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INDIAN PENAL CODE (AMEND-

MENT) BILL
(Amend t of Section 497)

Mr, Deputy-Speaker: The House
will now proceed with further con-
sideration of the following motion
moved by Shri Dabhi on the 2T7th
July 1856: )

“That the Bill further to amend
the Indian Penal Code, 1860, be
taken into consideration”.

Out of 2 hours allotted for discus-
sion of the Bill, 47 minutes were taken

up on the 27th July 1956, and 1 hour

and 13 minutes are still available.

Shri K. K. Basu may continue his
speech.

'

Bhri K. K. Basu (Diamond Har-
bour): Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir, the
other day when we were on this Bill,
my objection for opposing this Bill
was mainly in view of the condition
in our country, where we have not
come to that stage where we can
apply the principle of equality with~
out any reservation. Nobody in the
House wishes that this social crime
should be indulged in by any mem-
ber of the community. But we have
got to realise the conditions—the
social conditions—prevalent today. It
is true, as 1 was saying the other
day, that even in the case of the
Hindu law of succession, when we
have tried to lay down the law of
succession of illegitimate children, we
have tried to debar them generally
from inheriting the property of the
persons who were responsible for
their birth. We have restricted .it to
mother's property.

Apart from this, we know full well
that in spile of a provision in the
Constitution that there is no differ-
ence recognised on account of sex,
in society today because of our past
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backwardness or past condition, we
still find there are differences. Let
us take the composition of the House..
Out of 500 Members, how many wn-
men Membeérs are there? It is not
because they are incompetent, but.
because we have not come to that
stage wherein many of our sisters

" and mothers find time or have the in-

clination to come to this Parliament
to represent the country or the con-
stituencies of the States from where
they come. Take the case even of the
ever-mounting geometric  progres—
sion of the members of the Cabinet.
Even today, they have only one
Cabinet Minister and one Deputy
Minister representing the fair sex. It
is not because there is a dearth of
talent, but because of the condition
of our society which has grown in
such a way that apart from the ini-
tial appointments made in 1952, when
new appointments are made, we-
hardly find any representation from
that section of the community.

Similarly, among our Ambassadors,.
we find only one woman has been
selected so far.

Shri Tek Chand (Ambala-Simla):-
On a point of order. What has all that
got to do with adultery?

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: He is trying
te cennect it in this way, that con-
ditions in this country have not come
to that stage where women can be
treated egually with men. We are
not treating;them in other spheres
equally. Why should we enforce this
equality here? This is the argument
of the hon. Member'

Shri Tek Chand: Is it not an offence
for men?

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: He may differ
from him.

Shri K, K, Basn: Thank you very
much. I was saying that we have not
come $o that stage when there can
be this:sort of equality for punish-
ment betweeh man and woman.
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[Shri K. K. Basu]

Let me give one more example. If
my hon. friend, Shri Tek Chand, had
gone—before the new law was pass-
.ed—and remarried or married a
second time—I do not mean to say
that he would do it—against the
wishes of society, what would have
‘happened? On the other hand if
any woman would have done so,
what would have happened? So, the
«ondition of our women has not
.come to that stage when there can
be equality of this kind.

Then take the case of widow re-
marriage. This law was passed 30
years ago. What is the number of
widows who have remarried, in spite
of the fact that this law has been
there for such a long time?

We are all against this social vice.
‘But if we want to extend this theory
of equality of sexes, we must realise
the background of our society and
the background of the environment
prevalent in our country. Therefore,
I would like to tell the Mover, Shri
Dabhi, that the time has not yet come
when we should have this particular
legislation in the statute-book of
our land. Of course, thesc social vices
and aberrations should not be indulg-
ed in. But we cannot base our argu-
ment on the theory of equality of
the sexes for inflicting a punishment
of this character.

Therefore, I would urgé Shri Dabhi
to withdraw the Bill. When the time
<omes for it, Parliament will certain-
1y take notice of it considering all
the prevalent conditions, and make
the necessary amendment in  the
law, needed at that time.

Shri M. D. Joshi (Ratnagiri South):
1 have given notice of an amend-
ment.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: 1 will come
to that.

Shri Raghubir Sahai (Etah Distt—
North-East cum Budaun Distt.—East)
Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir, 1 am wvery
‘grateful to you for having given me
an opporunity to speak on this Bill.
1 admire the pertinacity of my hon.
{riend, Shri Dabhi, for having brought
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forward this Bill once again before
the House. It was in 1952 that he in-
troduced a similar Bill in this House
and, as he said in his opening speech,
it was at my suggestion, as well as
that of Shrimati Jayashri, that
he was pleased to withdraw that
Bill. And, we are grateful to him for
having made that response. 1 may
have to make a similar request on
this occasion as well that he may
be pleased to withdraw the Bill.

In introducing this Bill, he gave us
certain very strong reasons according
to him, for the adoption of this Bill.
One of his reasons was that the
authors who framed the Indian Penal
Code, at the time of the introduction
of the Code, gave certain reasonings
with regard to the enactment of this
clause; also with regard to the sub-
clause that was introduced in sec-
tion 497 that women should not be
held guilty of any' offence under sec-
tion 497 or that they may not be
punished. Those reasonings do not
hold good now.

Another reason that he put for-
ward was that now polygamy has
been abolished and gamy has
been introduced and that the system
of divorce has also been introduced.

Lastly, he referred to the provisions
in the Constitution whereby it is
strictly enjoined on us that there
should be no discrimination between
one sex and the other.

I would take these arguments seri-
atim. So far as the authors’ commen-
tary goes, I have no hesitation o
say that many of the reasons that had
been advanced by them then do not
hold good now. But that cannot be
said with regard to all the reasons
that they had given. For instance,
the state of literacy so far as oyr
women are concerned in India at pre-
sent is not satisfactory. Even now, al-
though we have advanced to a very
great extent, it can be said that our
womenfolk, especially in rural areas,
are not educated enough and the ar-
gument then advanced holds good
eVen Now.



2853 Indian Penal Code

It is true that by the enactment of
the Hindu Marriage Act of 1955, poly-
gamy has been abolished and mono-
gamy introduced and the’ system of
divorce has also been introduced.
But, how many months have elapsed
since that Act was passed and have
we seen the reaction of that Act or
‘have we seen the eficcts of that Act
in the country? Has that Act chang-
ed our social customs, manners or
ideas about social reforms? Let us
wait and see how the Act is. going
to be enforced, whether it produces
anyv social change in our habits and
in our customs or not.

