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2 p.m.

Mr. Speaker: The question is :

That in the motion—

for “ Shri V.  N. TJvary ” substitute 
“Shri Algu Rai Shastri”

Those who are in favour  will say 
Aye.

Sevenil Hon. Members: Aye.

Mr. Speaker: Those who are against 
•will say, No.

Some Hon. Members: No.

Mr. Speaker: The Ayes have it

Shri Nambiar: The Noes have it,
Sir.

Mr. Speaker: I have akeady declar
ed that Ayes have it.

Shri Nambiar: I stood up at once and 
said Noes have it. Sir.

Mr. Speaker: No,  no.  The  voices 
'W’ere overwhelmingly ‘for’.

The motion was adopted,

Mr. Speaker: The question is ;
That in the motion—

for “Shrimati Ammu Swaminadhan 
substitute  ‘Shrimati  Tarkeshwari 
Sinha”.

The motion was adopted.

Mr. Speaker: Now, the question is:

“That the Bill to provide for the 
reorganisation  of  the States  of 
India  and for matters connected 
therewith be referred  to a Joint 
Committee  of the Houses consist- 
ang of 51 members; 34 from this 
House, namely, Shri U. Srinivasa 
Malliah, Shri H. V. Pataskar, Shri
A. M. Thomas, Shri R, Venkata- 
raman, Shri S. R. Rane, Shri B. G. 
Mehta, Shri Basanta  Kumar Das,
Dr. Ram Subhag Singh, Shri Algu 
Rai Shastri, Shri Dev Kanta Bo- 
rooah, Shri S. Nijalingappa, Shri 
S. K. Patil, Shri Shriman Narayan, 
Shri  G. S. Ahekar,  Shri G. B. 
Khedkar, Shri Radha Charan Shar- 
ma, Shri Gurmukh Singh Musafir, 
Shri Ram Pratap Garg, Shri Bha- 
wanji A. Khimji.  Shri P. Rama- 
5wamy,  Shri B, N. Datar, Shri 
Anandchand, Shri Frank Anthony, 
Shri P. T. Punnoose,  Shri K. K. 
Basu, Shri  J. B. Kripalani, Shri 
Asoka  Mehta,  Shri Sarangadhar 
Das, Shii N. C. Chatterjee,  Shri 
Jaipal Singh, Dr. Lanka Sundaram,

Shri Tek Chand, Dr. N. M. Jai- 
ŝrya, and Shrimati Tarkeshwari 
Sinha and 17 members from Rajya 
Sabha, with directions to include in 
the Bill such provisions for the am
endment of  the First and Fourth 
Schedules to the  Constitution as 
may be necessary;

that in order to constitute a sit
ting of the Joint Committee  the 
quorum shall be one-third of the 
total number of members of  the 
Joint Committee;

that the Committee shall make 
a report to this House by the 14th 
May, 1956;

that in other respects the Rules 
of Procedure of this House relating 
to Parliamentary Committees will 
apply with  such variations  and 
modifications as the Speaker may 
make; and

that this House  recommends to 
Rajya Sabha that Rajya Sabha do 
join the said Joint Committee and 
conmiunicate  to this House the 
names of members to be appointed 
by Rajya Sabha to the Joint Com
mittee.”

The motion was adopted.

CONSTITUTION  (NINTH AMEND
MENT) BILL, 1956

The Minister of Home Affaiis (Pan
dit G. B. Pmt): Sir̂ I beg to move :

“That the Bill further to amend 
the Constitution of India be refer
red to a Joint Committee of the 
Houses consisting of 51 members;
34 from this House, namely—” 

and  these  are just the  same  which 
were mentioned when the last  motion 
was put by you to the vote—

“Shri U. Srinivasa Malliah, Shri
H. V. Pataskar, Shri A M. Thomas 
Shri R. Venkataraman, Shri S. R. 
Rane, Shri B. G. Mehta, Shri Bas
anta Kumar Das, Dr. Ram Sub- 
hag Singh, Shri Algu Rai Shastri, 
Shri Dev Kanta Borooah, Shri S. 
Nijalingappa,  Shri  S. K. Patil, 
Shri Shriman Narayan, Shri, G. S. 
Altekar, Shri G. B. Khedkar, Shri 
Radha Charan Sharma, Shri Gur
mukh  Singh Musafir, Shri  Ram 
Pratap  Garg,  Shri  Bhawanji  A. 

Khimji, Shri P. Ramaswamy, r̂i
B. N, Datar,  Shri  Anandchand, 
Shri Frank  Anthony,  Shri P. T.
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Punnoose, Shri K. K. Basu, Shri 
J. B. Kripalani, Shri Asoka Mehta, 
Shri Sarangadhar Das, Shri N. C. 
Chatterjee, Shri Jaipal Singh, Dr. 
Lanka Sundaram, S  ̂Tek Chand,
Dr, N.  M.  Jaisoorya,  Shrimati 
Tarkeshwari Sinha and 17 mem 
bers from Rajya Sabha;

that in order to constitute a sit
ting of the Joint Committee the 
quorum shall be one-third of the 
total number of members of the 
Joint Committee;

that the Committee shall make a 
report to this House by the I4th 
May, 1956;

that in other respects the- Rules 
of Procedure of this House relating 
to Parliamentary  Committees will 
apply with such variations and mo
difications  as the Speaker  may 
make; and

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

Sir, this motion............

Shri C. C. Shah (Gohilwad—Sorath) : 
May I make a submission regarding this 
Bill ? I think this is the first time that 
we have a select committee for one Bill 
identical with the one for another Bill. 

Shri S. S. More (Sholapur) : No, no. 

Mr. Speaker: No, no. There was an
other committee before.

Shri C. C. Shah: The submission I 
was making was this. I appreciate that 
these two Bills are closely inter-related 
so  far as territorial  adjustments  are 
concerned. Therefore, it would be con
venient to have some Members who are 
common to both committees. But, you 
will appreciate that this amendment or 
amending Bill contains amendments to 
the Constitution not only arising out of 
territorial  reorganisation  but  also 
other-----

Shri S. S. More: Is this the stage 
that an objection of this nature should 
be taken 7

ftir. Shaker: No, no. Let the hon. 
Minister proceed; if he wants he may 
move an amendment.

Sbri C« €. Shah : I request....

Mr. Speaker: I am not going to allow 
the bon. Member to continue. The hon.

Member was here and the hon. Minis
ter was also available. If he wanted he 
could have met the Minister and made 
his suggestions.

Pandit G. B. Paint: This Bill seeks to 
make amendments, to a large extent, to 
carry out the scheme of the States reor
ganisation and also to give effect to cer
tain other provisions relating to the High 
Courts and High Court Judges, the ex
ecutive power of the  Union and the 
States and a few entries in the legisla
tive lists.

So far as the part relating to the re
adjustment of boundaries and the for
mation of new States is concerned, some 
amendments will have to be made in the 
Joint Committee,  but there  are other 
matters in the Bill which are not, in 
any way, affected by the reorganisation 
of States, the provision that judges may 
be appointed for the High Courts for 
temporary periods or judges acting to 
fill temporâ vacancies. Similarly, there 
is the provision to the effect that the 
judges of the High Court, after retire
ment, may practise  in the Supreme 
Court or in any other court outside the 
jurisdiction of the High Court in which 
they had been previously  serving as 
judges.

There are also other proposals, one of 
them being to the effect that the strength 
of the Legislative Councils may be one- 
third of the members of the Assembly 
instead of one-fourth, which is the limit 
at present prescribed.  There are also 
other suggestions which will make it 
possible to have a common  Governor 
for more than one State, and a common 
High Court. Some of these proposals 
already find a place in the Constitution 
but, wherever amendment was necessary 
to give effect to the decisions to which 
I have already referred,  amendments 
have been proposed in this Bill.

There are also certain  amendments 
for the setting up of bicameral legis
latures in some States such as Madhya 
Pradesh. There are also proposals relat
ing to other matters which do not come 
within the purview of States reorganisa
tion, The States will be competent to 
carry on any  commercial or industrial 
undertaking about which there seems to 
be some doubt at present.

Similarly, certain safeguards  for lin
guistic minorities are provided  in the 
Biir. A uniform  scale of salaries has 
been suggested for ail High Courts ex
cept the three to which I referred just
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a few minutes ago. There are other pro
posals, more or less of a minor charac
ter, which have also been included in 
this Bill. I do not think it is necessary 
for me to take more time of the House 
at this stage.

Shri S, S. More: Before you put the
motion to the House, may I bring to 
your notice a certain irregularity which 
is being committed, which you may per
mit me to raise as a point of order? 
Under  Rule  85, you have  to decide 
which is the original or the first Bill and 
which is the second or dependent Bill.

“Provided that the second Bill 
shall be taken up for consideration 
and passing in the House only after 
the first Bill has been passed by 
the Houses and assented to by the 
President.”

That is specific.  I submit that some 
how it is very regrettable. But the way 
in which the Bills have been drafted is 
such that some of the provisions in the 
States Reorganisation Bill are dependent 
on the provisions  of the Constitution 
(Ninth Amendment)  Bill and in turn 
some of the provisions of the Constitu
tion {Ninth Amendment) Bill are de
pendent on some provisions  of the 
States Reorganisation  Bill. Take for 
mstance, the Constitution (Ninth Am
endment) Bill, which is moved and look 
at clause 2.

Mr. Speaker: We have no clause 2.

Shri S. S. More: I am referring to the 
Constitution (Ninth Amendment)  Bill, 
clause 2. It says :

In article 1 of the Constitution,—

(a) for clause (2), the following shall 
be substituted, namely :—

“(2) The States and the territories 
thereof shall be as specified in the 
First Schedule” and

(b) in clause (3), for sub-clause (b), 
the following sub-clause shall be substi
tuted, namely :—

“(b) the Union territories speci
fied in the First Schedule; and”.

If we go to sub-clause (2) which is 
given here, we will find that three Acts 
have been referred to. One is the An
dhra State Act of 1953 ; another is sec
tion 2 of the Chandranagore  Merger 
Act of 1954 as far as West Bengal is 
concerned; and the third Act that has 
been referred to is the States Reorgani
sation* Act, 1956; not only that, but so

many sections are referred  to in the 
body. Section 3 is still in the state of a 
clause because the Bill is yet a Bill to be 
referred to a Joint Committee. But here 
section 3, section 4, section 5, section 
section 7, section 8, section 9, section 10,̂ 
section  11,  section  12  and  section 
13 are referred to. Only section  14 is 
not referred to. Sections  3 to 13 are 
taken as authority under which these 
States are being created. I submit that 
the States Reorganisation  Bill is far 
away when it will be styled as an Act.

Mr. Speaker: He has stated the point,. 
I suppose.

Shri S. S. More:  One more thing.
Besides, I will  give you  the relevant 
provisions. Clauses 6 and 8 of the States 
Reorganisation Bill are dependent upon 
clause 2, sub-clause (1) of the Consti
tution (Ninth Amendment)  Bill in &e 
definition given in (p)  and die First 
Schedule—the definition given of Union 
Government, and particularly Part II of 
the First Schedule.

Mr. Speaker: I have seen this;  I 
have understood the point and I will 
dispose of it now.

This was the very point raised on an
other matter and I then said that there 
ought to be somehow in the Bill a num
ber of sections or articles of the Con
stitution which have been sought to be 
amended. The framers evidently thoujght 
that the amendments to the  Constitu
tion arise on account of the amendment 
or action taken under article 3 by reor
ganisation of the States,  new States 
diminution of the States, increase of the 
States etc., and that those consequential 
amendments to the First Schedule and 
the Fourth Schedule ought to form part 
of the Constitution (Ninth Amendment) 
Bill. Yesterday I ruled that by virtue of 
article 4 of the Constitution, amend
ments arising out of action taken under 
article 3 by reforming  the States and 
amendments of the First Schedule and 
the Fourth Schedule must be made part 
and parcel of the Bill which seeks to 
take action  or is based on article 3. 
Therefore,  an independent amendment 
of the Constitution is not called for. 
As a matter of fact, the word used is 
“shall”. In respect of any Bill seeking 
to make provision under article 3 by 
reorganising the States, new States, etc., 
those provisions relating to the First 
Schedule and the Fourth Schedule must 
be contained in that Bill itself under 
article 4—̂provisions effecting a modifi
cation to the First Schedule and the
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Fourth Schedule  of the  Constitution 
will not be treated as a separate amend
ment of the Constitution under article 
368. In accordance with my ruling, the 
Home Minister tabled an amendment 
that power may be given for the Joint 
Committee to effect such modifications 
in that Bill in the First Schedule and 
the Fourth Schedule. This may be con
sequential or may follow  the action 
taken for reorganisation under article 3 
of the Constitution. We have just passed 
it.  Therefore, all those provisions here 
which originally, it was thought, must be 
introduced in the Constitution (Amend
ment) Bill, will now be incorporated by 
way of an amendment. Therefore, the 
hon. Member need not address himself 
to the point any further—̂the one and 
the other are not separate Bills. If there 
are any separate provisions, absolutely 
in common to both, which do not arise 
out of the action taken under article 3, 
that is, the States Reorganisation Bill 
must have provisions which do not arise 
out of the action taken or follow the 
action taken under article 3, but inde
pendently seek to touch some provisions 
of  the Constitution—and  they  could 
not be done unless the Constitution it- 
Îf was  amended—then  the question 
arises that unless the one is passed, the 
other cannot be taken up. Are there any 
-such provisions?

Shri S. S. More;  Take for instance 
article 214. It refers to the High Courts 
and says that every State shall have a 
High  Court..  As  far  as  the  new 
States  are  concerned,  in  clause  45 
•of the Bill provision has  been made 
to allow  one High Court  for more 
States. Then there is the question of al
location of seats. There is the question 
of the total number of Council seats. In 
Ihe original Constitution, they shall not 
-exceed one-fourth. Now an amendment 
is being sought to be made that they 
ĥall not exceed one-third.

Mr. Speaker:  That may also arise
out of the change.

Shri S. S. More: My suggestion is 
that it is quite possible to create new 
States without altering the allocation of 
seats. If you hold the view that even 
this allocation can be said to be the 
natur.al result of the creation of new 
States, I have nothing to say.

Ar far as High Courts are concerned, 
as far as Governors are concerned, as . 
far as the jurisdiction of the Governor 
over his own State is concerned, these

[Mr. Speaker]
are independent matters which have no 
bearing on section 4. May I bring to 
your notice  that article  4 does  not 
cover the case of Union territories, it 
only covers the case of States or altera
tion of the boundaries of States by di
minution or increase ? That is my sub
mission. Article 4 has reference to arti
cles 2 and 3.

Please permit me to say this. Under 
article 1, there is (3) (b). You will find 
that articles 2 and 3 refer to other items 
of article 1 except item (b) of sub-clause 
(3). In the case of a territory  to be 
created, which may be either Union ter
ritory or Part D territory, article 4 has 
no application and article 368 comes in
to operation.

Mr. Speaker; Article 4 refers to arti
cles 2 and 3.

Shri S. S. More: Article 3 does not 
refer to article. 2 (b).

It says that Parliament may, by law, 
increase the area of any State, diminish 
the area of any State. Increasing the 
area of a State must be by adding to 
that State from another State.

Mr. Speaker: It may be territory also. 
Increasing the area of a State can be 
done by adding to it any territory spe
cified in Part D or any other acquired 
territory.

Shri S. S. More: May I bring to your 
notice that article 3 (a) to (d) refers to a 
State. It is covered by article  1 (3) (a) 
and (c). It does not cover  item (b) of 
sub-clause (3) of article 1. There are two 
kinds of territories.  One is the territory 
of the States. Article 3 refers only to 
such territories.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Member will 
kmdly see article  3 (a):  “form a new 
State.... by uniting any territory to a 
part of any State.”

Now, I have understood the point 
raised by the hon. Member Sub-clause 
(a) of article 3 refers to the formation 
of a new State by addition of territory 
also. Sub-clauses (b) and (c) say that 
any portion of the State can be diminish
ed and reduced or increased. We refer 
this  matter to the Joint  Committee. 
Here,  every point of  law cannot be 
meticulously decided upon now. Ulti
mately the House has to decide it if it 
is such a glaring feature on which we 
should come to an immediate conclu
sion that it is not right. Under those 
circumstances, I took the view that arti
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cle 3 could relate to such cases where 
a portion may be taken away from a 
State or territory. The territory is within 
the jurisdiction of the Centr̂ Govern
ment or the State Government. There 
is no property in the vacuum. Part I of 
the Constitution says  about the Union 
its territory. The Union territory shall 
consist of the territories of the States 
and other acquired territories and also 
Part D territories. Part D means terri
tories like Bombay. These will be in 
addition to Part D territories and we 
can put it under Part D.

