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Mr. Deputy*Speaker: Order, order.

Shri V. G. Deshpande (Guna): Six 
days before notice was given  about 
this question.

Shrimati Sucheta Krlpalani; Sir, I 
would request you to permit me a lew 
minutes.

Mr, Depaty-Speaker. What for?

Shrimati Sucheta Kripalani: Because 
so much aspersion is being flung at us. 
We are perfectly within our constitu
tional right if we bring in this motion. 
Kobody can compel us to go and seek 
clarification from a Minister before
hand.  If we do so it may be because 
of our personal relation with him.  I 
would also like to draw your attention 
to the fact that this has not been pub
lished in an unnamed and  unknown 
paper.  It has been published in News 
Zeitung, which is a German language 
newspaper of the United States High 
Commission at Frankfurt.  We have 
our diplomatic relations  with  the 
United States.  I want to know whe
ther the Government have taken any 
steps. ilnteTTuptions)

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Order, order.

Shrimati Sucheta Kripalani: ...to ob
tain an explanation from the U. S. 
Government for the publication of such 
a false report.  With whatever little 
political experience I have got, I know 
that when a false or a wrong report
made regarding any matter of such 

importance, an immediate contradic
tion is issued.  This report appeared in 
the Hindustan Times and some  other 
important newspapers in the country 
on the 6th. Till today no contradiction 
has come forth from the Government. 
I am surprised and greatly pained that 
the Prime Minister has not thought it 
fit to issue a contradiction in order to 
clarify the situation but flings at us in
vectives and insults. (Interruptions)

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: The  hon. 
lady Member is overcome by emotion 
and cannot see light. (Interruptions)

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Order, crder.

Shrimati Sucheta Kripalani: I take 
a lesson from the  Prime  Minister. 
(Interruptions)

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The House will 
now proceed with other business

Shri N. Sreekantan Nair (Quilon-cum 
Mavelikkara): On a point of informa
tion, Sir............

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: No information.

ceived the following letter from Shri 
Chimanlal Chakubhai Shah:

* *1 am sorry that I am unable to 
attend the session of the House on 
account of my illness.  I lequest 
that I may be granted leave cf 
absence during this session’*.

Is it the pleasure of the House that 
permission be granted to Shri Chiman
lal Chakubhai Shah to be absent from 
all the meetings of the House during 
this session?

Leave was granted.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

Mr,  Deputy-Speaker: I have to in- 
form >hon. Members that I have re

CONSTITUTION (SECOND AMEND
MENT) BILL--contd.

Shri Altekar  (North Satara): 
terday I was dealing  with the point 
that the representatives who are sent 
to this House must be equipped with 
qualifications, . ability  and  also  a 
wider vision.  Here we have to  dis
cuss questions of  all-India  impor
tance, questions iike Planning which 
we have before us, from the aspect 
of the whole country and not mere
ly of here and there—of local im
portance.  We have to discuss heare 
questions of foreign policy,  defence 
and other matters of  country-wide 
importance and for this purpose, the 
Members who are returned  to this 
House must be equipped with quali
fications that are necessary for dis
charging their duties in these matters. 
From that point of view  the  consti
tuency that is desired is one which 
can look to these  matters from a 
broad  perspective.  If  we  have 
small  constituencies,  the  result 
naturally  is  that  the  persons 
who, in those small localities, are of 
greaW importance—from  the  local 
point of  view—̂ will be elected  and 
these lesser dignitaries are not endow
ed with the qualities of  looking at 
larger questions from a broader point 
of view.  If we restrict these consti
tuencies for representation  to  the 
House of the People, then there is 
the possibility that these persons of 
narrower vision who look  to  local 
matters will be returned to the House 
and not tnose wno, it is  desirable, 
should come here in this House.  The 
smaller the constituency then persons 
of local  importance  and  narrower 
vision are more apt to carry the voters 
alon̂ with them.  If we have a small 
constituency, say, if there is a consti
tuency of a taluka, then the  person 
who is known in that small area, who 
has considerable influence on account 
of his handling  questions  of  local 
Importance, is  likely  to  carry  the 
electors,  but  if  we  have 
a wider constituency, say, of the size 
of a district in these seven or eight
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telukas, he is not likel7 to be known 
to that extent. He will be known 
only in his taluka or small area and 
if he goes beyond that area, his per
sonality will not be so much known. 
But if there is a person who is en
dowed with greater intellectual qua- 
lifications« one who has got a wider 
vision and has worked in the field of 
social  matters  and  also  in  other 
services for the country, then he is a 
person who is known in that wider 
area and more likely to be returned 
than the person who has got purely 
local importance.  From  that point 
of view the larger the constituency— 
of course contact can be had, but not 
cf a restricted type—the greater the 
chance of persons of higher qualifica
tions and wider vision being returned 
to this House.  If  there is a small 
constituency, the  lesser  dignitaries, 
as I have already said, will be more 
likely to be returned to this House. 
Therefore, I say that the constituency 
must be of a size where such lesser 
dignitaries, lesser personalities,  will 
be eliminated.  Having such a larger 
constituency  as  we have  got—that 
of a district—we practically  arrive 
at the desired effect that we have at 
heart.

