would bo any injustice. On the 
other hand lust ire will be met. where 
it is due.

A point was  raised  during  tha 
course of the debate that if the up
per limit were raised It would create 
difficulties for the middle class people. 
Certainly it Is ?o. Bvt  in this con
nection I would like to ask: even un- 
<ler the present circumstances, what 
is the population of a constituency la 
which a  candidate has  to nm  hla 
election.  Because of the reservation 
oi Feats for the Scheduled Castes and 
Scheduled Tribes,  there  are plural 
member  constituencies.  whenever 
there is a reserved seat, automatical
ly the  number of  voters  becomes 
double. Instead of 7/2 lakhs which 
is the average,  we at  once get by 
rough  calculation  14-4  lakhs. So. 
that difficulty  is still  there and it 
this Qgare be raisêl a little, sar, to 
eight lakhs or nine lakhs, we cannot 
say that some innovation is being in
troduced in the electoral sjrstem.  So 
I do not think that argument can be 
advanced.

Keverting to my old submission, I 
may support it by pointing out that 
in a city like Calcutta which has an 
area of only 34 square miles there is 
a population of 26 lakhs.  I am talk
ing of Cnlcutta main.  If instead of 
getting on nn average 3;5 seats as at 
present it gets three seats—that is to 
say, in order to give relief to the consti
tuencies which arc hilly or which are 
geographically inaccessible, the popula
tion of each of those constituencies will 
be decreased—w^e is the harm? All
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the people living there get a chance of 
expressing their opinion.  It does not 
create too much diAculty for the peo
ple or for the candidate. By increas
ing the number by a few thousands or 
by a lakh, if you can give relief to an
other constituency which requires relief, 
I do not think we should grudge it: 
rather I think that Justice demands it.

So my submission to the Select Com
mittee and to the House is  that the 
lower limit should not be touched.

Shri T. N. Sfngh: Sir. this small BUI 
which we all thought will not take so 
much time, seems to have taken quite 
a good bit of the time of the House. 1 
think it is but natural that we should 
attach  the  greatest  importance ixy 
even  the  most  minor  change in 
the  Constitution.  Tne  Constitution 
is  a  sacred  document  and  we 
have to see to it that changes are 
not made to it frequently or unneces
sarily. At the same time ! feel that 
this change is not only necessary but 
has become inevitable.

The population has been growing. I 
really feel rather surprised that at the 
time the Constitution was made it did 
not occur to us that the population is 
a changing factor and that there may 
not be a ftxity of maximum or mini- 
mimi with regard to constituencies for 
election to the House of the People. 
Either you  have a  non-tixity in the 
matter of the number of seats of the 
House, or non-flxity in the matter of 
number of voters, both maximum and 
minimum.  Both cannot  go together. 
And that is what has happened. The 
increase in our population has undone 
all the calculations of the Constitution- 
rrakers and I see no wonder in it. In 
my own family we were a very small 
number some thirty years ago, but to
day we are sixty! At this rapid rate 
the population seems to have been in
creasing.  In this context one should 
have easily imagined that all calcula
tions of numbers would be upset, and 
for this reason I do feel that the Select 
Committee should seriously consider 
whether it is advisable to pin this 
clause to any figures of population. I 
would very humbly  urge that we 
should consider whether it is at all 
advisable, for after five years again, 
who knows, this great country of ours 
may upset all calculations based on the 
limit of 850,000. Are we going to 
•mend the Constitution after five years 
or ten years? That should not be done. 
Therefore, I would very humbly urge 
on the members of the Select Commit
tee, who will be considering this ques
tion in detail, to see whether only a 
minimum basis, as has been done In 
the case of the State Legislatures, may
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be fixed «ni the upper limit may n«t 
be flxed at all That Is point number 
one.  ■ V

Secondly, I feel, as the Member pnh 
reding me has very rightly observed, 
that the minimum limit should not be 
touched. I have got very cogent rea
sons for this. Probably there are seve
ral Members here who do not come 
from sparsely populated areas. In my 
small district there is a close-by area 
called the Vindhya area, in Mirzapur 
fliîtrict.  If you go there you have to 
travel 200 miles  actually,  and you 
have not got more than seven Assemb
ly seats, which means one and a half 
Parliamentary seats. That is the posi
tion there.  It is a very big district. 
The same is the position in Garhwal.

In this connection I think hon. Mem
bers should also take into considera
tion sub-clause (c)  of clause (1) of 
article 81.  That is a very important 
clause. Ihe intention of that clause is 
that there should be a certain amount 
of homogeneity between  the various 
constituencies that are delimited. You 
cannot have a constituency of a very 
small number and another in which 
the disparity  goes up  considerably. 
Disparities have to be avoided. That 
is one great principle enunciated in 
article 81 (1) (c). I think it is the de
sire to observe that principle which 
has created so many complications 
here.

The hon. Law Minister readily took 
the House into confidence and explain
ed the implications of this amendment. 
He told us that in some States the num
ber of seats for the House of the Peo
ple will increase, in others it will go 
down.  And that  started  the whole 
controversy. As a matter of fact the 
controversy ihai has arisen so far has 
arisen on this issue as to what is go
ing to happen to individual States in 
the matter of the number of seats that 
they will have in the House of the Peo
ple.  That is  the main  controversy 
which arises out of this. But in that 
regard I would ask whether the dis
parity as envisaged in sub-clause (c) of 
clause (1) of article 81 will be so great; 
if we stick to the present number of 
seats for each State, as to make it g6 
against the spirit of the Constitution 
itself. If that is not so, I see no rea
son why the hornet’s nest should be 
disturb̂ at all. As a matter of fact; 
as a member of thf Delimitation Com
mittee of my State two years ago; i 
had occasion to go in detail into the 
delimitation of  every  small consti
tuency in my poor State.  (An Hon̂ 
MfimhoT-  Poor?)  Yes, Sir, it Is • 
very poor State though big. In that 
State, Sir, under the direction of to?"
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Election  Commission  we were re
quired to delimit constituencies  of 
Parliament  with  nimibers  ranging 
from 320,000 to 384,000 voters or in 
certaio  case 390.000 voters,  which 
meant a variation of 70,000 voters.

Now, even if the variation that may 
result owing to the Increase in popula
tion and number of voters is taking 
into account. I am sure  the average 
variation  between  the n̂umber  of 
voters in constituencies will not be so 
great.  Of course, we would have to 
make exceptions, because the Consti
tution itself with the provision for 
maximum  and  minimum  limits 
envisages a difference of  about two 
lakh members of  the population or 
one lakh voters.  That is there even 
in the existing  constitutional provi
sion. So if the variation goes up even 
to one and a half lakhs between one 
constituency and another, that I think 
should not be any reason why we 
should disturb the number of represen
tatives of a particular State in the 
House of the People.  I think if we 
do that, all our problems and contro
versies in this regard will be solved. 
That is my suggestion for the considera
tion of the Select Committee.