Shri S. S. More; No, Sir.

Mr. Speaker:  The hon.  Member
says : ‘No’. I say ‘Yes’. Therefore, we 
have referred the matter to the Joint 
Committee and it is for it to report. 
The House may agree with that or may 
not; there is no impediment.

So far as the other point is concern
ed, there are certain provisions in the 
S.R. Bill, dependent  on this Bill and 
there are some provisions exclusively 
and they do not correlate to that. Could 
we have withheld this merely  because 
there is one provision here ? Let us see 
how that provision has to be affected. 
Rule 85 is here. But the first Bill is not 
affected. The first Bill need not stand 
over, even if the second Bill is depend
ent on  the first. There may be a case 
where the second Bill is entirely depend
ent upon the previous one. Here, vari
ous articles of the Constitution  are 
touched upon. Therefore, you cannot say 
that there is a single principle running 
through all this. If there are certain 
common elements and common clauses 
between the two, they need not be af
fected. Let us see the legality of those 
clauses, and whether the one is depen
dent upon the other. Particular clauses 
may be there. I am not able to come to 
the conclusion unless it is so clear. I am 
not prepared to withhold it or prevent 
its being pushed through.

Shri Kamath (Hoshangabad): I shaU 
move some of my amendments.

Mr. Speaker: I will put the motion 
before the House.

Shri  R.  D.  Misra  {Bulandshahr 
Distt.) : There are some clauses which 
are inter-dependent.

Mr. Speaker: Rule 85 does not apply. 
Whatever happens, it may be settled in 
the Joint Committee whether  it should 
be followed or not. If the whole Bill 
is dependent  on  the  previous  Bill,

Rule 85 will apply. Otherwise, I cannot 
withhold this Bill.

Mr. Speaker: Motion moved :

“That the Bill further to amend 
the Constitution of India be refer
red to a Joint Committee  of the 
Houses consisting of 51 members;
34 from this House namely,  Shri 
U. Srinivasa MalUah,  Shri H. V. 
Pataskar, Shri A. M. Thomas, Shri 
R. Venkataraman, Shri S. R. Rane, 
Shri B. G. Mehta, Shri Basanta Ku
mar Das, Dr. Ram Subhag Singh, 
Shri Algu Rai Shastri,  Shri Dev 
Kanta Borooah, Shri S.  Nijalin- 
gappa, Shri S. K. Patil, Shri Shri- 
man Narayan, Shri G. S. Altekar, 
Shri G .B. Khedkar, Shri Radha 
Charan Sharma,  Shri  Gurmukh 
Singh Musafir, Shri Ram Pratap 
Garg, Shri Bhawanji A.  Khimji, 
Shri P. Ramaswamy, Shri  B. N. 
Datar,  Shri  Anandchand,  Shri 
Frank Anthony, Shri P. T. Pun- 
noose, Shri K. K. Basu, Shri J. B. 
Kripalani, Shri Asoka Mehta, Shri 
Sarangadhar Das, Shri N. C. Chat- 
terjee, Shri  Jaipal  Singh,  Dr. 
Lanka Sundaram, Shri Tek Chand,
Dr. N. M. Jaisoorya, and Shrimati 
Tarkeshwari Sinha and 17 members 
from Rajya Sabha;

that in order to constitute a sit
ting of the Joint  Committe  the 
quorum shall be one-third of the 
total number of members  of the 
Joint Committee;

that the Committee shall make 
a report to this House by the 14th 
May, 1956;

that in other respects the Rules 
of Procedure of this House relatî 
to  Parliamentary Committees will 
apply with such variations and mo
difications  as the Speaker  may 
make; and

that this House recommends to 
Rajya Sabha that Rajya Sabha do 
join the said Joint Committee and 
communicate  to this House  the 
names of members to be appointed 
by Rajya Sabha to the Joint Com
mittee,”

Shri Kaniath: I have given notice of 
five amendments. I will not press two 
of them; I do not move two of them. 
The first was  that the consideration 
might be postponed but I am not mov
ing that. I do not also propose to move
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[Shri Kamath]  ‘ 

my amendment No. 2 in list 2. I am 
moving the others.

I  beg to move:

(i) That in the fourth part of the
motion__

omit . “with  such  variations  and 
modifications  as the Speaker may 
make”

(ii) That in the fourth part of the 
motion—

for “the speaker may make” sub- 
stiute “ the House may make ”

(iii) That in the fourth part of the 
motion—

after “the speaker may make” in
sert—“subect to the approval of 
the House”.

While commending them to the ac
ceptance of the House I would like to 
remind the House again that this is a 
Bin seeking to amend the Constitution. 
As such in my humble view, it is in
vested with far greater importance and 
siĝcance  than pieces  of ordinary 
legislation. Therefore, I feel that the 
House alone should be empowered to 
make any rules or amendments to the 
existing rules so far as the functioning 
of the Joint Committee is concerned. I 
have no doubt that my hon. colleagues 
here will be in agreement with me that 
the  powers  which  the  House
possesses  at  present  as  regards
this very important measure—regulating 
the business of the Joint Committee— 
shall not be surrendered to anybody, not 
even to the Speaker. I would also humb
ly suggest that recent trends and deve
lopments here  have been rather dis
quieting and disconcerting. Therefore, I 
am definitely opposed  to arming the 
Speaker or the Chair with further discre
tionary powers, considering the manner 
in which  discretionary  and residuary 
powers have been used in this House 
in the recent past. I do not want to use 
the word “misused” because you might 
take objection to that. I only want to 
say that the way in which the residuary 
powers and discretionary powers have 
been used in connection  with recent 
legislation during the last one week only 
confirms me in my view that it is un
wise, it is dangerous to invest the Spea
ker or the Chair with  further discre
tionary powers, which are liable to be 
misuŝ, if not actually misused.

I,  therefore, suggest  and earnestly 
appeal to the House that any powers, 
any modification that may be made in

the Rules relating to the procedure of 
Committees, those  modifications must 
be approved by the House. 1 appeal to 
the House to see that either this sug
gestion is accepted or the House itself 
must make those modifications.  The 
result of my amendments is the same. 
If any one of them is accepted I will 
be satisfied. If either  3, 4 or 5 is ac
cepted, it will mean that the House will 
be entirely competent to make any rule 
with regard to the procedure regiilating 
the business of the Joint Conmiittee.

In the end I would only reiterate, that 
considering the importance of this Bill 
and the important work which the Com
mittee is going to do with regard to 
this particular matter, any changes in 
the Rules of Procedure relating to these 
committees must be the sole business 
of the House and the House alone. If 
the Speaker himself proposes to make 
some rules, I suggest that those modifi
cations and changes—̂just as today we 
had some discussion on the Rules—shall 
be brought before the House for ap
proval. This is necessary if in the first 
instance itself the House has not made 
them. The best course would be to omit 
the last portion of the fourth part of the 
motion. Then it will read:

“that in other respects the Rules 
of Procedure of this House relating 
to Parliamentary Conunittees  will 
apply.”

It will be more simple. If̂that is not 
accepted,  then I would suggest  that 
either the House frames the rules or 
whatever changes are made, they should 
be brought back to the  House for ap
proval. I repeat, Sir, that I am definitely 
opposed to arming you,—I do not mean 
you personally—̂tiie  Speaker  or the 
Chair with discretionary  or residuary 
powers which are liable to be misused.

Mr. Speaker: Amendments moved :

(i) That in the fourth part of the 
motion—

omit “with such variations and 
modifications as the Speaker may 
make”

(ii) That in the fourth part of the 
motion.

for “the Speaker may make” sub
stitute “the House may make”

(iii) That in the fourth part of the 
motion—

after “the Speaker may make” in
sert—‘‘subject to the approval of the 
House”.
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Shri VaUatimras (Pudukkottai): 1 beg 
to move:

That in the motion— 
after “and 17 members from Rajya 

Sabha” add:

“that  the House may give in
structions to the Joint Committee to 
make particular and additional pro
visions to the Bill regarding—

(1) naming existing ‘Madras State’ 
as Tamilnad’;

(2) to hand over the taluks of Pe- 
ermede and Devikulam, and the 
Pulyara Hills pakuthy of Shen- 
kotta taluk  to  the  existing 
Madras State ;

(3) the prevention of persons who 
had acted as permanent District 
Judges to practice in the Dis
trict Courts ;

(4) reducing the pay of the High 
Court Judges bv another thou
sand rupees from the amount 
specified in the Bill;

(5) imparting  of  education  in 
mother tongue in the  Secon
dary stage of education also;

(6) the law making power of the 
President regarding Union terri
tories to be subjected  to the 
approval of  the  Parliament; 
and

(7) appointing a Boundary  Com
mission to decide  the border 
disputes in the Madras  State, 
Andhra State,  Mysore  State 
and Travancore-Cochin State.”

Sir, I shall be very brief. So far as 
the last part is concerned, relating to the 
the Boundary Commission, the hon. Mi
nister was kinid enough to state in ad
vance that the Constitution provides for 
the appointment of a Boundary Com
mission, and that can be done under it. 
In this connection I would stress the ne
cessity, in view of the feelings that are 
running high in some quarter in respect 
of the borders between these four States, 
of appointing a Commission early, so 
that there will be the way paved for an 
easy settlement of the disputes and also 
that peaceful relations may prevail bet
ween the States concerned.

Regarding part  (1) of my amend
ment, about naming existing  ‘Madras 
State’ as ‘Tamilnad’, the name Madras 
grew out of necessity in those early Bri
tish days—about 1801 or so—when the 
British wanted to establish Provinces to 
suit their own political needs. Madras 
was then chosen by reason of its strate
gic position.

Mr. Speaker: Order, order. The hon. 
Member may kindly resume his  seat. I 
have gone through his amendment. He 
wants to move an  amendment saying 
that instructions  may be  given to the 
members of the  Joint Conmiittee  to 
make provisions regarding naming ex
isting ‘Madras State’ as ‘Tamilnad’, to 
hand over the taluks of Peermede and 
Devikulam etc. All these things arise 
out of one or other of the clauses of the 
Bill. No instructions are issued, when 
there are particular clauses in the Bill 
itself, as to whether the name of a par
ticular place ought to be this or that. 
Under those circumstances, by way of 
amendments, he can suggest to the Se
lect Committee that those amendments 
must be carried out. If they are not car
ried out he can come  to the whole 
House. Instructions are given only when 
there are no specific provisions in the 
Bill in which case some other connect
ed matters may also be taken into ac
count.

Siai VaUatfaaras: I may be very much 
interested in my mother tongue in the 
secondary stage of education also. That 
is not canvassed by the Bill.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Member can 
send a note to the Joint Committee ask
ing them to carry out the amendments 
he wants.

Shii Yallatliaras: In view of the im
portance of this matter of an all India 
nature, the Government of India itself 
have committed to this principle quite 
recently... .

Mr. Speaker: I am not going into the 
merits. The point is that separate ins
tructions are given only in cases where 
ancillary matters have to be taken up. 
But so far as the clauses in the Bill are 
concerned, amendments can be moved. 
Amendments can be sent to the Joint 
Committee and, after the Bill is return
ed by the Joirif Committee, if those am
endments are not accepted,  the hon. 
Member can move them on the floor 
of this House. With respect to such 
matters instructions are not given. It is 
open to any hon. Member to write to 
the Joint Committee. We do not take 
any decision here whether a name ought 
to be this or that. These are all details 
which have to be considered by the 
Joint Committee and later on by the 
House as a whole.

Shri C. R. Narasimhan (Krishnagiri): 
This matter of changing the names of 
States comes under article 3 of the Con-
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[Shri C. R. Narasimhan] 

stitution, which I think is not germane 
to the present Bill.

Mr. Speaker: The other Bill is there 
and this question can be taken up when 
that comes up. Therefore,  the hon. 
Member can take  up these questions 
with the Joint Committee.

Shri Valladianis: I submit to your
ruling, Sir.

Mr. Speaker: He is not pressing his 
amendment. He may speak now.

Shri Vallatfaaras: Sir, even as early as 
500 A.D., the portion which is now 
the.residuary Madras State, was shown 
in the maps in Indian history as Tami- 
lakam.

An Hon. Member : What is Akam ?

Shri VaDatharas: It is said: "'Akalhin 
azhaku mukathil therium  ''Akam is a 
central place. So, the territory  which 
had an ancient name of Tamilakam or 
Tamilnad—both meaning  the same— 
can be given that name now. That name 
can be restored to that place. Madras 
was named because it happened to be a 
central place for 3 or 4 areas including 
Andhra, Karnataka etc. Now, once each 
has got its own territory, I should like 
to voice forth the feeling of the people 
in the residuary Madras State that in
stead of the name of Madras, it may be 
named Tamilnad.

About Peermede and Devikulam,  I 
had submitted in extenso the agnments 
for this demand.  My concern is not 
about winning the territop̂ to Madras 
State. There are several millions of peo
ple in those areas and the treatment given 
to them by the present Travancore-Co 
chin State in the recent years is not at 
all proper and just. Even li years before 
we had very serious  disturbances  in 
which the Tamilian community in the 
Madras State felt much aggrieved. I ap
peal to the hon. Home Minister to see 
how the interests of the Tamilian popu
lation in these taluks can be safeguard
ed. If some safeguard is suggested and 
if those people are not subjected to ha
rassment on communal basis that hap
pened U years before in the Devikulam 
labour dispute, the Tamil-people will be 
served. Otherwise the Tamil-people can
not watch the injustice committed upon 
the people in these taluks. As a matter 
of fact, I would earnestly appeal to the 
Home Minister to provide some safe
guards for the people in these Taluks, 
especially  Peermede  and  Devikulam.

Kerala is not going to lose anything if 
these two are taken away. That is why 
we are demanding the handing over of 
these two territories including Shenkotta 
to us. The S.R.C.  Report says that 
Shenkotta is geographically an enclave in 
Tinneveli  District. Half of that taluk is 
now conceded to the Madras'State and 
half is allowed to Kerala. I do not know 
why the Government have been actuated 
to make such a division. I had put in a 
question recently to know whether the 
Madras State and the Kerala Govern
ment had agreed to divide this taluk 
among themselves and that therefore 
the Central Government was inclined to 
send a Commission to survey that area. 
But the answer was not definite. An ex
act reply as to whether the Madras and 
the Kerala Government âeed to divide 
it is hot given. I would like to have a 
clarification on that point.  Anyway, 
without any recrimination or any vin
dictive spirit the people have to feel 
that they are free to live in a certain 
place without any fear or apprehension 
of any aggression from any other sec
tion of the people. It is only on that 
basis that Tamil Nad lays its claim on 
these territories and this claim must de
serve the proper  consideration at the 
hands of the Government.

I then come to the judges. So far as 
the permanent judges of the High Courts 
who have retired  are concerned,  they 
are now sought to be prevented from 
practjsmg in any court except in the 
Supreme Court. I would like to submit 
that the permanent district judges should 
never be allowed to practise in the dis
tricts, especially in the very districts of 
which they were the judges. I am a law
yer of 20 years* standing. I have seen 
how these retired district judges are in
fluencing the atmosphere of the judiciary 
in the districts and I think this principle 
may also be considered. They can go 
and practise in the High Courts or in 
the Supreme Court but not in the dis
trict courts.

The reduction  of the pay of High 
Court Judges has been mentioned in 
respect of certain States. It is perhaps 
another way of saying that there must 
be a ceiling on the maximum of the re
muneration that an officer is entitled to 
get in this Government. If the general 
view is that as far as possible, the pay 
may be reduced gradually on a slab 
system, say from Rs. 5,000 to Rs. 4.000. 
from Rs. 4,000 to Rs. 3,000 and from 
Rs. 3,000 to Rs. 2,000, I commend this 
idea. Up to Rs. 2,0̂0, we need not hesi
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tate. I commend the idea of reducing 
further the pay of the High Court jud
ges.  A simple problem,  however, is 
that unless a higher pay or an incentive 
is given to persons who, as lawyers get* 
ting large incomes, they would not be at
tracted to this job. But I would like to 
state that those people are anti-national. 
Having practised as lawyers  for 15 or 
20 years and having earned several lakhs 
of rupees, if they do not want to spend 
a part of their lives in contributing to 
the welfare of this nation, certainly their 
interests are not to be cared for. So, I 
would submit  that  those people who 
have got a vast practice and earn great 
amounts  as remuneration  must also 
think that they must serve this nation in 
a certain manner. In the interests of the 
nation they must  also change their 
views.