Then again there is another aspect 
and it is this.  The larger the consti
tuency, the less the chance for cor
rupt practice.  From that point of 
view also, such a large constituency 
as that of a district is more suited for 
representation to the House  of the 
People.

We are living in an age where the 
theory of relativity has  been  pro
pounded.  We are all conversant with 
it.  The idea of small or big is after 
all, a relative thing.  A rabbit  may 
appear small to an elephant but big 
to a mouse.  So what may  be big 
to countries like England or Switzer
land may be small to a country like 
India.  Ours is a bigger country with 
a bigger population.  Our  constitu
encies also must be proportienate to 
the size of the country and its popu
lation.  From this point of view also, 
I submit that the constituencies that 
we have arrived at—the size of near
ly a district—̂is the suitable one for 
representation in the  House of the 
People.

Then it is said that it is more ex
pensive in such big constituencies to 
Ught elections to the House  of the 
i People.  I submit that in a democra
tic country and in a democratic set
up of Statê it is not the individual 
wbo ficpits the Action, but  demo
cracy is based on party organisations

and parties are formed and they fight 
the elections.  From that  point of 
view, the fighting of  elections in a 
district is not a difncult thing in a 
country like India.  As a matter of 
fact, we have got our own experience 
in the last General Elections and we 
should not feel any difilculty in  con
ducting propaganda and having con
tact with the people in our constitu
encies.  So far as individuals  are 
rH>ncerned,  of  course, there  will  be 
difficulty for small  individuals  to 
fight the elections in these constitu
encies.  But those who are endowed 
with high qualifications,  persons of 
grêt service and great abilities find 
a place, and a place of honour, on 
the opposite benches.  Such  people 
will always find their place here in 
this House and there are no two opi
nions with respect to that.  But if 
there are  smaller  individuals  and 
smaller parties, then  certainly,  of 
course, they may not find a place in 
the set-up of a democratic  constitu
tion.  Of course, the country would 
not in any way oe the poorer for it. 
I do not mean any sort of criticism 
as against such individuals.  Nothing 
is farther from my mind  than to 
make any comment of that type.  But 
what is necessary  in a democratic 
constitution, is that elections will have 
to be fought on party lines and for 
that  purpose  district-wide  constitu
ency will not be in any way a greater 
handicap for being in contact  with 
the masses.

Then, another point that I  would 
like to advance in this respect is that 
formerly, before we adopted this Con
stitution of ours, under the Constitu
tion that was working at that time, 
there were only 144 Members in the 
lower House of the Central  Legisla
ture.  We have increased that num
ber by more than three times; and 
so far as the constituency is concern
ed, that constituency was seven to ten 
times larger than the  constituency 
under the new Constitution.  Wc have 
reduced it to one-seventh or one-tenth 
of its former size.  That is the size 
which is easily accessible to the Mem
ber who wants to go and have contact 
with the constituency and there should 
be no difficulty in going  there and 
learning first-hand the desires of the 
people, making them acquainted with 
>;diat is happening in this House and 
being in constant touch with the con
stituency.  That being so, I do not 
in any way feel that there is any sort 
of necessî for changing the consti
tuency that we have framed fai this 
respect only two years ago.  At the 
time of tte pl€KJti<m. we  ̂ n̂  feel 
any difficmty;  a  ̂ merely  knowing
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what Was the result of the census of 
1051 or mere knowledge of the exact 
figures of that time, should  not in 
any way mean that we should further 
alter them.  Therefore, I submit that 
the constituencies that we have de
vised need not in any way be material
ly changed than what  they are at 
present.