Then, he -also brought forward the
provisions of the Constitution. It is
.quite true that in articles 14 and 15 it
is provided that there should be no
sex discrimination. But I would re-
quest that the articles of the Consti-
tution should not be stretched too far.
With your permission, I will invile
the attention of the House to the pro-
visions of article 15 of the Constitu-
tion. You will find that in clause (3)
it is provided that—

“Nothing in this article shall
prevent the State from making
any special provision for women
and children.”

Now, what for has this provision
been introduced, if not for the con-
sideration that women require protec-
tion? Even in the Indian Penal Code
we find a similar provision with regard
to children. Before law courts, there
may be no sex discrimination. But
it cannot be said that our females or
womenfolk have acquired all those

qualities which menfolk possess. The

state of literacy, as I said just now,
is deplorable amongst women. Their
helpless condition, their being of a
weak nature, and their dependence
all these things reguire such protec-
tion.

My hon. friend, Shri Tek Chand, in
his usual vigorous and vehement
style, the other day, quoted one ex-
ample. I do not wish to repeat that
example, But even if that example
i said to be correct, does he mean to
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say that adultery is so prevalent in
this country as he makes it out to be?

Shri Tek Chand: Sir, it was not an
example; it was an illustration to sup-
port the logic of my contention.

Shri Raghubir Sahai: That was
only one example. I say that from
that one example it cannot be infer-

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The hon.
Member (Shri Tek Chand) gave here
only an illustration and yet the hon.
Member took it as an example.

Shri Tek Chand: It was not a pre-
cedent.

Pandit K. C. Sharma (Meerut
Distt,.—South): It was not a fact.

Shri Raghubir Sahai: I stand cor-
rected. It was an illustration. But that
does not prove the rule, that adultery
is so common in this country or that
in a case of adultery it is always the
woman who lures. I think that illus-

The Minister of Defence Organisa-
tion (Shri Tyagi): Talking from per-
sonal experience!

Shri Raghubir Sahal: I think that
illustration does not make the case
for the adoption of this Bill a strong
one. In my own humble view, our
womenfolk require protection still. If
the worst happens and if, in a parti-
cular case, it is proved that it was
the woman who was responsible for
the case of adultery, well, now, under
the Hindu Marriage Act, it is cnon
to her husband, after getting that
culprit convicted, to divorce that
woman. By making this change, why
do you compel the woman also to be
convicted and be sent to jail? If she
is divorced, she will have all the pub-
lic opprobrium upon her and I think
that will be sufficient punishment for
her.

Sir, I do not think that the time
is vet ripe for making this change in
the Indian Penal Code. And, I would
ask my friend Shri Dabhi who is
very sober, very wise and very dis-
creet, to think a hundred times
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[Shri Reghubir Sahai]
before he insists on the adoption of
this Bill

I hope he will be pleased to with-
draw it this time as. well as he did
last time.

Shri M. D. Joshi: My amendment is
that the Bill be circulated for the pur-
pose of eliciting public opinion thereon
by the 10th November, 1956.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I have seen the
hon. Member's amendment, but my
difficulty is thet it is too late mow to
allow the amendment. The hon. Mem-
ber perhaps gave notice on or about
the 7th because it is printed in the
list dated the 8th.

Shri M. D. Joshi: Two days back.

Mr. Depuiy-Speaker: We started the
discussion of this Bill last time and
five Members have already spoken—
Shri Dabhi, Shrimati Jayashri, Shri
Sharma, Shri Tek Chand and Shri
K. K. Basu, who continued his speech
today. In that case, I can only allow
this amendment if the Government is
prepared to accept it; otherwise it will
not be permitted.

The Minister in the Ministry of
Home Affairs (Shri Datar): I am not

accepting it.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I am sorry then
the amendment is ruled out.

Shri M. D. Joshi: 1 would like then
to speak on this Bill.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: He will have
his turn and he will be called.

Shri Dabhi (Kaira North): -Before
the discussion cor ed today,6 he
has given notice of his amendment.
Can he not be permitted to move his
amendment?

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Suppose it is
already discussed and only the reply
is to be given, dees the hon. Member
mean that he has a right to send in a
meation to have it circulated for elicit-
ing public ovinion thereon? That is
not the case. I now call on Pabdit
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Bhargava. As time ig short, let hon.
Members be brief as I wish to accom-
modate four or five speakers on this
Bill.

dfex sT e wele () ¢
ez et aTew 7 faw @ T AW
* ag T gen e g A WA wE-
zguw (wfawrr) & i st Wi wet
 Fuad 1 fafoen @ R 77 W@
ar oA g ¥ | A om & A
TR (Im) e amE few #Y
MAFATT T frgada
frfedt (wmrrar) & € o6 S
¥ & faw & ford i el wmga w7
# arofty wearar gy § | 9 e
THE (W) Yoo w W av gefEn
st fs oz oF qoiE g A T
iwmAqe Ao

“Whoever has sexual intercourse
with a person who is and whom
he knows or has reason to believe
to be the wife of another man.."”

W OF o o femr o § 9w ¥ A
rafRfer g ag Al g A 2
o # 78 &1 w7 awar §, ag QaT
T8 ¥ fom w1 fx s s W

Shri Tek Chand: Is it a unilateral
offence? ’

dfer zmgx 2w wrlw ;WY A7
#fad & F@arar § 1 AH FET w0
& 7 W WA 0% qEN, AR TR A
g & ar famr s g @ fr
FAT & A F Ara geerdy (=)
#% a1 ag gty &, e w9
=t g wredr fedt mwdfe W
ar fadt § "™ AwgEA TR o
(Freamr) & A wrf AF AL & W
% e friv (fafew e/
1 Favw § ag Y & afcars qi
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fF = amd dzaw
waedr) # g gy ot feedt A o
F 9 1 F qAHET (FHAT) w2
dffT wit a% A G 7 aur wé
FeHTe T o & fr oo F g w2
ff oF stm iR oF ¥ § o 7
w1 qefeEr & 5 9w @ I 6 A
AW § 0% W 3@d ARa & o
T 0 wwar | SfFT 7 I F1 fam
I A arag & fs aé
T Sfn S AR @, i A
a1 7T et fadt & s a1 wifce
T ¥ A TR () T oar
F1E o A & 1 Y F www ¥ W FEW
5 =t fiv dfad (goman) #
T & 1 ffedt (mwrr) ¥ fagrw
& wre wré frarfgar e w3 a1 gk
¥ geeelt (afmm) &2 & of 7
g wifgd 1 W fRe wm ot 8 7
foram &