I now refer to the imparting of edu
cation in one’s mothef-tongue  in the 
secondary stage. This is a very important 
aspect so far as I am concerned. It is 
a pity that our Education Ministry is a 
sleeping beauty.  It wields no influence 
among other Ministries.  It is neither 
active nor living. It does not seem to be 
living at all. Any adjective I can use in 
respect of it. Right from the middle of 
the 19th century up to this day, there 
had been more than 10 to 15 conmiit- 
tees or commissions which had been set 
up and which had submitted their re
ports and said that there is necessity to 
see  that the mother-tongue  must be 
brought in as the medium of education 
in the secondary stage. But this Ministry 
has not done anything. In the present 
situation, when the Home Ministry and 
the Government have been kind enough 
to see that a specific provision is intro
duced in the Constitution that in respect 
of the minorities,  the  mother-tongue 
must be the medium of education, the 
Ministry of Education must have taken 
special care to further this aim.  Ube 
Secondary Education  Commission,  of 
which Dr. Lakshmanaswami  Mudaliar 
was the Chairman, has submitted its re
port. In facti the report was made avail
able to the Government in 1953. The re
commendations  made  in that report 
should have been implemented at this 
stage. Now, we are in 1956. More than 
two years have passed. I would like to 
put a question to the Ministry. What 
have they done to implement it? They 
should have implemented  at least the. 
vital part of the report which Is consi-* 
dered to be of great importance in the 
interests of national welfare.
3 -99 Lok ?a!̂ha.

[Mr. Deputy-Speaker in the Chair]
I should like to invite the attention of 

the House to certain relevant portions 
of that report- If the relevant provisions 
are not given effect to by the Govern
ment now and immediately— am sub
ject to correction—certainly  there will 
be a great reaction in the near future, 
and all the aims that our socialist pat
tern of society has got in mind will have 
to come to naught. At pages 73 and 232 
of that report—the Secondary Education 
Commission’s report—you will find the 
following recommendations:

.  “(1) The mother-tongue or  the
regional  language  should gener
ally be the medium of instruction 
throughout the secondary  school 
stage, subject to the provision that 
for linguistic minorities special fa
cilities should be made available on 
the lines suggested by the Central 
Advisory Board.”

“(2) During  the middle stage 
every child should  be taught at 
least two languages.  English and 
Hindi  should be introduced at the 
end of the junior basic stage, sub
ject to the principle  that no two 
languages should be introduced in 
the same year.”

“(3) At the higher and higher 
secondary stages, at least two langu
ages should be studied,  one of 
which being the mother-tongue or 
the regional language.”

The matter, as I have studied it, is 
of such a great importance that I would 
like to dwell upon it at some length 
during the limited period at my dispo
sal. The report goes on to say that the 
mother-tongue was completely neglected 
as a medium of instruction. Nothing was 
done to train teachers for the secondary 
schools and the courses of study b̂ 
came too academic and unrelated to life 
mainly because there was not provision 
for vocational or technical courses. One 
further defect that had now taken con* 
Crete shape was that the matriculation 
examination began to dominate not only 
secondary education but even the edu* 
cation impar ed  in primary' schools. 
Thus, the Commission goes on to make 
characteristic remarks about the failure 
on the part of the Government to con
sider the reorganisation and the stabilisa
tion of the secondary education system 
in relation to primary education as weM 
as university education. I do not want 
to dilate o\̂r other matters. The raison 
d'etre, of the Secondary Education Com
mission was this. The impact of secoo-
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[Shri Vallatharas] 
dary education  is on tbe life of the 
country as a whole, both in the field of 
culture and technical efficiency, and the 
Central Government cannot <Uvest itself 
of the responsibility  to improve  the 
standards and to relate it intelligently 
to the larger problems of national life. 
The aim of the secondary education is 
to train the youth of the country to be 
good citizens.

Of course, we are entering a new 
era. Consequent upon our gaining Inde
pendence and having established  our
selves as a national unit  we are now 
looming large  as the most potential 
power in Asia, and also as the most in
fluential power in world politics, ̂ ên 
we have attained that position, the na
tion expects that no member of the 
nation should ever hereafter be render
ed to sit in a helpless position. Of course 
having studied only for official jobs, 
and not for anything else, in a foreî 
language, it is difficult to get the initia
tive and the tendency to express in a 
domestic manner and also efRciently in 
a foreign language. It is not necessary 
for me to emphasise the desirability of 
learning through the mother-tongue up 
to the end of the secondâ stage, that 
is, the high school stage itself. In the 
Madras State, in some places, I see that 
up to the fifth or even the sixth form, 
the examination papers are set in Tamil 
and in many schools, up to the middle 
classes, that is, up to the middle basic 
stage, the papers are set in Tamil. No 
other language  is taught except the 
mother-tongue.  So, the regional langu
age in the Madras State is the mother- 
tongue itself. Of course, there may be 
some minorities  in whose  case the 
mother-tongue may not be Tamil and 
so the regional language may be differ
ent from their mother-tongue. But I am 
speaking generally in the sense that edu
cation hereafter should be imparted in 
one’s mother-tongue. English should be 
displaced, I agree, but English should 
exist in this country for particular pur
poses and for  a particular scholarly 
study. Scholars may appear and take to 
the study of English and if they have 
got an inclination to study it, they can 
do so and thus be helpful to translate 
the other literatures in the world for the 
benefit of this nation. Hindi can be sub
stituted in the place of English as a com
pulsory language. I do not mind whether 
it is made compulsory, or if it should 
be made the official language or the na
tional language and the language that 
unites the communications between the

various sections of people in this na
tion. At the same time, up to a parti
cular standard, the molher-tongue must 
be made the medium of education.  A 
number of committees have submitted 
their reports on this matter and I do not 
want to refer to them. Even in 1948, 
the Central Advisory Board of Educa
tion considered the Sargent Report and 
as a result of their recommendation, the 
Government appointed this Commission 
in 1951. I would  like to submit that 
in respect of Hindi, great emphasis is 
laid in the Constitution itself. I appre
ciate that; but I find that there is no 
scheme for the co-ordination  of Hindi 
and the various  regional  languages, 
namely, the mother-tongue of the respec
tive territories. I would submit in right 
earnest that taking advantage of clause 
20 in the Constitution (Ninth Amend
ment) Bill, a genuine  effort  must be 
made on the part of the Government to 
see that the use of the mother-tongue is 
extended up to the secondary  stage. 
Instead of limiting the scope of the use 
of Ae mother-tongue  in respect of mi
norities up to the primary stage, I would 
submit that in the light of the recom
mendations made during the last one 
century and ever, the Government must 
be able to codify all that provide for the 
use of the mother-tongue as the medium 
ot education up to the end of the sec
ondary stage.

Lastly, I would urge the need for the 
appointment  of a Primary Education 
Commission. We had a Secondary Edu
cation Commission ; we had a Univer
sity Education  Commission  presided 
over by Dr. Radhakrishnan. Now it is 
incumbent on our part to see that im
mediately a Primary  Education Com
mission is appointed, so that just as the 
Srcondary l̂ucation Commission  was 
directed to see how university education 
and primary education could be co-ordi- 
natea with secondary education, so also 
this Primary  Education  Commission 
should go into the matter of seeing how 
from the primary stage up to the uni
versity stage,  Hindi and the mother- 
tongue can be correlated in such a man
ner that one is dependent on the other. 
There should be a total change of the 
educational structure itself. So, with that 
view, I would  submit that a Primary 
Education Commission should also be 
appointed.
Mr. D<9iity-Speaker: Mr. Ramaswa- 

my.

Shri KefliuyiMigar (Bangalore Norfli): 
On a point of information, Sir. Some of 
us have ̂ ven notice of amendments to
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the S. R. Bill. May we know why they 
4iave not been circulated?

Mr. Depoty-Speaker:  1 have called
Mr. Ramaswamy.

Shri S. V. Ramaswamy (Salem): 1 
have only two points to m̂ e. I wish I 
was able to urge them when the hon. 
Home Minister was here. Luckily, at 
least the hon. Minister in the  Ministry 
of Home Affairs is here.

Part III of the S.R. Bill deals with 
the setting up of Zonal Councils. After 
all the disputes in respect of the boun
daries of the States  etc., are setded, 
what will stand out most prominently 
will be the Zonal Councils. In my view, 
these Zonal Councils are going to be the 
only good thing after aU the damage 
that has been done by the S.R.C. Re
port. There seems to be confusion of 
thought as to whether these Councils 
come under article 263 of the Consti
tution. I am afraid that the Zonal Coun
cils sought to be  set up under the 
States Reorganisation Bill are clearly dif
ferent from the Councils contemplated 
under article 263.

Pandit Thaknr Das Bhî va (Gur- 
gaon): The hon. Member is referring to 
Zonal Councils; there is no mention of 
Zonal Councils in this Bill.

Shri S. V. Ramaswamy: I am submit
ting that a new clause may be introduc
ed in this Bill. With your x>ermission. 
Sir, I will read out article 263 :

“If at any time it appears to the 
President that the public interests 
would be served by the establish
ment of a Council charged with the 
duty of—

<a) inquiring  into and  advising 
upon disputes which may have 
arisen between States;

(b) investigating  and  discussing 
subjects in which some or all 
of the States, or the Union and 
one  or more  of the  States, 
have a common interest; or

(c) making recommendations upon 
any such subject and, in parti
cular, recommendations for the 
better co-ordination  of policy 
and action of policy and action 
with respect to that subject,

it shall be lawful for  the Presi
dent by order to establish such a 
Coimcil....” etc.

>̂y humble submission is that the coun
cils set up under tfiis  article are like

the Tungabhadra  Board  the  Zonal 
Councils contemplated  in  the S. R. 
Bill are different. Therefore, I submit 
that a new clause article may be intro
duced after article 51 in Part IV of the 
Constitution. The hon. Minister might 
ask, “It is already provided in the sta
tute which is going to be passed; is it 
not enough T My humble submission is 
that it is not enough. You will see that 
under article 51 of the Constitution, the 
State shall endeavour to promote inter
national peace and security; maintain 
just and honourable relations  between 
nations;  and so on and so forth. I 
would like to add a new article after 
article 51 which would provide that the 
State shall endeavour to form Zonal or. 
other Councils to foster a sense of in
terdependence among the neighboiaring 
States. What is the difference between 
the provision that is made in the S. R, 
Bill and the provision I want to make in 
the Constitution? No doubt under the 
States Reorganisation Act, the Councils 
will be set up. But in order to give addi
tional importance to them, because of 
the part they are expected to play in the 
economic and other spheres of the coun
try, I do desire that  these  Councils 
should be set up by virtue of the Di
rective Principles  in the  Constitution 
itself, so that it may be ̂ ven the status 
of a Constitutional provision  and not 
merely the status of an Act of Parlia
ment. It is with that view that I am 
urging that the Home Minister may be 
pleased to consider adding  one more 
article for the purpose I have mention
ed.

3 P.M.

The other point is with regard to 
clause 18 of the present Bill. Clause 18 
says:

“After article 290 of the constitu
tion, the following article shall be in
serted namely:—

*"290 A.  A sum  of forty-six 
Lakhs and fifty thousands nq>ees 
shall be charged on, and paid out, 
of, the Consolidated Fund of die 
State of Kerala every year to the 
Travancore Devaswom Board."

I want this to be amended to the ef
fect that a sum of Rs. 31,50,000 be paid 
instead of Rs. 46,50,000. According to 
the reorganisation of States, five taluks 
of Travancore  State are going to be 
transferred to Madras State.  In this 
area 201 temples are l<xated and the 
provision that is made in the Bill in
cludes the amount  required for the
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iDaintenance of these 201 temples, some 
of them of great value and  celebrity, 
especially the temples at Cape Comorin 
and Sucheendram.  The gist of it is 
briefly this. In 1811, the late Maharaja 
of Travancore took over all the lands of 
these temples and paid a consolidated 
sum for the maintenance of these tem
ples. Subsequently the Devaswom Board 
was  also constituted  and the Travan
core Government is paying Rs. 51 lakhs 
to the Devaswom Board for the main
tenance, of the temples in the Travan
core State. Out of this, 6 lakhs of rupees 
have been taken solely for the main
tenance  of  the famous Padhmanabha- 
swamy Temple at Trivandrum. Of this 
balance, what would be rightly due to 
the temples coming in this particular 
area is about Rs. 20 lakhs. But, actually 
only Rs. 15 lakhs is being paid for the 
maintenance of these temples as at pres
ent. Arbitrarily,  it  appears to  me, 
according to the notes supplied on the 
clauses in the other Bill, only Rs. 4i 
lakhs are being allotted for the mainten
ance of these 201 temples. The clause 
is in_conformity with the provision there 
except the provision for just Rs. 4i 
lakhrTor the maintenance of these 201 
temples. My submission is, it would be 
just to give these temples what exactly 
is due legitimately, namely, Rs. 20 lakhs. 
Even though that is not possible, I sub
mit that whatever is being actually paid, 
namely 'Rs. 15 lakhs and not Rs. 4i 
lakhs should be provided for mainten
ance under article 290A.  I therefore 
submit that the matter may kindly be 
gone into to see that justice is done to 
these famous temples of that particular 
area and a proper sum is allotted to 
these temples and not a poor pittance of 
Rs. 4i lakhs. It would be very just and 
proper to give them Rs. 15 lakhs as they 
are being given now. These are the only 
two points that I wanted to raise.

Shri Gidwani (Thana): I want that the 
Bill should be amended and the Union 
territory of Bombay should be merged 
with the State of Maharashtra.

The discussion that has been going on 
for the last two or three days has shown 
thiit there is difference of opinion on this 
issue. But, I was glad to learn from 
tf̂ hon. Home Minister that as regards 
other matters, more or less agreement 
has been reached. The question of Bom
bay, is remaining unsolved, it is bafBing 
and  he  expects  that  some solution 
will be arrived at. I want to remove 
'  misunderstanding which has been 
crcated. It is  not a  quarrel  between

[Shri S. V. Ramaswamy] Gujaratis  and  Maharashtrians.  In 
Bombay  there are many other com
munities who are living there. I will 
only give a few names of persons be
longing to different communities who 
also support the demand that Bombay 
should be merged with Maharashtra.

You are aware. Sir, that the ex-Mayor 
of the Bombay Corjwration Shri Pup̂a 
and his brother Shri Parasuram Pupala 
were Congress members of the Corpo
ration. They are neither Maharashtrians 
nor Gujaratis. They are Telugus settled 
in Bombay and then- big settlement in 
Bombay is called Kamatipura. They are 
all workers, most of them labourers. 
They have a big colony there.  Shri 
Parasuram Pupala was also detained du
ring this agitation. Then, Sir, Shri S. 
K. Patil said the other day that there 
are 5 lakhs of Muslims there who are 
opposed to Bombay being merged with 
Maharashtra. That is not so. The ex
leaders of the opposition in the Bombay 
corporation was Mr. Mohiuddin Harris. 
He is a Muslim belonging to my con
stituency. He belongs to Bassein and I 
know him. He along with many other 
Muslims who are in the socialist party, 
and many in the labour movement, are 
in favour of Bombay being joined with 
Maharashtra.  Then, there are Parsis. 
You may have known Shri Barucha, 
who is a member of the Bombay Legis
lative Assembly as well as a member of 
the Bombay Corporation. I know an
other Parsi doctor who actively parti
cipated in the movement. They are in 
favour of Bombay being  merged with 
Maharashtra. There are Christians. We 
know Dr. John Mathai, who was once 
a Member of our Cabinet. He has also 
publicly expressed his view in favour 
of the merger of Bombay with Maha- 
r̂tra. Of course, he was in favour of a 
bi-lingual state.  There are Marwaris. 
Raja Bahadur  Govindlal  ShivlaL__he 
was once a member of the Council of 
State, he  is a Congressman—presided 
over the Samyukfa Maharashtra confer
ence and he has been openly supporting 
the demand of the Maharashtrians.

Shri Bogawat  (Ahmedhagar South):
I am a Marwari ; I support.

Shri Gidwani: I am talking of Bom
bay Marwaris.  fhere arc  many other 
marwaris. There are Punjabis. I may 
mention Shri Bohuja who was a member 
of the Bombay Corporation. He is a 
Punjabi displaced person. He also re
signed on this issue along  with other 
members who were in favour of Bom
bay being joined with  Maharashtra.
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There are Biharis. Shri Bhagirath Jha is 
a member of the Bombay Assembly. He 
is neither a Maharashtrian nor a Guja
rati. He is in favour of Bombay being 
joined in Maharashtra. I may also say 
. this, though I have not taken his per- 
imssion. Shri V. L. Mehta, who b the 
President of the All-India Khadi Board, 
who was a Minister in Bombay, is also 
in favour of this merger.