Apart from that. I 1hink that any 
attempt to change  sub-clause (a) of 
clause (1) of article 81 of the Consti
tution will not be desirable.  It may 
be even dangerous. If we go on chang
ing the total strength of the House year 
after year, that would not be a proper 
thing. I think it is not done anywhere. 
If we look at the Parliaments or Legis
latures of other countries, we will And 
that more or less the total number re
mains constant.  The total number of 
Members in the House of Representa
tives in America or in the House of 
Commons in England has  remained 
more or less steady.

Some years ago they changed the 
total strength of the House of Com
mons. but after how many years?  If 
we see for how many years it has re
mained stable, surely we should not 
change the total strength of this House 
so frequently.  Our population is a 
changing  factor. Taking  that  into 
account, what does it matter if we have 
to approach a few more voters? I 
think every Member here will welcome 
meeting a large number of voters. It 
gives us an opportunity of understand
ing them. So, therefore, I suggest. Sir, 
that sub-clause (a) should not be 
touched and therefore only the Bill as 
it is should be considered by the Select 
Committee and not with any further 
extension of its scope.  With these 
words I resume my seat
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Skri M. A. Ayyaiigar (Tirupati): Sir, 
I will say only a few words on this 
matter. T believe. Sir. having consi
dered all the viewpoints that have been 
raised at an earlier stage of the debate, 
I appealed that the 500 maximum need 
not be raised. Recently I was in the 
House of Lords. There were only ten 
or fifteen people there. I attended one 
of the sessions of both the Houses. 
There were not more than five people 
in a House of 350 or so. I asked u 
Member “what about the quorum”. He 
said “don’t talk about this unless some
body else.....................”  When a divi
sion takes place on voting they would 
like to get some people to vote. They 
were immensely glad that there were 
five people, one man to talk and 
another man to hear. Those Members 
find it very necessary to go to their 
constituencies, to plough the fields be
cause ultimately they are the represent
atives of those people whether in the 
House or outside. Some of them are 
merchants. Now in this House about 
150—200 is the average attendance out 
of 500, and out of them immediately 
after the question hour is over I know 
most of our friends have got other im
portant work to do and they are not 
in the House, and after thq lunch in
terval the Speaker has to wait for one 
minute, ring the bell and try to get 
the quorum. If the quorum is 51 ai)d 
26 people vote in favour of a Bill, it 
is passed. We are imposing this Bill 
on 360 millions of our population. Loi.k 
at the enromity! But even to get that 
quorum is difficuH. Any one of our 
friends on this side is a gem if he is 
able to represent not only seven and 
a half lakhs of people but seven and a 
half millions of people. So far as the 
territorial constituencies are concerned, 
one of my friends, Mr. Sinha, was ex
ceedingly perplexed as to how a poor 
man will be able to go round his cons
tituency. I am appealing only to his 
experience. Today some rich people 
may be bribed, but to bribe a whole 
population of seven and a half lakhs 
is rather a different affair. When we 
go into a village it is not each indivi
dual that we talk to. We address them 
either to vote in our favour or against. 
When they come, they come with “Ram 
Ram” for the Communist Party or the 
Congress Paiiy. All of them make up 
their minds, come and stand in a queue, 
they come from miles away to the poll
ing station. Still they stand there with 
all seriousness and vote one side or the 
other. People go on whispering but 
they do not care for whispers at that 
time. This Is our experience. Under 
those circumsUnces what does it matter 
whether the same constituency has 
eight and a half lakhs instead of seven 
and a half lakhs. It is not going to
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matter materially from the point of 
view of . the candidate who has to go 
and convert people. Under those cir
cumstances we are finding it difficult 
to Increase the size of this House. Our 
country is a little better to look at and 
here in this House there is a greater 
attendance than in the House of Com
mons. Under these circumstances, let 
us not think of increasing the number. 
The mistake has arisen in this wAy.

If we had only copied the provisions 
that were made in the same Constitu
tion for the Legislatures of the States 
this trouble would not have arisen. We 
wanted to put a bracket on both the 
sides. There are no loopholes. 500 
shall be the maximum. Let it be the 
maximum. The maximum has been 
imposed even with respect to the State 
Legislatures, but the 'minimum also. 
It shall be not more than one member 
for each five lakhs or seven and a half 
lakhs. The upper limit may be ten 
lakhs. In article 170 they say 500 shall 
be the maximum for the lower House 
of a State Legislature and that there 
shall not be more than one member 
for a population of 75,000. That is. 
beyond 75,000, there may be a member 
for up to 175,000. In that portion re
lating to our Parliament, what has been 
said is that the upper limit of 500 has 
been fixed. There shall not be more 
than one member for five lakhs of 
population and there shall be more 
than one member for more than seven 
and a half lakhs of population. This is 
on both sides.  There cannot be any 
escape. I find it is unnecessary to 
modify the Constitution so far as the 
State Legislatures are concerned be
cause the upper limit is 500. The lower 
limit is not prescribed.  I can say for
175,000 and 145,000 we gave one mem
ber in Madras but now they can say 
for 180,000 there shall be a member, 
for two lakhs there shall be a member 
in which case the amendment iy not 
necessary. Here every ten years we 
have to go on and if we accept the am
endment that is suggested by the Law 
Minister in this Bill, once again at the 
end of ten years we will have to amend 
the Constitution. What my hon. friend 
has said is to amend sub-clause (b) 
so as to remove those upper and 
lower limits, five lakhs and seven 
and a half lakhs. We want to have 
a lower limit, not more than one 
member for seven and a half lakhs 
which according to the hon. Law 
Minister is the average of population 
over which we are going to have a 
member. We can modify it. Instead 
of laying down the lower and upper 
limits, we can say. not more than one 
member for seven and a half lakhs of 
the population, in which case, it can 
be for eight lakhs or ten lakhs of the

(Second Amendmeni)  W
•  Bttl .

population, according to the inoreminorem 
of population̂

In this connection, I would like to 
refer to the Constitution of America. 
Thefe, for every 1,000 of the population, 
they have got one Member. They havt 
not fixed the upper limit of 500. The 
problem with them is want of popula* 
tion; the problem with us is excess of 
population. Therefore, there is no good 
in following America in all respects. 
In Canada, there are only 500 Members 
for the whole territory, they have un
limited territory. In the House of 
Commons, they have got 600 and odd 
Members. There is no other Legisla* 
ture where we have more than 500 
Members. It is a reasonable number. 
Suppose we have 600 Members, what 
an enormous House we will have? Ex-* 
cept at the time of Division, we may 
have some more heads here and some 
more there. Barring that, the contr̂ 
bution to the deliberations of the House 
will not be added materially. There* 
fore, I would appeal to hon. Members 
not to insist upon any direction being 
given to the Select Committee by tbls 
House that we must increase the num* 
ber from 500. There is no limit; sky is 
the limit. If we go on from 500. we 
are not setting a limit according to 
the growth of the population. Along 
with the growth of population, the 
number of Members will also rise and 
then, not merely this room, the entire 
block and the whole city of Delhi may 
be necessary as a big hall for the hous* 
ing of the Members of Parliament, if 
we go at that rate. My humble request 
is that hon. Members need not insist 
upon increasing the number of Mem-̂ 
bers from 500.

