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Mr. Speaker.  He need not go into 
the amendments ix̂ detail, now,

Shri Nanda;  1 wanted to point out 
what the intention was. The clause to 
which that amendment refers does not 
admit oif this amendment.  This  does 
not deal with conflicts as such.  This 
Bill deals with methods of co-ordina
tion, which will indirectly resolve the 
disputes and conflicts.  So, it is  not 
necessary.

Mr. Speaker:  The question is:
“That the Bill to provide for the 

establishment of River Boards for 
the regulation and development of 
inter-̂tate rivers and river valleys 
as passed by Rajya  Sablî,  be 
taken into consideration.”

The motion was adopted.

Mr. Speaker:  Further  clause-by-
clause consideration will be held over.

Slnri L. N. Misbra (Darbhanga cum 
Bhagalpur):  There are  not  many
clauses nor many amendments. WouW 
it not be possible to finish this Bill in 
a few minutes time?

Mr. Speaker: If it is only a ques
tion of five or ten minutes it is all 
right.  There  are  certain  amend-. 

mecits.

Shri Tekur Subrahmanyam is not 
in his seat and so not moving.  Shri 
R. D. Misra.

Shri  R.  D.  Mism  (Bulandshahr 
Distt.); I am not moving.

itm:  I am

moving my amendments,

Shri  Gadgll  (Poona  Central): 
Those who  have  given  notice  of 
amendments were under the impree- 
sion that they wouW be needed at a 
particular stage and  propriety  re- 
iiuires that whatever has been  put 
down in the Order Paper should be 
scrupulously followed.

taitt Thakvr Dm Bhargava: The 
persons tnay be under  tiie  impres
sion that what is put in in the agenda 
will be foilbWed and so they may not 

tur*“ «p here.  •

Air. Speaker.  In view ctf this ob
jection, we will take up  the  third, 
reading of the States Reorganisation- 
Bill.  It is now 12-30.  We will go till. 
3-30.

STATES REORGANISATION  BILL. 
—concld.

Shri A. K. Gopalan  (Cannanore): 
I suggest that four  hocurs  may  be- 
allotted.  In the second  reading  so* 
many big changes had bê  brought 
forward.  So, in the  third  reading', 
we must be allowed  to  say  some 
thing.

Mr. Speaker.  I agreed  to  allot 
three hours; four hours were  asked 
for.  We will finish the discussion at 
about 3-30.  We may take  four  or 
five minutes more.

Shri Kamath (Hd̂ haî ad):  May
I request that those hoti.  Members 
who did not get a chance to speak at 
the earlier stages of the Bill or at the- 
time of the discussion of  the  SRC 
Report may be given a chance now?

Mr. Spealttr;  Hon. Members  must 
also bear in mind  that  Aose  hon. 
Members who did  not take part or 
take any interest in this matter need 
not  be  called.  Several  hen. 
Members  applied  their  minds, 
to all these various stages of the Bill. 
Nobody prevents hon. Members com> 
ing etu*lier but hem. Meoibers come' 
only at the time of the general dis
cussion or the third̂reading. In. bet«- 
ween, there is a lot to be done and* 
it falls to the lot of a few hem. Mem
bers to worry  themselves  to  lookr 
into aU these clai««.  Therefore, I 
must not also ignore them.  I  only 
want to say that I cannot ignore ttie 
hon. Members who have shaped tMs 
Bill Should we ignore those who took 
a lot of interest and  bring in those' 
who have not taken any part in shap« 
ing this Bill?  If they have not taken 
any  interest they  won’t take  anr 
interest at all.

Now, the hon. Minister has ffot 
formal ameBdmentSx He way

them.
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The Minister  of  Bone  Affairs 
(Pandit G. B. Pant): Sir, I beg to 
move: Clause 4,—(Transfer of tern- 
tory  from  Travancore-Coehin  to 

Madras)

Page ♦—

Jor lines 1 and 2 substitute:

“(b) shall form a separate dis- 
ĉt to be known as Kanyakuxnari 
District in the SUte ol Madras.”

£Sam ItL̂ ̂Formation  of  a  new 
Madhya Pradesh State)

Pandit G. B, Pant: I beg to move:

Page 6, line 20—  ^

for ‘V’ substitute “8”

102—{Provision as to certain 
State Financial Corporations)

Pandtt G. B. Pant: I beg to move: 

Page 44, line 23— 

for  “Maharashtra”  substitute 

•**Bambay”

Shri Tenkataraman (Tanjore): Sir, 
we do not hear anything. There seems 
to be something wrong with the loud
speaker.

(Pandit G. B. Pant: I do not think
you will lose much if you do not hear.

Mr. Speaker. It is also necessary to 
fe-number all the clauses in view of 
clauses 8 and 9. That will be done by 
me. I will now put these amendments 
to the vote of the House.  I will first 

put 607.

Slvl Thann Pillai (Tinmelveli): May 
1 point out. Sir, that with the altera
tions  ttiat  have  now  been  made, 
Shencotah taluk is not contiguous to 
Kanyakumari? That is also apart from 
Travancore-Cochin.  How is that to 

t̂>e fitted in? '

Pandit G. B. Pant: Shencotah may 
be left out and the other four taluks 
may form Kanyakumari.

Mr. Speaker; Let me then put the 
.other two amendments.

The question is:

Page 6, line 20— 

for *‘9” substitute ‘"8”

The motion was adopted.

Mr. Speaker. The question is:

Page 44, line 23—

for **Maharashtra” substitute “Bom
baŷ

The motion was adopted.

Shri Oadffil  (Poona Central:  Mr.
Speaker, the third reading tradition is 
to exchange bouquets and not brick
bats.  This occasion calls to jdj mind 
what Mr. ChurchU, as he then  was, 
said when the Government of  India 
Bill of 1935 was  moved  for  third 
reading.  Mr. Churchill spoke on that 
Bill on 400 occasions and his speeches 
occupy hundreds of pages of Hansard. 
But when he rose to speak on the last 
occasion and at the last stage of the 
Bill, he said that the Bill is now to 
become an Act, it is the law of  the 
land and the Parliament in its coUec- 
tive wisdom in the carrent  context 
 ̂had given its verdict and it  is  the 
duty of every citizen to accept it as 
the law of the land.  In that spirit I 
accept it and will oontinue to accept 
it till it is amended, altered or abo
lished by constitutional and democra
tic methods as a result of dimamic 
forces of progress and

In a democracy it Is my canmtterca 
view that there is no place for mass 
civil disobedience and for the indivi
dual it is permissible on the ground of  ̂
conscience.  In democracy it is open 
to any citizen, or group, or organised 
party to convert the  electorate, gain 
its franchise and dislodge the Govern
ment of the day.

The verdict of this hon. House is not 
entirely to my liking, but as our great 
Santh Ramdass, Guru of Shq Shivaji, 
has sfaid that it is not for  man  to 
command success universally and uni- 
formally, but it is his privilege  to
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•work continuously for the success of 
hia ideal—

I ̂ nr Trt,

viff ̂    ̂    ̂ ̂ I  ̂ int 1"

an that spirit  I have to  bow to the 
verdict of this hon. House.

The utmost need today is to restore 
normalcy and to create an atmosphere 
ot goodwill and amity.  This is  the 
duty of every responsible citizen. The 
least I owe to  myself, to the  great 
party which I serve and, perhaps, may 
serve in future and this great country, 
is to help in this task the Government, 
whatever mfiy be its colour or charac
ter.

Substantially, the  present proposal 
was discussed between me and other 
Gujerathi leaders ii 1950 v̂en  the 
great Sardar was alive.  But I could 
not agree then as it was contrary to 
the current trend and  tendency  of 
politics in this respect.  At the same 
time I promised to discuss the same 
with my colleagues  in  Maharashtra 
Congress.  I had some discussion but, 
imfortimately, the  Siardar died  and 
matters were not pursued.

When  the  States  Reorganisation 
Commission was appointed and when 
we met to conader what sort of memo
randum we should submit, I suggested 
to my colleagues in the Maharashtra 
Congress that a joint State of Guje
rathi and Marathi-speakizig people as 
an intermediate arrangement may be 
tried by way of an experiment and if 
•we succeeded it would be all to our 
glory. But my colleagues did not want 
an  intermediate  arrangement  and. 
therefore, we decided to ask for  our 
ultimate  ideal,  namely, Samyukta 
Maharashtra with Bombay.  '

On the 18th of October last, when 
Shri Dhebar invited me to have some 
talk with him, the proposal thatjiow 
has emerged was out  by me  before 
him except  that it was to be for a 
period of 5 years.  This period was a 
safeguard  more  for  the  Gujerathi 
minority. This proposal was put before 
the  High  Command  ttirough  Shri 
Shankar Rao Deo.  This was moved

by me in the  Maharashtra Pradesh 
Congress  Committee meeting on the 
21st October.  But it is a matter of 
deep regret that it was rejected, even 
ridiculed by other oarties  concerned. 
Now it has been revised and has now 
been accepted by this hon. House. My 
feelings are like that of a  rejected 
suitor who is approached again, not of 
elation but of caution.

This has  been  accepted  by  the 
parties  concerned.  Had  this  been 
accepted by the  parties  coacemed 
then in October, the history of  thlf 
country would have been  differently 
written and the tragedies which took 
place would have been avoided. Poli
tics, however, is a matter of trial and 
error but let us have  as  Uttie  as 
possible of either; at any rate, let us 
not commit the same mistake twice.

’  The present solution was not a wel
come  to  me,  because 1 thought and 
think—that  the  psychological back
ground  necessary  for a successful 

working is not there today and, there

fore, I said  on  the 28th July that  a 
bilingual State in  the  present  context 
would  create  an explosive  situation. I 
do  not say how  far I am  correct, in 
view of what is happening. Now that 
the ParUament has  approved  of t  ̂
all  efforts  should  be  made  to make 
this experiment  a great  success  aid I 
am  sure  Maharashtrians,  whatev  ̂

may be their political  aflflliations. will 

werk without mental reservations.

For me it is a matter of conscience, 
for I feel the injustice in this arrange
ment is stiH  there  tiiough  greaW 
reduced and. therefore, I voted against 
the proposal. Administration is not a 
mere mechanism for  arrang «̂it  of 

things and territories. It  is a 

great  instrument  for  promotion 
of desirable relations  between men 
and men, groups and groups and 
gulate their relation with respect to 
production, distribution and consump
tion  of  commodities  and serviĉ . 

Consent, therefore, of the people is its 
moral justification and the active co
operation of theirs is its driving force 
The present proposal is not  complete 
in itself. Some outstanding problems 
are still  there sudi as the  border
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(Shri Gadgil]

disputes.  I hope that  with  Pantji 
who  is  in charge  of  them,  there
13 every hope of having a very satis
factory solution acceptable to all. He 
has given his word and with me it is 
a bond.  I am, therefore, advising the 
parties concerned to review the posi
tion and to restore goodwill and amity 
wherever it is lacking at present.

In politics, there is ̂  finality.  It is 
the process which  only  produce 
ciarent solutions and 'some by-product 
by way of jobs.  If the whole problem 
is solved finally, then politicians will 
have no occupation, and their occupa
tion will have gone. Verily it is said 
in Mahabharat:

 ̂ i

So, the work never finishes.  It it 
like the Arabian tale without an end. 
But I do hope that to the extent of 
what is permanent and enduring  in 
politics, this arrangement should  be 
there unless somebody is dissatisfied 
wtth it.  All I can say is thîI shall 
wajtch this experiment with sympathy 
and with an open  mind  and  âQ 
extend such help and service as I am 
capable of.  With the greatest good
will and understanding, it is possible 
to build up something which will be 
to the glory of us all. I do hope that 
in that spirit this win be accepted bj 
the people of Maharashtra and by the 
people of Gujarat.  The Maharash
trians* success win be measured  by 
the measure of confidence and trust 
they are able to secure from the people 
in Gujarat region.  I have no doubt 
that t^ win succeed.

Lastly, I msy add:

Mr. Speaker: Fifteen  minutes win 
be aUowed for each hon. Member.

8hrt  H.  N.  Mnkerjee  (Calcutta 
North-East): The House knows that 1 
have not the suavity or the discretion 
of my hon. friend Shri Gadgfi,  and 
even more, I do not labour under his 
partr poUtical obligation tM that If

why I would speak rather differently* 
1 wish, at this late stage of the  pro
ceedings, to raise my voice along wiih 
that of the people—the voice of dis
appointment—and, at the same time» 
of indignation at the mess which the 
Government has made of States  re
organisation.

This Bill had roused great expecta
tions, for, the  appointment  of  the 
States Reorganisation Commission h  ̂
been itself the sequel to  demonstra
tions all over the country, which show
ed what the people really wanted. But 
over a large and important area, those- 
expectations have been dashed. Behind 
the mask of  patriotism  which  the 
Home Minister so impressively wears, 
I see every time the Treasury Benches 
indicate their mind, I see a fear  of 
the people, sheer, insensate fear of 
the democratic  aspirations  of  the 
people.  It is this fear which vitiate* 
the Bill, which distorts the  Bill  in 
essential particulars, ̂ d in the setting 
up, above all, of the polyglot State of 
Bombay, in the face of every canon 
of democracy and politcal propriety.

We have been witnesses  in  this 
House to what I consider a dangerous 
spectacle,  the  streamrollering  of 
genuine public (pinion in Maharashtra 
and in Gujarat, by an imprroedented 
campaign of signature collecting. Mem
bers of Parliament, most of them far 
away from the scene and insensitive to ̂ 
the agony of the people affected and 
to their deep-rooted aspirations, traded 
so to speak, in the name of  national 
unity and  furnished  Government 
with, an excuse, an excuse for im
posing a solution—̂if it is at  all  a 
solution—namely, the bilingual State 
of Bombay.  If the Government was 
not so bloated with a sense of  its 
own authority, it would have known 
that this was no solution at aU; and 
so. Government is trying  to  thrust 
down the throats of  Gujaratis  and 
Maharashtrians, a State set-up which 
is v  ̂like the one tHiich êy had 
in the British times and which they
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wanted deeply and fundamentally to 
change, because now we are supposed 
to be the architects of  our  own 
destiny.

It has been said in this House, and 
I repeat it, that this is an act of poli
tical criminality and it has been moti
vated by no other desire than of ap
peasing the big money interests  of 
Bombay.  This expression,  perhaps 
since my hon. friend the former Fin
ance Minister u  ̂it, has bec<Hne res
pectable, and we have said it over 
and over again, but it did not seem 
to hit the head-lines.  Incidentally, I 
mtist say that I am unhappy over the 
lormer Finance Minister’s recent poli
tical perambulations, because, in spite 
of his having made one or two good 
statements, he has acted in a man
ner which has produced a sort  of 
Dead Sea fruit and he has done no 
Sood either to Maharashtra or to the 
rest of the country.