Shri Feroze Gandhi (Pratapgarh Distt. 
—̂ West-cwm-Rae Bareli  DistL—East): 
I think he has said so publicly.
Shri Gidwani: Yes. I have given the 

names of Telugus, Muslims, Christians, 
Parsis, Marwaris, Punjabis and Biharis.

An Hon. Member: Sindhis.

Shri Gidwani: Of course, myself. A 
friend of mine who is in the Council of 
States said that on this matter I do not 
represent the Sindhis. I do not claim that 
I represent all Sindhis. As you are aware, 
Sir, the biggest camp of the Sindhis in 
Bombay State is Ulhasnagar. There are 
nearly one lakh of people.

Shri Kamath; Only there is no Ulhas 
there.

Shri Gidwani: All the Sindhis there, 
without any party affiliations, have open
ly supported the inclusion of Bombay in 
Maharashtra. 1 do not know what fol
lowing 1 can claim among Sindhis in 
Bombay. I had remained their represen
tative on the Sind Provincial Congreess 
Committee for nearly 25 years.  Even 
recently when I went to Agra, in con
nection with a  by-election the Sindhi 
voters there largely supported the candi
date whom I wanted.

You can see  from all these figures 
that it is not a question between Quja- 
ratis and Maharashtrians. There are a 
large number of other people who are 
In favour of Bombay joining Maharash
tra. All of them feel that Uiis question 
should be settled. I wanted to bring to 
your notice another fact. You have seen 
in this House that all the Maharashtrian 
Members from Bombay State, Hydera
bad, Marathwada, Vidarbha are in fav
our of this. There are four Members 
from the Bombay City in this Parlia
ment. Out of them, three are Maha
rashtrians, Shri S. K, Patil, Shri Kaj- 
jrolkar and Shri V. B. Gandhi.  The 
fourth  is  Shrimati  Jayashri  Raiji. 
Amongst them, Shri V. B. Gandhi and 
Shri Kajrolkar are in favour of Bom
bay’s merger in Maharashtra. Only Shri 
S. K. Patil is against.

Shri Bogawat: He is not against; he 
is for a bi-lingual state.

Shri Gidwani: I am coming to the 
views of Shri S. K. Patil. He told me 
that if any arrangement could be arriv
ed at and a solution could be found on 
that  basis,  he  was  not  opposed 
to it. So you will see that this is not a 
demand of a few people.

I shall also bring to notice of this 
House another fact. I have been asso
ciated with this movement even before 
the Bill came up. People say that this is 
the agitation of power politicians. I have 
seen very old men, not politicians and 
agitators, and talked to them. Take Dr. 
Karve. He is today 99 years old. He is 
not to become a Minister. So also Dr. 
Paranjpye; Dr. Jaykar. These people 
have no political ambitions.

Shri  Bogawat:  Acharya  Vinoba
Bhave,

Shri Gidwani ;• All these people are in 
favour of merger. So, this question has 
to be judged from that angle. We have 
to view that with great sympathy. Three 
d̂ a half crores of people have made 
it their issue. I do not say life and death 
issue, there is no question of  life and 
death here. The question of life and 
death is a different problem. But it is a 
live issue with them. They consider it 
very necessary not only from the emo
tional point of view, but from Ae eco
nomic point of view. They feel that with
out Bombay there can be no progress of 
Maharashtra. Without economic aid, no 
State can prosper. You, Sir, are aware 
that some lime back it was said that Ma
harashtra by itself will be a deficit State 
unless Bombay’s income is added on to 
its income. So, from the political point 
of view, from the economic point of 
view, and from the cultural point of 
view, it is a unanimous demand that is 
being made by the Maharashtrians. Ex
cepting for two or three individuals, it is 
a unanimous demand of the Maharash
trians, which has got a fairly good sup
port from the other communities also, as 
is evidenced by the opinions of persons 
whose names I have cited just a little 
while ago.

I would suggest that we should all 
tackle this issue right now, and decide 
it finally. It is no good postponing the 
thing or keeping it hanging on.

I would like to say a few words now 
by  way  of appeal to my  Gujarati 
friends. Shriman Narayan  had quoted 
Gandhiji regarding this matter. I came
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in contact with Gandhiji in December 
1915» and from that day, up to that un
fortunate day, I used to have some con
tacts with him. Even on that unfortunate 
day, I had talks with him. So, I know 
how he felt on many matters. As you 
are aware, he went to Mr. Jinnah eleven 
times to come to a settlement. Once, he 
toured my province. I was in an abso
lute majority in my Provincial Congress 
Committee. Another friend  of mine 
had become the president. I told Gan
dhiji that I had a majority in the Com
mittee. But he said, surrender. I said, all 
right. He said that in the interests of 
the people, and in the interests of good 
work, I should surrender,  and I did 
so.
In the same manner, I would appeal 

to my Gujarati friends. Let us not quote 
Gandhiji, because he is not alive. There 
is Vinobha Bhave, whom Gandhiji had 
sefected as his first disciple  wĥ he 
started individual satyagraha movement 
It is a matter of history. We can listen 
to him  not because of his bhoodan 
movement  today,  but because when 
Gandhiji started  individual satyagraha 
movement, throughout  the country, he 
had selected Vinobhaji as his first dis
ciple and the first satyagrahi. We were 
aU surprised to find that. Some of us 
who had been working in the political 
field for the last forty or fifty years had 
known that he was working with Gan
dhiji, but we had not known that he 
was such an important person in Gan- 
dhiji’s eyes. What does Vinobhaji say? 
He has declared publicly that Bombay 
belongs to Maharashtra. I would appeal 
to my Gujarati friends to come forward 
and concede Bombay to Maharashtra. 
After all, they have a vast area, namely 
Kutch, Saurashtra and "Gujarat. They are 
rich,  they  are  moneyed  peo
ple,  and  they  should  come for
ward  to help those who are  poor, 
who have been backward, and who are 
economically not so prosperous. If those 
people prosper, then my Gujarati friends 
should be happy over it. I would appeal 
to them to show their generosity, and to 
give up the feeling ^t something is 
being taken away from them.

If* they talk in this fashion, then I 
have  a  greater  grievance.  I  have 
been a victim twice of the wrong deci
sions arrived at by our leaders. The first 
was when my province of Sind was sepa
rated from Bombay.  May I tell my 
friends that I was made a victim not 
because Sind was not properly adminis
tered but because Mr. Jinnah and cer

tain other members of the Central legis* 
lative Assembly had come to an agree
ment ?  Sind was treated as a hostage 
province.' The second occasion was when 
the country was partitioned.  I opposed 
it very much. And yet that was  done. 
When we people had agreed  to such 
things in the past, what is there if Bom* 
bay goes to Maharashtra ? What is going 
to happen if Bombay goes to Maharash
tra? After all, the Maharashtrians are 
not going to Gujaratis.
The Maharashtrians will be there and 
the Gujaratis also will be there.  The 
other communities also will be there.

It is expected of the Gujaratis who 
claim to follow Gandhiji and who have 
prospered by the swadeshi and the na
tion̂ movement that they will be gener
ous and they will come forward to say» 
all right, we shall agree that Bombay 
should go to Maharashtra, so that there 
may be a settlement,  and the whole 
country may march forward unitedly in 
the context of things that are facing us 
today.

With these words, I support the pro
posal of joining Bombay with Maharash
tra, and I would suggest that the Bill 
should be amended accordingly.

Shri Sadhan Gupta (Calcutta—South
East) : This Bill has the same merits and 
the same defects, the same virtû and 
the same vices, as the Bill which has 
just preceded it. It is a Bill which is 
ancillary and incidental to the preced
ing Bill, namely the States Reorganisa
tion Bill, and so, like that Bill, it re
flects a major triumph of the struggle of 
the great peoples of our country, it re
flects the triumph of their struggle for 
the establishment—̂partial  triumph,  I 
should say, but even then a triumph—of 
the linguistic principle as a basis of the 
reorganisation  of States.  It also  re
flects the triumph  of the  protracted 
struggle which has been waged to rid 
the Constitution of the blot of the ex- 
Tstence of Rajpramukhs, that pampering 
to feudal elements in our Constitution. 
But as the struggle is waged between the 
people and the reactionaries, the Bill 
also embodies certain exceptions to the 
democratic principle, the rational prin
ciple of linguistic reorganisation,  and 
that is so, because it is necessary for 
some quarters either to pander to vested 
interests, as in the case of Bombay city, 
or to indulge in unprincipled political 
opportunism, as in the case of the re
adjustment of the boundaries  between 
West Bengal and Bihar, and other cases.
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1 must tell you first of all that I am 
in the least ashamed of advocatmg 

linguistic reorganisation of States. Why 
should I be ashamed ? It is not 1 who 
need to be ashamed. Our national move
ment has always upheld this principle, 
’nie Congress had repeatedly promî 
linguistic reorganisation from 1920 on
wards.  I be ashamed of sticking to 
that principle ? It is rather the opponents 
of the principle, who should be ashamed. 
They should be ashamed  of betraying 
their past promises, and being false to 
the democratic  ideals  they preached. 
What is the explanation for ttds unseem
ly betrayal? The explanation given is that 
it was necessâ ai that time to break 
some kind of intellectual thraldom that 
had been created due to English educa
tion. But that contingency no longer ex
ists. We are now free, and so, we need 
not stick to it. That is what is said. I ask 
you: Is it really so ? When we advocat
ed linguistic  redistribution,  from the 
Congress platform, was this the ground 
on which we advocatedlt 7 I would ref
er you to the Nehru report. What does 
it say ? It says :

“If a province has to educate It
self and do its daily work in the 
medium  of its own language,  it 
must necessarily be a linguistic area.
If  it  happens  to  be  a polyglot 
area.........”

Mark the words ‘polyglot area*.

“-----difficuRies will continually
arise, and the media of instruction 
and work will be two or even more 
languages.  Hence it becomes de
sirable for provinces to be regroup
ed on a linguistic basis. Language, 
as a rule, corresponds  with  a 
special variety of culture, of tradi
tions and literature. In a lingustic 
area, all these factors will help in 
the general progress of the  pro
vince.”

There is no question of intellectual 
thraldom;  there is no question of its 
being necessary due to the influence of 
English  education.  The criteria  are 
clear, that a State must work through 
the medium of its own lan̂age, the 
administration  must  be  carried  on 
through the medium of its own langu- 
guage and instruction  must be given 
through the medium of its own langu
age. Languages represent distinct cul
tures and as such, linguistic reorganisa
tion will help in the general progress of 
the States.

Is a single word of this Report out of 
date today? Is it not necessary even 
today to foster Democratic development 
in States ? Is it not necessary that the 
people should be enabled to participate 
in  the administration  of the  States 
through the media of their own langu
ages ? They cannot be asked to partici
pate in the administration of the States 
through the medium of an alien langu
age, a language which they do not un
derstand. If you put up a bilingual, tri
lingual or multilingual State, how is this 
possible ? Either English will continue to 
dominate or one language  will be put 
up as the dominating language, to the 
great dissatisfaction of the other langu
age groups. Who should then be asĥ - 
ed—̂we,  who uphold the traditions of 
our national movement or the august 
gentlemen who,  without  any shame, 
without any scruples of conscience, have 
been false to their noble ideals, noble 
ideals they themselves  had worshipped 
and" repeafedly promised to uphold ? In 
spite of their attempts, the people stand 
firm.  Unable to withstand the popular 
demand for linguistic reorganisation, the 
champions of multilingualism,  whether 
it is Shri Jawaharlal Nehru  or Pandit 
G. B. Pant or Shri_ S. K. Patil—have 
adopted a novel method of linguistic re
organisation.  They  have started now 
sermonising people on nationalism.

During the consideration of the pre
vious motion, there was some question 
raised as to whether Andhra-Telangana 
should rather be called Andradesh or 
Andra Pradesh. Then Pandit G. B. Pant 
made a remark that it could be anything 
but pradesh. I do not grudge his sallies 
of wit. I am prepared to admit that.

Shri B. S. Murthy (̂luru): It is not 
a question of wit. It is a question of 
fact. Both the Andhra Assembly and the 
Hyderabad Assembly have unanimously 
resolved that the new Andhra may be 
called Andhra Pradesh.

Shri Sadhan Gupta: I am not saying 
that.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Even if that be 
the case, the hon. Member has a right 
to exprê his views.

Shri Sadhan Gnpta: I am not against 
calling it Andhra Pradesh. What I am 
objecting to is the remark of Pandit G. 
B. Pant that it may be Andhra Pradesh 
or Andhradesh but not pradesh. I ̂ ant 
that this remark was made only in a 
lighthearted vein. I am willing to give 
him credit for that. But what about the 
remarks made by Shri S. K. Patil ? What
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about the speeches  that are made by 
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru all over the coun
try ? Shri S. K. Patil referred to claims 
of territories  by  different  linguistic 
groups in a derisive way. He said: ‘Peo
ple claim, this territory belongs to us; 
that territory belongs to us. But nothing 
belongs to India’.

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru, of course, in 
a more dignified vein, adtossed a meet
ing of young men in Kharâ ur in Ben
gal the other day and reminded us of 
the need for  emotional  integration 
which, he explained, was a sense of 
oneness of India, By an irony, this im
plied slander on the Bengalis—it was a 
slander in the context of the anti-merger 
.movement that was being carried on; he 
implied that the anti-merger movement 
was something anti-national,  something 
against emotional integration—̂ was  ut
tered in the district of Midnapore, where 
the battle of freedom was  gloriously 
waged, the battle of freedom, I would 
remind you, not of the district of Mid
napore, not even of the province of 
Bengal, but freedom for our whole be
loved country—if we may be allowed to 
can our country such. Why this slander? 
Remember, Sir, this slander is carried 
on not only against Bengalis, but also 
against eveij other people in India who 
desire linguistic reorganisation—Andhras 
Keralas, Maharashtrians, Tamils, Oriyas 
and all others.  Is there the slightest 
truth in these outbursts? Can it be that 
the mere desire to  have a  territory 
where administration  and  education 
will be through the medium  of their 
own language is so traitorous as to set 
our nationalism at nought?

In the United States of America, there 
are different States. They have different 
Constitutions. A citizen is a citizen of 
a State as well as of the whole Union. 
There is double citizenship. Who ever 
has said in America or elsewhere in the 
world that the Aemrican is antinational? 
In the USSR, every republic  has the 
right to keep an army; it has the right 
to have foreign relations. You know that 
Ukraine any Bylo-Russia  have foreign 
relations and they have foreign minis
ters. Every republic  has the right to 
sêde from the Soviet Union.

The other day I was listening to a 
broadcast from Moscow. There, a Lat- 

said that he was a guest in Mos
cow and he was very satisfied wth the 
treatment he received. The Latvian con
siders himself a guest In Moscow. Now, 
who will still deny this solidarity of the

Soviet peoples 7 Has not the last war de
monstrated their solidarity ? Why go so 
far ? Let us look at ourselves. While we 
fought the British, we were a diversity of 
races  in  India,  Bengalis,  Biharis, 
Oriyas, Andhras, Tamils and countless 
othî, great and small. Undoubtedly, 
we passionately loved our own respec
tive lands. We loved Bengal, we loved 
Bihar, we loved Orissa and so on. We, 
Bengalis, were proud of our Rabindra
nath and Deshbandhu and other great 
men. Similarly, others were  proud of 
their poets, their own patriots and their 
own ̂ at men. But when we fought the 
British, did it ever occur to us that we 
were not fighting for the freedom of the 
country as a whole ? We were fighting 
for  the  freedom  of Bengal, Bihar 
Orissa  and  so  on..  I  can 
assure you that we were fighting for 
Bengal, Bihar or Orrssa, but that did not 
mean that we were not fighting for the 
freedom of our own country?  Do not 
these gentlemen, who sermonise  us on 
nationalism, realise how the song Vande 
Mat ram which was written in honour 
of the mother of sapt koti, came to be 
sung by the very Bengalis in honour of 
the mother of all of us? Trinsha Koti? 
Did we  forget that or did we think of 
the mother of Trinsha koti? Don’t they 
realise that the hundreds who perished 
under the bullets of their present friends 
of the British Commonwealth at Jallian- 
walla Bagh, gave their lives for India, 
though they undoubtedly loved their own 
land, Punjab ? So, there is no conflict 
between our desire for linguistic reorga
nisation and our love for our great coun
try. Indeed, the love of our own parti
cular lands exalts itself into and en
riches the love of our common country. 
If anyone succeeds in disrupting our na
tionalism, it is these gentlemen who in
sist  on  opposing  the  love  of 
our  own  land  to  the  love 
of  our own lands.  But,  I assure 
you they will not succeed. We will con
tinue to love our own land and yet our 
patriotism is so great, the patritotism of 
the people of India, people  in every 
part of India and of every description, 
IS too great to be disrupted by gentle
men in the grip of a mania  for multi
lingualism.