As regards the other point, instead 
of this amendment, an amendment may 
be made in the Select Committee, of 
not having an upper limit of eight and 
a half lakhs, but only a lower limit; 
that is, there shall not be a Member for 
less than seven and a half lakhs of the 
population, which will meet the neceŝ 
sities of the situation. That also avoids 
again and again trying to meddle with 
our Constitution. All the discussions 
that took place this morning regarding 
direction being given to the Select Com̂ 
mittee, and powers being given to the 
Select Committee to go beyond the 
scope of the Bill and touch sul̂lause 
(a) also, are not necessary if my sug-* 
gestion is accepted.

Shrl Velayndhan: Sir, In the morn
ing, when we were discussing these 
two Bills together. I was a little con
fused, like other Members who also 
added to the confusion of the Law 
Minister.  In the afternoon, when we 
assembled here, after hearing the clari
fication from the Law Minister, 1 myself 
was convinced of the points that hi
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NiMd. As a m«mber of t)« Deliintta* 
tton̂ COmmleslon trcm the Travancore- 

State, I had to come across 
certain experiences regarding the ques
tion of these vast constituencies. I was 
also thinkinii how this difflciilty could 
avoided, if it were possible.  The 

Bill regarding the amendment of the 
Constitution is so clear that I also agree 
with the hon. Law Minister when he 
said that an upper limit should be de
cided regarding the maximum number 
of Memrbers in Parliament.  also
agree with the view of the Law Minis
ter that the maximum should not be 
raised to more than 500 for the Parlia
mentary seats. I have cogent reasons 
for this conclusion. I was not support
ing anybody, nor opposing anybody in 
this matter because I think, as the hon. 
Deputy-Speaker has said from his com- 
monsense, the nwximum should not be 
raised above 500. When we were going 
through the election process, I was also 
leeling why this Parliamentary election 
was being conducted at all and why 
not have indirect election to Parliament. 
1 got this feeling because I had to go 
through about 17 constituencies for a 
double  Member seat in  Parliament. 
Seventeen Assembly constituefticies in 
Travancore-Cochin  made  a  double 
Member constituency for  Parliament. 
We felt, why this enormous amount 
of walking here day and night, why 
not have indirect elections to Parlia
ment. if you have proper representa
tion in the various State Legislatures 
of the country.  Representation is 
based on the number of people: but at 
the same time, I must say, when we 
have got the federal Legislature, it is 
better from my experience to have in
direct elections for the Parliamentary 
•eats.

Regarding the amendment  to  the 
Constitution here, i|t is inevitable. 
According to the Constitution, when 
a census is taken, a Bill like this is re
quired. It is not because we found in 
the last census that there is an in
crease in the population that a Bill has 
been necessitate*, but, according to 
the Constitution itself, even if there 
were a decrease In the population, a 
Bill like this would have been neces
sary. Therefore,  my humble submis
sion is that the number of seats in 
Parliament should not be raised. But, 
I must say that there must be an in
crease in the number of seats in the 
local Legislatures. That is .inevitably 
goin̂ to happen according to the deli
mitation of constituencies.

Another point that I would like to 
raise hfe;t̂ is this. I was always feel
ing why -this BUI should be sent to the
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Select Committee at all.  I was con- 
fact, even last time, when 

this Bill was discussed here, we were 
confused, because there is no amend
ment here in regard to sub-clause (a) 
of clause (I) of article 81; it is an 
amendment of sub̂ l̂ause (b) of article 
810) only. At any rate, we sent this 
Bill for circulation.  We  have  got 
certain opinions also.  It  has  been 
clearly  stated  from  the  Treasury 
Benches that no amendment for article 
81(1) (a) is accepted by them.  When 
we know that there is that view, and 
that view is accepted by the House. I 
do not know why for a purely mathe
matical calculation alone this Bill is 
being sent to the Select  Committee, 
which forms nearly a third or half the 
strength of this House. There are about 
35 or 40 members in that Select Com
mittee.  If this matter is entrusted to 
the Election Commission, who are very 
clever people, they will easily within 
five minutes tell you how this has to 
be proceeded with and we can very 
easily make the calculation. When we 
were having the Delimitation Commis
sion. we were all worried about the 
calculations.  Then, the Secretary of 
the Election Commission came there 
and  taught  us  certain  formulas. 
Within five minute.̂ we were able to 
frame our formulas and carry out the 
work in five or six days. It is a ques
tion of pure mathematical calculation 
if we take this Bill and consider it 
intelligently.  I do not claim to have 
greater intelligence than many of you, 
but from my humble intelligence, I must 
say that this Bill requires pure cal
culation and nothing else, if we are 
not going to change sub-clause (a) of 
clause (1) of article 81 of the Constitu
tion. With this humble submission, I 
conclude.

4

Shrl U, M. Trivedi (Chittor): Sir, 
when this Bill was commended to the 
Select Committee along with the Deli
mitation Commission Bill, it set most 
of us thinking: as to why it was neces
sary that both these Bills should be 
taken together, and why should not we 
first find out whether by studjring the 
change in the delimitation of constitu
encies, we may not be able to serve 
our purpose.  We are still nearly ten 
years away from the next census, and 
at least the next election would not 
require any further study of the new 
census figures. The figures of 1951 will 
certainly hold aood in the next elec
tion of 1957. Here we do not know— 
although we say and sometimes we do 
say correctly, that the population may 
go on increasing after ten years—̂ 
whether we are sure to increase, or
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whether, with the events that are hap- 
peninf in the world—and we are 
weary of'talking of planning; and con̂ 
trols—we may not  have  control of 
the population also, and we may not 
increase mathematically as we are all 
calculating.

But, apart from that, the remedy 
that I find is instead of making any 
amendment in article 81(l)(a), or 81
(l)(b), we may apply our mind to this 
proposition, that, as we all got elected 
to this House by standing for election 
from any part of the country, why 
should we not  have  constituencies 
overlapping from one State into an
other,  without any particular  State 
territorial limits?  The first difficulty 
that was pointed out by the learned 
Deputy-Speaker, who has a good deal 
of  experience, was that at  certain 
places we cannot fix this minimum of 
750,000. If we had this provision that 
the election to the Parliament should 
not be by the States,  but  by  the 
various territorial divisions that could 
be framed by delimitation of consti
tuencies, then, we can have this figure 
of 750,000 for each constituency, and we 
will not have much difficulty. In that 
case, article 82 will also require to be 
studied, but even without making any 
amendment to article 82, if the Repre
sentation of the People Act is suita
bly amended, then we would not have 
to give two representatives to a small 
State like Ajmer. Why give a repre
sentative to Bilaspur, give one to Coorg, 
give one to Himachal Pradesh, one to 
Vindhya Pradesh, treat them integrat
ed with adjoining States—and we would 
have made a reduction of eight. This 
is the maximum that we would re
quire even according to mathematical 
calculation in the year of the new elec
tion, 1961 or 1962; and there would be 
no necessity for us till the year 1972 
of making any change in this figure 
of 500 and the figure of 500 would 
stand good for at least 20 years.