What Maharashtra wanted has been 
said  over  and over  again in this 
House and in the country, and it does 
not need retelling.  What  Gujarat 
really wants,  however,  was  long 
sought astutely, and with discretion, 
to be kept away from the House and 
from the country. But that discretion 
has been thrown to the winds  by 
the valour and the patriotism of the 
people of Gujarat and that is why we 
see that they are demonstrating to
day.  Whether we like it or not, they 
are demonstrating in defiance of  the 
bullets which the Home Minister has 
in abundance.  They are demonstrat
ing for a Gujarati State of their own. 
That State is warranted by history, by 
•common sense, by social,  economic, 
political, cultural and by other consi
derations,  In Ahmedabad, the town 
of GandUji, the town of my friend 
the Labour Minister, we are told, the 
writ of the Congress runs as  no
where else in the country.  Gujarat 
was supposed to be a  willing party 
and  perhaps  even  an  enthusiastic 
party to this bilingual formula which 
was canvassed by my friends like Shri 
C. C. Shah, but now, like murder, the

truth is out.  It is not only  that 
students who are emotionally disturb
ed and are carrying on the demoor 
strations in the streets, have got out 
of hand, but we hear of the Ahmeda
bad Bar Association and  even  the 
Millowners' Association and the entire 
general public coming out against the 
bilingual scheme.  The blood of our 
citizens has been spilt on the streets 
of  Ahmedabad.  Curfew  darkens 
towns  like Ahmê bad  and Baroda 
and other places. Let us pay homage 
to those ^o could not meekly  sto
mach injustice to Gujarat and let us 
remember, as Members of Parliament 
that, to our shame, we could not re
pair that injustice.

I know it will be said, and it has 
been said in the lobbies of this House, 
that a handful of michief makers— 
generally the expression they  are 
very much fond of is  “anti-social 
elements”—are doing all the damage. 
They said the same thing in regard to 
Bombay.  But when challenge<f hy 
Maharashtra which felt that its self
respect was being outraged by that 
suggestion. Government did not have 
the guts or the elementary political 
decency to have an official enquiry 
into that matter.

There is no hyprocrisy more exas
perating than the attitude of mind 
which condemns the idea of linguistic 
provinces as being contrary to that of 
national  unity.  How  the  Prime 
Minister who has made a serious study 
of history has reached this puerile 
conclusion is one of the minor mys
teries of our time.  To the citizens of 
the Union of States which India is, a 
most valuable privilege is to live an 
autonomous life in his own lesser unit, 
with an intrinsic life and purpose of 
its own.  That is a fundamental right 
which nothing can take away,  and 
that right, that privilege, has  been 
denied, with a vulgar  fanfare  of 
patriotism, to the people of Maha
rashtra and  the people of Gujarat. 
And if those r>3ople raise their hands 
in protest, of course, they are given 
a  dose  of  that  “aggressive  non-
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(Shri H. N. Mukeriee) 
violence” to which  reference  was 
made by Shri Deshmiikh, shooting to 
kill and all that being part of  the 
game.

1 P.M.

This is not the way to build national 
unity; it is to provoke national chaos. 
K the 200 and odd signatories  who 
offered a spurious excuse to Govern
ment for a bilingyal Bombay  could 
have their way, they could, with ibe 
jubilant blessings of the Home Minis
ter, go forward and have a merger of 
West Bengal and Bihar, a union of 
Karnataka and Kerala and so on and 
so forth.  But, they have not succeed
ed for the present in doing so, because 
the people have told them that there 
is a limit to their patience.  But I 
fear that this Government and  its 
camp followers leam nothing and for
get nothing.  Maybe  they  have 
schemes up their sleeve of which the 
people are at the moment unaware. 
I haVa very great respect  for  my 
friend, the Home Minister.  But since 
he has appeared on the scene, in this 
House, I must confess I cannot read 
his mind‘̂ ;̂  ^

seams to be applicable to the way 
in which his mind works.  All the 
other weakness of this Bill stem from 
this basic disregard for the people, 
the refusal, for instance, to have  a 
boundnry commission properly con
stituted—without such a  provision, 
there will be fostering sores in our 
body politic, which it is our bounden 
duty to remove.  But, Government 
has other plans and does not care.

There is again the case of Orissa. 
The case of Orissa was brought  up 
over and over again, but the  Home 
Minister said, “It is a big problem 
which cannot be tackled by a bound
ary commission”.  If such a big thing 
as polygeot Bombay could be pushed 
through in this Parliament, why was 
not the case of Orissa not taken into 
eonŝeration?  Then, for tribal peo
ples also, this Bill is a  cruel  dî p- 
pointment  There is not a syllable 
In it which suggests that their pro
blems even exist, though soma of iis

have been shouting ourselves hoarse: 
about radical changes in the  Sixth 
Schedule of the Constitution and for 
special safeguards for their  social̂, 
economic and cultural progress.  It 
is a pity that one of the  principal 
spokesmen of the tribal peoples  in 
this House—Shri Jaipal Singh—I am 
sorry not to see him in this House at 
the present moment—chose to leave 
his p.ople in tiie lurch and with the 
air of an elder statesman went about 
collecting signatures for one thing or 
the other.  We are always delighted, 
by the inanities which his  charming, 
accent sugar-coats, but we  are  not 
prepared to take lessons in high poli> 
tics from him.  I say very seriously, 
the question of the tribal people has: 
been ignored and we have not heard 
one syllable from Government in re
gard to this matter and this at a time 
when the Naga agitation is going on> 
an agitation which we have to tackle 
in an understanding fashion.

Perhaps I have said enough,  and 
over and over again; the  idea  of 
linguistic  States as the  rock-like 
foundation of national unity has been 
emphasised in this House and in the 
country.  When this Bill was in pre
paration, I knew that I would get a 
chance—you would be good enough to 
give me a chance—to speak. I knew 
also that you would have liked  me 
to say:

“Let us walk together; let us
speak together; let us attune our
minds together.”

But the Home Minister has done  a 
job of work which disables me from 
saying that in the context of  this 
particular Bill.  I wish we could sayt

3ITOTIT
But we cannot do so on this occa

sion. Government has behaved in an 
arrogant manner and in  a  short
sighted manner.  Therefore, I accuse 
the Government of  deUberately re
fusing  a  permanent  and  national 
solution of a national question.  I 
accuse the Government of  provoking 
disunity where unity prevailed.  1
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accuse the Government of posing in 
thi« House and in this country contro
versies  where  controversies  would 
have been eliminated by the joint co
operative endeavour of us alL  Gov
ernment has not done it and I cannot 
even say in regard to this BUI:  .

fvtssRfhift;

It is not like that; it is not that a 
very minor error has crept in.  It is 
not that only a very few bad things 
are here, but the generality of the 
Bill is very good.  On the contrary, 
something has happened which  has 
vitiated the entire atmosphere of the 
Bill. This Bill bristles with instances 
of injustice and inequality. For  the 
small mercies  vouchsafed  certain 
areas in the country, we cannot oppose 
it outright.  I repeat, we cannot op
pose it outright, but  we are acutely 
unhappy, I. repeat,  we are  acutely 
unhappy, that Government has made 
such a very sorry mess of the problem 
of States reorganisation.

Shri N. C. Chatterjee (Hooghly): 
Both my friends, Mr. Gadgil, and my 
comrade, Mr. Mukerjee, have quoted 
the scriptures.  When we are in the 
third reading of this Bill, we must 
remember what  is  happening  in 
India.  Ahmedabad is on fire; troops 
have b3en called out.  The Congress 
House has been attacked.  There is 
a good deal of violence and distur
bance in this great eity.  These are 
things which we ought to remember.

Today I am afraid the fundamental 
objective of States’ reorganisation is 
being clouded.  The paramount ob
jective is to strengthen India’s unity, 
to strengthen India's integrity and to 
further the cohesion of our  great 
nation.  I am soriy that from that 
perspective, we have not  achieved 
our fundamental objective and  we 
have not been able to transcend all 
parochial and regional passions  for 
the purpose of building up a new 
and glorious  India, which  we want 
to ûild up.  I have been a sponsor 
of linguistic States, but I have not

been a linguistic fanatic.  I say that 
in regard to a federal republic like 
India, what the Commission has said 
is quite correct:  '

“The constituent States  in a 
federal republic must each poŝ 
s3ss a minimimi degree of homo
geneity to ensure the emotional 
response which is necessary for 
the working of democratic insti
tutions.”

%
As Chairman of the Bal  Ganga- 
dhar Tilak’s Centenary Celebrations 
Committee, I witnessed the wonder
ful rally.  But, I was distressed to 
find that Maharashtra was imhappy, 
that  the  people  of  Maharashtra 
which produced Ranade, Gk)khale and 
Tilak were thoroughly unhappy when 
this bilingual  State business  came.
I Sent for Tilak’s grandson; I  had 
discussions with them and they were 
still unhappy.  My view is this.  If 
you honestly feel that a  bilingual 
State is very desirable  for  India’s 
good, for Maharashtra’s good and for 
the welfare of Gujarat, you  should 
have consulted  the  people.  You 
should have given them a chance to 
express their views.  When I  was 
taking objection on  the  constitu
tional ground, I was not merely mak
ing a legalistic, narrow, technical and 
jurisdic approach.  I was putting my 
case on a broader basis.  The Con- 
stitution-makers of India were rooted 
to democracy.  They thought  that 
nothing should be done without con
sulting the people or the people's re
presentatives.  We failed to do it and 
hence this emotional upsurge. There 
is so much of violence  and  hooli
ganism.  I happened to visit some of 
the districts in Punjab and I  have 
found that disharmony and  discord 
are still there. Thank God, with the 
co-operation of the Home  Minister 
and Maulsma Azad, we  temporarily 
passed over a very acute stage.  But 
still there is heat and lot of tension 
and discord.  In trying to solve  the 
problems of the reorganisation  of 
States, I am afraid we have deviated 
from maxims, principles and ideals. 
What is  the  great  ideal  which 
Gandhiji  had  placed  before  the
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•country?  What is the great ideal by 
which the Congress was  steength- 
■ened?  In the year 1920,  Gandhiji 
wanted to make the Congress  an 
instrument for fighting British  im- 
l>€rialism and he said: “If you want 
-to make the Congress  a  dynamic 
orgaaiisation  for  the  purpose  of 
achieving  independence,  you must 
fashion your own constitution  and 
“the future constitution of India  on 
linguistic principle.”

Because by that principle you will 
jregulate the emotional response for 
■the purpose of having unity among 
ĥe divergent linguistic and cultural 
imits which make up India.  After 
1̂1, we want to build up the strength 
of the Indian Union.  But what is 
the strength  of the Indian  Union?
The strength  of the Indian  Union is
the sum total of the strength  of 
‘each of its own constîent  units
which make  up the Indian Republic.
Therefore, we have to build up the 
•constituent units on ‘some principle.
I have begun by saying I am not a 
fanatic.  I do not say that  there 
:shall be no deviation from linguistic 
principles.  Certainly,  considerations 
of safety and  security  are  vital. 
•Certainly that should  predominate 
over every other view.  If for the 
■purpose of defending our  frontiers, 
if for the purpose of making  the 
Tndia-China border strong or Bengal- 
Pakistan border strong we have got 
to do something, then  even  these 
linguistic principles will have to be 
sacrificed.

I am afraid the Government was 
Tiot consistent.  This Parliament has 
not  been  consistent.  Certainly, 
Pandit Hridaya Nath Kunzru  was 
not a communalist. Certainly, Sardar 
Panikker was not  a  communalist. 
They wanted to build up a  bigger 
Punjab, a stronger Punjab  because 
they tho\ight India’s defence demand
ed it, India’s security demanded  it. 
They pointed out that if  Himachal 
Pradesh was a small Indian unit  it 
cannot possibly withstand the infil

tration which is going on on.  the 
India-China border,  'therefore, they 
said there should be bigger integra
tion and not merely Pkinjab  and 
PEPSU, but Punjab,  PEPSU  and 
Himachal Pradesh should form one 
Stat3.  You have turned it  dowxL 
Why?  You have no principle. You 
are standing on no principle.  You 
are not standing on any intelligible 
maxim or ideal which is acceptable 
to the people.  You are  trying  to 
appease some sections,. commun̂lists 
or others.  You are trying to come 
to some kind of agreement for party 
purposes.  But that kind of  thing 
won’t work.  Why was it that in the 
case of Punjab the recommendation 
of  the  Reorganisation  Commission 
was not accepted? These men visited 
the areas, talked to the people  and 
came to the conclusion that although 
technically the Centre is in charge of 
the defence of India, still they can
not possibly look after the defence 
of the frontiers unless the provincial 
unit is also made resilient, also made 
strong and  also made stable.  They 
pointed out that it cannot be done 
if the present Himachal Pradesh,  a 
small unit, is kept like that. There
fore, they demanded  and  recom
mended the strong integration of all 
the States, and the merger of all the 
States, as that would lead to greater 
cohesion, as that would  obliterate 
the artificial distinctions between the 
plains and the hills.  That will also 
neutralise the forces of communalism, 
which are now operating in  that 
area with official connivance.  Un
fortunately, that was not accepted.

Sir, I was blaming my  Gujarat! 
friends that although Gujaratis have 
only one-third of the population in 
bilTngual Bombay they did not ask 
for any safeguards, any constitution
al provision, and not even a regional 
committee.  I was amazed that the 
Gujarati MJ%. did not ask for It. 
Mr. Tulsidas Kilachand said: we d« 
not  want  it.  The  Congr̂  M.Ps. 
said that they do not want it.  I arh 
afraid, these Congress M. Ps.,  t̂h
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great respect to them, were out of 
touch with the masses, and they did 
reflect the will of the people.  I am 
sorry it had been so.  Today  the 
biggest  Congress paper in. Delhi has 
stated  that  the  P. S. P.  party 
misbehaved and the P. S. P. organis
ed some meeting and thereafter there 
took place tjie attack on the Con
gress House.  I do not believe  that 
the P. S. P. leadership is so foolish 
and so fool-hardy that they would ask 
anybody to attack the Congress House. 
I  want the  Congress House to  be 
attacked, but not in that way.  The 
Congress House should collapse, but 
by  democratic  and  constitutional 
means; not by these means.  There 
was a procession, a big rally of over 
100 thousand people at Shanwarwara 
in Poona  which Mr. Gopalâ Mr. 
Kamath and myself had the privilege 
of addressing. It was a very big meet
ing.  I told them that their cause was 
not furthered in any way by the un- 
fortimate happenings ̂ hich took place 
in Bombay.  Violence will never pay. 
Hooliganism will never pay.  I would 
not repeat the language like “misbe
haviour” or anything ana we do not 
want to go into the unfortunate inci
dents which  took  place  or  try to 
apportion blame between Mr. Morar- 
ji’s Government and the people of the 
area.  ,I will not  say  that anybody 
deliberately misbehaved.  But what is 
happening today  is  really breaking 
our hearts.  I think that if the Guja
rati ' Members  of  Parliament  really 
wanted to reflect the mind of Guja- 
i at, they  ought  to  have  consulted 
their people and  there  would have 
been some accord between them and 
their people.  I  am  disappointed to 
tind that it was not so.  I am disap
pointed to find that  the  State, with 
which is associated the great name of 
Mahatma Gandhi, has not been able 
to live up to its high traditions.  The 
fundamental unity of India must be 
placed on sound footing and the one 
patent fact of our civilization and the 
cardinal factor of our social organisa
tion i3 that India is built on diverse 
and distinct  linguistic  and  cultural 
units and you have got to give them 
free and fair play.