“Without his consent or conni-
vance®

T WX 9N & wfag & it gy
ar ot w9 A

st Wit 9 A A A

dfer s T wwlw . @
wEft o B W O ¥ W oW |
o % v 'R fr gfmn & wn g
2 | 3fFw dw (wra) Fog Fmr
“without his consent or connivance”
WAL W9 Y qg A9 76 AL A
Tw Yo w3 Sifad | e
% 9% F199 § a9 o% a1 56 & ;e
T & 5 o wrdEr o ¥ oW
T I wifax & feers opt 3,
wra & afears @ 2 T SEe ¥
afgems &1 ot F Fgme wew ¥ o
& W g oo aw fenfad
o g &, TH vee F fenfady &
418LSD
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|1 &= & A v | W w7 oW
¥ A w3 ot wsar ¢

# arar g f gt e et &
a6 feg Wik wEewE &
TEAT A F WA qUT ww
X BT W 5 A A fadw w
4t & 9w & g & oy

Shri Tek Chand: Punishable with

death.

dfear st T Aty - W A
7g Fgd & O & o0 Y Faeag R
EE W UF WOEI w97
femmT ATgaT § 1 O W oF O e
T IT F 09 AT T WL FG WO
& o wrlt § weedt (safisme) o
TR E wm w wn daw
FF A 7y 5 W N T A oA
T A fem o, Sfew @ ¥ wf
Rt g W) S W g oot
& fea 7 gar § | W e g
g1 fr 39 1 oow ) Wik

ﬁmh'(flﬂhﬁ) Lo
ffadt o fex faq 6 @7 @
| ot gl A% feErfadt 1 aae
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[ dfear g =@ wwiE |
& A 7 ot g T 9w ww
a1

wa T qg G g & fw wnfae
gw o ¥ frw fmg & 2em ww
w gew ¥ o€ qu wew e
Sifr 78 F fF Gar &9 FH T,
T A1 W I A w | af
Tt w A
aar &7 9@ AT G | AT A A
MR ReT I
Fat | A fad ag & f5 9w @
szt (gEaws) s far am
CECERTE R R
diw a8 W& Fom WA § et
FJT F A A a7 ¥ [ A e
& o, afes wd &y a7w T et R
aga oW ¥y a@ g fom 7 o
oX %9 # initi tive N Efe
v @ & o § &5 ww feelt &
9 WREEEEE (IWE) W EEdT
gomaddmwarh g fm N fs
I & Hr ey 1o g FW FEE
% foad g & om0 3§ ) Afe
o TR (wvaR) ¥ fad wr s
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AT FT OF F) TEEH F (GF FHR
qorg G & | § W § Wk FTA7 Tnga
§ ® 9 o wow faiEw FE e
# uged ® OgEAT IO T GRS
it s fafe o= oOw weeedr
1 TrEn (frEe-fasgr) W diEw
g A, A e w Ry a g ¥ W
ohd & 5 7 g sl #1 uaex
(germes) FUX 2 fzar o\ 99
W § gg OF AT A1 W9 4 T
i &1 T@dw W fear @R TR
dw gw W fgg 1 ww dfw F
#Wm ¥ % : If a person is living
in adultery, : 6 ¥ eTEAN
1 Ifem (wree) a@ @%@ ¥, Uw
fafrer oo F1er 7@ & | W9 7 o=
I FT FEA T AT OWW A T
ad 7 T F o afem (Fard)
e Tifgg s mEd agErd g
afegd | zafed & wed ¥ oF w0
argan § f F 3 gremw # g wfaw
¢ & @@ # ® Wfs oq =l §
T AEATE EH AT FCE |

# 99 avg &t T Awar e
ored wT% {Tew fEE fre g e
#rT T T ferer of :ﬂ’f%

& gfewd & aefaem & o gl
T 9T ORT I [T g ], Al
NaRgg AT s alf § 1 9= %
wE d aae . (S QW a1 9w K
Maggqlﬁm&gﬁmmﬂwm

we w owg §, A Ag A ARy
for g wrg g o AE & 0 A ey
wTAT § a1 § aUwT AT glAar § g
T FTT § el fF Tw awg T aw
1 g A T fer T 0 gEr
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T A AR ox anfam @ AEEe
& IR % 7y gifaa o & A g
FeT A & 5 s HiKE F FE q.
gRMgamafi iR are a=
T FT #% g FHdT &, W@ &7 W=
818 3 §, 7 wraz (%) T wwar
¢, FF & qgaT W § (% 99 o
¥ AR wRa w1 oW g g
&1 ¥t 91T Y 9av & 7 9@ a9 91 q
3 f& arerioe s (seiET) W
A F gy w wwn,
G FT AW (4) g FFa § WK
9 ¥ A% 9 WU [T 9% iwae wE
% &5 giwE (T TWE) ® @«_
goR T R WEF dw @
AT & ag HEAw (F9TTr) {9
I\ A G g FE AW F AT
& o amr € § W AW $@
LU

¥ Ho o

g T wwETEY (%m'rar) H ogEr
ST FT 1 TIg @Y e, (T
&« Frarget (Fewtae gwer) & ody
@ ® FE Jg Ag A9\
R 3@ A FEe IWE (W)
wor gt s qEr s e S A
feediqe afag wos 9T § A8 waw
Wi @ A 47 grew Aee
(wvidftg) & st | wEEET OF
orEHT iF aga AN P € W gE
ot Yt & dar wO § 9 awi
¥ aed W WY qg F§ 1§ IT I
T & a7 & 9 &7 AW § aieT
e ST ¥ oW 99 FE@ § AW,
fa% 91 ¥ S ZATQ FIF AR §
g § T9 A & uF afgw (§)
aafet v F ATy & qar< W@ g
' aeY & qe & a9 € 5 @
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T o fa@ &1 gava § § 9w §
% 28 1 75 9 @ waw fear o
AT | (Egea WX A T A7 9%
AT T FAT AG | FNE T€@ 27 F T
T EA R AN e
qar 7 § (% 19 a@®@ & {a9 #1 /v
¥ fas qT a7 w@< g o & o Enit
FT AU § {7 48 QAT a9 g 4T
i AR T @A F AR A ST W
w91 3g § I T ¥ w=e wza'sra

feaimal) & fvew ¥ &= 32 (2@
gt 91X) I AT 9 I, Ared
T &1 F1T 7 qET Far L wi @
Yo F I g ot & @ F oARa
oY 72 fawgw TUT @) 77 g, 9
wit % 7% ¥ yeEw 7 a8 W ag
2| o g & g, @Y F wa e
fr og& w9 99 a9 (fafedi)
T wT gy ® 9 dfw (R
fagq) wredl ®1¢ qaT 9 L I 4T
¥ #ffew wgda & fEes @1, a1 99
1 WA & AT Tifgd | WY T AR
FaT TAE 5w wr wEEr
aredt fFwE dT s F wq RS
N w3, a1 I9 &7 g9 ET