Hardly a day passes when  Pandit 
Nehru and others do not sing hymns to 
multi-Ungualism. This, according to them 
is a cure for all ills, the surest guarantee 
of the growth of Indian patriotism. What 
is our experience of multi-lingual States? 
Let us look at the States Reorganisation 
Commission’s  Report. If you look at
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paragraph 159 of the Report, what does
It say ? It says :

“The question whether multilin
gual states will strengthen the unity 
of India is not easy to determine.
In States having more than one 
developed language, there has been 
no marked tendency in the past to 
develop a sense of loyalty to the . 
state. There was never any notice
able Madrasi  sentiment when the 
State was a composite one. On tiM 
other hand such loyalties as did 
develop within the area were based 
on languages. The same holds true 
about Bombay and Madhya Pra
desh. Marathi and Gujarati feeling 
grew up side by side, practically to 
the exclusion of any particular lo
yalty to the province or State of 
Bombay. In Madhya Pradesh, the 
Maha Vidarbha sentiment based on 
the Marathi language has been vo
cal for many decades.”

That is multilingualism and yet it is 
supposed to be the panacea for all our 
anti-national sentiments; it is supposed 
to be the cure for all fissiparous ten
dencies.

On the basis of this disastrous ideo
logy, my State of West Bengal is being 
sought to be forced into a merger with 
Bihar. How patriotic the inspiration be
hind this wonderful  plan is would be 
clear from the conflict  between the 
champions of merger  in either State. 
What is the conflict about? It is, where 
the revenues would be spent; whether 
the revenues of each State will be kept 
in that State or would be spent in the 
other State also; whether  one would 
swamp the other by quantity or whe- 
'ther the other would be.able to outwit 
the State with  more numerous popu
lation by virtue of quality. That is the 
kind of thing that is being propagated 
to convince the  -Biharis and Bengalis 
about the justification for merger.

The men who advocate  merger in 
West Bengal want the  right to secede 
and their Bihari counterparts want to 
hold them by force.

What an insipred display of nation
al solidarity!  Of course,  Dr. S. N. 
Sinha said that he had supported mer
ger on another ground, that is to say, to 
provide a mental home for us, com
munists, in Calcutta. After listening to 
his speech, there can be no doubt as to 
where the mental home is located But, 
AS we do not require it, we are opposed

to the merger. Of course, for the com
mon people, they have other arguments, 
whether they are Bengalees or Biham. 
Bengalis are promised easier rehabilita
tion of refugees and the Biharis are pro
mised more avenues of employment in 
Calcutta. What is the truth?

Mr. Dpoty-Speaker: The hon. Mem
ber must finish soon.

Shri Sadhan Gupta: Sir, I am the 
only spokesman of my group.

Mr.  Deputy-Speaker:  The  hon.
Member has been continuously speaking 
for about 20 minutes.

Shri Sadhan Gupta: Sir,  in other 
cases we have spoken for a longer time.

Mr. Depiity-Speaker: I agree; but we 
have placed this restriction voluntarily 
so that a larger mmiber of Members 
may speak. However, I will allow an
other 5 minutes.

Shri SiMlliaD Gupta: NormaDy, we
have half an hour.

What is the truth? Axe the Bengalis 
and Biharis going to benefit from the 
merger—the  common  Biharis  and 
Bengalis. The rehabilitation of Bengafis 
in Bihar is a wonderful argument. E>on’t 
we know how  many peasants from 
Bihar unable  to make a living from 
land take up the gruesome  life of 
rickshaw pullers or coolies or jute mill 
workers in Calcutta.  Why, Sir, I have 
seen Bihari, peasants engaged in back
breaking occupations of rickhaw pullers 
or coolies as far away as Assam  and 
in that State you promise rehabilitation 
to hundreds of thousands of Bengalis 
who have come away from  East Ben
gal! And what emplo>Tnent will  the 
Biharis get in Calcutta? As if there are 
not enough Biharis already in Calcutta 
desperately seeking for a living. Indeed 
Sir, merger could not be and was never 
intended to benefit the common people 
of Bengal or Bihar. From the point of 
view of the West Bengal champions, it 
is only to enable big businessmen  of 
Calcutta like Birla and others to spread 
their tentacles into Bihar and by keep
ing Bengalis and Biharis in perpetual 
conflict, to enable disruption  to  be 
created among the jute workers  and 
among the working class of Calcutta and 
its neighbourhood as a whole. But, we 
are not such inbeciles that we do not 
understand these manoeuvres. That is 
why West Bengal has opjposed this ne
farious scheme with all its might.
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Complaint has been made of the way 
satyagraha is being carried on. It is sup
posed to be uîemocratic.  If such is 
your faith in democracy why not yield to 
the verdict of democracy ? Since the an
nouncement  of the merger  proposal. 
Congress has lost every municipal elec
tion. Why not accept it and give up the 
proposal? I am prepared to make an 
even more sporting offer. Our party has 
often been accused of being regimented. 
I can say that our party has never en
joined upon us anything that is against 
our conscience. But, supposing, accord
ing to you, we are an  undemocratic 
regimented lot, why not set an example 
to us in democracy and give the free
dom of vote to your own party men in 
the Bengal Assembly and why not pro
ceed on their verdict? To what absurd 
length these mergerists will go is seen by 
the repeated manipulations they perform. 
First, it started with merger. Then, we 
find a variation, in the Statement of Ob
jects and Reasons of this Bill,—amalga
mation and lastly we hear of a union 
~a union with a provision for instant 
judicial separation. There will not be di
vorce. But, these two States will have 
separate Legislatures, separate Cabinets, 
everything separate.  What a glorious 
example of nationalism?

We are quite tired of this  merger 
bimness. Unless an attempt is made to 
nciislead them by vicious propaganda car
ried on by reactionaries—̂we, the com
mon people, both in Bihar and Ben
gal wiU agree to one thing and one thing 
alone,—̂the linguistic redistribution, and 
a readjustment of the boundaries in such 
a manner that all Bengalees and Biharis 
living in contiguous areas would be in
cluded in Bengal or Bihar. We do not 
want an inch of territory which is" hot 
ours oa the linguistic principle, but we 
want every bit of territory which either 
linguistically or by contiguity belongs to 
Bengal.
In this connection, I must record the 

strongest resentment of the people of 
my State at the refusal to incorporate 
the 500 sq. miles of territory wWch is 
Bengali Unguistically, simply l̂ause the 
Tatas think that it would be inconveni
ent to do so. Is this your concept of na
tionalism that if the territory comes to 
Bengal, Tatas in Bihar will not get en
ough water ?

Wonderful arguments were advanced 
against the inclusion of the city of Bom
bay in Maharashtra. Shri Patil ridiculed 
the idea of geographical contiguity and 
in his ususual, cheap, demagogic way

[Shri  Sadhan Gupta] ' said that the whole of India was Bomr 
bay’s hinteriand. Yet Sir, the fact re
mains that the land around Bombay for 
hundreds of miles is nothing but Maha
rashtra, where then should Bombay na
turally belong? You want the merger of 
different States on the ground that they 
should be sizable units. Why make an 
exception in the case of Bombay ? What 
is the use of figures of population? 
What is the use of referendum?  Is 
there any sense in taking a  referendum 
for Bombay remaining separate. Would 
you allow every city that wants to have 
a separate State in India? Would you 
allow every town that wants to have a 
separate State in India?  Where else 
could Bombay go  unless  it remains 
separate ? How do these super-nationa
lists justî the unreasonable demand 
of a section of capitalists in Bombay 
that Bombay should not merge in Ma
harashtra? Why do they not preach to 
them that this demand of theirs is fissi- 
paroiB, that they have no right to say 
that in Maharashtra they will not be 
safe? What right have they to  resist 
Bombay going to Maharashtra?

The same thing may be said with re
gard to Punjab. The linguistic principle 
has been violated here. The provisions 
that have been made for regional com
mittees etc., presuppose areas of conflict 
and I would very much desire that that 
were avoided.

I  had intended to speak about the 
phenomenon of Union territories. Some 
of these territories,  Himachal Pradesh 
and Delhi, had their own democratic 
set-up. They are being deprived of it. 
Manipur, by an irony of fate, had a de
mocratic set-up before the achievement 
of Independence, before the merger of 
Manipur, and Vhen it merged with free 
India, it was deprived of that democratic 
set-up. Now, we plan out to deprive it 
permanently. The people of Tripura and 
Manipur have stood consistently for a 
democratic set-up. The people of Mani
pur have won it and yet they are being 
deprived of their democratic set-up. You 
do not have the courtesy to call  the 
places “State”; you call a territory, evi
dently inferior in status. T know the ex
amples of places like Canberra in Aus
tralia and Washington D.C. in U.S.A. 
are ̂ven. I am not holding any brief for 
deprivation of democratic rights of those 
particular  places,  but they are small 
places. I think Canberra has a popula
tion of several thousands and Washing
ton D.C. has not a very great popula
tion. But what are we doing here? A
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great city like Bombay, with millions of 
people is being deprived of democratic 
rights.  The  people  there  are
being  disfranchised and  the  right 
to carry  on  their  own  admi
nistration is being taken away. In all, 
about one crore of Indians are being 
deprived  of their  democratic  right
of carrying on their own administration. 
Instead we have regulations made by 
■ the President in just the manner of the 
British imperialists, as they administer
ed Baluchistan with Indian laws, pro
mulgating laws, making laws without 
the people their having any say about it. 
I know it will be said that Advisers are 
there  to  administer.  What  is 
the  use  of  these  Advisers ?  In 
Tripura,  in  the last general  elec
tions. both the Congress candidates for
feited their security deposits and yet the 
Adviser appointed was a Congressman. 
What a democratic thing this institution 
of Advisers is I

I have to say a few words about the 
provision regarding linguistic minorities. 
No statutory provision has been made 
for linguistic minorities by the new arti
cle J50A. What is proposed is that the 
State shall endeavour to grant the lingu
istic minorities facilities  for primary 
education. Regarding the State endeav
ours, the S.R.C. has itself reported how 
in one particular State the number of 
schools was reduced from, I think, sever- 
d hundreds to one. Similarly, there are 
instances after instances how in Assam 
and  Bihar, Bengali schools have been 
tampered with. I do not say that it is 
the vice of the Biharis or the Assamese 
or the virtue of the Bengalis not to tam
per with the linguistic minorities.  I 
would say that with the kind of admi- 
îtration that exists in every State, no 
lingustic minority is safe in the hands of 
the administration that exists in the dif
ferent States. In Bengal,̂ flOn-Bengalis 
are not safe in the hands of Dr. B. C. 
Roy; in Bihar, non-Biharis are not safe 
in the hands of Shri Sinha; in Assam, 
non-Assamese are not safe in the hand.s 
of Shri Medhi. Therefore I want that 
whatever safeguards there are must be 
made statutory and they must be made 
enforceable in a court of law. The safe
guards should not be perfunctory, but 
should be elaborate.

Again, the safeguards should not only 
be with respect to primary education, 
but every linguistic minority should be 
given the right to obtain education up 
to the secondary stage in its own langu
age. You could insist that if they want 
higher education, they have  it from

their State. But without secondary edu
cation, a man is not worth earning his 
livelihood, and a man who has no edu
cation worth the name is not worth 
earning his livelihood. At least up to 
that stage, education must be guarante
ed.
Lastly, I would strongly advocate the 

abolition of the Second Chambers. I was 
extremely pained to find that the Second 
Chambers  have been kept.  I would 
strongly recommend that the Constitu
tion should be amended so as to abolish 
the Second Chambers altogether. They 
are absolutely unnecessary. They were 
established by the British to protect vest
ed interests. They were continued by the 
Congress, and it is high time that they 
should be abolished.

Shri  Keshavaiengar:  Mr.  Deputy- 
Speaker, I thank you for giving me an 
opportunity to say a few words on this 
Bill. Few from Mysore had a chance 
to speak on the States  Reorganisation 
Bill. Some of us had moved amendments 
for several provisions of that Bill. I am 
making a request to you to be good en
ough to direct them to be referred  to 
the  Joint Committee so that they may 
also be fully considered by the Com
mittee.

The Bill before us is very welcome, 
and the most welcome feature I find is 
the abolition of the several categories 
of States, A, B, and C. A large section 
of the  Members of this  House were 
persistently agitating for the abolition of 
the invidious distinctions among States, 
and now it is a matter of very great 
satisfaction that those several categories 
and distinctions are abolished and there 
are only two kinds—States and Union 
Territories. I am sure that as time goes 
on, even this small number of States 
under the Union Territories category will 
get itself reduced by several small parts 
joined to the neighbouring bigger States. 
In that way, it is a very welcome feature.

Another thing which I very much ap
preciate is the abolition oT the institu
tion of Rajpramukhs. It was an anach
ronism.  I am very happy that that is 
done away with now. This takes me at 
once to the category of Rajpramukhs in 
the Civil Service. Some of the remnant 
members of the Civil Service have been 
retained under contracts to serve us. I 
hope that by efflux of time that wiH also 
get reduced. I am not questioning their 
services at all, but my feeling is that 
the members of the Service must change 
their outlook. Our leader has been pleas
ed to make a mention in one of his ad
dresses that it is necessary for them to
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change their outlook alogether and feel 
that they are servants of the people and 
not their masters.

That apart, the most important mat
ter I would like to refer to in this Bill 
is clause 22, I am at a loss to understand 
why the provision for a reduction of the 
salary of the Judges of the High Courts 
of Mysore, Rajasthan and Kerala has 
been made in this Bill. From the ex
planation to clause 22, I find that it has 
been based on the level  of income at 
the bar and the salaries payable to the 
judicial services.  I do not understand 
how these two things could be the legi
timate reason for making an invidious 
distinction between the Judges adorning 
the benches of the High Courts.  It is 
really  unfortunate.  1  do not  know 
the measure and means by which they 
were able to get the level of income of 
the members of the bar in Mjrsore State. 
From the list of members of the Bar 
attached to that High Court, it is quite 
clear that many eminent lawyers all over 
India have been members of that Hî 
Court. Secondly, the level of income de
pends upon the capacity of the client to 
pay. If I appear in a case for a client 
like Shri Morarka, a millionaire, I think 
I would charge him several thousands 
of rupees but not so for clients like Shri 
Vaishya from Ahmedabad for the very 
same kind of business.  I do not think 
that it is the necessary criterion. It is not 
the proper reason for bringing out this 
change. That has introduced a sort of an 
inferiority complex in the minds of the 
persons who adorn the benches of the 
High Court. They are making a provi
sion for trajisfer of Judges from one 
High Court to another. It is a very salu
tary feature. Even to put that provision 
into practice, it is necessary that there 
must be uniform scales of pay for all 
the Judges of the High Courts in India. 
I am very anxious that this distinction 
should be removed; it is very objection
able and I take very serious exception to 
it. I do not mind the quantum.  Shri 
Vallatharas made a mention about the 
reduction in the present salary. I am 
not bothered about the quantum. I am 
anxious about uniformity.  Otherwise, 
surely it will bring about an undesirable 
result.

An Hon. Member: With  inter-Stale 
transfers.

Shri Keshavaieiigar: It very seriously 
2̂ect& this proposal. Some of the Judged 
arc v  ̂eminent persons and they arc 
idoming the benches of the Hî Court 
of Mysore. Many of them have adorn

ed the benches of other Hî Courts as 
well. This will present a serious diflficul- 
ty when we consider the matter of inter
state transfers of Judges of the High 
Courts.

Shri Gurupadaswamy made some ob
servations about the Mysore legislature. 
I emphatically refute the  observations 
made by him. There is nothing wrong 
in what they have done. In the absence 
of any expressed or demonstrated desire 
by the other States of Tamilnad, Kerala 
or Andhra, they have passed a unani
mous resolution that whenever possible 
they would form the Dakshina Pradesh. 
There is nothing wrong in that and it 
need not have given room for him to 
make the observation he made. Kan- 
nadigas from four different parts of the 
country, namely, Bombay, Madras, Hy
derabad and Coorg, are being brought 
together into one State. The Mysore leg
islature  is only anxious that they must 
consolidate the present State which is 
now more than double in its size and 
extent. Then only they would think of 
the next step regarding the enlargement 
of the other States as well.