418 L.S.D.

I do not believe in political somer
sault.  That is why I was trying to 
d̂lore  the  sudden  somersault in 

favour of . bilingual  Bombay.  I am 
happy to find that Kaka Sahib Gadgi) 
has somewhat reconciled himself to 
It and has pledged  his  word of co
operation.  That is  hopeful.  That is 
nelpful.  I do not know how far he 
represents the mind of young Maha
rashtra, the rising generation of Maha
rashtra.  I  have  my  own  doUbts, 
grave doubts.
So  far  as  Gujarat  Members  of 

Parliament are concerned,  I am dis
appointed to find that it was a thing 
which was not settled or planned or 
anything of that  sort  At  one time, 
just after the  ugly  incidents  took 
{jlace in Bombay, there was a distinct 
attempt, a distinct desire, on the pai-t 
of both Gujaratis and the Maharash
trians  to  bridge  the  clevage and 
somehow to come to some kind of un
derstanding.  But that was not done. 
The proposal was not acceptable and 
reaUy the men of  Gujarat  rebelled 
against  it.  If  the  better mind
of  Gujarat  does  not  accept  it,
there is no reason for the Government 
to tolerate the plungijig of the State 
into this kind of hooliganism or anti
social activities which could easily be 
avoided.  I  do  protest  agamst this 
sudden  somersault,  this  sudden 
brain-wave  on  the  part  of
same politicians who are thinking of 
some speedy remedy,  which is  ]ust
like the propyl?.tic—̂just like that of 
merger of  Bengal  and  Bihar,—the 
brain-wave on the part of the Chief 
Minister of one State and that x>f the 
contiguous  State.  Unfortimately,  it 
did not work.  There was no prepara
tion for it.  There was no consultation 
with the people.  Don’t think that it 
is only a Congress affair.  The great 
mistake that you are making is that 
you are substituting the Congress for 
the country.  Dr. Roy, unfortunately 
did not consult anybody.  When the 
States  reorganisation  problem  was 
being discussed here with the Govern
ment and  the  Prime  Minister, we 
were in close touch  with  the Chief 
Minister.  But when the Chief Minis
ter  thought  of  this  question  of 
merger or imion, nobody was consult-



2795 Reorganisation Bill 10 AUGUST 1956 States Reorganisation hill 2-792

[Shri N. C. Chatterjee]  •

ed.  Nobody  was  asked  anything.
This  kind  of  political  somersault 
really mystifies people and creates a 
good deal of misunderstanding.  That 
is why I was very much doubtful of 
the utility of this  kind  of bilingual 
formula being ushered at this stage. 
After the Prime  Minister’s categori
cal assurance in  the  Poona meeting 
and elsewhere that Bombay belonged 
to  ’ Maharashtra  and is  geo
graphically a  part of  Maharashtra,
there  was  absolutely  no  reason 
why  Maharashtra should  not  be
given  to  Bombay.  But what I am 
pointing out is that  we  are deeply 
distressed that things are done in this 
way.  For four decades, since the time 
Mahatma Gandhi assumed the leader 
ship of the Congress right up to the 
last election they  were  saying that 
polyglot  areas  are  not  workable. 
That  was  Pandit Motilal  Nehru*s
report that polyglot areas are not con
ducive to the working of the demo
cratic system of Governmoit and they 
are not conducive  to social  justice. 
That is why for the purpose of build
ing up some kind  of  system which 
would lead to social justice, which 
would lead to the satisfaction of the 
real  creative  urge  of  the people, 
which would enable the gulf between 
the  classes  and  the  masses to be 
bridged if not eliminated, we thought 
of linguistic States. Certain  essential 
safeguards, economic,  administrative 
and  for  defence  purposes  are 
paramount, and can never be with
held. But you have  sacrificed  that 
defence argimient put forward by the 
States  Reorganisation  Commission, 
and you have put forward no tangible, 
no logical, no cogent argument as to 
why you ref-use to bviild up a greater 
Pimjab in order to build up a power
ful frontier State,  when  our neigh
bouring  State  is  being  armed by 
imperialists  and  they  are  getting 
millions and millions  of dollars for 
the purpose  of  building up  their 
armed  strength—against  whom? 
Against what? Against India, against 
Kashmir.  We are not children.  We 
know what is happening.  A persis
tent campaign is being made against 
our Prime  Minister  in  the foreign

press, and  that  is  being  done by 
Pakistan.  What for?—for creating an 
artificial animus.  When they attack 
Nehru on the Kashmir issue,  they 
attack India. We aU stand imited on 
that issue.  Therefore,  we  ought to 
remember that  in  the  interests of
India’s  safety, in  the  interests of
India’s  security, in  the  interests of
India’s integrity, in  the  mterests of
protecting  India’s  frontiers  against 
possible aggression from an unfriend
ly neighbour which is imfortunately 
bc’*ig êged on  by  foreign powers, 
thoroughly  equipped  and  made 
resourceful,  we  ought  to  have 
accepted the recommendation of the 
States Reorganisation Commission and 
we ought not to have weakened that 
State of Punjab  and not kept up  a 
ridiculous State, a small State under a 
Judicial Commissioner,  under  a Lt.- 
Govemor like this which is not capa
ble of defending  the  frontier.  The 
States Reorganisation Commission has 
pointedly stated: what can the Cen
tre do?  The  Centre  must function 
through the State unit. Therefore, the 
State unit  must be  made  strong. 
Otherwise, Jiowever good the defence 
arrangements may be, according  to 
the constitutional set-up it will not 
be effective.  That is the main point 
which I am making.
I am not going so far as to say that 

the Bill is deliberately brought for
ward for the purpose  of destroying 
democracy in India, but I am saying 
the way  you  have  proceeded, the 
haphazard mosaic which you are set
ting up,  is  not  conducive  to  the 
pattern which you have been contem
plating all this time.  For five decades 
you have preached that the adminis
trative units r̂e the result of British 
imperialistic de.iign or the haphazard 
growth  of  British  imperialism and 
therefore when the time comes, when 
India becomes  independent  and you 
get power and get into office, you will 
proccoi rationally according to princi
ple.  You have not proceeded ration
ally according to principle.  That is 
a matter  of  regret.  You  have not 
pr:>ceeded in  a  democratic  manner 
and when  you  have  deviated, you 
have not deviated after consultation 
with the wishes of the people. TTie
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sovereignty of the people is really a 
mere dogma,* a  mere  maxim which 
you have preached  but  which you 
have not consistently followed it in 
working out this difficult and colos
sal task  of  redrawing  the political 
map of  India.  That  is  my charge, 
and that is my regret.
I  hope  that  with  regard to the 

Punjab and also with regard to Bom
bay and Gujarat some further steps 
will be taken which will assuage the 
feelings, which will bring the com
munities together,  which win dispel 
misunderstandings.  There is  still a 
lot of goodwill for the Prime Minis
ter and if he takes this up and gets 
out of the Pî:̂ rut, he can do some
thing.  Do not send for Deogirkar or 
Shankar Rao Deo  and  even Kaka- 
saheb Gadgil.  Do not think  they 
represent everybody in tl\at sector ef 
India.  The fact is they do not really 
represent the people of Maharashtra, 
You must send for others too.  You 
know  thousands  and  thousands of 
people have gone to jail and thou
sands of people are still willing  to 
undergo  sacrifices.  It  is  not  for 
pleasure that they do that against a 
national government  or  against the 
Parliament democratically elected, but 
they feel that  they  are  frustrated. 
This sense of frustration cm be and 
ought to be removed and that can be 
removed if the Prime Mini.ster as the 
head of the Gover.ament takes cour
age in both  hands  and  sends for 
people representing different sections, 
different interests and takes them into 
confidence and tries to hammer out 
something acceptable to all concerned 
lor the good of the  region,  and for 
the  good  of  India.  Regional con
sciousness should not  be  car»-ied to 
excess.  That is the dangei*.  This has 
been the great lesson of Indian his
tory.  It  has  been  detrimental  to 
India's unity and that we must re
member.  Therefore, there must br a 
synthesis, a harmony and a balance 
between  national  unity  or  Indian 
nationalism and thi*? concept of re
gional  patriotism.  And  tnat  is  a 
difficult task,  but  you  have got to 
solve  it  and we  are  here  to 
solve it  and  our  servic«=s  will be 
always at the  disposal  of anybody

who is trying  to  bring  about that 
unity, that  synthesis,  that balance 
»nrt that reconciliation.
The Prime RDnister and Minister of 
External Affairs and Finance  (Shri 
Jawaharlal Nehm): We are at  the 
last  stage  of the  long journey.  I 
have, like  other Members of  this 
House, closely followed the career of 
this Bill and wlmt has gone  before 
it. Perhaps, I have spoken less here 
on this particular subject than many 
of my colleagues, many other Mem
bers of this House.  That was  not 
because I was not deeply interested.
I followed much that was said, and 
there was much that was good sense 
and much that was not sense at  all, 
and I did not think that I could add 
very much to this debate, but now 
that we have arrived at the  last 
stage of this particular measure which 
is of so graat importance.  I should 
like to. say something more really to 
associate myself fully with it, than 
tô throw any additional light on this 
problem which we have had for this 
long time.
The hon. Member  who has just 
spoken referred to what  the  Con
gress policy has been.  May I res
pectfully inform him that I  know 
more about the Congress than  he 
does?  May I respectfully inform him 
that what he has .said has not  been 
the  Congress policy for the  last 
several years?  And may I tell him 
that when it was the Congress policy 
to begin with, it was under entirely 
different circumstances?  And may I 
tell him that today Congress policies 
are opposed to that completely?  L«t 
us be clear about it. We do not stand 
for this principle  of uni-linguism. 
We may have a uni-lingual State, we 
may, but basically we stand for some
thing different from that.  That is 
the Congress policy.  Naturally,  no 
such policy can be rigidly  applied 
thii way or that way.  It depends on 
so many factors, but when we  are 
reminded and told repeatedly that in 
1922 or earlier we spoke about lingu
istic provinces and therefore we are 
betraying that cause, I am really sur
prised that people, without knowmg 
the circumstances, the context of m
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particular statement  at a particular 
time and fui;ther not knowing  what 
has hapi>ened subsequently,  should 
make that remark.  Repeatedly this 
matter has been considered by  the 
Congress, by its highest organisation, 
and we have repeatedly laid stress 
that the most important thing  is not 
this uni-lingual province, that there 
are far more important factors than 
the linguistic formation of a province.
Language is important, but I should 
like to ask this House  to consider 
that there is a difference between the 
importance  of  a  language,  the 
encouragement of a language and all 
that, and the boundaries of a State. 
Language should not be confused with 
the boundaries of a State.  It may be 
that sometimes the boundaries  may 
be linguistic.  We have no objection. 
It is a good thing.  But to think that 
it is a vital issue, that a State should 
be bounded by a certain  linguistic 
area  I think, a basically  wrong 
approach, and I should like to  say 
that in so far as I have any influence 
with the Congress I have put it  the 
other way, and I am glad to say that 
the Congress over the last few years, 
if  you look at its resolution,  has 
clearly accepted that.  So, that, let, 
there be no mistake as to what the 
Congress  stands  for.  I  cannot,  of 
course, speak for what others  may 
stand for, for other views, but  we 
have  seen in the last few  months 
many things happening in this coun
try in the name of language, in the 
name of linguistic provinces which I 
take it every Member of this House 
considers absolutely deplorable.  It 
does not matter very much, in  my 
humble opinion, where the boundary 
of a State is.  It is a matter for care
ful consideration.  There are senti
ments about it.  Let His consider 
sentiments.  Let us consider  the 
question, the economic aspect of  it, 
the strategic aspect of it, the cultural 
aspect or whatever you Uke.  But it 
is not a question which one  should 
say should be decided in the streets 
by fighting, by destruction, by arson 
or by firing, whoevar may be right 
about it.

And the misfortime has been that 
the authority of this Parliament has- 
been challenged often enough.  And 
sometimes, hon. Members of  thi& 
House have encouraged that challenge 
of the authority of this House, even 
outside here near the gates or farther 
afield.  I do submit this raises a very 
vital issue for this  House and tor 
Parliament, Where are we? If any
thing that we decide is challenged, 
then where are we? It is not that it 
should not be challenged, but  the 
point is the manner of the challenge* 
and the manner it is encouraged.  It 
is becoming almost  a habit; when 
something is done,  it is disapproved 
of,  and  therefore,  people  should
attack  the  police,  commit  arson,
roam  about  breaking  things  then, 
the police comes in, the police stops 
them, the police fires.  The  police- 
may be at fault, or the others may 
be at fault.  I cannot speak of any 
particular instance.  But this  is  a 
curious and  vicious circle  that we 
are getting into.

Then, of course, we have motions 
for adjournment saying it is a terrible 
thing, that the police has fired, there 
i) ruthless oppression and all that.  I 
really would like this House  to con
sider, where are we. Where  are we
going  to  in this  world,  with this 
encouragement of this kind of public 
violence, challenging decisions taken 
in this House or being discussed  in 
this House?  It is not the normal 
habit in any country, whether it is a 
communist country or  a non-com
munist country.  Where are we?  I 
should like to know.  In a communist 
country, there would be trouble  if 
anybody raised  his head  against a 
decision of government.  Hon. Mem
bers know that very well.  Nobody ,
dare raise his head there.  If he raises 
his head, the head disappecirs  too. 
That is all.  There is no motion  of; 
adjournment anywhere, and no dls 
cussion about a subject

Shri A. K. Gopalan: So, you  are
also following it  or beginning to 
follow it?



:28oi States Reorganisation Bill 10 AUGUST 1956 States Reorganisation Bill 2802

Shri Jawahailal Nehru:  The hon. 
Member’s head is perfectly safe here, 
if the hon. Member wants me  to 
reply to that. Is it the hon. Member's 
-argument  that people shoiild go, 
•commit arson, break people’s heads, 
and no action should be taken? Is 
that the argument?

Shri K. K. Basu: Nobody has said

Shri Jawaharlal Nehni; I am glad
nobody .said so.  But it is repeatedly 
said that the police is always  bad. 
The  police might  have committed 
mistakes. Nobody said that the police 
is right.  But the most extraordinary 
thing which the hon.  Member  said 
this morning was that these troubles 
in Ahmedabad have been provoked by 
the police,  I .say this  is fantastic 
nonsense, if anybody were to tell me 
like that.

Shri A. K. Gopalan:  Provoked by 
the decfeion of Government.

Shri JawaĥIal Nehru:  May be;
provoked by the decision of Govern
ment, and provoked by them, by the 
hon.  Member’s colleagues  there, 
whose chief purpose is to create dis
turbances and  troubles  elsewhere.
(Interruptions).  It is not the hon. 
Members’ right only to speak on the 
floor of this House.  I say and chal
lenge this that hon. Members, some 
hon. Members sitting in this  House, 
provoked these troubles and encour
aged those people who provoked trou
bles. (Interruptions).  I  ̂am  not 
giving I way.  (Interruptions).  I am 
glad that some wcwds of truth have 
hit home.  I am glad that  some 
gentle reminders  of some obvious 
facts have found on  echo  in  the 
minds and hearts of hon.  Members 
opposite.

Shri Kamath: They have gone home 
to  you also.  You have lost  your 
temper,

Shri Jawaharlal Nehni:  I would
beg this House to consider this.  Has 
a  word been  said  condemning 
violence?  I have condemned  the

police  often  enough,  where  they 
have been wrong.  But has the hem. 
Member op̂ sits ever cdhdemned an 
act of violence?

An Hon. Member: Not once.

Shri Kamath:  Of course,  every
time.

.  Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: I am glad.
I wa.1 waiting to hear them condemn 
these acts of violence..........

Shri Kamath: You are deaf.  You 
do not hear.  You should have heard 
them already.

Shri Jawahaiial Nehru:..........com
mitted by those whom they encour
age.  This is the major question for 
this  House to consider, and  not 
motions for adjournment  repeatedly 
brought in, without realising  who 
does this, why all this happens-----

Shri Kamath: Qm a point of  order. 
It is within your powers to  decide 
whether a motion for adjournment is 
admissible or not.  It is not for  the 
Prime Minister to question the rî t 
of a Member to table the motion.  It 
î.not for the  Prime  Minister  to 
decide the admissibility.