*~  bft
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dfew sveT T WWiw 0 & ST
§ T @ Ay fFe TE ¥ W T@
SN m IR o gE &
fs o= o #fw & ¢ i gudt wafe
w g ar fadt & Wi 99 o1 w9w A
s § AW A A JH g @ A,
M oxE Fawg & 7w @
@ ¥ w19 7% faamn fe w9 1@
2 frag ot + @, fe e (s
gfee &) ag 39 & O (F7) @)
FEifs a8 F1gA A fmg § @ A
2 few g A o) gt s &
<1 ¥ 1 7w AR graw e AT aRE
o w1 o (famr) & If@
3% TE T TH, §W I { W we
f& dga< a8 & % @@ fa= 1 afew
o foar 9@

Mr. Deputy-Speaker; These words
have been addressed to Shri Satya
Narayan Sinha; it ghould not be
shown that they were addressed to
me.

Pandjt Thakur Dag Bhargava: In
one of the criminal cases, I found that
one of the defences was that old men
are not capable of these things.

Shri Satya Narayan Sinha: That is
perhaps his personal defence.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: We accept that.

Shri M. D- Joshi: I rise to support
the Bill brought by my friend, Shri
Dabhi. Much has been said especially
by the last speaker, Pandit Bhargava,
about the condition of society in India.
When the LP.C. was first framed, the
law commissicners took wup a parti-
cular view. They were actuated by
considerations of humanity towards
the condition of Hindu women in

general. They say:

“They were married while still
children; they are often neglected
for other wives while still young.
They share the attention of a hus-
band with several rivals.”

10 AUGUST 1856

(Amendment) Bill 2864

They were subject to the aristo-
cratic and arbitrary rule of their hus-
bands and therefore, it was very easy
for them to be enticed by other men
and to be the objects of attention of
other men. Therefore, they said that it
would not be proper to make a wife
punishable for an act of adultery
because she was so situated that it was
impossible for her to resist the tempta-
tions offered by the third persom. I
shall quote another remark of the law
commissioners:

“We are not visionary as to
think of attacking, by law, an evil
so deeply-rooted in the manners
of the people of this country as
polygamy. We leave it to the slow,
but, we trust, the certain, opera-
tion of education and of time. But,
while it exists, we are not inclined
to throw into a scale, already too
much depressed, the additional
weight of the penal law.”

They considered polygamy to be an
evil and so long as that evil subsisted
in society, they were not willing to
make the wife a party to be punished.
That was the condition when they
tried to draw up a code, one hundred
years ago.

What is the condition today? Have
we not made any advance at all? Is the
condition of our sisters the same now?
Education has advanced. I do not held
the view that education makes a man
virtuous. On the contrary, I would
say that it makes men and women
more sophisticated. and the percentage
of virtue and vice is practically the
same. Perhapg vice is more among the
educated than among the uneducated.
There are very religious ani very vir-
tuous people, people who have not
swerved from the path of virtue,
among illiterate and uneducated peo-
ple and it is the pride of Hindu sociely
that virtuous men and women abound
even in illiterate classes. So education
has got nothing to do with this. It
wag only a question of child marriage.
Child marriage has been abolished
practically, at least among the literate
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and the so-called higher classes, Child
marriage has not been completely
abolished in the rural areas. Still,
when we look at this law, I feel that
this remark ig a standing slur on
Indian society. It was the Englishmen
who took pity on the Indian woman
and her condition. They came to her
rescue. It was all very well, But,
should the law stand as it is now? I
do not agree with my good friend here,
Shri Raghubir Sahai, when he says
that it is a question of education. Tt
is not a question of education. It is a
question merely of child marriage.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Members of
Parliament may be referred to as ‘hon.
friends’ and not 'goud friends', because
there is a danger that some Member
might be referred to as ‘bad friend.’

Shri M. D. Joshi: I meant only ‘hon.
friend’ Sir.

Then, Sir, I would like to draw the
attention of the House to the remarks
of the commentators on the law of
crime. Messrs. Rattanlal and Tirath
Ram say:

“The reasong given above for not
punishing a wife as an abettor
seem neither convincing nor satis-
factory. It would be more conson-
ant with Indian ideas, if the
woman also were punishej for
adultery. Manu hag provided
punishment for her, and in France
and China she is punished.”

I do not know the present condition
of China, but in the China of old she
was punished. Then, they further point
out:—

“In the Punjab Frontier Districts”
The District from which my hon.
friend comes.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: But he does
Not come from the Frontier District.

Shri M. D. Joshi: I thought he was
connected with Punjah. They say:
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“In the Punjab Frontier Dis-
tricts a married womap is punish-
able for adultery.”

I, Sir, in all humility, would urge

~ that when we allow a law to remain
. m the statute-book, it should be our

attempt to see that it is perfect or
that it is ideal; not that it should depart
from the ideas of humanity but that
it should be perfect, equitable and
equal to all. Here i1 is not equal to all
human beings and equal to all Indians.
Therefore, I would urge that this last
sentence, namely: “In such cases the
wife shall not be punishable as abet-
tor” is rightly sought \to be dropped
from the section by my friend Shri
Dabhi and I think that it would be
only just and proper for Government
to accept this Bill.

Pandit K. C. Sharma: Mr. Deputy-
Speaker, Sir, I am rather amazed at
the logic of my friends who support
the motion and I am such more amaz-
ed at the enthusiasm and the vigour
with which they put their arguments.
As my hon. friend Pandit Thakur Das
Bhargava hag said, it is a measure
which is bad in conception, because
the offence originates from the man
going out of the wedlock and disturb-
ing the sanctified relation of man and
wife in another partnership. It is not
that the woman is going to the man
and disturbing the sanctified relations
of the other pair. Therefore, by the
very nature of the offence it is only
the doer, that is the man, who can
be convicted, not the woman, not the
passive subject thereof. So it is wrong
in conception.