There is one point about the number 
of seats in the legislatures. It has been 
thoroughly  discussed  in the Mysore 
State Assembly. They have passed a un
animous resolution that the ratio and 
proportion so far as the Members of 
Parliament and members  of the local 
legislative assembly are concerned must 
be enhanced  to something more than 
what is provided for in this Bill. 1 do not 
know what policy or principle is involv
ed in fixing this ratio. From a com
parison of the ratios that prevail in sev
eral States, I find that  it varies from 
1:5 to 1:9. The latter ratio is the one 
prevailing in Mysore and I am anxious 
that this ratio must continue so far as 
Mysore is concerned. Mysore is the first 
State in India to have the representative 
system of Government.  The  previous 
Mysore  Assembly had 300  members. 
Now, they are having only 182. I en
dorse the unanimous resolution of the 
Mysore Legislature that the ratio may 
be retained at 1 : 9.

So far as the interim assembly is con
cerned, 24 members from the local as
sembly of Coorg are there.  According 
to this Bin, they should become mem
bers of the interim assembly, I do not 
agree with the opinion of the Mysore 
legislature that all of them ought not to 
be pven the right to represent Coorg in 
the interim assembly. They have desired 
that only a smaller  number—three or
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four—̂ may be selected from them. That 
is not correct. It is only for a temporary 
period, of a few months that the as
sembly win function. A uniform policy 
must be adopted with regard to Ajmer 
and some other States, including Coorg. 
It is necessary that all the members of 
the Coorg assembly must be permitted 
to function in the assembly  of  the 
Mysore State.

I do not agree with the observations 
made by the previous speaker about the 
abolition of the second chambers. If the 
Council of States is necessary for the 
Central Parliament, a legislative council 
ou£̂t to be necessary  for the States. 
The same arguments that hold good for 
us, hold good for the States also. I do 
not understand why we should complete
ly remove the second chambers in all 
the States. I thank the Government for 
having righted the wrongs  that were 
sought to  done previously  to the 
greatest satisfaction  of all concerned. 
With these words,  I support the Bill 
wholeheartedly.

Shri C. K, Nair (Outer Delhi): I thank 
you, Sir, for this opportunity given to 
me to express my views on this Consti
tution (Amendment) Bill. I feel today 
to be a red-letter day for the State of 
Delhi. It is because two Bills were si
multaneously introduced in this House 
and one of them has already been refer
red to the Joint Committee. The other 
is being proposed to be referred to the 
Joint Committee  again. One has al
ready eliminated the State of Delhi and 
the other—The  Constitution  (Ninth
Amendment) Bill—̂is going to eliminate 
the last vestige of the democratic set
up in the State, of Delhi, I see the sha
dow of the great leaders of Delhi be
cause Delhi  has been very tmfairly 
treated in both of these Bills.

4 P.M.

There were great men who worked 
and suffered like aftyone-'else in India; 
for example,  the late  Hakim Ajmal 
Khan, Dr. Ansari, Shri Asaf AH, ' Mr. 
Deshhandhu and others, lliey were all 
great leaders of first rank in the struggle 
for India’s freedom. There was  also
Swami Shradhanand. I now see  their
shadows over Delhi.  What will  their
souls be feeling today ?  They  were
struggling not only for India’s freedom, 
but at the same time they were also agi
tating for a democratic set-up in the city 
of Etelhi. Now that is also being snatcĥ 
ed away by this Ninth  Amendment 
Bill.

In the previous Bill Delhi has been 
grouped among the centrally administer
ed territories. Part C States have be«i 
abolished. I am not very sony for it, be
cause state-hood in itself is not every
thing. After all. even cities like Paris 
are administered by a unitary system of 
administration.  They can enjoy demo
cratic rights. Sometimes Delhi is being 
compared with Washin̂on and Canber
ra. I think that is quite unfair. They 
were colonial countries with oflScial seats 
in Washington and Canberra.  That is 
not the case in Delhi. Delhi is one of the 
most ancient cities, culturally, political
ly and commercially. Commercially also 
it is one of the leading cities  in India. 
That city should have been treated  sp 
shabbily by our great democratic lead
ers, is something which is really very 
sad to think of.

Shri Shree Narâ  Das (Darbhanga 
Central): If there is no democracy  in 
Delhi, then how have you come here?

Sliii C. K. Nair: I am telling you ab
out the people of Delhi. I will tell you 
how-they are being treated.

Mr. Depiity-Speaker: The hon. Mem
ber might tell me.

Shri C. K. Nair: So far its Delhi i& 
concerned, it is one of the part C States* 
There are two sections in the Constitu
tion which deal with the administrative 
set up of Part C States. They are arti
cles 239 and 240. In this Bill these two= 
articles are going to be amended in a 
way which is very reactionary in spirit 
and in thought. In the original CoMti- 
tution the provision is :

“Parliament  may by law create 
or continue for any State specified 
in Part C of the First Schedule and 
administered through a Chief Com
missioner  or  Lieutenant-Gover
nor—

(a)  a  body,  wheihcr  nominated̂ 
elected or partly nominated  and 
partly elected, to function as a Leg
islature for the State; or

\b) a CoiKicil of Advisers or Mi
nisters.”

This is being sought to be amended 
in this way:

“Hvery Union territory shall be 
administeed by the President.... ” 

Here, I must tell you another thing. 
TTiere is a proposed draft for the States. 
Reorganisation Bill. In that also it is 
said:

“Save as otherwise provided by 
Parliament  by law,  e\'ery Unioa
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territory  shall be administered by 
the President acting, to such extent 
as he thinks fit, trough a Chief 
Commissioner or other authority to 
be appointed by him :

But in the amendment here, it has 
been changed to :

“Every Union territory shall be 
administered by the President...

The savmg clause has been omitted. 
It is not oiJy Delhi that is being de
prived of a democratic set-up, but even 
the Parliament has been derived of a 
voice in the administration oi Delhi, be
cause the saving clause which  said: 
“Save as otherwise provided by Par
liament by law”, has been taken away 
and now it is straightaway said: “Every 
Union territory shall  be administered
by the President............*’

Then again, what is the instrument 
that is being sought to control or to ad
minister the area ? It is said: “the Pre
sident may by regulation made...  —
the Parliament has nothing to do with it
—“-----under article 240 Delhi is going
to be ruled by a council of advisers to 
the Chief Commissioner or other autho
rity with such functions as may be spec
ified in the regulation.”  That means 
Delhi is going to be ruled only by the 
President. Sir, we are reminded of the 
horrible days of the Chief Commission
er’s rule in Delhi. It is going to be re
verted to a bureaucratic rule.

Shii Bhagwat Iha Azad (Punea cum 
Santal Parganas):  The Members of
Parliament are there.

Shri C. K. NaIr! We are not going to 
be there unless the territory is represent
ed in the administrative set-up.  The 
Members of Parliament cannot directly 
take part in the administration of any 
State or territory.

The point is, how is Delhi being de
prived of its political, democratic set
up? I wonder, because evê State is 
assured of democratic rights in the Con
stitution. Part C States were also given 
a  place in the Constitution. Now that 
is being completely eliminated. Parlia
ment will have nothing to do. For the 
last 4 years I have been in this Parlia
ment and I have seen that Delhi is not 
 ̂ seriously taken up by the Members 
Parliament, except a few.

Offi NamUar (Mayuram):  With r»r 
gard to the question of jaundice we did 
iriEe very senous notice of Delhi.

Shri C. K. Nair: That is right. That 
is Ae way Delhi is being administered. 
Pwliament finds hardly any time to ad
minister Delhi. That is the reason why 
it is being completely given to the Pres
ident’s rule. This is really unfair and I 
think it is time that every Member of 
Parliament should think about it.

Delhi with a glorious  past history 
should not be treated so shabbily. Of 
course, it may be said that after all it is 
under the democratic administration of 
India. No doubt, we are all proud of it 
But, why the rîts, which have akeady 
been bestowed imder the Constitution, 
should be reduced ? I also wonder why 
our administration, which is very demo
cratic under our ̂ eat leader, is getting 
DQore and more stiff towards the people 
of Delhi? Delhi with a population of 
20 lakhs has got every rît to be ruled 
by their own representatives.

Our hon. Home Minister himself said: 
“You are in the good company of the 
great, beautiful and maginificent city of 
Bombay”. I have got my sympathy for 
Bombay also. But that is going to be 
short-lived. After all, centrally adminis
tered areas means Bombay, Delhi, Hi
machal Pradesh, Jvlanipur, Tripura, An
damans, Nicobars, Laccadives and Ma- 
ladive. I can understand, Andamans, Ni
cobars and Laccadives are small colo
nies in the midst of the ocean and they 
must be administered by a rigid bureau
cratic administration.  But what about 
the other three or four areas? I am sure 
in the long run Manipur and Tripura 
are going to be, perhaps, integrated with 
bigger States, just as many other Part C 
States like Coorg, Ajmer  etc., have 
been. I also envisage a time when Hi
machal Pradesh may also be integrated 
into Greater Punjab.  In the case of 
Bombay it has already been committed.

Shri  Tek  Chand (Ambala-Simla): 
Also Delhi in Greater Punjab.

Shri C. K. Nair: Then also I wiU be 
happy, because my point is that this area 
should not be depnved of a real demo
cratic rule.

About Bombay we all know that the 
fear is going to be short-lived. Though 
it is now included in the centrally admi
nistered territories,  at the most for 5 
years—̂I do not think why even five 
years should be allowed—should be al
lowed for its complete integration into 
Maharashtra. I am one of those who 
support the claim of the Maharashtrians 
to Bombay. I was wondering why some 
people have been saying, “How  can
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Bombay belong to Maharashtra? Bom
bay belongs to the whole of India.” But 
I ask you, which city does not belong 
to the whole of India.  Every city of 
India belongs to the whole of India.

Pandit K. C. Shanna (Meerut Distt. 
—South): Particularly Delhi.

Shri C. K. Nair; More than Bombay, 
culturally speaking,  Banaras  is there. 
Hardwar  is  there.  We  have 
got  colonies  of  Madrasis,  Pun
jabis, Bengalis,  Gujaratis  and others 
there.  Those people are living there. 
They are living comfortably and har
moniously. So, why not Bombay be in
cluded in Maharashtra? Bombay is al
ready famous for its cosmopolitanism. 
Why should this fear be created that 
Bombay, if given to Maharashtra, will 
become a provincial city? No. It can
not be. After all, it developed not as a 
provincial city. Even if it had develop
ed  as  a  provincial  city  it  rose 
above that and became a cosmopolitan 
city. Now, in these days of internationa
lism, it is going to grow more and more 
into an international city. Bombay is one 
of the biggest and magnificent cities of 
the world and not only of India. I do 
not see any reason why if Banaras could 
be counted as part  of Uttar Pradesh 
Bombay could not be counted as part of 
Maharashtra.  By  removing  Bombay 
from Maharashtra, it is reaiUy not go
ing to become a national city or an in
ternational city. It'̂is Maharashtra, what
ever we may say and whatever Ae ob
jective may be. So, what I want to em
phasise is this. Bombay also is going to 
be either part of Maharashtra or part of 
a bilingû State, whatever it might be.

About Delhi, I am afraid Delhi is 
certainly doomed  to  have  a bureau
cratic system of administration under 
this new amendment that is being sought 
to be effected in the Constitution. That 
is what I want you to realise. We should 
take it up very seriously and sec that 
Delhi is given—and must be given—the 
full right of democracy.

An Hon. Member: Quite so.

Mr.  Deputy-Speaker!  Interruptions 
should  not  be  so frequent, for,  the 
readers of the future might read in the 
debate that it was only a conversation 
between a few persons I

Shri C. K. Nair: Therefore, my plea 
to the Government and also to this Par-

: is that Delhi should have a de
mocratic set-up. Even Parliament is go
ing to be deprived of its rît over Delhi 
TUs is unfair, because it is said in this 
Bill that it is completely being relegated 
to the administration  of the President. 
The President himself cannot rule. After 
aU, there must be somebody. The only 
way to avoid this is to have a popular 
representative as the Chief Commission
er or the Lieutenant-Governor  or the 
Governor of Delhi. He must be a public 
man. Advisory Body is being mentioned. 
I do not know why an Advisory Body 
should be there. The whole thing can 
be easily solved by retaining the existing 
articles 239 and 240 of the Constitution. 
They need not be amended at all. In 
those articles, there is a chance for Delhi 
to fight for, to claim and try for a demo
cratic, administrative set-up if not today 
at least in the future. By the proposed 
amendment, we are going to lose it for 
all time. A constitutional amendment is 
not a small thing. It is not an ordinary 
law that is being sought to be passed, as 
in the Slates Reorganisation Bill, This 
is a constitutional amendment. We are 
all here alive, and we have fought for 
the freedom of India. Even in our midst, 
such a retrograde step is going to be 
effected.  If this is so, who is going to 
ask, in the future for an administrative 
set-up of Delhi? Therefore,  I  would 
plead that the original articles—articles
239 and 240—̂ may be allowed to  re
main.

Of course one change has bê noted 
here. For the existing heading,—“Admi
nistration of States in Part CT of the 
First  Schedule”—“Administration of
Union territories” is going to be sub
stituted. So far, it is correct. It is right 
But so far as the other things are con
cerned, there is nothing.  Therefore, a 
provision which will contain a possibili
ty of some sort of lêlature, some sort 
of democratic administration, some sort 
of advisory-cwm-lêlative rîts by the 
elected representatives  of the people 
may be inserted. It is already there so 
far as the present set-up is concerned. 
Even our late Sardar Vallabhbhai Patel 
was not very much happy  when the 
status of a Part C State was conferred 
on Delhi. But anyway, even in the pres
ent Constitution we find a democratic 
set-up for Delhi, but today, this consti
tutional amendment which  takes away 
that set-up is really very reactionary and 
therefore, I would app̂ to Parliament 
and to the Government that this effort 
to take away the existing set-up should 
be stopped.



6517 Constitution 26 APRIL 1956 {Ninth Amendment) Bill 651̂

[Shri C, K. Nair]

As far a Manipur is concerned, it is 
a small border State. The p̂ ple there 
are very much fond of their freedom 
which they were  enjoying till recently. 
So, they must also be given the same 
status as a democratically admidstered 
area.

Mr. Depnty-Speaker: I have to make 
a suggestion to the House. We have had 
a debate on the States Reorganisation 
Bill for the last three days. The Bill un
der discussion is also a similar one, seek
ing to amend the Constitution for reor
ganising the States. Ordinarily,  there 
ôuld not be a restriction on time, but 
I find that there is a very large number 
of Members wishing to speak. What I 
have gathered from the speeches thus 
far is that the Members cover mostly 
the same ground as was covered during 
the debate on the States Reorganisation 
Bill. Of course, certain Members may 
wish to say something on the constitu
tional points, and normally, there should 
not be a restriction on the speeches. But 
then, in the other Bill, we had to put a 
limitation on ourselves and we said that, 
in the end, only 10 minutes could be 
allowed for each Member. So, we might 
just now put that same limit for this 
Bill also.- Of course, there might be ex
ceptions where this time-limit could be 
exceeded. The same points should not 
be repeated. This way, other Members 
who did not have a chance to speak on 
the last Bill may get a chance to speak 
on this Bill. So, 1 presume I have the 
permission of the House to put the time
limit of ten minutes for each Member 
who wishes to speak.

Shri N. M. Lingam (Coimbatore); It 
was not my desire, when I wanted to 
participate in this debate on the Bill, to 
resurrect memories of yesterday’s con
troversy (hat was raised on the floor of 
this House. But even so, I cannot but 
refer to one aspect of the matter and 
that is in regard to the controversy over 
Bombay. I am not entering into the mer
its of the case. There are problems be
fore the country which are best solved 
by what I would call the indirect me
thod. Assuming that the claim of Maha
rashtra over Bombay h strong, is genu
ine, is justified, what the House has to 
consider is whether the direct approach 
is the best one to satisfy the ambitions 
of the Maharashtrians and thereby bring 
about harmony and peace in the coun
try.
I shall ̂ e one or two instances. We 

have a let»itimate claim over Azad Kash
mir. We have several other rights which

are not within our reach. But in these 
matters it is not the direct assault that 
helps us. We have tlie recent instance 
of the Nekowal incident, where great in
justice was done and where 12 men of 
our troops were massacred. But on that 
score, we did not go and attack Pakis
tan. So, there are many rights which 
we cannot achieve by frontal assaults. 
So, I would request the House to see 
that the controversy over Bombay does 
not resolve or lead to a straight dispute.