[Mr. Deputy-Speaker in the Chair]

I would then submit, that, as has 
been said by our Deputy-Speaker, a 
House of 500 is already a very cum
bersome thiiig, and if we increase simul
taneously with this  the  maximum 
limit from 750,000 giving us a repre
sentative to any figure higher than 
this, then those of us who are not very 
rich and who do not have party funds 
to help them, will find it very difficult 
to make an approach to a population of
750.000 more so to approach a popul̂ 
tion of 350,000. I am talking of my 
own constituency; it is a large area, 
which has absolutely no roads in an 
area of 3,000 cq. miles, the roads are

only 18 miles—with that constituency,, 
it IS extremely difficult ̂ or anybody 
to contest the elections, and it will be 
more so, if it is increased to 850,000.
I would therefore submit that if we 
take into consideration...

Mr. Depaty-Speaker:  The  area of
the constituency will not increase.

Shri U. M. Trivedi: I mean the in
crease to 850,000. I have to fight the 
election in three different districts— 
one whole district, part  of  another 
district, and part of a third district— 
and in the delimitation if we gcr on 
increasing the population to 850,000, 
tlien the area would certainly increase.
I do not understand whether it will not 
be increased by this.

My suggestion is only this much, 
that if we still stick to 500 and if we 
are very strict and judicious and very 
impartial then certainly there is  no 
reason for us to give weightage ta 
those small States, namely the Part C 
States to which we have given undue 
weightage. And if we are to take an
other ten years’ time to just abolish the 
existence of these very States—Ajmer, 
Vindhya Pradesh, Bhopal, Coorg, all 
these—then there would be absolutely 
no necessity for making any change 
whatsoever for at least  another  20 
years to come, and therefore, my sub
mission is this, that instead of making- 
any amendment at this stage to article 
81(l)(a), it would be enough for our 
purpose if the Delimitation Bill  is 
merely taken into consideration, and 
after a report on that is submitted to 
this House, there would  probably be 
no need for us to go into the 
amendment of the Constitution. There
fore I submit that when the Select 
Committee for Delimitation of Consti
tuencies takes into consideration  all 
these factors, it must also take into 
consideration the representation  that 
has been given under the provisions 
of article 82 to the Part C States and 
see to it that the undue weightage that 
has been given, may not be so given 
to these States. I submit the Bill may 
not be sent to the Select Committee so 
far as amendment of article 81(l)(a) 
or (b) of the Constitution is concern
ed.
Shri T. Subrahmanyam (Bellary); 
The original intention of the Consti
tution with regard to the strength of 
this House was 500, and that figure 
was fixed after a good deal of thought.

. comparison and experience from the 
working of Constitutions in various 
countries. And now if we increase 
that figure, it will increase also the 
inconvenience, because the balance of 
advantage is that this 500 is neither 
a small figure nor a large one.
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Some friends on  the  other  side 
were saying that it  would be  un* 
democratic, or  inconsistent with the 
principles of democracy, if we should 
not have a larger figure than SOO. and 
if people  are not  adequately  re
presents, and an attempt was made 
to bring the House of Commons also. 
To my mind, we owe a great deal to 
the House of Commons. We  have 
«ot great respect for it  and for its 
conventions,  but  the  House  of 
Commons was the creation of histori
cal expwiences. It was not a result of 
■any written Constitution deliberately 
m̂ e. It is n  matter of historical 
evolution or historical growth. Their 
strength is 640 and they proceed on 
the presumption that all these Mem
bers do not attend at the same time, 
and they almost make it appear that 
some Members  must necessarily  be 
abcent from the proceedings and de
bates that go on in  the House  of 
Commons. To my  mind, this  is a 
most unsound precedent,  if a prece
dent is required, and of all places, the 
House of Commons is not the place 
to which we should go for copying 
particularly in this matter.

Of course, there are only two  or 
three  countries  which  have  large 
Legislatures. One is the U.S.'A. There 
the representation is  one for  every 
306.000; and in the U.S.S.R.. I think 
the representation at present  is one 
for every 300,000. In the  House of 
Commons, as I said, it is  640. Just 
now you  were observing while you 
were speaking on this motion, that in 
the House of Lords which has now got 
« strength of 746, hardly IS people or 
20 people are present. Therefore, let 
us not  proceed on the presumption 
that if we increase the  strength of 
this House of the People to more than 
500. we will make  for a better  or 
sound working of democracy. I even 
say it  would be inconsistent  with 
democracy because if large numbers 
are compelled to be absent from the 
proceedings or debates of this House, 
'ue electorate will suffer and the peo
ple will also go unrepresented. Tbiere- 
tore, that  is the most undemocratic 
process that we can Imagine.

As you were saying, the lower limit 
may be there let it be six, seven or 
seven and a half lakhs; let it be any 
figure—̂but the upper limit should be 
excluded once and for all so that there 
will be no need for- this  periodical 
Tevision every  time that the census 
figures are taken. I therefore submit, 
Sfr. that when the Select Committee 
goes into the  matter, it îhould  not 
attempt to alter the maximum or the 
-stscBgth of  this  House from  SOft.

Article 81(l)(a) aboqld not be disturb
ed, and with regard to artiole«81(l)<b), 
the lower figure, let it be any flgura. 
Some friends wanted five lakhs, smne 
friends  wanted  six  lakhs. There 
should be no upper limit so that the 
strength of this House should not pro
ceed above this figure. I again submit 
that it is a decent figure, and a large 
number of Members on tliis side al
ways go without any opportunity of 
speaking. They tij to catch the eye 
or the ear of the Deputy-Speaker, but 
very often, they do not get an oppor
tunity for representing what they 
want to say. It is not a question of 
people on this side  trying to  deny 
opportunities of representation to peo
ple at large. To my mind, democracy 
is perfectly consistent and  worlcable 
in this' country only at this level of 
500 being the strength of this House.
I do not wish to say anjrthing more.

Shri Kakkaa (Madurai—Reserved— 
Sch. Castes): Sir, in supporting this 
Bill, I want to say fow words about 
the Melur Assembly Constituency.

Originally  for  Madura  District, 
especially for the Harijans, three re
served seats were given—̂in Madura 
District. One for Periakulam. one for 
Nilakaotai  and  one  for  Dindigul 
Taluki. But  without consulting the 
Madras Government, later on the re
served  seat in Athur-Dindigul  was 
transferred to Melur. The population 
of Melur Taluk is nearly two laichs, 
and also the  population of  Madura 
Taluk is nearly two laklis. Both the 
taluks of  Melur and Madura  were 
clubbed together, and tliey have tfven 
one general seat  and one  reserved 
seat. So. I request the hon. Minister 
to see that one  general seat  must 
be given to Melur Toluk, and the re
served seat which is in Melur consti
tuency must be transferred to Athur- 
Dindigui constituency. Though I am 
coming from Melur Taluk, I want to 
do justice for the  people of  Melur 
Toluk especially the Harijans of Din
digul to get a reserved seat.