It is also bad in logic, because we
know, as my friend put it, that in
99:9 per cent. of the cases it is the
msen who runs after the woman by the
very nature of the structure of society
and by the very nature of relations
between man and woman. It is not the
woman who rurg after the man.

Not only that. It iy biologically in-
correct to say that bocause biologie-
ally the woman ' better evolved,
more tender and more helpless. It is
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the man who is crude, stronger and
an active force in human life, because
the man later on separated from the
Pparent united cell. Sir, it is the secret

of love, why the man runs after the
woman. Primarily in the old primi-

tive cell both the female cell and the
male cell lived together. It was after
a further evolution that the female
cell separated itself and that is why
the male runs after the female.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The hon. Mem-
ber is depending more on biology than
on psychology.

Pandit K. C. Sharma: So by the
very biological evolution it iz the man
who is active and who would be
criminal in this offence apd not the
woman. Therefore, it is wrong to say
that the woman should be punished on
account of the very structure of the
society, the nature of offence and the
biological development of the female
and male.

Then, Sir, from the practical view
point also it would be useless, because
it is very difficult to prove that the
woman got the man into trouble.
Where do the women remain? Always
in the house. It is the man who runs
into the house of women. The women
are not going to run into the house of
another man. It is simply impossible
to think of such a thing.

Therefore, taking all these things
into consideration I think it is an ill-
advised move and I would request my
hon. friend to withdraw his Bill and
not to press it. It does not do any
credit to talk of these sorts of things
here, which have not much utility ani
much commonsense behind them. I
would, therefore, once again reguest
him to withdraw it and not to press it.

Skri Achuthan (Crangannur): Mr.
Deputy-Speaker, I entirely agree with
Shri K. K. Basu in opposing this Bill
which has been' brought forward by
my hon. friend Shri Dabhi. Shri Dabhi
Is noted for his realistic approach to
»ll problems, especially the reconstruc-
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tion side of the country. In fact, if you
look into the gquestions put by Shri
Dabhi during the last 4 or 5 years
you will see that he is more fond of
rural reconstruction work, Ambar
Charkha, Khadi development, rura'

industries, hand-pounjed rice and
things like that. -
When I look into this Bill I find

that he is thinking in that light. His
objective nobody is questioning, but I
do not know whether he has apprized
the actual situation in the country—
I mean in the rural and urban areaz
of this big country. In fact, nobody
can oppose the principle. Everybody
will agree that in this life, if there is
an act of moral turpitude everybody
concerned must be punished. But what
is the position? Womanhood in this
country, even now in this 20th Cen-
tury, everybody will agree is weak
and out of every 100, 99 of the
women, let it be from the lower,
middle or upper class, are weaker
by nature than men. They cannot
stand on their own legs. They are
not able to take any decision on
their own. That being the case,
if at all something happens by the
manoeuverings or by the doings of
men, to say that she should be dragged
to the court and made to suffgr along
with men is not rorrect. On account o!f
the offence, if she becomesg pregnant,
she hag to deliver ss well as live in
prison. That itself is a sufficient
punishment for her. Therefore, Shri
Dabhi, naturally, has not that sympa-
thetic attitude to this finer sex, whom
we all adore. There are & good number
of ideal women from the Puranas
downwards. Moreover, this is not a
regular offence in our society. Very
rarely we see that such cases are
brought to the court and the offend-
ers convicted.

Therefore, let us wait. Let some
more time pass. If at all a case is
brought to court, as pointel by my
friend Shri Raghubir Sahai, there 1s
that social ignominy; there is that dis-
credit. If at all she is dragged as one
of the co-accused, even then, she Is
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boyvotted not only in her own family
but she becomes some sort of an object
of ridicule in the whole society. There
after, the standard itself lowers down.
That is seen in everyday life,

So, the Bill is unnecessary at this
time. Even, say, after 50 years, I can-
got imagine a case where a woman is
dragged to the court as an accused
and is punished. I beg of the hon.
Member to withdraw the Bill. If ne
does not, thiz Bill must be thrown

out.

st wweewfa mg (faer wg-
Fe-afEmw 7 fomr feglt A 7
forar fasie—ewx) - W wfm w
dre w1 e fa=e T ar Sfe fw
T® ¥ faare 79 WA # 5% G ™
§ ST WY gh A9 4g AT FEe
Tt fF & wrd endt ot & frdew €
wwhawafwsa 14 Twd g
5 =19 @ fa=r 9% 5w gfee & famme %
T mTe T g gy, s o dfeai
g, wrowr WY Wit @
s St wiferat @i o 5w faw &
a1 9T 99 9T T A | W
9 Sl #1 A geT ¥ qg W
aeHE @ & W g ¥ A A
ST e Araew (AT R) &, S
T | WX AW W
& & wawdht § 5 @ guui ¥ & s
W § | 99 ARG ¥ 9w wW &
fod g 7 g , & & frd
Tt a7 & W § e a9 ww §
@t & & agew F w AR § W
e E § A fr fr g agi
AT G 6l T & | Rl 9 T
T F6 ¥ o ¥ fasE
# gawdt § fF 90 0T g oy '
foar mar § S fad i qew & faer-
T T TN Ay w gE &
T a9 § T e S WA ¥
qrE9E Y ST AT 98 o W IT I
T SRS & At Wy ) qared fr a9y
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FgiFTAm e ofc g § G &
T § GE AT § Y A AR agAIEY
St &, ot STwY HEredr € aXE ¥
waT el & & womdt § 9@ <= A
TR § 1 T AT F FAC FOTA >
T FAHT 3T & et § AEAT AG
gr 1w gEe w fraas o e
&1 oF & g ag Tia fear e
T A A FT q9T 99 ] AN W,
AT Y &Y "= grfy | THHT R\ Ad
P ? wa A qE N qn @
T gfF T aEs g R q@
g s FE AR wm A A
# guwdt g 5 @ fados w1 o adr
& g afE TEwy e w3 far T

o # g & fAdes AT gt
7 fF wio ¥@ fados ® @9 auw w7
q R | oW aE oy @y
o faer @ § WIT S SUTRY qEr
WHHEgTad g whan
X AT Y S F @ Y, wreet
wrad § WIOET A @gd €, Wroe oft
afear & mradr oY wifot § WK S
9T T faw & W W€ o, 9
woT fegd | i A ot AnEer e
fr W€ =Trefr o T faduw w1 afz
TE ¥ F a1 qga WG A WK AW
qui e & 6 ag o T o S