Mr. Speaker: I have already decided 
the point of order.  I have rejected it. 
There is no point of order in this.  I 
have already disallowed the adjourn
ment motion.  The Prime  Minister is 
«rtitled to say that this adjournment 
motion has been disallowed  rightly; 
also, he is entitled to condemn  what 
has hapeneded there.

SM Jawaharlal N̂iru:  I would
not presimie tb refer  to any parti
cular adjournment motion.  I was re
ferring to a procedure which  has 
become almost the monopoly of hon. 
Members opposite.  In this world,  I 
venture to remind this House, of strife 
and trouble and huge problems aris
ing here, we sit down here and all we 
can  do is to go on repeating  the 
same thing in the same  exuberMt , 
language, that the police is bad. Xbm 
firing  Is wrong, there is  mftleM
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oppression  and so on; I really  am 
amazed at ihe lack of intelligence of 
some people, who have found  no 
novel idea.

Shri Kimath: Hold up the mirror 
to you and to your own party.

Shri N. C. Chatterjee; On a point 
of privilege..........

Shri Kamaih: On a point of order. '
(Interruptions),

Pandit lliakur Das Bharsava (Gur- 
gaon); It is not fair that all  this 
simultaneous  shouting  by  many 
members of  the opposition  should 
go on.  When a  Member  speaks, 
other  hon.  Members  should  not 
interrupt him.

Mr. Speaker: I would request  the 
Prime Minister to resume his seat for 
a  minute.  We heard  Shri H. N. 
Mukerjee use language which  was 
very strong, and condemn Govern
ment.  Is not the spokesman of Gov
ernment entitled to say—̂ wĥ Gov
ernment are ccmdemned—who  are 
responsible for this?  Also,  when 
he says that intelligence is wanting, 
or ^at the hon. Member said is no* 
intelligent, why ôuld there be may 
objection? ilnterruptions).

Shri K. BL Baso (Diamond  Har> 
bour): If he says like that, we are 
entitled to interrupt.

Mr. Speaker: Order, order.  Hon. 
Members  ought  not  to  interject. 
When they give, they must  equally 
be prepared to take.  It is not  an 
one-way trafl&c. Each hon.  Member 
may have an opportunity to speak.

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: I am sorry; 
if by any mistake, I c6nmiitted the 
error of using  an  unparliamentary 
expression.  I am  sure  you. Sir, 
would call me to order, and I  will 
express my regret.  But if I say that 
loud shouting does not take the place 
of intelUgence, that, I hope, is not 

.  unparliamentary.  If I say that  the 
cheap business of eloquence of hands 
and voice,  and  waving  about  of

hands is not a logical argument, that, 
I hope, is not unparliamentary.  We 
have had enough of this loud shout
ing and waving of hands and  this 
kind of exuberant eloquence.

We are dealing with hard facts and 
hard situations. We are dealing with 
the world, and I say so with all gra
vity, which is in a very  dangerous 
state; it may be in a more dange
rous state, for what you and I know, 
in the future.  Here it is, and we are 
playing  about  with  these  things, 
without realising where we are; whe
ther it is the international situation, 
or whether it»is our Second •  Five 
Year Plan, everything must go before 
these  petty  ot)jections  and  petty 
reasons and petty shoutings. Let us 
consider matters in a reasonable way. 
What does it matter to this Govern
ment or to me—I would not say, any 
hon. Member of this House; it may— 
whether the Bih'ar-Bengal boundary 
is here or there, whether the border 
of this province is here or there.  It 
is not a political qûtion for  me. 
Obviously,  it is not an  economic 
question.  It may be a question  of 
high sentiment and hî importance 
for people who live there.  I agree. 
But so  far as  this Government  is 
concerned, it makes no difference  to 
us whether the boundary is  shifted 
this way or that way. We may make 
a mistake.  We have made mistakes, 
but it was of no consequence to us, 
that is what I am wishing to submit, 
what the State  boundaries  should 
be.

Therefore, as the ̂ House very well 
knows, we went  all out to get  as 
great a measure of support as possi
ble from the people by  agreement. 
Let us say we did succeed in a very 
large measure—90 per cent.  We did 
not succeed in some measure. We had 
10 come to some decision.  We came 
to some decision  according to  our 
judgment of what  we  considered 
best.

Now, for the hon. Member,  Shri 
N. C. Chatterjee to say that we did 
not consult this man or that  man 
and this group or  +iiat group, I do
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submit, is not completely  accurate. 
Obviously, we did not consult every
body.  But I do submit that we con
sulted people outside the  Congress 
ranks, outside groups, many a  time, 
as he himself happens to say.  I had 
Ihe privilege of  talking  to  him on 
these subjects on̂ more than one occa
sion.  So that it is not that there was 
no consultation.

Let us consider this matt̂  apart 
from all the excitement that it  has 
caused.  Here was a simple  matter, 
not as simple in that sense, but  in 
the smse of its being  non-political 
and non-ecoaomic.  The country  is 
concerned with major political  and 
major  economic  issues.  This  was 
neither a major political nor a major 
economic issue.  It was a major issue 
of high sentiment which often rouses 
passion.  We  admit  that.  Let  us 
try to satisfy that  sentiment.  But 
where two sentiments come into con
flict, diflSculty arises and we have had 
to face these conflicts between senti
ments. ,

Now, the other point is about  the 
basic policy which we must pursue in 
regard to that matter.  It has always 
been said, right from the beginning, 
by the Congress and more  recently 
in the last four, five or six  years— 
and I take it that the House certainly 
agr̂  with it—-that the first,  and 
absolutely first, consideration is the 
unity of India and the  homogeneity 
of India.  If that is so, we must judge 
every other argimient from that point 
of îew.  •nie second point would be 
the economic advantage to India or 
to that particular place.  These  are 
two basic things; other things follow.

.  Noi«o we have seen in the last few 
months  how  much  this  question 
r uses passion, how one  neighbour 
attacks one’s neighbour,  how  one 
linguistic area gets worked up against 
another linguistic area.  All  of  us 
are guilty of that; nobody  is’  free 
from it.  We have seen that. It is a 
dangerous thing that we have seen; 
it is a bad thing that we  have seen. 
It is a thing which, I hope,  nobody

» has liked.  Far from encouraging  it, 
everything should be done  to dis
courage this kind of thing.

Speaking for myself, I have  come 
to the firm conclusion that this lin
guistic States idea takes  us into  a 
dangerous direction.  I do not mean 
to say that we upset it; it is not that. 
But this talk  of  purely  linguistic 
provinces and ‘clean’ boimdaries  is 
something which tends towards  les
sening the idea of the unity of India. 
I am told that that  makes a  group 
homogenous socially.  I agî,  and 
therefore, I attach importance to the 
language.  But  I  distinguish  be
tween importance to the  language 
and the culture of the place, and the 
physical boundary of a State. I think 
the two ought to be kept apart.

Therefore, what we have seen >iaq 
made us doubt about the basic con
ception of unity in India, how easily 
it is broken up and how easily people 
forget the first and second issues and 
go to the third and fourth  issues. 
Therefore, I had ventured to become, 
ev«i more than ever before, opix̂ed 
to this idea of  small States,  each 
thinking in its own way and  for
getting the larger  issue.  Therefore, 
although  originally—not today, but 
20 years ago—I was in favour of  a 
large  number  of  small  States  in 
India, I have completely changed my 
mind and I believe in big States now.

There are various other things; it 
is inrmiaterial whether I believe in 
them or I do not believe in  them. 
But I dp wish this House to consider 
that everjrthing should be  judged at 
anytime, more especially  today, in 
the context  of the  world,  in the 
context of India, in the context  of 
our industrial development  and Five 
Year Plan, from these basic points of 
view, that is, the unity of India, the 
harmonious  working  of  our  Five 
Year Plan etc.  Everything  else  is 
secondary.  It just does not  matter 
where our 'boundaries are.  If we do 
not make any real progress in our 
industrial development, the bounda
ries won't make, or bring about, that
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industrial development.  And if  we 
are too excited to do that work, and 
if we merely argue with each other 
and fight each other in the streets 
or outside about these matters, it is 
obvious that we shall neither have 
any reputation in the country or out
side the country nor indeed in  our 
minds or hearts.

Therefore, the primary thing is for 
us to cultivate this atmosphere  in 
the country of having the freest dis
cussion, having the freest expression 
of opinion, debate of every type and 
argument, but that must  be on the 
peaceful  level—̂not  this  kind  of 
thing.  It is, after  all,  degrading, 
very degrading,  that  this  kind of 
thing is happening in our  country. 
Whatever the merits of the  ques
tion, whatever t<̂ disagreement  on 
this, it is a wrong thing. I want this 
House to consider this.  This idea that 
is thrust about, that it is a continua
tion of our national moviement,  is 
completely wrong.  It is one thing to 
fight an imperialist Power, and even 
that  fight  we  did  by  peaceful 
methods.  But this is another thing— 
the word ‘satyagraha’ that is bandied 
about today, something which is mil
lions of miles away from any idea 
of satyagraha that Mahatmaji had.

We have here persons  going to 
prison.  It  is  a  joke—a  thousand 
men arrested and released one  hour 
later.  Everybody knows that it is a 
complete joke—this business of going 
out in the course of the afternoon or, 
may be, becoming  martyrs.  Where 
are we? Are we becoming an opera- 
bouffe—this country—for the  world 
to laugh at?  This  kind of  thing, 
people coming with  flags from the 
Punjab and forcibly sticking  them 
on the engine and threatening  the 
driver—what is this happening? Is it 
some kind  of a  theatrical  perfor
mance for the edification of others or 
is it a serious work?

The  hon.  Member  Shri  N.  C. 
Chatterjee, referred  to my  coming 
down somewhere and dealing  with

this Bombay  province  and  Pimjab 
province.  I dbn assure him—this is 
my uttermost conviction—̂that so far 
as the Punjab  is concerned,  I have 
never come across a more mischiefv- 
ous, a more misconceived and foolidi 
thing, without any îasis,  than  the 
Hindu Mahasabha  agitation.  I ven- 
- ture to express my opinion. I can see 
the reasons for other people in the 
rest of India, whether it is Gujaratis 
or  Maharashtrians  or  Kannadigas, 
agreeing or disagreeing. But there is 
not an atom of reason, except sheer 
mischief, so far as the Punjab agita
tion is concerned.

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: That is  for 
the full implementation of the SRC’s 
scheme. Is that foolish, is that  mis
chievous, is that anti-national? What 
is this nonsense?

An Hon. Member: Nonsense?

Shri Jawaharlal Nelun: I say  that 
this  agitation,  the  manner  it  is 
carried out the object of it, every
thing behind it, can mean only one 
of two things: either those who carry 
it on have not understood what this 
formula is or having understood it, 
they nevertheless want to do  some
thing  that,  I think,  is  completely 
wrong.

However, here it is. We have arriv
ed, as I said, at the conclusion of this 
jouraey. I cannot say—nobody  can 
say—that this  has  been  the  ideal 
solution of every problem  in India. 
Of course, not; no problem has an 
ideal solution. But how do you deal 
with these matters? You arrive at a 
conclusion; after long and intermin
able delay, you arrive at a conclusion, 
and Parliament puts its seal upon it. 
When Parliament has decided—and I 
take it,  it will  decide—the  matter 
becomes the law of the land.

What happens to this country if we 
go on fighting everyday? Is that the 
way civilised a nation carries on? Is 
that the way any kind of decent poli
tics are carried on?  Immediately  if 
you  lose  in  Parliament—anybody
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loses in Parliament—you  take  the 
issue to the streets and—demonstra
tion. This is a big country. A demon
stration does not mean—I would beg 
the House to remember—that people 
are against it. Every minority  can 
have  a  demonstration  when  the 
majority does something. It does not 
mean that the people are against it. 
The only way to ascertain the views 
of the people is, after all, by the vote - 
at the geneAl elections or other elec
tions or some other way. There may 
be some other way of generally gues
sing it. We may have some kind of 
polls.

But this business of challenging the 
decisions of Parliament in the streets 
and in a violent way—I am not talk
ing about  peaceful  expressions  of 
opinion—is  something  which  is 
basically opposed to the whole demo
cratic conception and method.

The hon. Member opposite  talks 
about democracy being  crushed by 
this Government.  I  really do  not 
know what his idea of democracy is. 
It must be obviously something radi
cally and absolutely  different  from 
the normal idea of democracy.  Cer
tainly,  I never associated democracy 
with  the  workings  of  Rashtriya 
Swayam Sewak Sangh or the Hindu 
Mahasabha organisations.

We have arrived at a stage and we 
shall soon pass this stage to come to 
another stage.  It is for this House 
to be clear, it is for this Government 
to be clear and for every Member 
of this House to be clear that, hav
ing decided after long debate some
thing, we should accept it.  I under
stand—I was not here—that my col
league Shri Gadgil said, he has been 
a stout fighter; he has fought and has 
fought to the bitter end and he gave 
his vote against this.  But, neverthe
less, he said:  if that is done,  and
accepted, well, he accepts it.  In the 
normal course ot things he has to say 
something and̂has said it in the nor
mal way.  He accepts it.  I  submit 
that is ̂ e only way to deal with any 
matter.  If Parliament decides some
thing, accept it and work it.  If it is

a matter of deep conscience for some
body—I do not perceive a conscience 
concerned  about  a boundary  and 
I  hope  conscience  concerns  it
self  with  deeper  matters  than 
the  boundaries  of  districts 
and States etc.—if it is a matter  of 
conscience  with that person—̂ well I 
cannot say—let him, thoi, serve his 
conscience as he thinks fit.  But how 
this conscience leads one to commit 
violence, it is beyond me.  Therefore 
this must be accepted.  What is hap
pening in Ahmedabad?  Really  I do 
not know how to understand this kind 
of mob violence.  Let us admit that 
those people who did it did not like 
the decision we came to.

First of all, after months of debate 
and argument and personal  discus
sion and trying to throw light on the 
question, on every aspect of it,  we 
here come to a decision.

Shri A. K. Gopalan: This î.ccision 
was taken within 24-hours.

Shri Jawaharlal Ndun: The deci
sion was not a 24-hour decision.

Shri A. K. Gopalan; Yes; it was.