Shrl  Dknlekar  (Jhansi  Distt.— 
South): I beg to support the view tbat 
the maximum limit for the member
ship of the House of the People should 
not be raised above 500. Some objec
tions have been made on the ground 
that when the population is Increasing 
year by year, It will be undemocratic 
not to increase the number. I would 
submit that it is not l̂e number of 
the people who can  be called real 
representatives of the people but the 
quality of the people who represent 
the constituency, and also wm can 
put forward sotmd views, that should 
count.
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1 btltovd, in a House eoniigting ci 
g Urge number of people, it is alww 
the confention or custom tĥt people 
who know politics or democracy al
ways take up one particular  subject 
for discussion, and after careful and 
deep  study, they  always  represent 
the wholo  country.  In this  way 
some  people  take  up  health, 
sonfie others commerce and so on.  It 
is unfortunate  that  democracy  be 
defined in such a way that if one mem
ber is given for two or three lakhs, 
the representation will be more sound 
But only a few people can understand 
all the subjects, and I believe only a 
few people can understand any parti
cular subject  deeply. For  instance 
there are a few people in this House 
who will be able to know real inter
national exchange policy of the  Re
serve Bank, or how the gold standard 
fluctuates, how shares are sold,  how 
they are purchased, how urices change 
in the exchange market, how the price 
levels fluctuate, etc. So my submission 
is that instead of talking democracy 
we should talk sound cpmmonsense. It 
will be a far better thing if hon. Mem
bers who  talk  on  any  particular 
subiect try to put thmgs before the 
House so that they will benefit  the 
wnoie country, instead of talking about 
a particular constituency or  a parti
cular small area. Whenever the food 
policy is discussed. I always hear the 
names of  Rayalaseema.  Hyderabad 
Travancore-Cochin and the names of 
four or five other districts. But if hon. 
Members go deep into the matter, they 
will find that the whole food policy 
of the Government of India cannot be 
guided by these four or five  places 
We have to study the whole situation 
in the country and  also the  inter* 
national position. So my submission 
is that it is very sound that more than 
,500 persons should not come to the 
House of the Peoole at all. 500 sho /id 
be the maximum limit.

Then as regards my second point, I 
would submit that it is better to avoid 
frequent changes in Constitution. In 
our constituencies and other places 
people always object to the change of 
the Constitution within a period  of 
two or three years after its enactment. 
They do not know what changes are 
necessary but they ask me as a former 
Member of the Constituent Assembly 
‘‘What is the kind of Constitution you 
made then, if you want to change it 
today?** Therefore I  would  request 
the Select Committee that they should 
incorporate only such amendments to 
sub-clause (b) of Clause (1) of Article 
81 that further changes due to increase 
of population  will not be necessary 
after five or ten yeats.  We should 
place a lower limit or no limit at alL*

and it sliould be left to the Delimitt- 
tion Commission to Ax the constitu* 
encies. If that is done, it wUl not be 
necessary at all to change the Consti« 
fution. As my hon. friend Shri Velayu« 
dhan put it, if we put in the amend
ment in a language which will fit In 
with  thd body of the  Constitution, 
without putting limitations either this 
way or that way, then I would sub
mit, there will be no difficulty of any 
change in the future. With these re
marks, I conclude.

Shrlmati Benu Chakravartty (Basir- 
hat): Sir, it is very unfortunate that 
we have begun a very important Bill 
like the one under discussion with a 
certain  amount of  confusion. The 
necessity of the Bill has not, 1  am 
afraid, been clarified sufficiently  by 
the Minister and also the fact that sub
clause (a) has been ruled out of the 
scope of discussion really makes many 
of the suggestions many of us on thia 
side of the House are going to put 
forward unreal. However, not talking 
arithmetically but more in  politicd 
digits as to whether this is going to 
be a restriction of democracy or not,
I should like to put forward certain 
very  practical difficulties  that are 
going to come up as a result of  the 
changes proposed.

My friend Mr. A. C. Guha has talk
ed about the difficulty of how he would 
be able to fight a constituency. It is 
not only a question, Sir, of fighting a 
constituency; the question is, how are 
we going to represent our  constitu
encies? Certain suggestions have been 
made by my friend just now that we 
should specialise, and by specialisation 
we shall best be able to serve  our 
constituencies. But, Sir, I would like 
to put it this way. With the consti
tuencies as they are constituted to
day, we find it almost next to impossi
ble to go to all the sections and to all 
the areas where we  should go and 
with whom we should have living con
tact. It is not only the question of 
knowing what the Reserve  Bank is 
doing, it is not only the question of 
knowing what international politics Is 
taking place, but it is essentially of 
knowing what  those  constituencies 
want us to place before this House 
and to know what their demands are 
and to see that they are pushed for
ward in this House. Therefore. Sir, 
taking into consideration the consti
tuencies as they are today, we find it 
difficult to have living links b̂ ween 
the people and this House, which a}* 
though it is a very august House, 1 
would like to say, is very far removed 
from the helter-skelter and the every* 
day life of the people. For instance, 
in my  constituency—I  represent  a 
double-member constituency—we bcvt
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to go amongst eî t and a half' lakha 
of people. It is an area which is 
difficult—̂the topography is very difft* 
ctilt, communications are very difBcult 
—and after spending eight months in 
Parliament we find it almost next 
to impossible within the ̂ our months 
to go even once a year to all our 
areas, report back what has happen
ed in Parliament what they are doing 
and bring back their feelings and de
mands to this august Assembly. There
fore, we feel very strongly that there 
should be no further extension of the 
number of voters in a constituency be
cause we feel that we are not only re
flecting a territory or an arithmetical 
number, but that we are reflecting the 
will, the desire and the sovereign will 
of the people, and that is where we 
object to this Bill residing the 
number of people within a consti
tuency.

Then. Sir. I should also like to point 
to another factor, the tendency of the 
various Governments to  restrict  by 
way of extensi<» if these  franchises 
and in other ways—the tendency of 
not giving Elective voice to the peo
ple. I would like to quote  certain 
Instances within  niy  province. We 
find that in a big city like Calcutta 
the Corporation  franchise has  been 
limited, although there are State As
sembly rolls, and also in the case of 
local  self-government  elections we 
find that the local  self-government 
rules of 1919 are being used, although 
the State Assembly  rolls are  there 
v̂ing  adult  franchise. Therefore, 
when we see all these tendencies we 
are afraid  that  by  these  various 
amendments we will annul the very 
principles for which adult franchise 
was given  and the  limitations of 
voters in a constituency were put in 
the  ConsUtution,  which  are  now 
sought to be changed. Therefore, with 
all the emphasis at my command  I 
oppose what is in fact a restriction of 
franchise  through the  proposal  of 
Increasing the number of voters in a 
constituency.

Next, if tliis is so, automatically the 
question of  changing sub-clause  (a) 
comes  up. Various  speakers  from 
various parts of the House have op- 
poski the raising of the number 500 
on grounds of efllciency and on various 
other grounds—that it will be rather 
uncomfortable etc. The  question of 
seating arrangements of the House has 
also been raised. I think that is very 
trite and I will not answer that. But 
as to Whether this num  ̂is going 
to be unwieldy  or not is something
which we have to take into considera- 
lion. We have to take into consider*̂
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tion not that it will be unwieldj lor 
the party in power how to  ttrange 
the functioning of this  House*  but 
rather whether it is going to give 
greater expression to the people's will 
or not. Will it be more unwieldy for 
the successful voicing of the people*s 
opinions? That is what we have to 
take into consideration.