sfeey frercwmet Age (Fren
aEaE~Tg) : & @ faw & @y
@ & fod wd gf g W A v ek
o ¥ sgamr s g R ag
TEHT AG A AT | FGT T qEEAAT
1 AT FEr et 8, # Wi g e w
g # g & wie afe s o
eff qar qEw Wt I, a1 IWE a0
ofr et Y & qoe faeer wfg@
qTg TS W19 & A4 & ag o FEm
wredt g e afe o @ 39 F1 ¢ Wit
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R mwFA N /IR
# 97 T FT AW § A IO F94T
frerit anfed | ooy W e @ |y
% =g i s e § 5 oaga @
T wed W g 8 9 B
wefrat #1 aifegr & Il § o 9%
afr 4ff 3= @ & T TR I d
T EETGE FC W E | A9 & 9
oft 4fF wa=r @R @ s Fog ¥ o
FqH TG TATHTL T AT § | T FHT
W Gt g 31 a1 § suwer §
#Y & aan faerely wifgd = &5 ot #
' IF uare T faar o =fed |

IO g A J@ATA A AT 99T
g 5 fea 2w | oA §
A F T qF A § W AR IR
TOTEAT HFTH I § W ITH oA
qUT FCAAE | A9 W AR ¥ o
F THATY W GEIT ISl ATGT §
& & guwdy § e gew1 we 1 fear
o il = gew Y & g et
wifgd | & g« Sl W @ oaw A
@A 0 B FA TR T 97 /]
IOH G FH W BE wTFERAT

q@ S A g 8

# wrqer gy W adeTT AT
g & W g 78 W R I F
w a1 g @ fr afk wik 9=
0 o S A e oy A & e &
TS sE g AR g g
aY gew # wfewre v ag I96T a9
22 qar 9T ¥ Frerer 3 1 o Y A
ot G aw wR § & S fE oarE
Hrgw 7 w7 fr form agg A ot @
g g, wEa N AW A R TS
g & wrq o o afz sewr ofw
qr-et & o fa wwwr & 5w s
1 JuEY 0 qg wiwwr § fe ag oo
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qff ST AR TR 1 WAL G AW A
ga W A quy Wt e # 9T ¥
g freTeaT @ At W ®r | 9w
& & ww 9w SRy w &, oot AWl
T &7 T OwOW w0 § 9
LT #Y & T 39 & wEwT & A
# THAHY § 59 FTA BT HrE ArEAEHa
T & FE F R wrEwEaT
A F g ) AR @
waede & qr@ &1 W ferdt o A
ar F F fag 5w w1 § dar
7 F1 faare wwe fFar o g, W
Tea g o & wiw v @Y g 9 FEred
Afor =T TE § WA ol ARE &
T w9t g fF ag WA faw wr
afew & 1

wft To To famy (forem qo=wgT) ¢
form a9 7g A fg= &1 91 99
T 3| a1 &7 awenw fwar o
f Tzeedt (sfireme) o W & A
of e I 9T o § ag § A9
gt T N}, ag Tl A
wfgn | FiEA fom AW 7 99 AW
FA T IR §W A g 0 fow
fea (7 paie (FEEd) O A F
ot B free fomn s 0w A
frma w1 IR ©F S0 ag faar
for femgeamer # dyedt § WY A
v o frd g & 1wt ferga
# ww wreey oy forer anfeai I w3
Fwar § Afew 9EF a@ T WIAT
s wr swaw (faae-faser)
FTA FT BT 2% A AG 9T 1 W
g #1 2w g7 WA AL G A
o, it arfa= 4 9% oW IER
Ay (o) wfew ®1 U KT
¥ fog A€ wten @1, WX FEW A®
T o A W A O g §
AT g T ATE ® AH w47 A
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IawT qe faay s =g At
7RG | W AR ¥ T
T A 9 fo feegEaT 7 qrerr
(g forarrg ) oY 1 @ ST gl
F ford w¢ %Y oo s 2 far aman
§ e W@ B gty FAC T
feam 97 @A & | W gW A QERE
# war 7 fggel § @A ¥ W
fa=r are < faam § ST WA A
WAL MR @A
F gy 97 | ww Ay aw & g &
fagra @ gar & f& “smere g
aat’ | 7z et o 36 ag & a9
grar ¢ fam a<g ¥ f wrefag’ o g
21 v @ e qeF # uwed w g0
gz 3  f wd ot w2 g g Wl
HFrart A g N FH A& |
T T WY T AR X A AW E
At 7z o fagrw 44 F@rar & ag AR
9T THET AT EAT & S AT F 6w
qre FTAT AM0ET |

w qEfod @ 9w § % S
R ICEAT AT TR
w8 @ O W g ¥ S faew
frer o WYX AC &7 STEIQ 3F gl
I A wA %7 F1E wram@Ear @
T 8 AT W W S A
war Y fore off <y & & T ¥ aEH
w A w1 A ¥ e A e
ot § 9 o W @ AR I ol
AT A4 AT § | IR T AR
f wrre g ot fam a1 IART &
g

o T WY | AT € g A
ford} qr @1 o o A W @
Afwy wrxfodt ov @y & 1 W W
W e (EETET) ¥ ATOE W
g7 @Y wTIe AT S fE W Qew
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amroe fgg (wrew 3w dfgar)
faar gar & :
“to instigate gny pzarson to do that..”

qEr T Ag  XEME # 47 qT-
TR W@ fF gmo Wl T g
g1 afeT W e gE B o F
% fodt TOTeNT oY FaT A9g & fF gEEy
q A

wfed w3 w7 B A faegw
frafoidz (w7 demT) w% Wowg
f & et ¥t sqgar AT T §——
WX WIEHT &7 g AH T H--6
ag o B wEEFA® P s F o
TR #R, O 59 g A I N
wufor w7 Ar Sifgd |« & e
§ s oF 1 2 o A g A
o g1 =ifed aifs gwre 3@ § W=
oS waifaw € F w9 o A
g fr wmamd F fRfad (Fwrn)
FT HE qATT 0 TOw W o
TR {991 & 1 A faed o s
FaTd a1 @, Al # wf ¥ wiw R
feaf &1 &9 W T A AT RE
T PO F W qg wAeAe (dEe)
wo #T A I, & ®f e R
aren A 21 F wwwar ¢ feoww 5w
T F qFAS G (% FATL I F AT
{m)wmm@mw

t oo frafoide o @, a2 & @®
vz ards (fcamr) & =@
o1 gl W aq § SHE 59T A
gt | AT @EEr A AR &
g ¥ gofaw ag wfeq wow aEw
qfew & 1 g wgw g g s
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WX 7g qfews &, dF Sewr 9 A
+E it o W arfaw & T, @
AT G A | W wHEAE HY G
®T T HUI 4g g 5 ferat o
A F FTH T IWW | WX
gm fafrex o ot sgm w
g faar AeX %7 &, at weay § W@
WX T #, ar g =5y