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: I may re
mind my hon. friend that it was al
ways talked about.  He is  strictly 
right when he says that a certain in
termediate decision  was  changed. 
Certainly, that is not the point.  We 
came to a decision.  And now, these 
gentlemen in  Ahmedabad,  or  Cal
cutta or Madras or Allahabad, where- 
ever you  like, come  out into  the 
streets without, of course, having had 
the benefit of any  discussion, that 
long, long discussion—probably they 
have not read anything about it—but 
simply because of,sentiment they feel 
it is wrong.  I say it is a reversal of 
the process of democracy or reason
able process of approaching anything. 
Parliament will cease to be.  Let u- 
say the Police did  not stop the  de
monstrators outside here; they  will 
simply  come  here  and  at  next 
to you and threaten you. How will 
Parliament  function?  Indeed  the 
police stopped them and in stopping 
them, ̂the Police pushed too hard. No 
objection could be taken to  PoUc<
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misbehaving or repressing the natural 
instincts of those who W3re taken in 
custody. That is  not .1  reasonable 
approach. I say, with respect to the 
House, not as Prime Minister or  a 
Member  of  the Congress  Party— 
although it is my high privilege  to 
have been in the Congress for  the 
last 40 or 45 years—̂but as a Member 
of this House, wishing  to preserve 
the dignity of this House, the dignity 
of Parliament, the dignity of demo
cratic procedure, the dignity of India 
and this nation,—all these things, I 
take it, are dear to everyone here and 
to everyone in India. We may make 
mistakes—we make so many mistakes 
—but you do not rtjrrect a mistake 
by wrong procedure,  wrong  means 
and by going the wrong way. You 
have to build up this country and that 
requires the effort of everyone.  It 
requires, I believe, free speech, free 
expression, free opposition  and  all 
that But, it does not require—̂in fact, 
far from requiring, it cannot exist, 
free speech cannot existt free expres
sion of opinion cannot exist if  you 
have violence in the streets. That is 
not free speech. What was happening 
in the Punjab? A man was to go and 
address a meeting.  Ten, twenty or 
thirty rowdies prevented  him from 
speaking. That is suppression of  free 
speech; that is wrong.  Government 
suppression is bad and so is popular 
suppression of free  speech  equally 
bad. They are both suppressions  of 
free speech and they are both bad. A 
Government can be regulated;  but 
popular expression cannot be regul
ated  It is worse, therefore,  when 
nobody is responsible.

Therefore, I would appeal to  this 
House—̂this House is wise enough to 
act rightly—and to the wider public 
that these ways of violence should be 
given up not only because they  are 
too bad but because they come in 
the way of future co-operation. We 
can never ftlnction in this  country 
unless we co-operate with each other, 
unless the Tamil co-operates with the 
Telugu and the Kannada, the Malaya- 
lee and the Marathi and the Gujarati 
«Dd the Bengali and the Punjabi and

so on. All this trouble has  somehow 
made it difficult for people  to co
operate  with  each  other.  It  has 
created an atmosphere. Now, having 
finished this,' let us be done with it, 
right or wrong and  try to produce 
the atmosphere of co-operation.

Shri Kelappan (Ponnani);  Let me 
thank you for giving mê this oppor- 
timity. Lpt me at the outset say that 
I am only speaking for myself and 
not for my party. It is a happy augury 
that the  Government  have  solved 
v/hat appeared to be  an  insoluble 
problem, the problem of Bombay.  I 
congratulate the Government on the 
courage they have shown in retracing 
their  wrong  steps.  The  greatest 
blunder that Government committed 
was to appoint the States Reorganisa
tion Commission to divide the (Coun
try on a linguistic basis. One wrong 
step led to another which, in its turn, 
led to others. Certain farsighted per
sons suggested to put off the reorga
nisation of States for some time. That 
would, probably, have given us time 
to think and enabled us to see thingii 
in their true perspective. Linguistic 
States, it is now admitted, would bad 
to the disruption of the unity of this 
country. '

India is one State with a common 
culture, with a common  philosophy 
and a common conception of life, we 
have a common  literature  and  a 
common  language—Sanskrit,  not 
Hindi is that common language.  The 
Indian philosopher, whether he is  a 
Maharashtrian, Bengali or a Tamilian 
will quote from the  same  Sanskrit 
texts in ' propounding Indian philoso
phy of life.  My friends  here  from 
Maharashtra and Bengal were  also 
quoting texts from the same langxiage 
Ancient  knowledge,  whether  of 
medicine, science or philosophy  is 
treasured up*in that language. Vyasa, 
Valmiki, Lord  Buddha,  and Shri 
Sankaracharya are our Gurus.  You 
do not see another country in  the 
world which, in spite of its vastness, 
retains unity which  is  so  unique. 
Those bonds began to weaken  be
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cause of Western impact.  The  un- 
iingual States wouli hi've completed 
that process.  We did noi hD3itate to 
cut the throats of each other in the 
name of linguism. Sense has dawned 
on us.  You have cried halt I  am 
hoping that bilingual or multilingual 
States would take the place of uni- 
lingual States and the unity of the 
country would be maintained.

Sir, we are one nation and  one 
State in spite of the many languages 
we speak.  The “One language,—one 
nation” theory of Stalin,  I  thoût, 
had been exploded with  several of 
his other pet theories; but, our com
munist friends still hold on to that. 
Let me hope that the Prime Minister 
will put his firm foot on this tendency 
and stop this process of disintegra
tion and continue his efforts to usher 
in more bilingual and multi-lingual 
States in the country.  A  Southern 
State, consisting of Kannada, Telugu, 
Tamil and Malayalam speaking peo
ple is the ideal I cherish- I hope the 
immediate formation of a State con
sisting of Mysore and  Kerala  will 
pave the way for that larger unit

2 P.M.

I want to draw the attention of this 
House and the Government to an
other ominous and disturbing factor 
which the country cannot afford  to 
ignore.  This Parliament is the sover
eign legislature of India and repre
sents the highest form of democracy. 
The five  hundred  Manbers  who 
assemble in this House are elected by 
the nation on adult sufferage. The way 
to alter the decisions of such a body 
is not stone-throwing,  incendiarism 
and destruction of national property. 
'Riere is the  constitutional  method 
and that is the only method. An ap
peal to the nation, to the voters, is 
the way to get the decision of Parlia
ment altered.  It is not only danger
ous but destructive of all democracy 
to appeal to the streets of Bombay 
and Ahmedabad to unsettle the deci
sions arrived at by Government after 
prolonged  consultations  with  the 
leaders of the nation.  •

The way our students are behaving 
must  arrest  the  attention  of  the 
leaders who have the interest of the 
country as well as the well-being of 
the students themselves at heart. The 
parents and the governments  must 
meet together and find a solution. It. 
is true that throughout our fight, for 
the freedom of the Obuntry students 
have been used for  political propa
ganda and action. That was when we 
were slaves kept down by the might 
of the sword. In free India under* a 
deVnocratic set-up students must leave 
active politics to their  elders  and 
confine themselves to  their  studies, 
to their colleges and their  hostels. 
For them to try to unsettle the deci
sions of Government by  resort  to . 
violence and destructi<Hi no Govern
ment can countenance. Their conduct . 
in the colleges is, even more repre
hensible. For students to go to ex
amination' hall with  revolvers  and , 
other deadly weapons in their pockets 
to threaten the lives of superinten
dents who dare to interfere with their - 
malpractices is something which per
sons like me cannot understand. Our 
educational institutions which should , 
produce noble sons  and daughters, 
fearless, upright and just, wedded  to 
non-violence cannot be  allowed  tô 
degenerate to their  present  level. 
These  happenings  must  make  us . 
pause and think.

I am one with this Government in 
all that they do to  strengthen  the 
unity of this country.  Let me hope 
that the formation  of the  bilingual 
State of Bombay is only the beginning 
of what the Government propose to ̂ 
do in the future.  I do not, therefore, 
say anything now about the injustice- 
done to Kerala, one of the smallest 
—perhaps the smallest—State in area 
with the highest density of popula
tion.

Shri C.  D.  Deshmnkh  (Kolaba): 
Mr. Speaker, Sir, I am now  well- 
satisfied with the  Bill  as  it  has 
emerged from the consideration stage 
especially on account of the amend
ment which led to the creation of the 
new Bombay State. I must  confess 
that I do not expect wonders  from.
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the zonal councils which seems to me 
only to give a  certain  amount  of 

legislative rigidity  to a  procedure 
'Which is weU-known and which  is 
already resorted  to whenever  dis
putes are to be settled between two 
States.  The present practice, in my 
opinion, is more flexible. I referred .to 
an instance the other day: the solu
tion of the  difficulties in regard  to 
the Tungabhadra project which were 
settled through the intervention  of 
-the Deputy Chairman of the Planning 
*<̂ommissicm. Any  way I have  no 
great quarrel  with  the  legislative 
machinery that has now been created 
except perhaps in the matter of the 
provision in regard to voting.

If one studies the composition  of 
the zonal councils, he will find that 
usually the two parties will be well 
snatched; ordinarily they will be three 
Ministers on the one side and three 
on the other and the scales will have 
to be held even by the Union Minis
ter who is to preside, again ordinarily 
to preside. Now in a sense that con
verts him perhaps inconveniently into 
an arbiter and since the recommenda
tions of the zonal councils are to go 
in many cases to the Central Govern
ment 1 fear that he will find himself 
in a somewhat  awkward  situati(m 
having already come to a decision. 
Nevertheless, I hope that this machin
ery will work well with the goodwill 
of all concerned.

I feel greatly troubled by the un
certain state in* which all these bor
der disputes have been left, although 
now we have put the seal of our 
approval on  the,  in  my  opinion, 
necessarily provisional arrangemejnts 
that are contained in the Bill as  it 
has emerged from the consideration 
stage. I have no doubt  whatsoever 
that these disputes will be  brought 
up again before the  zonal councils 
concerned.  I have no doubt that the 
two sides in the absence of any for- 
m>ila will take positions and postures 
and the matter will be more or  less 
decided by the vote, or the casting 
vote of the Chairman.

Now if one had reason to believe 
that the Chairman was likely to act 
on a  deep  consideration  of  the 
principles involved, one  might  not 
even object to his arrangement.  But 
I see no evidence that these princi
ples have been well considered. Nor 
do I find that there will be readiness 
to refer every dispute to the Central 
Government for its final  decision. 
The hon. the Home Minister said: “I 
hope the zonal councils will be able 
to show better results. And if every
thing fails and  if the  problem  is 
really of  special  significance  and 
there are spedial circumstances, the 
Government will take stock  of ê 
situation and see how  it  can  be 
helped.”  These are words which are 
hedged .in with so many ‘ifs’  and 
‘buts’ that I fear  that  the  large 
majority  of  border  disputes will 
remain unsettled. As  I pointed  out 
yesterday during the 'course of my 
intervention, my information is that 
about 4 crones of people are affected 
all over. That is a very large num
ber, and I am,confident that if one 
were to revise this present principle 
that has been  applied,  one  could 
reduce the number of people involved 
very considerably. Naturally it is not 
possible for me to say to what extent 
that number will be reduced. In the 
course of his observations, the hon. 
Home Minister  said  also-̂I  quot» 
again—

“My request was not for a for
mula because my own feeling is 
this.  So far as those differences 
are concerned, they can be settled 
better if we have no rigid for
mula than by sticking to a parti
cular  formula.  Otherwise  we 
have a formula  already, a for
mula that  was proposed  by the 
Dar Commission  that  has been 
approved by the States Reorga
nisation  Commission  and  we 
cannot lightly tamper with that.”

In other words, the attitude of the 
hon. Home Minister appears to  be 
that this is by and large  the best 
formula that one could think of and
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that unless the two parties  thought 
it fit to agree, matters will  be  left 
where they are today.

On a factual aspect of this situation 
I am not quite certain  if  by  his 
reference to the Dar Commission the 
hon. Home Minister intended to refer 
to paragraph 63 at page 12, because 
as far I can find, that is the  only 
reference to this 50 to 70 per  cent 
formula.  Witn your permission, be
cause this is an important point,  I 
shall read this out:

“All the evidence before us is 
agreed that it would not be pro
per to call any area a unilingual 
area unless the majority  of the 
one language spoken in that area 
reaches at least 70 per cent and 
any area below that should  be 
considered as bilingual or multi
lingual, as tne case may be. On 
this principle, it is claimed by all 
the advo<Jates of linguistic  pro
vinces that all  border  districts  . 
where the  major̂tv language is 
50 to 70 per cent miy be treated 
as bilingual and broken  up into 
bits up to  villages  and  their 
population appropriated *to con
tiguous linguisuc areas.  This is 
the way in which  equities  are 
proposed to oe adjusted in bilin
gual areas • between rival linguis
tic  grouD̂ - who reside there.”

Then they go on to say:

“If border districts, which are 
bilingual and  which  have  de
veloped  an  organism  and  an 
economic life of their own, are to 
be broken up.... ”

Then they go on to  argue that the 
same  logic  might  be  applied  to
cities.

From this I infer that they accepted 
this kind of principle, but it would be 
noticed that they use this 50 to 70 per 
cent in the first place to  determine 
which l̂rge unit can be regarded as 
a bilingual unit, as I understand  it. 
Taking  the  case  of  Belgaum 
again.........

Shri VeBkataraman: I rise an a 
point of order, Sir, Under rule 132, 
the sc<̂ of discussion of a Bill in. 
the Third Tleading is as follows:

‘The discussion  on a  motion 
that the Bill be passed shall be 
confined to  the  submission  of 
argume: - 5 either in  support of 
the Bill or for the rejection of 
the Bill.  In making his speech a 
member  .hall not  refer  to the 
details of the Bill further  than 
is necess ry for the purpose of his 
argumenva which shall  be of a 
general character.”

T*he hon. Member, when he opened 
his remarks, said that he is in favotir 
of the Bill as it has  emerged,  but 
now he is going (mi with the details of 
the various clauses. I wish to diaw 
your attention that such a discussion 
now is out of order.

Shri C. D. Deslmiikli: May I make 
my position clear? I said that the Bill 
provides for the Zonal Councils  to 
determine the border disputes. Then I 
went on to say that although I am in 
favour of the Bill, I am  somewhat 
apprehensive of the effedtiveness of 
these provisions because of the fact 
that proper principles have not been 
indicated beforehand as  might have 
been done  had  we  accepted  that 
amendment, I think ameidraent  No. 
490, in regard to the Boundary Com
mission. I am only pointing out factu
ally for future use  by  these  same 
Zonal Councils in implemei.ting this 
scope of ours that the Zonal Coun
cils will bs able to deal  with  the 
matter. 1 am pointing out  that  the 
Dar Commission-----

Mr. Speaker: So far as these de
tails are concerned, this matter was 
discussed -at length. I was slso wait
ing to see how far the hon. Member 
wanted to go. For these det'.ils there 
were appropriate occasions  and  the 
hon. Member had also an opportunity 
to speak about them.  All that he can 
say now is that the Zonal Councils 
in the opinion of the hon. M ember ̂ o 
not meet the purpose. He  has said 
that the hon. Home Minister’s reply
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is hedged in with this and that. All 
that is appropriate.  Further to sup-   ̂
port  as  to why he feels  that  the 
Boundary Commission  is  necessary 
and going  to  the Dar  Commission 
Report in detail is not appropriate in 
the Third Reading stage.

Shri C. D. Deshnmkh: I  am  not
sv̂)i)orting the Boundary Commission 
now, I am saying that the principle 
which was approved by the Dar Com- , 
mission should be  applied  to  vil
lages.

Mr. Speaker: We are not going into 
the villages now___

Shri C. D. Ded̂ mnkh:  I am only
drawing the  attention ol the hon. 
Home Minister___

Mr. Speaker: That may be but not 
here.

Shri C. D. Deshmiikh: But 1 have 
<done it anyway.

Mr.  Speaker: I  cannot  go  and
scratch it, but he need not proceed 
"with it further.  Let it be definitely 
\mderstood that the Third  Reading 
stage is meant for general discussion 
-and hon. Members may refer to some 
points and general matters about the 
Bill as a whole. The details with res
pect to the various provisions or what 
is important or what is not important 
ought not to be gone into now.

Shri ' Joachim  Alva (Kanara): 
While submitting to the rules as they 
are, should they not be elastic enoû 
to blow out the fears one may have?

Mr. Speaker: I am not here to give 
a general opinion on  general  sub
jects.

Shri C. D. Deshmnkh: The  other 
T>oint in regard to which I wish to 
make a few observations is the ques
tion of  Imilingual  and  bilingual 
states. Would that be in order?