References have been made to other 
Constitutions  and  other  Houses. 
Specially and often in this House we 
refer to Elnglish law and to the prece
dents set up in the House of Commons.
1 know that comparisons are unneces
sary and also odious and they should 
not be always  copied  without  any 
change. But when  we talk  about 
whether it is unwieldy when there 
are more than 500 Members or not. I 
would like to submit. Sir. that in the 
House of Commons they have for a 
very very small population about 640 
Members.

Shri Dholekar: Here we have 5,000.

Shrimali B/ma Cbmkrmvartly: That
is a thing which wc are not prepared 
to accept. We have to see that the 
number is so kept that we are really 
able to represent the people, to re
present their demands and to yoire 
their will; it is to them that we have 
to go back, to whom we have to report 
and for whom we must  be able  to 
fight. That is the main principle be
hind such Bills and therefore. I would 
submit that this Bill should not be as 
it is and that the limitation as it is 
now should be there.  Certainly  I 
agree with certain Members on the 
other side of the House that the mini* 
mum limit should not be raised more 
than five lakhs because there are very 
sparsely populated areas, where if we 
are to r̂se that limit they  will go 
completely unrepresented. With these 
few words, Sir. I resume my seat.

Dr. N. B. Khare (GwaUor): Sir, I 
have come to this House after flghting 
not one but two elections in two differ
ent States and I know all the hard
ships with which a candidate has to 
piit up. But I do not think anyone 
should be dismayed by thesd hardships. 
This is really  a proud privilege  of 
rendering public  service,  and one 
should not be dismasted by them.

From the discussions I was rather 
amused. I think there  was a much 
ado about nothing* A lot of concern 
was shown here by various Members 
for democracy. I do not know what 
is democracy* In  fact. (Some  hon. 
Members: Hear, hear).  What I find
functioning here, I do not call it de
mocracy at all. It is autocracy, pure



-366 CanMtitution 11 NOVEldBER 1952

and simple, that is functioning here. 
Sir, I do not think  that either  the 
expansion or the contraction of  the 
area of a constituency  or  a  slight 
variation in the number of voters in 
a constituency will affect  democracy 
at all. Democracy depends upon free
dom  of  thought  and  freedom  of 
expression which, I think, are rather 
very scarce here. So to talf of  de
mocracy is useless.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:  I Uunk the
bon. Member is excluding the Parlia
ment.

Dr. N. B. Khgre: It has gladdened 
my heart to be here because I heard 
a gentleman sitting to my left—he has 
left now—who dared to  say on the 
floor of this House that as a Con
gressman he opposed this Bill moved 
by the Congress Government.  This 
is  democracy.  Sir.  He  had  the 
courage to  oppose this Bill.  The 
Congress is a body which as I said 
the other day is  composed  of yes- 
men,  a  middle-sex  regiment.  But 
he is bold enough to  oppose it and 
this is real democracy and I welcome 
It.  It is only to  congratulate  my 
friend who dared to say that as  a 
Congressman he opposes  this mea
sure introduced  by the  Congress 
Government that I wanted to speak. 
ilnterruption).  Wisdom  has  at last 
begun to dawn.

Shri N. M. Llagam (Coimbatore): 
Sir. the need for amending  article 
61 (1) (b) of the Constitution arises 
from the fact that under clause (3) 
of the same article an Election Com
mission has to be set up to delimit 
constituencies  after each  census.  I 
suppose that to facilitate the work 
of the  Election  Commission  sub
clause (b) of article 81 (1) has lo 
be amended by this House.  The ob
ject of that sub-clause is that there 
should be flexibility in delimiting the 
constituencies and that there should 
not be any undue severity or slack- 
•ncss in delimiting the constituencies 
by the Election Commission should it 
Indulge  in gerrymandering.  I think 
It is with that view  that this sub
clause was added.  Otherwise article 
81 (1) (a) is complete in itself. All 
that would  be necessary  is to see 
that the country  be divided  into 
constituencies  by the  simple  for
mula of dividing the total population 
by the total number of seats given In 
article 81 (1) (a).  But the Consti
tution-making Body thought it neces
sary to insert this provision to  en
sure. 85; I said, the flexibility of the 
delimitation and  to ensure  a fair 
method  of delimiting  the  consti
tuencies.

Sir. now the  need has arisen ô 
amend this because  the figures of 
the President’s order  on which the 

, delimitation  was  based  will  no 
longer be in force after  the  26tb 
January, 1953.  That is to say. ttie 
figures of the President’s  order for 
determining  the constituencies was 
based on an arbitrary formula, since 
it was  irrunediately  prior to  the 
latest census. Now,  fs the situation 
stands at present, we have  consti
tuencies having  certain  figures of 
population as ordered by the Presi
dent but actually those  figures are 
not in accordance with  the latest 
census figures.  As r matter of fact, 
as the Statement  of Objêrts and 
Reasons shows, in certain  consti
tuencies  the  population  exceeds 
seven and a half  lakhs.  So,  Sir, 
although  the constituencies will re
main territorially  as they are,  in 
respect  of population  they will be 
runnmg contrary  to tlie provisions 
of the Constitution.  Hence the need 
to refix the range  of population.  I 
was going to suggest.  Sir, that this 
sub-clause (b) t)f clause (1) of arti
cle 81 be deleted altogether from the 
Constitution so that this clause could 
be made part of the directives under 
clause (3), which says:

“Upon the completion of each 
census, the representation of the 
several territorial  Constituencies 
in the House of the People shall 
be readjusted  by such authority, 
in such manner and with elTect 
from such date as Parliament 
may by law determine:”

Now. I think these limits within 
which  a constituency shall  be de
limited could be part of the Decen
nial  Delimitation  Commission  Act 
tfo that the House need not amend 
the Constitution every ten years.  I 
hope the Select  Committee would 
give its consideration  to this sug
gestion of mine.

Much has  been said  about tlie
need for raising the maximum limit 
under  article 81.  I think  equally 
enough has been said that it is not 
only not desirable but quite unneces
sary to have this limit raised. Com
parison  has been made  with the
House of Commons  where for a 
population of about 40 millions there 
are 640 Members.  But it Is forgot
ten tliat here we have State Legis
latures. whereas in  England  there 
ore no State Legislatures.  Secondly, 
as some of my hon.  friends have said
already, it is difficult  to catch the
ê  of the Speaker  and  if every 
number is to play his part here, the 
addHien of Members  to this House
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will weaken its strength and efBci- 
«ncy.  I would even ko to the extent 
of adding a line  to Gray’s Elegy 
and say:

“Full many a member is boia
to blush unsecc)

And waste his life iii the vast
ness of this House.”