Ehri Datar: It is not possible for
me to accept this Bill at all for a
number of reasons. In the first place,
the time hag not come tor changing
the law as it stood about 100 years
ago- It is said by hon. Members who
support this Bill that there ought to
be equality before law. I would point
out tc. this House that even in the
Constitution, it has been definitely
stated that so far as the women and
the children are concerned, it is per-
fectly open to thiz Parliament and the
Btate Legislatures to make special
laws regardless of the general princi-
ples of equality or non-discrimination
laid down there, Even as late as 1950,
the Constituent Assembly was of the
opinion that Indian women deserved a
larger measure of consideration than
perhaps the women in other countries
or men in this country. We have to
take this particular circumstance into

account.

We are also told that women are
educated and enlightened to a large
extent and that they stand on a par
with the men in India. That is not
correct. So far as the urban conditions
are concerned, it might be true that
there is a large measure of education
spread among women; but, if we goO
to the large rural side, we find that
the conditiong of women are far from
satisfactory and they are almost mis-
erable to a large extent. The law that
is sought to be made or changed would
be applied to the people in the rural
areas also. In all such cases, we have
+0 {ake into account the correct view-
point and not be misguided by theore-
tical considerations.
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It is true that in the Indian society,
as in other societies, constancy or a
sense of fathfulnesg in life to ‘he
other partner in life is always essen-
tial. That is the reason why in India,
great stress is laid on maintaining the
highes: fidelity not only among women,
but also among men. Often times we
say that qifggeqis a great virtue; but,
we know thatg# gl ygwas also an
injunction that was laid down upon us
by our ancestors. Therefore, in all
these cases, whenever the question of
fidelity arises, it is more a matter for
the society to take the circumstances
into account, rather than for the law
to intervene in such cases, because the
intervention cf the law might lead tc
certain evil consequences. So, for the
preservation of the purity of the
familv, fidelity has to be maintained
by men as well as women. In case of
infraction of this social law, the ques-
tion arises as to whether we should
make fi a part of the penal law of the
land. But in such cases, the best
course would be to leave it to the
society, That is the experience not only
in India but in other countries as well.
When a particular person—man or
woman—is guilty of such an offence
against the other partner, naturally it
is the society which takes the parti-
cular circumstance into account and
the greatest punishment would be by
way of social oblogquy. That is the
principle which has been followed
everywhere, and n the majority of the
nations of the world, adultery is not
an offence at all, except in France and
China. Perhaps in old China, as my
friend pointed out, adultery is an
offence so far as men are concerned.
In all the other advanced countries of
the werld, adultery either by men m
women has been left to the society,
because social sanctions are more
effective. We know of cases where
persons guilty of such .offences had
to suffer greater obloquy from the
social restraints than from proceeding
to the court of law.
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It might be und:r:tood that when
the first draft of Indian Pe2al Code was
prepared, adultery was not mclude_d
as an offence at all. In fact, there is
now a trend in some countries that
adultery should not be an offence at
all even so far as men are concerned.
The guilty persons—men and women
—should be left to the injunctions of
the society and the punishment afford-
ed by the society would prove to be
highly effective. But, when the first
draft of the Indian Penal Code was
prepared adultery was not recognised
as an offence even by men. In those
days about 100 years ago, it was
considered that the penal law of India
would be complete without providing
for the offence of adultery so far as
.the men were concerned and there-
fore, the framers of the Code did not
include adultery as an offence puni-
shable under law. The matter was
then referred to the second Law
Commission. As my lawyer friends
will find, this matter was considered
a number of times very carefully and
ultimately, in regard to a certain
measure of public opinion. It was
of adultery—not in the extreme form
considered that a limited form in
which we find it in France and a few
other countries—should be recognis-
ed as an offence under the Indian
Penal Code. This offence was
recognised for the sake of main-
tdining the social purity of the
particular married family‘ Therefm_
what was done was this. Adultery was
not recognised as an offence when it
was committed with a virgin or an
unmarried woman or a widow. If
adultery has been committed with a
widow it is not an offence.

Shri Tek Chand: It is impussible:

Shri Datar: What I am pointing out
is that adultery or faithlessness com-
mitted by a man with a widow or with
an unmarried girl was taken away
from the purview of the definition oi
adultery. That is what the hon. Mem-
ber should wunderstand. He takes
the word ‘“adultery” in the Indian
sense. Take it in the literal sense, The
word “adultery” was brought within
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the circumscribed sphere, namely, that
adultery was an offence when, Zor
example, a man had commitied adul-
tery with a married woman, while the
hush»rd was, alive.

An Hon. Member: Now the defini-
tion of the word “Adultey” in the
Indian Penal Code......

Shri Datar: That is not the literal
definition at all. The scope of adultery
has been circumscribed in the defini-
tion of ‘adultery’ in the Indian Penal
Code.

Shri Tek Chand: And also in Englad

Shri Datar; I may correct my hon
{riend.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: It is rot the
definition of adultery that is the issue
now.

Shri Datar;: What I would print out
to the hon. Member is that the scope
of adultery is an offence on the Indian
soil is of a limited nature and perhaps
we might think in the other direction
of taking it away—I am not here
pointing out anything on behalf of the
Government; I am only referring to a
trend of opinion—from the purview of
penal offence. It should be treated as
a swial wrong and naturally certain
other proceedings might be taken—
divorce or judicial separation or cer- -
tain other relief allowable under the
civil law. Therefore, if this circum-
stance is taken into account it would
not be proper, especially in the pre-
sent condition of womanhood in India,
to make any change at all.

Secondly, we might also consider
whether the offence is too grave and
whether it is so prevalent. Adultery
is not so prevalent in India as some-
times we are told it is. Then adul-
tery is an offence which has been
recognised as a social offence and,
therefore, the Indian society would"
not tolerate adultery.