Member after Member has referred ta 
the impartiality, to the stature, to the 
nobility and the greatness of our leader
ship that is at the helm of affairs in our 
country today. Unless the people impute 
motives, unless they say that they are 
partisans, unless they  say that they do 
not have the interests of the country at 
heart, unless they say that they are not 
patriots, I do not see why this complex 
problem should not be left to the hands 
of our leaders. The country looks to the 
House not for the intensification of the 
debates and controversies going on out
side, but for guidance,  Hght, strength 
and solace.'Therefore, a great responsi
bility devolves on everyone of us. So, 
let us send the message from this House 
that the interests of country and the in
terests of every section are uppermost 
in the minds of the Members  of this 
House and that the people need not be 
apprehensive of anything happening ir
revocably leading  to condemnation or 
recrimination of  any  section of  the 
community.

I pass on to the Bill under discussion. 
T have taken some time already, and I 
will refer only to two clauses. I would 
first refer to the strength of the House 
of the People that is proposed in the 
Bill. The strength is proposed to be in
creased from 499 to 520. This question 
of the strength of the House was debat
ed at length at the time of the passing 
of the Delimitation  Act in 1952 and 
there was a strong  body of opinion in 
the House that because of the size of the 
country, the membership of the House 
should also be increased proportionately 
to the increase in population. But, after 
a great deal of deliberation and after 
the Select Committee had gone into this 
quesiion, it was decided by  amending 
the constitution in 1952 that the mimber 
on no account should exceed 500. I, per
sonally, am not in favour of increasing 
the strength of the House. TTie example 
ot the United Kingdom is quoted and it 
is argued that if in a country of 40 mil
lion people the strength is 600, for our 
country wth a population of more than
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300 million, the strength should be much 
more. It is forgotten that we have our 
State Assemblies and the Upper Houses. 
The strength of the legislatures in India 
really exceeds 4,000 and there is no 
point in making  an already unwieldy 
House still more unwieldy. I do  not 
really understand the reasons  which 
prompted the Government  to increase 
the strength of the House. Perhaps, this 
is because of the reorganisation of the 
States that is going to take  place. I 
would even suggest, if it is not impracti
cable, that before the next General El
ections, the number of seats for States 
other than the Union territories may be 
reduced to an extent equal to the num
ber of seats provided for the Union ter
ritories, so that the total strength may 
not in any case exceed 500.

There is another point also. In the 
Bill it is said :

“Subject to the  provisions  of 
article 331, the House of the Peo
ple shall consist of—

(a) not more than  five hundred 
members chosen by direct elec
tion from territorial constituen
cies in the States and 

0>) not more than twenty members 
to represent the Union territo
ries, chosen in such manner as 
Parliament may by  law  pro
vide.”

We see that no direct election is pro
vided for Union territories. That is a 
disquieting feature, because this House 
enjoys its unique position on account of 
its being an elected body, elected  by 
adult  suffrage.  I  am  strongly 
of  the  view  that  this  pre
eminent  position  of  the  House 
should be maintained and it should not 
be contaminated by indirect  election, 
nomination or any method that detracts 
from the  glory and prestige  of this 
House. I strongly urge, therefore, that 
the represenutives from Union territo
ries also should be chosen by direct dec- 
tion.

1 will now take up clause 20 which 
provides for the insertion of a new arti
cle 350A, namely,

“350A. It shall be the endeavour 
of every State and of every local 
authority within the State to pro
vide adequate facilities for instruc
tion  in the mother-ton̂ue  at the 
primary stage of education to chil
dren belonging to linguistic minor
ity groups;”
4—99 Lok Sabha

Salutary, as this seems to be, I would 
urge that the other grievances of the mi
norities also should be looked into by 
the President or by the authority em
powered to act in hiis behalf. Some hon. 
Members suggested that the Govenior 
was the least suiuble person to look 
after the interests of the minorities* be
cause under our Constitution, the Gov
ernor could not act in a way that woold 
even remotely offend the Cabinet over 
which he presides. Under the circum
stances, the best solution seems to be 
to appoint a Commissioner for minority 
affairs. But even then, he should be em- 
{îwered to look not only into the ques
tion of the mother-tongue, but also the 
other disabilities  that the  minorities 
mît complain of, so that not only ̂ ir 
legitimate grievances will be looked into, 
but also their unfounded and imaginary 
complaints may be exposed.

I now come to clause 21 of this Bill 
It refers to regional committees. Regn
al committees  fpr  Andhra-Telangana 
and Punjab are proved to be created 
under this provision. Tliis is a new provi
sion under the Constitution. But even 
so, the powers of the committees are not 
defined. Probably that matter is left for 
legislation separately by the States or by 
Parliament. I would urge  that these 
committees should be envisaged  only 
for a definite period, after which the 
working of the committees should be 
reviewed  by  Parliament and suitable 
changes should be made. I do not want 
these regional committees to be a per
manent feature___

Mr. l>epiity-Speaker: The hon. Mcti- 
ber’s time is up.

Shri N. M.  Lingam; ... .of  our
Constitution, because  we all strive for 
(he social and economic integration of 
our country. Therefore, I would urge 
that this should not be made a perma
nent provision in the Constitution.

(14̂1
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Shri Bogawat: I am very fortunate to 
get an opportunity at least today to ex
press my views so far as the Union ter
ritories are concerned. When we amend 
our Coustitution, there should be noth
ing unprincipled, unconstitutional,  un
democratic, unnatural or unjustifiable. 
Seven areas are mentioned as Union ter
ritories in this Bill. Some indication is 
given about Tripura and Himachal Pra
desh. Many Members have spoken about 
Bombay and Delhi. I shall say some
thing about Bombay.

Bombay is a part of Maharashtra. It 
is not to be merged or included in Ma
harashtra. It is excluĉ from  Maha
rashtra. If this is done, it would be un
constitutional because  there would be 
disfranchisement. The right of the 
pie to elect representatives to the
islative Assembly would  be lost.  It 
would be against our Constitution. There 
is great resentment throughout  Maha
rashtra  and  also  in  Bombay.  I 
am  very  glad  that  you  have 
expressed  your sympathy  when you 
spoke on the S.R. Bill, for the inclu
sion of Bombay in Maharashtra. Every 
public body, gram panchayats, munici
palities, local boards, Corporations, Con
gress conmiittees, public meetings in Ma
harashtra have made this demand for 
this inclusion, not to exclude Bombay 
from Maharashtra. Even the Corpora
tion of Bombay—Shri S. K. Patil gave 
a challenge—has passed a  resolution. 
The  Mayor  of the  Corporation 
resigned  on  this  question.  Look 
at the decision of the Hyderabad As
sembly. Look at the decision of the 
l̂ mbay Assembly. If we take into con
sideration the Members who resigned 
and who were elected unopposed, that 
decision is also clear. Even if we look 
at the statements and speeches made in 
this hon. House, we see that the decision 
is in favour of not excluding Bombay
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fro0i Maharashtra.  Except for a few 
Members, one or two from  outside 
Gujarat, all have expressed that Bom
bay must be in Maharashtra. So the de
cision is clear if we respect democracy.

Apart from the satyagraha and other 
incidents that happened, there is this 
agitation going on on a large  scale. 
Even children say:

and dance. V/omen take part in these 
demonstrations. This is something like 
the movement of 1942. Bombay is the 
nerve-centre of Maharashtra. Maharash
tra will have no port. Gujarat will have 
Kandla, Okha and other ports. This sepa
ration of Bombay from  Maharashtra 
would be like beheading Maharashtra. 
Even the other day, Shri S. K. Patil 
said, not including Bombay  in Maha- 
rashtha is beheading Maharashtra.  He 
said something about a bi-lingual state; 
that is different. The hon. Home Minis
ter knows the situation better. I hope he 
will carry my request to Pandit G. B. 
Pant and Shri Jawaharlal Nehru who 
are big democrats and who will not do 
any injustice. Nature also has helped the 
cause of Maharashtra. Naturally  also 
Bombay is in Maharashtra. If Bombay is 
excluded* it will be unnatural. No jus
tice will be there. Therefore, I say that 
some principle must be applied. Why 
forfeit the rights of the people ?  If we 
recognise democracy, if we say that the 
people are sovereign and they have got 
sovereign rights, if India is a sovereign 
democratic Republic, I do not think that 
our  leaders or the High  Command 
would go to the extent of excluding 
Bombay from Maharashtra.  I re<̂uest 
that a decision may be taken immediate
ly. I hope the Joint Committee would be 
l̂ d enough  to consider  the intense 
feelings of the people, all the representa- 
‘tions and expressions of the people. If 
we understand democracy, this is my re
quest so far as the amendment of Union 
territories in Schedule I is concerned.

I must say I am a Marwari. I come 
from Maharashtra. Another is Shri S.R. 
Bhartiya also elected from Maharashtra. 
Another is Shri Chandak. The Gujarati 
people need not be afraid that there ̂dll 
be a national calamity. Shri Gidwani is 
a Sindhi. The Maharashrtians are very 
good people.  They are patriots. They 
have made sacrifices  in the national 
movement. Not only that. If you are a 
friend to them, they will do anything 
for you, even at the sacrfiice of their 
life. They will protect you. Something 
was said about Shivaji.  They do not

know about Shivaji, how he protected 
the weaic, what a great man he was, 
how he protected the women, etc. Ati 
this is forgotten because of bitterness, 
hatred and ill feelings that have arisen. 
Otherwise, such things would not have 
been said.

I have to make some other suĝtions 
also. I have to say something about the 
number of seats in the Lêslative As
sembly. Formerly,  we had for every 
seat in Parliament seven seats. In Vidar- 
bha, there were eight  seats for one. 
Now, only six are allotted.  I r̂uest 
that, if not eight, at least seven should 
be allotted for every seat in Parliament. 
This should be the ratio. Instead of 
240, I would suggest that there should 
be 280 seats in the Maharashtra Legis
lative Assembly.

As regards the High Court, I would 
say that there should  be a common 
High Court for Bombay and Maharash
tra. There should not be separate High 
Courts. It will be convenient if the Hî 
Court is kept at Bombay, and there is 
a common High Court.

As regards the salaries of the judges, 
I want to make one suggestion. There 
is a demand in the coimtry today for a 
ceiling on incomes. And since we are 
amending the Constitution, I would sug
gest that we must reduce the salaries 
of the judges also. The maximum sala
ries mentioned  are Rs. 4,000  and 
Rs. 3,500.  Instead of Rs. 4,000 there 
shoiiia be a maximum of only Rs. 3,000 
as many hon. Members have pointed 
out. I would suggest, that instead of 
Rs. 4,000,  the  figure  should  be 
Rs.  3,500,  instead  of  Rs.  3,500 
it  should  be  Rs.  3,000,  and 
instead  of Rs. 3,000  it should  be 
Rs. 2,500 and instead of Rs. 2,500 it 
should be Rs. 2,000. I would suggest 
that an amendment may be made along 
these lines.

My hon. friend Shri Keshavaien̂ar 
had referred to the question of practice 
by the High Court judges. As regards 
practice by retired Hî Court judges, I 
think it wul be better if we do not allow 
them to practise in  the same High 
Courts where they were judges before. 
That would be in the interests of....

:er: That is what is 
! Bill.

Sfari Bogwat: I have nothing more to 
say. I would request that the few sttfr 
gestions that I have made should to 
taken  into  consideration,  and justice
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sbMd be done to Bombay in the light 
of ̂e popiiiar demand which should be 
carefully considered.

Shri Raghavachari (Penukonda): I do 
not want to repeat any of the  argu
ments that have already been advanced 
on the States Reorganisation Bill, for I 
fee! that there is absolutely no use mak
ing any representations on that matter, 
paiticularly on subjects where they have 
made their own decisions. It ĉomes 

soniething like an or
weeping in wilderness, if we do so.

I would like to confine my observa
tions to the powers of transfer, the res
trictions that are proposed to be im
posed upon the selection, of the High 
Court Judges, the restrictions in regard 
to their future practice, the composition 
and constitution of the High Courts and 
80 on.

At the outset, I welcome the provi
sion for the transfer  of High Court 
Judges. I do so deliberately, and with a 
feeling of satisfaction,  because I feel 
that that is a very healthy and salutary 
procedure. As the matter of the compo
sition of the High Courts is now before 
this House, I am perfectly within my 
rights to make any observations that I 
would like to on matters relating to the 
working of the high courts.

Those of us who have had something 
to do with the Law Courts know that at 
present there is not a very healthy, de
sirable and satisfactory kind of atmos
phere or climate in the High Courts. A 
particular judge presides over the Bench. 
He has his relations, he has his friends, 
and he has those with whom he sympa
thises. Human nature being what it is, 
he has his own likes and dislikes. So, 
what happens when a Hî Court judge 
is placed on the Bench is that a parti
cular section of the Bar welcome him, 
while the other sections do not like him. 
At least in the case of the other judicial 
and administrative services, experience 
has shown that the man should be trans
ferred from place to place every three or 
four years. But here, it is a permanent 
evil or a permanent good. The practising 
lawyer cannot express his feelings freely. 
He goes on saying, your Lordship, your 
Lordship; while the judge is sitting on 
the Bench, but behind his back, he goes 
on talking all kinds of things, which are 
really very unpleasant. I am therefore 
glad that power has been taken in this 
Bill to transfer High Court judges.

But there is one restriction that will

come in the way in this respect. For, 
you have provided in some other clause 
that as against the present  provision 
which says that a judge of a High Court 
cannot practise at all, after retirement 
a permanent judge of  the High Court 
only cannot practise in the same High 
Court where he was a permanent judge. 
But if you transfer them from place 
to place, the permanent judges can be 
transferred from one place to another. 
And according to the provision here, he 
cannot practise in more than one High 
Court. Therefore, it again acts as a sort 
of restriction on the sphere of selection.

In regard to the salaries of judges, 
you have provided  for two different 
scales of salaries,  one  scale being 
Rs. 4,000 and Rs. 3,500 and the other 
being Rs. 3,000 and Rs. 2,500. That is 
to say, there will be two groups of 
judges, and each group can be transfer
red within a particular territory only.

Now, I come to the recruitment of 
judges. So far as the permanent judges 
are concerned, you want to consult the 
Chief Justice, Governor and so on. That 
is still provided for. But so far as the 
temporary vacancies are concerned, two 
things are being done now. At present, 
the number of permanent judges is fixed 
for each High Court. But you want to 
abolî it, and you are providing that 
the President can appoint those tempo
rary judges. All that he has to do is to 
pass another order increasing the num
ber. But instead of making it necessary 
for him to pass two orders, you are pro
viding that the President shall have the 
power of appointing any number of tem
porary judges or permanent judges. At 
present,  it is possible for the Chief 
Justice of a High Court to appoint an 
ex-judge to act as a temporary judge. 
But now what is sought to be done is 
that it is the President who will appoint 
the judge, and there  is no provision 
whatsoever to the effect that he will con
sult the Chief Justice or the Governor 
or the State Government and so on.

Now, who are the persons whom the 
President is going to appoint? He can 
appoint anybody qualified to be a judge. 
All that is required is that the ĵrson 
should be qualified to be a judge. If they 
are advocates of a particular standing, 
then they are qualified. But I am afraid 
that under this provision, all the district 
judges and those other people  whom 
Government want to favour will come in 
as judges. There is no consultation with 
the Chief Justice, or no connection with 
the local Bar.  This is the sort of thing 
that is going to take place. I would sug-
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gest that the Joint Committee may go; 
into this mater carefully.

In regard to the age of retiremrat, it 
has now been provided that the judges 
will retire at the age of sixty years. 
But you are allowing them to practise 
even after that. In this country, if there 
is one profession where the man at no 
stage in his life thinks that he must re
tire from the profession, it is the lawyer’s 
profession. That is the only profession 
where he can go on practising imtil the 
last breath leaves his nostrils.

Shri Tek Chand;  That is  because 
there is no pension.

Shri Raghavachari: It is not because 
that there is no pension; it is because it 
is being permitted that it goes on. The 
man must provide for himself in life if 
he has an idea of the future. Therefore,
I am very strongly in favour of the man 
retiring from his profession  at some 
stage. In a democratic set-up, it is not a 
very satisfactory thing that Government 
should restrict the field of choice of peo
ple, when they want to give more op
portunities of employment. I should ex
pect that every gentleman who attains 
the age of sixty and retires from the 
post of High Court judge should have 
had sufficient public civic sense that he 
must devote himself to some other acti
vity rather than go on working for the 
sake of a few rupees by way of salary 
and pay. I wish some such convention 
is created and persons are called upon 
to serve the country as judges or even 
for the matter of that, as Law Ministers. 
They should not go on working merely 
for the sake of money. Surely, you can 
find any number of people with integrity 
and honesty, who are prepared to serve 
in spite of all these restrictions. They 
can come and give all their experience, 
erudition and service in other walks of 
life. Our Government are going on con
stituting so many tribunals. In this tri
bunal, this ex-High Coiut judge is ap
pointed; in that  tribunal, that ex-High 
Court judge is appointed; in this way, 
there are so many judges who are being 
put on these tribunals, if they cannot 
practise in the very high courts in which 
they were working. You can realise the 
awkwardness of the whole thing. He has 
sat some days on the Bench, and now he 
will have some days at the Bar. Though 
there is really nothing wrong in it, the 
whole atmosphere  is full of talk that 
other considerations  come into play. 
This is very unpleasant and veiy unsatis
factory,  and is not very helpful to tfie 
administration of justice. That is so far 
as transfer is concerned.