So, I think it is the intention cf 
the  House  that  the  maximum 
strength laid down under article 8i 
should not on any account be raised. 
If we proceed on that basis, it be
comes incumbent upon us to amend 
sub-clause  (b), because it is obli
gatory on the part of the House  lo 
set up  a Delimitation  Commission 
under  clause (3).  And to enable 
that  Delimitation  Commission  lo 
work praprrly, we have laid down 
criteria.  '

An apprehension  has been  ex
pressed that the ceiling of eight and 
a half lakhs would cause trouble and 
hardship in getting ‘ into touch with 
the electorate and  that the consti
tuencies will become unduly  large. 
But, in actual practice. Sir, as thiî 
are today, the territorial limits re
main the same; only the population 
is increased to the maximum of eight 
and a half lakhs.  So, in fact, we 
ara regularising the territorial limits 
of the constituency but that does not 
tti/tmn that the constituencies will be 
widened in area.  Most of the  old 
constituencies will remain intact but 
they will have increased population 
aftCT the 26th January, 1953, based 
on  the ccr.sus figurer.  So, Sir, this 
sub-clause of article 81 which is in
serted  mainly to provide  flexibility 
and to make delimitation as far a.s 
possible and to see that the power of 
delimitation is not abused  by the 
Commission, should be made part of 
the  Delimitation  Commission  Bill 
which is going to be passed by this 
House, I think, immediately after we 
pass this measure.

Dr. S. P. Mookerjee: Sir, in spite of 
the clariAcations sought to be made 
by those who have spoken in support 
of the Bill, I am afraid it is not clear 
lo the minds of many  of us as to 
whether this Bill is at all necessary 
or not. (Babu Ramnarayan  Singh: 
Hear, bear.)  The limits which were 
mentioned In article 81 of our Consti
tution were not arrived at in a light
hearted manner. In fact, if you refer 
to the debates that took place at the 
time M  framing  the Constitution, 
you tittl find that after considering 
various isctorg it was thought  that 
bearing  mind the conditk>ns exist-

ipg in India the figures that we in
cluded in the Constitution,  namely, 
five lakhs as the  lower limit and 
seven and a half lakhs as the upper 
limit would be a fair compromise.  I 
am not saying that the figures can
not be changed under  any circum
stances, but surely  the onus  lies 
heavily on Government to make out 
a case for  an increase  in  these 
figurife.  What I regret is that  this 
Bill has been brought forward with
out a full examination of the consi
derations which would have justified 
suvh a;i hu rcase.  The census reoort 
there. Article  81  itself contem

plates that after the census reoorts 
have been obtained, there will be 
re-adjustment of the territorial con
stituencies.  Obviously, that  means 
that as far as possible it should be 
vione w-thin ;he limits mentioned in 
article 81 (1) (b), namely, that the 
limits should not be less than five 
lakhs and more  than seven and a 
half lakhs.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:  Could  they
not have contemplated  that in the 
first instance itself the total strength 
of the House niay not go up to 500 and 
that the Parliament would raach the 
limit of 500 only gradually?

Dr. S. P. Mookerjee:  That also is
possible.  They might have thought 
that the maximum number may not 
be reached in the  very first stage.
But as you know we were very liberal 
in considering  the claims of Part C 
States  for reasons which  are well 
kni)wn to mnny Members of this 
House.  Many of those States had no 
Legislaturefs of their own,  and they 
had their  special problems.  There
fore, it was thought  that so long a*j 
the upper limit of 500 was not being 
exceeded there was no harm in giving 
some special consideration to Part C 
States.  Now that it is proposed to 
re-examine the whole matter, surely 
Government should consider the posi
tion of Part C States more seriously.

Shrl Biswas: It has been done, and 
I explained it.

Dr. S. P. P. Mookerjee: That was Just 
touched upon by the Law Minister, 
but if really the position of Part  C 
States had been very carefully consi
dered,  then  my question is: is It 
necessary to increase the limits here 
and now? I do not wish to recapitu
late the figures  which have already 
been placĉ before the House in de- 
taU. ^
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Slui Bifwti: Bifwti: May 1 interrupt ttie
hon.  Member for  a minute? The 
actual average worked out at the last 
elections to 7 3.

Dr. S. P. Mookerjec: 7.25.

•  Shri Biswas: No—7-3.  That is the 
figure obtained  from the  Election 
Commissioner and therefore the  in
crease now suggested in the average 
of 7*5 is only 0*2, i,e. 20,000, and as a 
matter of fact that is not sufficiently 
large.

Dr. S. P. Mookerjec: Unfortunately, 
the more we start referring to these 
detailed figures, the more confused we 
become.  Let me try to do it in my 
own way.

Shri Biswas: This shoWs that this 
matter had been thought out by the 
Government—that is  what  I  want 
to say.  My  learned  friend  was 
not therefore correct  when  he said 
that this was sprung upon the House 
without any consideration.

Dr. S. P. Mookerjee:  I am glad
that the Law Minister has 
to explain the matter more   ̂  
in the afternoon than he did in the
morning. L e t  me put the problem m
my own way before the *»ô, 
ter.  India's population according  to 
the 1951 census figures is 35 croiw 
68 lakhs and odd and If we divide u 
by 750,000 we get 476 seats. I have 
not taken  into account  t*»e extea 
weightage given to Part C  States. 
So, if you have 500 as the 
limit as now fixed, you still have 24 
seats, if not more, in your hands to 
make such  readjustments as  you 
wish to make.  Unfortunately,  the 
figures are not yet available to us 
and I myself cannot say with exacti
tude how the situation will stand in 
particular  States as a result of the 
census reports.

Shri Gad«U: Bengal will get a little 
more.

Dr. S. P. Mookerjee:  I know the
Maharashtrian who  always  thinks 
of his own interest thinks of Bengal 
also. If you are a little more charit̂ 
able towards Bengal,  I will not be 
sorry.

Shri Biswas: Bengal will have one 
less nov/.

Or. S. P. Mookerjee: So far as the
Select  Committee  is  concerned, 
obviously the procedure should have 
been to have a Bill for the appoint
ment of a Delimitation  Commission 
and once it was known that as a re
sult of the census operations it would

not be possible for M to acconurî 
date the increased population of  ̂ 
country within the ^
Members in the House of  ®̂ô * 
then and then alone could Govern
ment have come  with  a  certain 
degree of precision and said that iX 
the House desired to confine itself to 
the maximum  of seven and a half 
lakhs then the size  of the House 
should be increased  from 500 to, 
say, 510 or 515.  But in the absence 
of such information,  we are  just 
asked offhand to increase  both the 
minimum limit  and the  maximum 
limit.  In the morning at least, the 
Law Minister was f̂ood enough to say 
t̂hat the Government was  prepared 
to keep its mind open and consider 
the whole matter, or rather both the 
matters simultaneously  and I think 
he did suggest......