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Member is 
supporting it and there is no need tO' 
once again go into it. What I am say
ing is that a general  discussion  on

whether a  unilingual  or  bilingual 
State is good or bad is not appropri
ate here. There is a sense of satis
faction with a bilingual  State. The 
hon. Member knows that well and he 
need not  wait  for  enlightenment 
from me, but he must confine  his 
remarks to general issues.

Shri C. D. Deshmnkh: I was only 
seeing if I would be able to convince 
those who are not taking kindly to 
this arrangement about Bombay  that 
it is in the best interests of every
one. But if you feel that no observa
tions are called for from me, I am 
content  with  having  said  this 
much....

Mr. Speaker: I thought  the  hon. 
Member wanted to asctertain from me 
whether he could speak on the ques
tion whether a unilingual State  is 
preferable to a bilingual State or  a 
bilingual State is  preferable  to  a 
.unilingual State, and I said that  a 
general discussion of that kind is not 
appropriate at this stage. If he thinks 
that what is decided by this  House 
is quite good so far as bilingual State 
is concerned, he can  certainly  say 
that.

Shri Kamath; You,  Sir,  allowed 
tho Prime Minister to say all sorts 
of things in this House.*

Mr. Speaker: The Prime Minister
ha(< not said all sorts of things. He 
said tha; once a deci?:ion  has been 
taken in this House, ihis is not the 
method in which the decision ought 
to be revoked. He is entitled to say 
that. Every hon. Member who is here 
whether he was a party or not a 
party to this decision, must try to 
implement it. At any rate they are 
all representatives of various groups, 
not groups of territorial constituencies 
and the Prime Minister is entitled to 
make an appeal and he made  an 
appeal to every hon. Member. If he 
feels that whatever that is going on 
outside is wrong, he is entitled to do 
so.  After all, when a Bill is passed 
for the purpose of  implementation, 
no hon. Member can say *"We are not 
going to implement it”.
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Shri C. D. Dĉimukh: The imple
mentation of this would be easier if 
people who are objecting understood 
that their objections were not very 
well-founded. According to my hum
ble intellec»t, I think that is relevant 
especially as it is my view that these 
questions as to whether a State should 
he unilingual or  bilingual ar̂  not 
influenced by  sentiment or passion 
Dut by calculation of which arrange
ment is likely to promote the  econo
mic  interests  of  a  certain region.
It happens sometimes that that region 
is identical with ‘ a  language group. 
Sometimes it may happen that that re
gion might have two language groups 
or three.  Therefore, I am going  to 
say that one should not attach  too 
much importance to  this  business 
of unilingual or bilingual State; one 
should direct one’s attention  to find
ing out whether a particular arrange
ment approved by  Parliament  is 
likely to subserve their interests.

In the light of this criterion,  I am 
quite  convinced—and  I  have some 
little right to say so with authority— 
that the arrangement in regard to the 
new Bombay State is likely to sub
serve the interest of all parts or sec
tions of the State.  It was with a re
cognition of  this that  I was among 
those who suggested to the Commis
sion that we* should have at least one 
«ood and leading example of a biling
ual State in ndia.

I have thought it necessary to refer 
to this small bit of autobiography be
cause Shri Mukerjee has referred to 
my perambulations.  My perambula
tions  are  like pradakshana and  I 
have come to the very point  from 
which I started. (Interruptions)
An Hon. Member: Don’t resign.

Shri C. D. Deshmnkh: The reactions 
of the people have been communicat
ed to me. Because of recent events, a 
great many people have been sending 
telegrams and letters to me. Shoals of 
telegrams have  been  showered  on 
me.  Generally, I find that the reac
tions are  favourable to this  new 
bilingual State of Bombay.  It Is true 
that there is a  minority—and I am

quite convinced it is only a minority— 
in both Maharashtra and  Gujarat, 
who are somewhat fearful and diffi
dent but, in my opinion, the apprehen
sions  and  dissatisfactions of  these 

minorities cancel each other.

I hold that no solution can be good 
which is hailed as a singular triumph 
for one party or one side alone, lii- 
deed, in my opinion, in the affairs ol 
the world a little geyerosity, just when 
hopes*look lik̂ y to be fulfilled, is 
the path of wisdom and the interests 
of any particular group  cannot  be 
the sole criterion of the success of 
any arrangement  The promotion of 
national interest, as a whole, must be 
equally important and a right solution 
must reconcile both these categories 
of  interests.  I have  be«i  satisfied 
that the bilingual Bombay, approved 
by Parliament, is such a  solution. 
Bombay city can now  very  well 
throw open its doors to all, as it has 
always done in the past and let  us 
resolve never to  think in  terms 
of partition again.  It is  only  thus 
that not only Bombay, but all  the 
cities of India will truly belong  to 
India without wonylng about  the 
population i>ercentages and so on and 
they will not regard themselves  as 
belonging to any particular territorial 
unit.  The  instruments of Govern
ments have  necessarily to be deter- 
mind by geographjr but all  Govern
ments. have to subserve local as well 
as national interests.

I am confident that this partner- 
shipT is bound to succeed if the part
ners studied the laws about the for
mation of partnerships and not the 
laws governing dissolution.

Sihri A. K. Gopalaa: Sir, I am not
at all surprised at the outburst of the 
Prime Minister.  He said that he did 
not like certain things which  were 
happening in certain  parts of the 
country.  At least at this time,  we 
thought that he would have imder- 
stood the position and tried to re
medy it.  Instead, he came out,  as 
usuajl, and talked about  countries 
where persons were not allowed  to 
talk and where their heads  were 
taken and so on.  If there are such
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countries, let the persons there  fight 
agsdnst it.

It is not the first time that, when 
we are discussing certain things and 
there is a difference of opinion, ins
tead of explaining and convincing us 
whether we are right or wrong,  has 
said such things.  I am ĝ d that  he 
has admitted one thing.  He l\̂s said 
that the Congress Party today  was 
different from what it was before 1W7, 
and that the reorganisation of  ê 
States is not on the basis of linguistic 
considerations.  So, he has said that 
they have gone back. I am glad that 
the people have understood this i>osi- 
tion.  It is they who taught the people 
that the reorganisation of the States 
will be on linguistic basis and people 
have understood that it is not so now. 
That is why we see certain things in 
Gujarat and other places.

I do not know whether the Govern
ment would say that the members of 
the SRC were anti-s6cial  elements. 
They were not anti-social  elements. 
When I looked  into its  report,  I 
found that they  had  said  certain 
things definitely. They said:

“The urge for linguistic States 
has now gone so deeply into the 
minds of the masses that a re
fusal to create such a State at 
this stage would lead to a wide
spread sense of frustration which 
may have Very grave consequen
ces.” ,

What is happening today?  There is 
a sense of frustration in the coimtry. 
Why?  They  thought that the re- 
organisatjon of the States would  be 
on a linguistic basis.  They  were 
convinced of -it.  For the last forty 
years, the Congress Party  accepted 
that principle. Even after 1947, it *did 
not say that its policy was not re
organisation of the States on a Unguis- 
îc basis.  It did not say that it has 
thrown away that  policy.  That is 
why the SRC said that the urge was 
very deep.  If it went back on  its 
declared policy of having  linguistic 
States, the Commission said that there

would be a sense of widespread frust
ration.  That frustration means cer
tain calamities.

It is said that this is done for the 
welfare  of  the country.  Members 
are sorry instead . of  being  happy. 
They do not feel glad or feel that they 
have done a good thing. At this time 
when we are about to pass this Bill, 
we do not know how many people 
would have been killed in Gujarat and 
other places.  Thousands of people in 
the country feel it. Have they all be
come anti-social?  Are  they anti
social because there are  agitations? 
How is it that the country has created 
so many anti-social elements?  Is it 
suggested that the people of Gujarat 
are all anti-secial?  Eighty thousand 
students  in  Bombay  and  several 
thousand workers and also other sec
tions of the* people cannot all become 
anti-social.

Kerala State is being formed.  They 
are not rejoicing today.  Wherever 
States are formed, there is frustration 
today.  For years  together,  people 
wanted Kerala State. But, when Kerala 
State is formed, the Assembly mem
bers there are thrown away.  When 
the President’s Emergency Proclama
tion was there, we pointed out that the 
Assembly need not be dissolved but 
that it might be suspended under the 
provisions of the Constitution.  It was 
then said that it should not be done 
and it was dissolved.  Now, when the 
Kerala State is formed,  they .  say 
that, as the Assembly has been dis
solved  nothing could be done. What 
about Tamil  Nad?  What  about 
Karnataka?  People are not  glad 
even there. The boundary disputes are 
not settled and there are no boundary 
commissions either, to  decide  these 
disputes on some basic  principles. 
So, wherever a particular section of 
the people think that they did not get 
a portion which actuaUy belonged to 
them, there is certainly quarrel  and 
frustration.  Even where States have 
been formed more or less on a linguis
tic basis, though they are truncated 
States, Deople are not glad because 
the principle that had been advocated
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tor the last so naany years has  not 
been imjjdemented.  If the  Congress 
wanted to change its  policy,—it has 
chttiged its policy—if they wanted to 
say that what they had been saying 
all along was not correct and was not 
to the interests of the  country, they 
should have done the  reorganisation 
of the States after  convincing  the 
people.  At least they should  have 
done it after convincing those who are 
in the Congress ranks.  I can under
stand Shri Gadgil today saying  that 
injustice is done.  Till yesterday  he 
wa.s fighting for Samyukta Maharash
tra with Bombay and was saying that 
if that is not given there is injustice. 
Today he says, I agree with the in
justice done and so I will support Uife 
injustice from tomorrow onwatds.

Sir, we have always said that  we 
would not support it. The Prime Mi
nister challenged the Parliament. It 
is no question of  challenging  the 
Parliament, it is a question of chal
lenging the Government. Everyday we 
point out that the  Factory Act and 
other Acts are being flouted.  Those 
Acts have been passed by the Parlia
ment.  But nothing is being done in 
respect of them.  Today we have a 
right. When the  majority  passes a 
thing and when we say that certainly 
we do not agree with the  principle 
and that we are opposed to it, we 
have a right to see that it is changed 
by organising the people and by cons
titutional methods.  We have a rît 
to agitate for it and change it.  To say 
that when the majority have passed a 
thing, which we think • is not correct, 
we must abide by it and implement it 
is not correct.  When something is 
done, which we think is injustice and 
with the principle of which we do not 
agree, to say that we must also sup
port It is I  think  not  democracy. 
Democracy has to see that even the 
minority has got a right to influ«ice 
the people, to organise the people, to 
convince them that a thing done  is 
Wrong and see that whatever adJon 
has been taken is changed.  But here 
it is said that it is a challenge.

What is the result of this?  There 
are very  important  thin̂  which 
are going to create trouble. There is 
the question of Boundiuy Commission. 
The majority of the sections of Mem
bers here feel that a Boundary Com
mission must be  there  and  that 
power should not be  given to the 
Zonal Council.  Sir, trouble is coming 

on that point.

As far as linguistic minorities  are 
concerned, it was very strongly stated 
that whatever practice was there, not 
only in respect of linguistic  minori
ties but also with regard to religious 
minorities, there must be some statu
tory safeguards.  That has not been 

done.

Not only that.  In Maharashtra the 
peofde ’ŵanted Samyukta  Maharash
tra with Bombay.  What the people 
understood was that on the principle 
which had been  . advocated to them, 
they would get that.  The next day 
when the announcement  was  made 
that they are going to have a bilingual 
State, whatever it is, it is not as  if 
that one morning som®  anti-social 
elements came up.  Were all  these 
antîsocial elements in Gujerat keep
ing quiet.  It may be sentimental or 
it may be due to their firm conviction, 
whatever it is, thousands of people— 
students, workers and others—from all
• sections came out and said tiiat tĥ 
only wanted Maha Gu|erat and  not 
a bilingual State. That is what We also 
said. We said, that the Wishes of the 
people should be considered. DOes the 
Prime Minister today  say,  we  are 
opposed to the princlj)le of linguistic 
Stateŝ The second  important  thing 
which we had said before is tiiat th* 
wishes of the people should be consi
dered. That is what we had been say
ing all along. Unless and  until  the 
wishes of the people are  considered, 
no good solution can be reached. If you 
think that the wishes of the people are 
against your proposal, at least  make 
an attempt and try to see that  they 
are convinced that the best thing in 
the circumstances obtaining today is a 
bilingual State.  'Hiat was not done.
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Then again, look at the way in which 
it was done. Those Members  of  the 
Parliament, my friends  here,  who 
spoke very violently that they  will 
never allow such a thing to come and 
who said:  “what is  this  bilingual
State; it is a balanced bilingual” and 
all that, those Members who  spoke 
such things today, at four o’clock the 
next day morning say that they want 
a bilingual State. How is it? How is 
it within six hours such a change has 
come?  Certainly it is not any change. 
Certainly, those who opposed it, sud
denly when the wave of mass signa> 
ture campaign came and  were told 
that they must sign it agreed to do 
so.  Therefore, why not t̂ least give 
some time to the people to say that 
they are convinced about it and that 
they want it.  Instead of that there 
is a challenge and there is threat.

We have said that we are <̂posed 
to it and tomorrow  whenever any 
question of resistance is there it will 
be said that there is violence. No
body has said a word about it  The 
Prime Bfinister said  that 25 people 
came to tell us something.  Who says 
it is correct?  If the  report in the 
paper is correct, I have read that the 
students, when they imderstood that 
some people were  about to loot a 
shop, went and drove away the peo
ple.  Do you call it anti-social? When 
somebody wanted to do  something 
the students stopped it  The stu
dents who were demonstrating drove 
the people away and prevented them 
from looting the shop.  Without un
derstanding what the  mistakes are, 
without  understanding  where we 
have gone  wrong,  without under
standing whether the policy of  the 
Government is correct, whether this 
policy will satisfy the  people arid 
whether this policy  does anything 
good to the people, if anything hap
pens in the country to shoot the peo
ple involved and then say that they 
are anti-social elements, to say that 
there are anti-social elements every
where io wrong.  I say, if everywhere 
in this country anti-social elements 
everyday are increasing, it is time for

the Government to say that for the 
last eight years their rule has created 
only anti-social elements in the coun
try and so they will go out of ofiQce 
and will not remain.  It is not good 
for the  Government  to  everyday 
come and say;  “What can we do? 
There are  thousands of  anti-social 
elements in Gujerat, there are lakhs 
of anti-social elements in Maharash
tra, there are anti-social  elements 
everywhere”.  Where  were  these 
anti-social  elements?  Does  the 
Government  say  that before  1947 
all the students and others were with 
the British  Imperialism  and  only 
when they went  away they have 
come out to do something against tlie ' 
coimtry?  Does the Government say 
that everybody who  agitates  today 
are unpatriotic and they do not love 
the country?  Can you say that all 
those who say that  there must be 
linguistic States are anti-social and 
impatriotic?  They  are those who 
fought for the country.  They are the 
Gujerathis, Maharashtrians, Tamilians, 
the Punjabis and the  Bengalis who 
stood together and  fought for the 
freedom of the country.  When they 
have fought together, when they have 
worked together,  when they have 
stood together fitting against Bri
tish Imperialism,  can you say the 
next day they have become separat
ed, chauvinistic and against the Gov
ernment?  If that is the answer that 
is being given every time, I am sorry 
the Government is jumping from one 
error to another error and the only 
solution they find to the problems is 
to say that the people are becoming 
anti-social and violent  and there is 
nothing wrong as far as the policy of 
the Government is concerned.