The other point I wish to urge is in 
r̂pect  of the Councils in the States. 
Now, they want to incrjcase the strength 
of these Councils froni  one-fourth to 
one-third, subject, of course, to a mini
mum of 40. This institution of Second 
Chambers is an  unwanted and costly 
thing for this country.  Even in respect 
of this House and the other House we 
find simply duplication of everything. 
Except in regard to quarrels over the 
powers of this House and the  other 
House, nothing useful is being contribut
ed at all. For a State like ours, this is 
unwanted.  This  simply  gives  more 
places for people whom you  want to 
favour. For those people who have been 
pronounced as unwanted in the elections, 
you want to find a berth. Therefore, you 
increase the number and then the expen
diture. That is how it looks to me. It 
has no place at all.

Shri B. S. Mnrthy : Not always.

Shri  Ragiiavachari:  Not  always;
mostly.

Mr. Depoty-Speaicer: Just at tiiis mo
ment at least.

Shri Raghavachari: Then I only wish 
to say one word about the location of 
the High Courts. Government are now 
taking powers to locate High Courts 
in a Union territory. If this is done, 
the State Government has absolutely no 
power in the matter of appointment of 
Judges or even of the officers and em
ployees, because it is the Union Gov
ernment’s territory, it comes within the 
President’s authority and so on. There
fore, by quietly transferring the head
quarters of a High Court  to a Union 
territory, the control of the State con
cerned over that High Court is com
pletely put an end to. You may not in
tend to do it, but nothing prevents  a 
man, who wants to do it, from doing it, 
as it is now proposed. That is the danger 
of it.

Lastly, I wish to say one word about 
the proposal that is contained in a clause 
providing for Regional Committees  in 
Telangana and Punjab. ‘Regional Com
mittees’ is a technical term. So far as 
Telangana’s merger with Andhra is con
cerned, in their anxiety to effect the 
merger, they have agreed to all kinds of 
things. Now, the State has absolutely no 
voice in the formation of these Com
mittees. To my mind, it looks as if in 
the powers of the States,  this  is one 
wedge driven. Of course, it is said that 
out of all this,  something useful will 
come. If it is one of unity, I can well 
understand it. But it  is only in the 
speeches and statements  that are given
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here, but in practice this is departed 
from. Therefore, I am not very much in 
favour  of such powers being vested in 
those Committees.

Shri Seshagiri Rao (Nandyal):  Mr.
Deputy-Speaker, Sir, I thank you very 
much for affording me this opportunity 
to participate in this debate.

The provisions of the  Bill can be 
grouped into two parts, one relating to 
States reorganisation and the other to 
administrative reorganisation. Those re
lating to administrative  reorganisation, 
are about the appointment of a common 
Governor, Public Service Commissions, 
Regional Committees, transfer of High 
Court Judges from one place to another 
and so on, 1 welcome some of the pro
visions. But I cannot understand why 
there should be a common Governor 
for two or more States. It is certainly 
a matter of economy, and any matter 
of economy is quite welcome to us in 
these days. But, will it be economy with
out efficiency or economy with efficien
cy ;  that  is  the  point  to  be 
considered.  The  position  of  a 
Governor  in  each  State  is very 
high. A man of status and experience is 
ordinarily called upon to fill that post 
But the functions are purely formal. At 
times of emergency, just like the Army, 
the Governor comes into the picture. 
He gives advice and takes charge of the 
Government. But, if there is a common 
Governor for two or three States  and 
there is crisis simultaneously, what ad
vice can fee Governor  offer to the 
States.

Further, nowadays, the Governors are 
taking part in social and cultural acti
vities in many of the States. Their ad
vice and guidance will not be so readily 
available if there is a conmion Gover
nor for more than one State. I think it is 
better to have one  Governor for one 
State. .

The other point which I would like 
to touch upon is the Regional Coun
cils.

An Hon. Member: Regional  Com
mittee is the correct term.

Shri Seshagiri Rao: About the Regi
onal Committees, I am entirely in agree
ment with what Shri Raghavachari says, 
Certainly the work of these Regional 
Committees is to smoothen disturbances 
and to create a perfect  understanding 
between certain  groups in the same

State. But, should  it be a permanent 
feature ? Article 371 of the Constitu
tion is now being remodelled. If you 
look at the margin of clause 21 of the 
Bill, you will see that it is stated, ‘sub- 
si itution of new article for article 37 T. 
The new articles would be clearly per
manent, both for Punjab and Andhra- 
Telengana. Till such time as the Telen- 
gana people understand the Andhras and 
the Andhra people understand the Tel- 
enganas, the Regional  Committee may 
be their safeguard. But, should it be a 
permanent feature ? By doing tWs and 
by having Zonal Councils for two or 
three States, we are unifying at one 
place and diversifying in another place. 
In the hands of unscrupulous politicians 
the very Regional Committees might be 
the instrument for disturbing the smooth 
working of the Constitution. So it should 
be only for a small period, say 5 or 10 
years.

The third point which I would like 
to submit is this. My hon, friend Shri 
Ramaswamy  was referring  to article 
263. In view of the functions of the 
Zonal Councils, he wanted the intro
duction of another new clause. If you 
refer to article 263, you will see that 
exactly the same wording is there  as 
you ̂ d in clause 21 of the States Re- 
orĝsation Bill. They have copied ver
batim  the entire thing.  What is the 
idea of having article 263 ? Instead of 
having a new clause, 1 would say that 
article 263 be deleted because there is 
absolutely no use at all for that. Un
der article 263, the President  has got 
the power to appoint a Council for three 
reasons, inquiring into and advising upon 
disputes, investigating  and  discussing 
subjects in which two or more States 
have a common interest and for mak
ing recommendations.  These are the 
grounds. Here, the same wording comes 
except that ‘social work’ has been added. 
Instead of ‘disputes’, ‘things arising out 
of States Reorganisation’ has been mtro- 
duced. It is only a change in wording 
without any difference in content. There
fore, article 263 has to be deleted in 
view of the Zonal Councils.

My friend, Shri Raghavachari  has 
said that it will be a wrong thing to 
speak about things connected with States 
reorganisation.  This  word “aranyarch- 
dhanam” was used by Vyasa some 5,000 
or 6,000 years ago when India was full 
of forests. But the hon. Home Minister 
fuUy knows that on account of the civi
lisation that our Scheduled Tribes have 
got and on account of the disafforesta-
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tion which wc have carried out to a 
great extent, even the aranyarodhanam 
is audible and will be heard now. I want 
to submit one such thing. 1 was surpris
ed to hear the hon. Home Minister say
ing this morning—̂this is of course sub
ject to correction—that the Andhra peo
ple do not very much mind the reten
tion of Bellary in Mysore State.  •

5 P.M.

Pandit G. B. Pant: I said all sensible 
people.

Shii Seshagiri Rao: 1 would point out 
that if the hon. Home Minister thinks 
that all the elected  members of the 
Andhra Legislature  are not  sensible, 
there is a unanimous resolution in the 
Andhra  Legislature on this point.  I 
should think that any speakings on the 
floor of the House will be aranyrodha- 
nam.

Pandit G. B. Pant: They are not real
ly opposed to it.

Shri Seshagiri Rao: The resolution is 
there and I leave it for the interpreta
tion of the hon. Home Minister.

Another point which  I would like to 
submit is this. The States Reorganisa
tion  Commission  recommended  the 
transfer of Bellary to Andhra not mere
ly on one ground, namely, Tungabha- 
dra Project, but on several other grounds 
the most important one being that Bel
lary depends for trade and commerce 
on Andhra State, Bellary has geographi
cal contiguity and cultural affinity with 
Andhra, and more than anything else, 
the interdependence of Bellary on An
dhra State is most important. Therefore, 
I submit that the whole thing may be 
reconsidered.

Shrimati Jeyashri (Bombay—Subur
ban) : I thank you for giving me this 
opportunity to speak a few words on 
this Bill. In this House many Members 
have spoken about Bombay. I repres
ent Bombay in this House and I am 
sorry to say that till now I was never 
given a chance to speak about my city.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: It  was better 
that she knew what others had to say 
about her city.

Shrimati Jayasbri: 1 am glad that in 
this Bill, Bombay City especially is go
ing to be made  a Union  têîtô>̂ 
Though the citizens of Bombay will be 
hurt, because they have been disfran
chised we accept the proposal as the 
best solution in the present  situation. 
We were glad when wc read the S.R.C.

Report that Bombay was going to be a 
bilingual State. That was the decision 
arrived at by the three Commissions 
and that was the best solution for the 
counU7. We all feel very sad that that 
solution is not accepted by some of the 
Members, especially  the Maharashtra 
Members. I do not understand  their 
grievance. In the bilingual State, they 
would have been in a large  majority. 
Besides that, they would have got an
other State, which is a Marathi-speak
ing State, namely, Vidarbha. In this bi
lingual State, they are a majority and 
would have worked for their welfare. 
They would have no cause for grievance. 
On the contrary, the other communities 
would have been in a minority  and 
would have cause for gievance.  Still, 
they are talking as if some injustice is 
done to them. They are claiming Bom
bay as if it is their property. Can they 
treat the 56 per cent citizens of that 
city as an alien nation and ask for sepa
ration as the Pakistan people wanted to 
separate from India? They are talking 
in the same way as if they want to sepa
rate from the bilingual Bombay State 
that was created by the S.R.C. Report. 
May I say that Bombay belongs neither 
to Maharashtra nor to Gujarat nor to 
any other single community?  It be
longs to all the communities of the na
tion. It has been built with the efforts 
of all the communities. It is the nerve 
centre, I should say. It was a small, 
neglected village. When  the East India 
Company took up their kothi at Surat, 
I am proud to say—̂I belong to Surat 
some  people  from  Surat  went 
there and  began to build up  that 
city. The big  Farsi community from 
Navasari, the Tatas, Jamshedji bhai— 
all these philanthropic people from Na
vasari, built up big institutions which 
are still doing  welfare  work in  the 
city. Is it right, then, to say that Bom
bay is taken away from Maharashtra? 
Bombay State is supposed to be the best 
administered State.  It has implemented 
the First Five-Year Plan very success
fully. What do we find in this Plan ? 
It is the Maharashtra area which is be- 
nifited most from all the welfare schemes, 
the Gujarat people never complained, 
never said that they were not treated 
justly. I do not know what the cause 
of their grievance is.

When they wanted a big university, 
they themselves thought  of Poona as 
their cultural seat and their capital. They 
wanted to make Poona the capital. They 
asked for a separate imiversity. Now, 
they say that their culture is in the city
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tShrimati Jayashri] 

of Bombay. Bombay culture is the joint 
culture of all the communities. In Bom
bay, we have got five lakhs of people 
from Uttar Bharat. We have got the 
Parsi community; we have got Muslims; 
we have got Christians. They all claim 
the city as their own. In the statistics 
that was taken of the students in the col
leges there, it was found that 77  cent 
of the students were non-Marathi-speak
ing. To say that this city should go to a 
unilingual State is doing injustice to the 
other communities. I would have advis
ed my Maharashtrian friends  here to 
have accepted the bilingual State which 
would  have  thrived,  flourished 
and  would  have  been  the pride 
of  our  nation.  We  all  ibiow 
that  the  city of  Bombay  was in 
the fore-front of our freedom  move
ment. The Maharashtrians were also in 
the fore-front. But, I should like to 
say that the other communities also 
gave their best. Women, I know many 
of us, had gone to jail. We were im
prisoned while picketing liquor shops. 
When Mahatma Gandhi went on the 
Dundel salt march, so many of us from 
Gujerat also went. So, it is common 
knowledge that Bombay State was in 
the fore-front of this freedom move
ment. It cannot be claimed that only 
Maharashtrians were there. The whole 
nation came forward in  this  move
ment.  We are glad that  we  have 
got our freedom. After this great fight 
where we were all united, it is a very 
sad thing that, when the time has come 
for us to take the benefits of our free
dom, we want to separate.

With regard to other things I would 
like to point out that ih Gujerat also we 
find big lawyers like our late Mavalan- 
kar Sahib, who had a very good prac
tice in Ahmedabad. Gujeratis are a gen
erous people. They have never shown 
any feeling of disregard for the Maha
rashtrians. They have always welcomed 
them. They have generously helped the 
Maharashtrians in their institutions and 
also in iheir big schcmes. If you take the 
case of Poona, you will see that we have 
got such colleges and institutions there 
like the Wadia College to which the 
Gujeratis have donated veiy generously. 
This kind of brotherly feeling was there 
all these years. It is very strange that 
all of a sudden they should look at the 
other communities as if they were stran
gers and they do not belong to the 
big State.
I would again appeal to our Maha

rashtrian friends here to still think over 
this problem. If they are not tatiified

with having such a big Maharashtrian 
State, at least they should be satisfied 
with having Bombay City in the Union 
territory where, I am sure, the M̂ a- 
rashtrians also will get all the benefits, 
they will have a majority of them in the 
services and other institutions and they 
will also get the benefit from the Union 
finances as other communities are going 
to derive. Therefore, I appeal to them 
to accept the Bill as it is.
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^  i  t.............

weim  : 3T̂ ?fh: ̂

 ̂ ̂  ̂   I  •

Shri Tek Chand : Mr. Deputy-Speakcr 
I propose to take my cue from your 
observations and thereby avoid overlap
ping matters which were already the 
subject-matter of debate in the preced
ing Bill. I propose to focus the attention 
of the Government with regard to those 
matters which are covered by Chapter V 
of the Constitution, those which relate 
to High Courts.

Very often, the importance  of the 
High Courts is not realised to the fullest. 
If defence is necessary to safeguard our 
liberty from external aggression, these 
High Courts are no less important be
cause they are the bastions of our civil 
rights and civil liberties. The moment 
there is any violation of our civil rights, 
the moment our civil liberties are in 
jeopardy either from any individual or 
group of individuals or from larger num
bers, it is these judicial tribunals, parti
cularly the High Courts where a citizen 
. goes to get juslice, where the yardstick 
is not policy, not prejudice,  but the 
yardstick is rule of law. These are the 
ifountains of justice which must remain 
unsullied, un-contaminated  and must 
«erve the public in the best interests of 
law, and in the best interests of justice. 
This Bill proposes  certain  laudable 
changes with respect to High Courts. 
One of the changes that is considered 
in the Bill is that there should be fewer 
High Courts, but bigger High Courts. 
Bigger  High  Courts  attract  to 
themselves  automatically  greater 
talents,  not  only  at  the  Bar, 
but also on the Bench. When there are 
bigger High Courts, there is clash of in
tellect and in that clash of intellect, you 
get the best out of the brain.  It is for 
this reason that where  the  Presidency

High Courts or larger High Courts lay 
down precedents and case law, they are 
avidly examined with respect and care 
and followed by other High Courts.

One matter that has been contemplat- 
' ed in the Bill, which is a very welcome 
measure, is regarding the transfer  of 
Judges. Not only from the point of view 
of oneness of the country, not only be
cause it will be conducive to the unity 
of the country in a greater measure, it 
will also be extremely desirable that tal
ented Judges from the various  High 
Courts should be interchanged  for  a 
few years so that they may be in a posi
tion to project their learning and also 
imbibe something oi the local or pro
vincial law.'

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The hon. M -̂
ber may continue tomorrow. There is a 
message to be read by the Secretary.

MESSAGE  FROM  RAJYA  SABHA

Secretary: Sir, I have to report the 
following message received from  the 
Secretar>̂ of Rajya Sabha :

“In accordance with the prOvi» 
sions of sub-rule (6) of rule 162 of 
the Rules of Procedure and Con
duct of Business in the Rajya Sa
bha, I am directed to return here
with the appropriation (No. 2) Bill, 
1956, which was passed by the Lok  ' 
Sabha at its sitting held on the 21st 
April, 1956, and transmitted to the 
Rajya Sabha for its recommenda
tions and to state that this House 
has no recommendations to make 
to the Lok Sabha in regard to the 
said Bill.”

5-30 P.M.

The Lok Sabha then adjourned till 
Half Past Ten of the Clock on Friday 
the 21th April, 1956.