Shri Biswas: The two Bills will be 
considered by the same Select Com
mittee-

Dr. S. P. Mookerjee:......I think he
did suggest that if after considering, 
the delimitation  proposals  it was 
found that it was not necessary to in
crease the limit—minimum or maxi
mum—ihm, as he said, even this Bill 
may be dropped.  There may be  a* 
recommendation  from  the  Select 
Committee that the Bill need not be 
proceeded with.  The reason for me 
to intervene at this stage is to em
phasise this viewpoint,  namely,  let 
not the Government be bound to in
crease the limits—minimum or maxi
mum.  I am not going  into  the
various arguments which have been
put forward by other Members of the 
House—whether  it will be  difficult 
for the poor man or for middle class 
people to run such an election:  or
whether it will be unfair  to demo
cracy; or it will not secure the pro
per contact  between  the  Member 
concerned and his voters—I am not 
going into those aspects.  There are 
weighty reasons why we deliberately
decided to limit to five lakhs and
seven  and  a  half  lakhs.  Unless 
therefore it is  absolutely necessary 
in relation to the census figu|jK now 
announced that the maximuKilum- v 
ber has to be increased, let it̂  ̂be 
Increased Just because  Govemmwit 
says that it has made up its mind to 
bring forward a Bill and the Mil has 
teen introduced.  I am sure That î 
me matter is carefully examined, we 
shall be able to mak;̂ some re-adjust
ment.  I have not got all the figures 
which the Election Commissioner has 
before him, but so far as I have been 
able to go through the figures avail
able from the census reports. It does 
appear that some adjustnnents here
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and there could be  made  and  it 
should be possible for us not to exce
ed seven and a half lakhs and also 
not to exceed the total strength  of 
the House beyond 500,  That is one 
matter.

The second matter is, as you had 
hinted in your speech, that although 
only  article  81  (1) (b)  is being
amended ft is very necessary that 
the  whole  article  should  be  re
examined by Government and a suit
able amendment should be made so 
that it may not be necessary to se
cure an amendment of the Constitu
tion at the conclusion of each census 
•operation.  The  existing  provision 
does not look well. I have not found 
in any Constitution of the world that 
its articles have to be altered after 
each  census  operation.  We  can 
choose a suitable wording.  You have 
made some suggestion. Some  other 
Members  also  have  made  some 
suggestions.  All  these  may  be 
taken into account by  Government 
and we may take up the question of 
amending the Constitution  suitably 
with this end in view. I am not say
ing anything with regard to delimi- 

 ̂tation, because that will come up 
’  when we take uo the next Bill. The 
only point I would like to ask the 
Law Minister to answer is with re
gard to refugees. As you know. Sir, 
there are at least three million re
fugees who have come  from East 
Bengal. There are also a large num- 
<ber of people who have come from 
Sind.  According  to  our  present 
Constitution anyone who  has come 
to India from Pakistan after the 25th 
July, 1949 is not entitled  to attain 
Indian citizenship.  I had written to 
the Prime Minister  sometime  ago
about this matter and had requested 
him to take steps for  altering the 
Constitution so  that we  can  give
citizenship rights to these few mil
lions of people who are now definite
ly settled in  India.  We had put 
forward a similar demand previous
ly signed by a hundred Members of 
the oast Parliament,  so that they 
t?ould have narticioated  in the last 

y -elections.  But  unfortunately  that
was not possible, for some reason or 
other.  The Prime Minister has re
plied to me that the Law Ministry 
is lookincr into  this matter and  a 
Citizenship Bill will shortly be intro
duced when this point will be kept 
In view and necessary changes in the 
Constitution made.  Before we take 
further steps from now onwards for 
the preparation of electoral rolls for 
the next elections it is necessary that 
preliminary steps should be talm so 
that such a large number of peopla

who have now definitely decided to 
live in India may not be deprived of 
their citizenship rights and also other 
rights which follow from such rights*
I hope the Law Minister will be abte 
to say something on this matter.

Shri Biswas: Sir, the present Bill 
is based  on  the existing  position 
under the law.  Those who had not 
acquired Indian citizenship were ex
cluded.  If they are afterwards given 
citizenship rights, then the question 
will have to be reconsidered.

Dr. S. P. Mookerjee: Will it mean 
another amendment of the Constitu
tion—hâthat point been taken into
account by Government?

Shri Biswas: As a matter of fact, 
if you adopt the higher limit we are 
suggesting now  in sub-clause  (b), 
they will be quite within that limit.

Shri Satya Narayan Sipha:  I had
proposed the addition of three names 
to the list of members of the Select 
Committee.  With your permission, I 
would suggest the addition  of one 
more name, that  is. Shri  Anantha- 
sayanam Ayyangar.

Mr. peputy-Speaker:  I will  now
put the motion to the vote of the 
House.

Babu Ramnarayan Sin̂h  (Hazari- 
bagh West):  I have something to
say.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:  I feel there
has been enough discussion over this 
matter.  Hon.  Members  will send 
their suggestions to the Select Com
mittee.  When  the Report  of the 
Select Committee comes  before us, 
hon. Members will have another op̂ 
portunity.

So the following names have been 
added to the existing list of 33:

Shri S. S. More, Shri B. S. Murthy, 
Shri N. C. Chatterjee and Shri Anan- 
thasayanam Ayyangar.

Dr.  Syama  Prasad  Mookerjee’s 
name was also mentioned, I think.

Shri Biswas: I propose. Dr. Mookw-, 
jee’s name also may be added to the 
list, in addition to the ones .lust read 
out by you.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:  I shall now
put the motion to the House, includ
ing in the list the names suggested In 
addition.
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Th« question ii:

“That  the  Bill  further  to 
amend the Constitution of India, 
be referred to a Select Cwimittee 
consisting of Shri Bhawanji  A. 
Khimji,  Shri  Syamnandan 
Sahaya, Shri  Gajendra  Prasad 
Sinha,  Shri K. L. More, Pandit 
Lingaraj  Misra,  Shri  Rohini 
Kumar Chaudhuri, Pandit  Lak- 
shmi Kanta Maitra, Shri Mohan- 
lal Saksena, Shri N. M. lingam, 
Shri Udai Shankar Dube, Chou- 
dhary  Raghubir  Singh,  Shri 
Nemi  Chandra Kesliwal,  Shri
Ranbir Singh  Chaudhuri,  Shri 
GovLnd Hari Deshpande, Sardar 
Amar Singh Saigal.  Shri Kotha 
Raghuramaiah,  Shri  Krishna-
charyâ  Joshi,  Shri  Liladhar
Joshi, Shri A. M. Thomas. Shri 
C. R. Basapa. Shri C. Madhao 
R«ddi, Shri Choithram Partabrai

Gidwani, Shrimati Renu Chakra- 
vartly, ari P. T. Puiinoose. Shri 
Girraj Saran Singh,  Dr. Manik 
Chand Jatav-vir, H. H. Maharaja 
Rajendra Narayan  Singh  Deo,
Shri N. R. M. Swamy, Shri Radha
Charan  Sharma,  Shri  Ranjit 
Singh, Shri P. N. Rajabhoj, Shri 
Awadheshwar Prasad Sinha, Shri 
S. S. More, Shri B. S.  Murtby, 
Shri  N. C.  Chatterjee.  Shri
Ananthasayanam Ayyan.?ar,  Dr. 
Syama Prasad Mookeriee and the 
Mover, with  instructions  to re
port  by the  22nd  November,
1952.”

The motion wag adopted.
Blr. Depaty-Speaker:  The  House

now stands adjourned till  10-45 a.m. 
tomorrow.

The House then adjourned  till  a 
Quarter to Eleven of the Clock on 
Wedn€8day, the 12th November, 10S2,
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