Therefoi*e, as far as this Bill is con
cerned, for the last one year we had 
been discussing about  it.  For  the 
whole time it was under considera
tion there had been  troubles in this 
country.  It is only because of  the 
principle which the Congress organi
sation itself had  propagated among 
the people and which had gone deep
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in the minds of the people. They had 
been convinced that it is good to have 
reorganisation on the linguistic basis. 
They even today feel that it is cor
rect.  As far as the question of safe
guards to minorities  and boundary 
questions are concerned, troubles are 
going to come. The only way in which 
all these things can be solved is not 
by lathis,  bullets  and  Section 144. 
From the time we pass this will let the 
Government think out  what are the 
defects and  where we  have gone 
against the people.  If they do not do 
that and say something  here about 
the Opposition  parties  and abuse 
them and be satisfied that they have 
done something, the  people outside 
will not tolerate it.

The moment  Members of Parlia
ment here agreed to it and the Gov
ernment announced it, the people in 
Gujerat reacted against it  There
fore, the people will  react, because 
there are certain convictions in the 
minds of the  people.  When some
thing K done against  that, they are 
going to react and considering every 
reaction as something done by anti
social elements is not  good.  If you 
disregard the feelings of the people, 
the moment we pass this States Re
organisation Bill,  instead of doing 
good to the country it will cmly do 
harm.  If the defects are not under
stood, if the wishes of the people are 
not known, tho protection to linguis
tic nn'norities is not given and  the 
solution to boundary question is not 
foimd out, trouble is bound to come. 
After passing it may start in smaller 
conflicts  in  boundaries.  If  these 
things are not taken  note of, some 
basic principles are not evolved and 
the people are not educated on them, 
certainly this Bill is not going to do 
any good to the country.  It will only 
create confusion and whatever the in
tentions of the Government may be, 
certainly it will  defeated. We will 
learn a great lesson by that. We have 
already understood  that in Gujerat. 
Therefore, I say, as far as the States 
Reorganisation  Bill is  concerned, 
which we have worked out for  the 
lasx so many months, certainly it  is

the “duty of the Government to think 
carefully about  this thing.  It is the 
duty of the country to see that  the 
Government understand the reactions 
of the people, and the  Government
should  either try to convince the
people  of their correct policy or the
country should  see that  the Govern
ment thenaselves change the policy on 
the groimd that the people want to 
change.  If this is  done, certainly, 
trouble will be created.
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Sloi VcjAataragian: Before I offer 
my remarks on the Bill, I desire to 
move an amendment in substitution 
of the amendment moved by Pandit 
G. B. Pant this morning.

Mr. Speaker: Is it regading Kanya 
Kumari?

Shri Venkataraman: Yes, Sir.  The 
areas which are transferred to Mad
ras State consist of five taluks—Agas- 
theeswaram, Thovala, Kalkulam and 
Vilavancode, and  also  Shenqottah. 
The first four taluks form one conti
guous area and therefore they could 
form a separate district.  The other 
taluk, namely, Shencottah, is not con
tiguous and it is separated from the 
other four taluks. Therefore, it should 
be added on to the Tirunelveli dis
trict, as part of that district.  This is 
my amendment which I move.
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I beg to move:

That for the amendment moved 
by Pandit G. B. Pant, printed as 
No. 607 in List No. 50 of amend
ments, the following be substitut
ed:

Page 4, for lines 1 and 2, substitute:

“(b)  the terriiOTies comprised 
in the Agastheeswaram, Thovala. 
Kalkulam and Vilavancode taluks 
shall form a separate district to 
be known as Kanya ûmari dis
trict in the State of Madras; and

(c) the territories comprised in 
the Shencottah taluk shall be in
cluded in and  become part of 
Tirunelveli district in the State (rf 
Madras.”

This is in  accordance  with the 
wishes of the people who are being 
transferred, as it were, to the Madras 
State.  They wanted to have a sepa
rate district and a  separate district 
administration  for  them, and the 
Government of India have been good 
enough 10 accept their demand.

Coming to the general provisions of 
the Bill, I desire to support tiie Bill 
vîholeheartedly  for  the very able 
manner in which the  Government 
have solved what  appeared at one 
time to be an insoluble problem.  In 
fact,  if we look at the general feel
ing in the country, apart from a few 
stray incidents, the reports that ap
pear in the newspapers show that the 
country is satisfied with the Bill as it 
has emerged from second reading.

It is no doubt true that the States 
Reorganisation  Commission literally 
opened a Pandora’s box.  It created 
in the minds of various people a de
sire for conquest, a primordial in
stinct of man to extend his territory 
and to gather more territory for him
self, and this desire manifested itself 
by way of presentation of claims and 
counter-claims over various parts of 
the State.  Ii  almost  threatened to 
engulf the country in  chaos.  It is 
really a tribute to the national leader
ship that ultimately solved this great

problem, and it has been solved to 
the satîction of the majority of the 
people of this country.

It was said that this is a Bill which 
confers multi-lingual,  bilingual and 
unilingual States.  It is  not so. True 
to our principles of a composite eco
nomy, we have also tried to remem
ber tĥ principle of a composite poli
tical theory.  We have  some States 
which  are  unilingual,  some  states 
which are bilingual.  All these States 
will be put on their mettle, on trial, 
and if the Slates which are bilingual 
in character show  greater progress 
and better results, it will be an in
ducement to other States which are 
imilingual to emulate the <»ample of 
the bilingual States and then become 
bilingual States  themselves. If the 
experiment does not succeed, possibly, 
it is likely that the people may think 
of going back to  unilingual States. 
Therefore, it is now  for the country 
and for the people to give this Bill the 
best trial that is possible under the 
circumstances and to show also their 
utmost  goodwill.  Whatever  little 
difficulties or  whatever little diŝ>- 
pointments that we may have, it is 
time that we forget them and put our 
shoulders to the wheel to make a siic- 
cess of this great experiment.

When I was listening to Shri A. K. 
Gopalan, it  struck  me that of all 
people on earth, it is  Shri Gopalan 
and the people of the Kerala State 
that have  absolutely no  cause for 
complaint or grievance.  I desire to 
make this very clear.  On the princi
ple tlmt » taluk should not be divided, 
the keiala State  got the whole of 
Kasargod taluk much to the disap
pointment of my friends from My
sore and Karnataka. At the same time, 
even though a taluk  should not be 
divided, a portion of the Shencottah 
taluk was divided and the hill portion 
was given to  Kerala on tiie ground 
that it was contiguous to them.  The 
other principle  enunciated by  the 
Commission is that if  more than 70 
per cent of the people  speak one 
language, it  should be  declared as 
unilingual.  It  was  found by the 
Commission that the Devikidam
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had more than 72 per cent of Tamil
speaking people and still it was not 
given to Madras, because they said it 
was a migratory population.  There
fore, on all issues they have scored 
a tremendous success.  I wish them 
well; let them not, of all people on 
the earth, complain  that they have 
any cause for grievance.
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Shri Gadilingana G<rwd (Kurnool): 
The complaint  applies not only to 
Kerala, but to the whole of India.

Shri Venkataraman:  He said, “the
people of Kerala are thoroughly dis
appointed”.  I want the  people of 
Kerala to know that they have suc
ceeded on all grounds.

The other point to which I would 
like to refer is the settlement of the 
various border disputes.  It is a mat
ter of great importance to all of us 
that the border  disputes should be 
settled.  Before the  S.R.C. was ap
pointed and  before  this Bill was 
presented, attempts were made by the 
Madras Grovemment to  settle their 
differences in respect of  the border 
with the Andhra Government,  Even 
in 1953, when the  Andhra Act was 
passed, it was agreed  between the 
parties that border areas could be set
tled by mutual discussion.  They had 
made fairly  good  progress in the 
course of thfe  discussion.  It is only 
when the Bill came and when it 
foxmd that border  disputes related 
not only to Andhra and Madras but 
to other areas as well that the An
dhra Government withdrew from the 
conversations and said, “let it be de
cided on the basis of the principle to 
be enimciated for all border disputes”. 
That itself shows that if you do not 
have any authority to settle the dis
pute, it does not follow that the dis
pute will not be settled at all.  On 
the contrary, if there is no authority, 
they would come together and try to 

the disputes and the differences 
will be narrowed further and further. 
After the zonal  councils come into 
existence, it will be possible to settle 
the various border disputes wherever 
parties can meet together and come

to an agreement  In this connectiao* 
I desire to mention that a small mis
take has occurred in a border in res
pect of the Shencottah taluk.  I* have 
a letter from the Chief  Minister oi 
Madras where it is said:

“It has since been brought to 
my notice that not only the area:; 
in Puliyara village but also parts 
of Shencottah and  Achambathur 
villages have also been arbitrarily 
treated as Puliyara Hill Pakuthy.
I, therefore,' suggest that the Tra- 
vancore-Cochin Government may 
be moved to cancel their notifica
tion reconstituting the Shencottah 
taluk and the  question may be 
taken up afresh  and the line of 
demarcation  drawn  up after a 
joint inspection by the officials of 
the two Governments.”

I mention this as an  instance in 
point to show that  wherever there 
are such  differences, the approach 
should be for the respective Govern
ments to meet and try to settle them 
between themselves; then only they 
should think of some other authority. 
We, lawyers,  never  stop with the 
court of original  jurisdiction where 
we have appellate courts.  The more 
we increase the appellate jurisdiction, 
the greater is the litigation.  It is not 
good to have more and more litigation 
in respect of border disputes.

There is one other  small matter. 
Yesterday an amendment was intro
duced by Shri Datar with regard to 
the' representation in the Council of 
States.  In the Joint  Committee the 
principle was accepted that where a 
Member was enrolled as a voter in a 
particular State, he should be allocat
ed to that State. One Member, out of 
the 18 Members representing Madras, 
is enrolled as a voter in South Kanara 
and he was, in accordance with the 
Joint Committee’s report, allocated to 
the State of Mysore.  But  yesterday 
the Government  suddenly moved an 
amendment and removed that parti
cular clause.  Tht; result is that the 
Member, who is enrolled as a voter in 
South Kanara, will be  representing
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the Madras State. As far as that par
ticular Member is concerned, we have 
the highest regard for  him and we 
have no objection.  But this is a mat
ter of principle and I desire that the 
Government should look  into it and 
see how a Member  enrolled as  a 
voter in one Stale could be asked to 
represent in the Council of States the 
other State.

The final result of this reorganisa
tion of States is that the number of 
States is being reduced; now we will 
have only 13 States and 4  Centrally 
administered areas.  That itself is a 
grea. step towards the greater unifi
cation of the country. If, by virtue of 
the experience people  gain by the 
bilingual State of  Bombay, larger 
States come into existence, then the 
nimiber of  States  will be reduced 
further.  We are really proceeding in 
the right direction and I woxild like 
to say that the experiment should re
ceive  the  utmost  co-operation  of 
every section of this House.

Lastly, I have to  say  that even 
though during the progress of the Bill 
there was  considerable heat and a 
great deal of conflict,  now towards 
the end, we find that  apart from a 
few stray  instances  of  dissatisfied 
people, it has commanded the confi
dence of not only  Members of this 
House, but the  country at large.  1 
support  whole-heartedly  the  Bill 
before this House.

Mr. Speaker: I would like to know 
the views of the House.  We allotted 
three hours for the third reading and, 
therefore, I will have to call upon the 
hon. Minister to reply at 3 o’clock, so 
that we may conclude this debate by 
3-30 when the House will take up the 
non-offlcial business.  If on the other 
hand, the House is inclined to sit for 
half an hour more till 6-80........

Several Hon. Members: No, no.

Mr. Speaker: Then, I call upon the 
hon/ Minister to reply.

Pandit G. B. Pant:  I have no in
tention of inflicting  any  speech on 
the House in the course of this final 
stage.  I have already taken up a lot 
of the time of the House;  I had only 
one intention that I wanted to carry 
out and I propose to do so now. I am 
grateful to the House for the way in 
which it has co-operated with  the 
Government in improving this  Bill. 
In fact, while we were applying our 
minds to the clauses of this BiU, whe
ther in the Joint Committee  or  in 
this House, for some time all party 
differences were eliminated,  and  it 
appeared that all Meoibers were in
clined to look at the problems which 
arose out of this Bill in  a  rational 
way on their merits without any pre
judice and uninfluenced by extraneous 
considerations.  I value  that  spirit 
and I cannot but appreciate the assis
tance which I have received from the 
Members of various parties  in  the 
Joint Committee and  here  in  this 
House.

I regret to find that still in  some 
minds there is a feeling of frustration 
about this Bill.  The Members oppo
site have been  oppressed either by 
the sense of our  success  or  their 
failure.  But whatever it be, when I 
review the situation, I find that  we 
have achieved much more than ‘any
one could have expected from us ten 
months ago. when the report of the 
States Reorganisation Commission was 
published.  As hon. Members  might 
be remembering, it was exactly on the 
10th October last year that thêreport 
saw the light of day and it is just on 
the 10th August this year that we are 
reaching abnost the end of the jour
ney, so far as this  august House is 
concerned.

Look at the picture and see really 
if the proposals that we have  made 
do not satisfy the people of the coun
try or the inhabitants of the States 
concerned.  Let us  start  from  the 
South.  Someone  mentioned  Tamil 
Nad.  Is there any sense of dissatis
faction anywhere in Tamil Nad?

3. P.M.

Some Hon. Members: No.
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Pamdtt G. B. Paat: So far as I am 
aware, Tamil Nad is fully  satisfied 
with the proposals  contained in  the 
Bill.

Take again the big State of Karna
taka which Will consist of Mysore and 
80 many districts which  have  been 
amalgamated  with  Mysore  from 
Hyderabad and from Bombay. I am 
really happy to feel that this State is 
going to be launched with the unani
mous approval, support and blessing 
of the people living in Karnataka. Is 
there any indication of failure or any 
sense of resentment or dissatisfaction?

î t us then go  fufther  and  see 

Kerala itself.

Î i Gopalan, I think, is interested 
in Kerala.

Shrl A. K. Gopalan:  Certainly.
Paxidit G. B, Fant: Has it not been 
the desire of Kerala that it should bft 
carved in̂ a separate  and has
it ever wished to have  more  than 
what is assigned to Kerala?

Shrt A. K. Gopakm: I only refer- 
ed to ih» President’s r«Je.

Pandit G. B. Pant: The dissatis
faction is not about the reorganisation 
but about the President’s rule. For 
that the responsibility is not mine. It 
is that of the people of Kerala.

Shri A. K. Gopalan: No.  It is not 
the responsibility of the  people  of 
Malabar.  But you  are  punishing 
th«n. '

Pandit G. B. Pant:  If the. majority 
of thê members of the Kerala Legis
lature were in agreement, we would 
have been able to run the State in a 
democratic way.  But they have been 
quarrelling; they have been squabbl
ing in a way which has resulted in 
the Kerala Legislature being split up 
into groups, none being in a  majo
rity. ...

Shri A. K. Gopalan: And the Cong- 
ifc is fighting each other.

PwkUI G. B. Pant:  Well,  groups
opposed to the Congress oocasionaliy 
succeed even in invading the Cong
ress with their disruptive tendencies.

But I am not concerned  here  with 
the reorganisation part of the  State, 
SQ far as that goes,  Mr. G<̂lan is 
satisfied.