The question is, as an hon. Mem-
ber put it, whether there ought to.
be the fear of the law. So rar as
the fear of the law is cancernea,

. there is always a limit to the fear ar

the law. You cannot purposely
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create a society which lives always
on fear. The sense of fear ought to
be confined to certain acts. There-
fore, I would submit that so far as
this particular offence is concerned,
the time has not come at all when
the conditions of woman have im-
proved to such an extent as to place
man and woman on an absolutely
equal footing. Under the ecircum-
stances, more harm will be done—
that is why I am appealing to my
hon. friend—than good. They may
or may not commit an offence. But
if, for example, these important
words are taken away, then the
section will be used as an instru-
ment of oppression so far as women
are concerned; at least” it will be
used as an instrument of blackmail.
All these considerations will have
‘to be taken into account and apart
from all other considerations which
I have pointed out—some others
have also .pointed out the same in a
different way—I would submit that
the time has not come for that and
‘we have not progressed so much as
some hon. Members think. We are
told that monogamy has come.
"Monogamy has come only under the
Tlaw. There arc even now & number
of husbands who have a number of
wives still living. Therefore, it
would not be proper to say that
‘monogamy has come to stay. It has
<come to stay under the law. But it
-will be a matter of full fact only
when all the husbands having a num-
ber of wives die. Let them live long. I
and let their wives also live long. 1
would submit to the House that the
<conditiens have not improved at all.

We are making very good changes
so far as social legislation is con-
cerned. We are also introducing
good legislation. We have got, for
example, cases where it would be
open to a husband to obtain a
divorce. Divorce itself is an evil,
‘but it is considered as a necessary evil
when the other party to the mar-
riage acts in a way which will
destroy happiness. Therefore, we
have mse wmuch of divorces. So 1
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would submut that we should be ex-
tremely careful to interfere with the
penal law of the land, a law which
has been made about hundred years
ago. It has stood the test of time.
So far as this guestion is concerned,
we should not think of making any
changes because of our theoretical
view that men and women are now
on the same footing. Therefore, I
would request my hon. friend Mr.
Dabhi, who is somehow showing so
much enthusiasm over this particu-
lar aspect for the last four or five
years, to divert the enthusiasm to
other better causes and at least out
of a sense of chivalary, if not out of
consciousness of the defects of the
provision, and to respond gracefully
to the appeal that has been made not
by us but by the lady member.

Shri Tek Chand: May 1 seek a
clarification from the hon. Minister?

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The clarifi-

cation has to be sought from Mr.
Dabhi.
Shri Datar: I am prepared to

answer any question.

Shri Tek Chand: Most probably
the hon. Minister is aware that ac-
cording to sections 99 and 100 it is
justifiable homicide to kill a man
who intends to disgrace his honour.
A potential adulterer can be killed
and it will be in the exercise of the
right of self-defence. But to bring
about a law whereby you can tell
the adulterer: now that you have
succeeded in committing the offence
not only I cannot kill you but I can-
not even send you to the jail....

Shri Datar: The analegy is ab-
solutely fallacious.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: It was only
a suggestion to be brought to the
notice of the Minister—not a clarifi-
cation. :

Shri Dabhi: At the outset I am
thankful to some of my hon. friends
who have supported me in this RilL
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[n spite of the arguments advanced
by my hon. friends who have opposed
this Bill, I submit that I do not con-
sider any one of those arguments to
be sound. I congratulate some of
our hon. Members who have come to
the help of the fair sex. But I may
remind them what my sister Shrimati
Jayashri said on the last occasion.
Hon. Member wants to give them
special protection and want us to
have some sympathy for them. But
I submit that under the present cir-
cumstances it is against the self-res-
pect of woman to ask for discrimi-
mation. These are the words which
were used by my sister, Shrimati
Jayashri:

“TI would like to say that we
are willing that man and woman
should be put on an equal foot-
ing.”

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: But today
two ladies have spoken against it

Shri Dabhi: Whether they sub-
scribe to this or not, I subscribe to
this view. The Minister in the Minis-
try of Home Affairs gave' some
reasons. At first he said that we
not only want ekapati vrat but eka
patni ‘vrat  also. Therefore, I say
that if we believe in eka patni vrat
and eka pati vrat, those who do not
observe eka pati vrat should also be
punished. Why do you want to
punish only men? I do not under-
stand the logic behind this. Then,
the hon. Minister said that the reason
or the ground given by the authors
of the Penal Code was that poly-
Bamy was extensive at that time
and so they did not think it was
proper to punish the women. Some
of the hon. Members including the
hon. Minister seem to think that still
polygamy exists to a very large
extent, but I have here the authority
of the Census report of 1951, that is
even before the Hindu Marriage Act
was passed. It is stated at page 75,
Census of India, Volume I, Part I-A
as follows :

“Polygamy though it exists is
known to be very rare. Out of
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every 10,000 persons in India,
there are 2,353 males ‘ior every
2,357 married famales.’

So, practically it is non-existent.

Shrimati Shivrajvati Ne.hﬂl:_ But
men may have unmarried wives.

Shri Dabhi: Everybody knows that.
that argument does not hold good.

. i ql-
Mr. D-puty-Speaker: The time
lotted has already been exc_eede&
We should not indulge in this.

Shri Dabhi: Anyhow, though lt;y
sisters have appealed to me to m“h;
draw this Bill, I think_ they WO
also respect my conviction. The hon.
House is at liberty te rt_a]ec:t my Bill,
but I am convinced it is n_hsf:lut_ely
necessary that this d.;scnmmduo*;.
ghould be done away with. W:h
due respect to them 1 do not with~
draw my Bill.

Shrimati Jayashri said that section
497 should be done away with. The
hon. Minister seems fo think that as
it is a social offence and as'ndl.?ltery
nsannﬁmcedoesnot exist in so
many countries, the whol_e section
should be done away with which
makes adultery an oftence. I do_ not
quite agree with that, but let either
this discrimination be removed or
if the hon. Minister is amen_ab‘le let
them do away with the section.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: That could
be considered if the hon. Member

prings a fresh Bill
The question is:

“That the Bill further to amend
the Indian Penal Code, .IIBGO‘
be taken into consideration.

The motion was negatived.
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Mr. Deputy-Speaker: _We now
proceed to the next Bill Shri V.

P. Nayar.