Now, let us go further.  There 
has been a battle royal over the re
organisation of the  Bombay  State. 
The. question of Bombay  has  been 
really the centre of controversies dur
ing these many months.  We  have 
not been able to find a  satisfactory 
solution.  Ultimately, a solution was 
found, a solution for which this House 
in particular deserves hearty congra
tulations, a solution which I had the 
privilege of regarding not as a party 
but as a national solution.  That solu
tion is there.  Many  congratulatory 
messages have been received by S)iri 
Deshmukh,. as he said, though he had 
not voted for that clause himself; and 
we had also the privilege of getting a 
number  of telegrams  from  many 
quarters. •

Shri A. K. Gopalan:  We have also 
got so many telegrams against it.

Pandit G. B. Pajtf: I think you are 
always judging things against.  What 
I am saying is this: there had been 
a tense atmosphere even in this House 
while this Bombay problem was pro
ving almost n̂tracUble and insoluble. 
That tension has disappeared.  There 
is a general feeling  of  goodwill, an 
earnest desire  to  acconunodate each 
other, to wipe away the sad memory 
of the evil day and to settle down to 
business in a  neighbourly, friendly 
and comradely manner.  The zeal and 
spirit which are inspiring the people 
today were blessed by my friend Mr. 
Gadgil.  So, that too is a solution over 
which we can congratnlate ourselves.

Go further and approach Rajasthan. 
Has there been any dissatisfaction in 
Rajasthan because of the reorganise* 
tion proposals?

About Punjab, leaving aside Maha 
Punjab which is not even little Pun
jab and the Hindu Mahasabha, which 
has hardly any credit left now if it 
had ever any, is there anyone .Jn Pun
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jab who is opposed to the proposals 
that were evolved for  eosuring the 
co-operatioa of the  two  great com
munities living in the Punĵib?  Mr. 
Chatterjee  is  not  here.  He  had 
suggested  at  a  time  that  there 
should  be  two  sub-lederation$  in 
the Punjab and a common leîration 
binding the two.  Would that  have 
been better than the regional formula? 
T would earnestly ask him to rcK:on- 
sider the position and then to tell us 
whether what we have evolved is not 
hundred times better  than what he 
was himself going to propose.

Then he has been  speaking about 
democracy.  At  the  same  time 
he wanted  Himachal  Pradesh to be 
merged  in  the  Punjab.  He  was 
also referring to the S. R. C. Report. 
Does he not know that the Chairman 
of the Commission  was  opposed to 
the  merger of  Himachal  Pradesh? 
Does he not know that there is not a 
single  m  ̂ in  Himachal  Pradesh 
who  is  in  favour  of  its  merger 
with Punjab?  Then,  would it have 
been a really democratic act? Would 
we have acted in accordance with the 
wishes of the  people  of  Himachal 
Pradesh if we  had  pushed  it into 
Pimjab against the wishes of the peo
ple of Himachal  Pradesh?  These de
mocratic instincts are hardly compati
ble with the tenets of  Hindu Maha- 
sabha.  About Punjab we have found 
a solution which is certainly satisfy
ing to by far the majority of the peo
ple living in the Punjab.

Then we come to the big State of 
Madhya Pradesh.  This is going to be 
formed for the first time and it wHl 
have within its borders now the terri
tories of four States—Madhya Bha
rat, Vindhya  Pradesh.  Bhopal and 
Mahakoshal.  Has  there  been  any 
word of murmur against Jt anywhere? 
Has there been  any  resentment ot 
dissatisfaction?

Sĥ ̂A K. Gopalaa;  What  about 
Gujarat?

Pandit G. B. P :̂ Well, you ĥve 
now shifted your ground from Bom
bay to Gujrat.  We  will  see  the 
results that wijl ensue.  We thought 
you had greater interest in Bombay.

Shri A. K.'GopaHm: We have even 

now interest in Bombay.

Paadit G. B.  Pant:  So  lar  as
Gujarat goes, the leaders of Gujarat, 
every member  representing Gujarat 
in this House, has supported this pro. 
posal.  Would Mr. Gopalan say that 
he is a member for his constituency 
but that he does  not  r.epresent his 
constituency and that he should like 
to offer other people lor serving as 
moû pieces for the territories wh'ch 
he repreŝts?  What is the  position 
of the member of Parliament?

Shii A. K. GopiOan: What is a bil
ingual State? If the  U. P. members 
can sign a memorandum about Bom
bay I can also speak aboiit them.

Pandit G. B. Pant: I do not say that 
you have no right  to  speak.  But 
don’t go t>eyond the speech.  So far 
as that goes I submit that every mem
ber of this House  has  the right to 
express  his  opinion  about  every 
matter.  But Mr. Gopalan  said that 
the opinion of the people of Gujarat 
should not prevail where Gujarat is 
concerned.  So I say then: should we 
be guided by the opinion of the Mem
bers  of  Parliament  who  represent 
Gujarat or by his opinion?

Shri A K. GepaOan: I only want to 
know whether there  is  any resent
ment among the people of Gujarat.

Pandit G. B. Pant:  So  far as the
opinion of the people  of  Gujarat is 
concerned, I  am  satisfied  that it is 
in favour of  the  bilingual  State of 
Bombay. It is  merely  because  the 
majority of the People are in favour 
of this proposal that the small, insig
nificant minority, if any, exploits the 
immature youths and resorts to other 
methods  in  order  to  over-awe the 
majority and to prevent it from enjoy
ing the privileges to which it is entit
led  as  a majoritjr,  Othwwise, one
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would not go  beyond  constitutional 
methods.  If one has a majority, one 
would not have recourse to vicdence. 
It is only b̂ ause that one has not a 
majority in a  place  that  one then 
takes recourse to methods which are 
unconstitutional,  undemocratic  and 
violent.  So, that  indicates  that the 
people of Gujarat are in favour of the 
proposal that is contained in the Bill.

Then there  is  Andhra  which is 
going to be big now and which had 
been smaU so far.  Telengana is being 
merged with Andhra and we will have 
an Andhra Pradesh. Is anylxxiy in An
dhra dissatisfied  with  this arrange
ment, even any of the Members sitting 
opposite belonging to  Andhra?  Then 
where  is  the  dissatisfaction? What 
have we done to create such a furore 
on the other side?

Shri Gadilingana Gawd: Only about 
the boundary commission.

Pandit G. B. Pant: I want to leam 
some of  the  very  savoury  epithets 
used by Professor Mukerjee, but I will 
have to sit at his  feet,  I  thmk, for 
many, many years before I can swal
low even one of  them. So  far as I 
am concerned,  my  vocabulary is, I 
think, defective as well as mild, but 1 
listened to him with the respect that 
a professor  deserves.  And  with the 
knowledge that he has of the langu
age, it is not surprising if  he is  as 
familiar with words which we do not 
know as with words which we happen 
to know.  Shri Chatterjee once said 
that he had quoted. the scripture.  I 
do not know  if Shri Mukerjee  re
members the adage.  He  did  quote 
the scripture today,  not  once,  not 
twice, but a number  of  times.  In 
which capacity he was doing  it  he 
alone knows.

So ttr as Shri Chatterjee goes, he 
claims to be  a  better  Congressman 
than we poor people who have  been 
associated with the Congress for more 
than 55 years of our life.  He claims 
to  know more about  the  Congress 
ideology, the  Congress  policy  and

the  Congress  creed  than  any  of 
us  can  pretend  to  know.  1  am 
not  surprised  to  see  the  alliance 
between Professor Mukerjee and Shri 
Chatterjee. Opppsites  attract  each 
other, but  when  tl̂y  contact each 
other, conflagration follows. So, so Iqpg 
as there is some distance between the 
two still, we should not be afraid of 
any grave disaster, but if they come 
closer still, then I am afraid the con
flagration may cause disaster not only 
to others but to  themselves  because 
when  a  conflagration  follows,  the 
thing which creates the conflagration 
is itself reduced to ashes.  So, I am 
not surprised at their coming nearer. 
Only they must beware of the future 
and of the danger that lies ahead.

Some remarks were made by Shri 
Deshmukh.  I would not like to reply 
to his arguments in detail because this 
is not the stage meant for that, but 
he referred to zonal councils and said 
they are not flexible.  Can anything 
be more flexible than a council, the 
decisions of which are not binding on 
anybody and are only of an advisory 
character? What is  rigid , about it I 
cannot see.  Then he  said  that the 
principles that have been laid down 
in the States Reorganisation Commis
sion report for the guidance of those 
who may have to deal with such pro
blems hereafter are- not  very sound. 
They may not be.  I do not claim to 
be an expert in these matters, but I 
know that  Shri  Deshmukh  himself 
was in favour of a uniform application 
of those principles,  and  it  was in 
accordance with his advice that these 
principles were  applied  to Belgaum, 
Karwar, Supa, Halyal and every other 
place.  So, if we  have  not changed 
overnight, we are not very much to 
blame.  We still continue to sit where 
we were and so our mind continuee 
to work as it  did.  So,  there might 
be, I think,  some  difficulty  in our 
undergoing  a  metamorphosis  so 
speedily.

Some friends also raised some sort 
of  objection—a  gentle  and  mild
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word—̂to our having settled down to 
this bi-lingual formula for Bombay in 
the course of one or two or three days. 
We are ever in the quest of the right 
and  the  true.  Whenever  we  can 
grasp it we are prepared to avail our
selves of the benefits that can accrue 
from it  That has  been  our policy 
and it will continue to be our policy. 
We do not wait to condemn a man till 
be is dead.  We like to criticise a man 
if he goes wrong while he is alive and 
not after he has been buried and has 
been in the grave  for  some years. 
Similarly, we are prepared to revise 
our decisions if we find that  better 
substitutes can be found in a day, in 
two days, in ten days, in twenty, days. 
We are not Fascists in our methods. 
Our Prime  Minister  ever  keeps an 
open mind and" I  do  not  think* any 
other statesman can  be found with 
such a rational attitude towards pro
blems.  I myself do  not  enjoy that 
privilege I must confess, but when
ever in the case of tliis reorganisation 
problem we found that a better sub
stitute could be found we have accept
ed It readily.  Ultimately we are guid
ed by one principle  and that is this. 
We have to serve  our people.  We 
cannot afford to perpetuate a wrong 
if we become conscious of having done 
a wrong.  It is not a question of our 
prestige.  What is our prestige? What 
is the prestige of an individual or of 
a dozen individuals? We are here to 
serve 380 million people.  Our pres
tige lies in our  success in however 
small a degree it may be in serving 
them satisfactorily and  in  achieving 
some little success in  removing the 
many hardships and difficulties from 
which they have been  suffering for 
ages.  It is only that which guides us, 
and it is only that ideal which we 
place before ourselves for the regula
tion of our own conduct and we will 
continue to do so.

'  Some other remarks have also been 
made here and  there,  but I do not 
think it necessary  at  this stage to 
reply to every small point. In  fact,, 
this is the stage when  we have to 
take a wide sweep of the whole pano.

rama before us that has been unfold
ing during the last seven  or  eight 

montns. *

We have had  many  difficult days. 
We were surrounded  by  glocm  on 
many an  occasion.  Light  was not 
visible not only near us but even far 
away.  The sun of reason was cloud
ed.  There  were  mists  all  round. 
Luckily, w;e have got over all  that 
They have been dispelled and today 
we start our  new  career  with hope 
and faith.

We do not suggest̂ and we are not 
vain enough to  think  that  what we 
have done  is  perfect.  There is no 
perfection in affairs of  life, but we 
can claim that we have made every 
effort to reduce  imperfection to the 
minimum degree.  And I respectfully 
and humbly submit  that  we  have* 
succeeded in that effort.

I will only appeal to the people of 
Gujarat.  I will only  appeal to the 
young friends, who are the hope not 
only  of  the  future  but  also  of 
tomorrow.  After all. the labours of 
the Prime Minister cannot be of abid
ing benefit to the country, unless the 
youth who will follow him are wortny 
of the mantle that they have to carry, 
and can  carry  the  torch of light 
forward so that  this  country may 
have enlightenment as well as pros
perity.  So, our hope rests  on those 
youths. It is extremely disappointinĝ 
it makes one  really  sad that they 
should be easily led away.  The young 
men are by nature emotional.  They 
respond to an appeal  for  sacrifice. 
Courage and bravery are their usual 
characteristics. So, I appeal to them 
not to allow themselves to be led away 
like that. It is a matter of  immense 
sorrow to us that the credit of Guja
rat, the good name and reputation of 
Gujarat should have been besmirchea 
by the happenings of the last two or 
three days.  Nobody could have ever 
dreamt that people in Gujarat could 
be carried away by their sentiments to 
such an extent as to have recourse to 
arson, to assaults, to the  burning of 
public property, to the  smashing of 
street lights  and all  that.  It is  a



[Pandit G. B. Pant]

matter, of great sorrow to us.  We can 
only hope that the memory of this evil 
ây will not linger, and that there will 
be no repetition of this orgy of '̂io- 
lence again in that  great  State, to 
ŵhich we have always looked for In
spiration, and especially for the pre- 
;servation of a truly non-violait gene
rous and friendly spirit in the entire 
country. •
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(c) the territories comprised in 
the Shencottah  taluk  shall  be 
included in and become part of 
Tirûelveli district in the  State 
of Madras.”

The motion was adopted.

Mr. Speaker; The question is:

*That the  Bill, as  amended,  be

I appeal to hon. Members now to 
w.-clcome tliis Bill  with  friendliness, 
with generosity, and with a determina
tion to make it a success.  A statute 
that has been passed by Parliament, 
that carries with it not only the sup
port of many Members of a particular 
party, but  virtually  of  the  entire
House, deserves still  greater respect
than an ordinary Act  that may be 
-passed now and then.  This  States 
Reorganisation  Bill,  which, I hope,
1̂1 soon become an Act, can claim 
that It has b̂iind it, the goodwill, ̂ ê 
support and the blessings of the ̂ tire 
'House and also of the great leaders 
.outside.

So, let us pledge  ourselves to
apply ourselves constructively to the 
implementation of this Bill.  And in 
order that we  may  succeed  in tjiat 
effort, let us create the proper atmos
phere, an atmosphere of  charity, of 
goodwill, of  generosity,  of  friend
liness, and  of  comradeship in  the 
-country.

Mr. Speaker: I shall now put Shri 
Venkataraman*s amendment to vote. 

The question is;

That for the amendment moved by 
Pandit G. B. Pant, printed as No. 607 
in List No. 50 of amendments,  the 
following be substituted;

Page 4, for lines 1 and 2 substitute: 

“(b)  the territories comprised 
in the Agastiheeswaram, Thovala 
Kalkulam and Vilavancode taluks 
shall form a separate district to 
be known as Kanya Kumari dis
trict in the State of Madras; and

The motion was adopted.

Mr. Speaker: There are about five 
minutes more to 3-30 p.M. Shall  we 
dispose of the River Boards  Bill  in 
five minutes?

Sltrl K. K. Basn:  Let us  adjoum
for five minutes, and then take up 
Private Members’ Bills.

Mr. Speaker: All right. Why not we 
adjoum  for  five minutes  and  re
assemble at 3-30 P.M.

3-27 P.M.

The Lok Sabha then adjourned till 
Half Past Three of the Clock.

The Lok Sabha  re-assemhled  at 
Half Past Three of the Clock.

[Mr. Dbputy-Speaker in the Chair]

CODE OF CIVIL PROCEDURE 
(AMENDMENT) BILL*

HTo

5rnr i

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The question
is:

“That leave be granted to intro
duce a Bill further to amend the 
Code of Civil Procedure, 1908”.

The motion was adopted.

HTo ^
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