Then, what I have to state is that 
something was said with respect to 
the number of 500, whether there was 
anything sacrosanct with that parti
cular number.  I would like to say 
that there is nothing sacrosanct about 
the figure of 500.  No  arithmetical 
number need in any way be sacred. 
There is no sanctity to  any  number 
in mathematics.  What is of  greater 
importance is not the figure itself but 
the idea  underlying it, the  scheme 
that is behind it and what placed the 
number at 500.  That 500 was arrived 
at on the ground that there  should 
be a sufficiently large House for the 
purposes of such a big country but 
at the  same time the  constituency 
that would be returning its Member 
to the House should also be of a type 
and of a size that can easily send the 
Member to represent it.  Taking  all 
these facts into consideration,  that 
number of 500 was arrived at.  As 
against that, if it is suggested  that 
there  should  be a  smaller  consti
tuency, one-third or one-half of the 
size as it is now. then the House will 
be far bigger.  It will be unmanage
able and  unwieldy, as like a person 
suffering from  elephantiasis or  so. 
So, in order to avoid that, I am hold
ing both these things  together for 
consideration.  We know that  after 
properly looking to the  advantages 
and disadvantages, this  number of 
500 was arrived at.  When we  are 
discussing that question here, we have 
to see the ideology behind it and the 
scheme behind it.  It is  from that 
point of view that it has been arrived 
at after great deliberat̂'on and that 
need not be  touched.  If  after some 
ten years it is found that it is in some 
way rather difficult to have contact 
with the people, then the Members 
who may be fighting the elections at 
that particular time, should there be 
some Members on the opposite ben
ches who are able to get themselves 
elected to this House and also in such 
big numbers of their party as to oc
cupy the benches on this side, then 
they will at that particular time rea
lise that the scheme that was devised 
for this Constitution and the figure 
of 500 that was arrived at was really 
 ̂better and suitable one for the pur- 
pp$e of conducting the  business  of 
this Hotise aî also for  representing 
tĥ people  of this  country.  From

that point of view I submit that there 
should be no necessity  of changing 
this particular figure and  that the 
amendment that is suggested, namely 
of removing the upper limit should 
be accepted because in article 170(2) 
there is also no higher  limit \p the 
population that is laid  down there 
for the purposes of representation in 
the  Legislative  Assemblies  of the 
States.  So, by making this  amend
ment, we will be coming in a  line 
with the provision that is  made in 
article 170(2).  Of course, so far as 
the representation in the House  of 
♦he People is concerned, that will be 
in line with the principle that is laid 
down  there.  Under  these circum
stances. I submit  that the  motioa 
that is being placed before the House 
should be supported and we need not 
in any way tamper with lightly and 
in a haphazard and superficial  man- 
ner, the principle that was laid down 
after great deliberations in the Con
stituent Assembly.

With these few words. I  support 
the amendment that has been laid bê 
fore the House.

Shri P. Subba Rao  (Nowrangpur): 
This amendment is not really neces
sary and, at the same time. I  am 
feeling that the number of 500 need 
not be enlarged.  Part C States were 
given over-weightage and by certain 
adjustments,  notwithstanding  this 
amendment, that state of things may 
be allowed to continue.  It is .sugges
ted th?t so far as the territorial con
stituencies are concerned, there will 
be no change  practically  and that 
where the population is increased, the 
Member will have to address larger 
audiences and that will  not entail 
any inconvenience.  But. I  have to 
make one submission.  The constitu
encies are ba?«d upon population and 
not unon territory.  There arc consti
tuencies with an area of one thousand 
to one thousand five hundred square 
miles and there are very big constitu
encies.  My  constituency  is 6500 sq. 
miles in extent with a pojpulatlon of 
7J lakhs.  So. by not introducing this 
amendment—for the  population has 
really increased—there is a possibi
lity of the a<ea being diminished.  Tt 
is already too inconvenient to tour a 
constituency so very large and I am 
afraid that in. Rajasthan  also there 
may be bigger constittiencies, I mean 
so far as the territory is concerned, 
and so it will entail hardship  upon 
the candidates to tour very large areas.
I have alreâ submitted  that  the 
number 500 need not be in any way 
increase by not efTecUrig this amend- 
ment at all.
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Sluri N. Sam—a (Coorg): 1 bronest* 
ly feel that  most of the points  that 
were said against the amending Bill 
were out of place because I thought 
it was settled, as a matter of fact, be
fore the matter was sent to the Select 
Committee that the question of amend
ing part (a) of article 81  was not 
under consideration at alL  So, it was 
agreed that so far as the number of 
500 is  concerned,  it need  not be 
touched.  Then the only question is 
bow this number 500 should be ad- 

with the increased populaUon. 
The Government had  brought in a 
Bill with an upper limit and a lower 
limit and the Select Committee, after 
careful scrutiny, going through  the 
whole of the matter, to avoid a repe
tition of Xĥse amendments in future, 
have  very  carefully  worded  the 
amendment and stated that the upper 
limit should be removed and the re
maining part must be there.  They 
have suggested the removal  of the 
words, “not less  than one  member 
lor every 750.000 of the population**.

As my hon.  friend. Mr.  Altekar 
said, if in the future it is  found at 
any time that it is absolutely neces
sary that the number 500 should be 
increased or altered, a  separate Bill 
may be biought for that purpose and 
1 think that for the present this is 
outside the scope of this Bill now to 
discuss the question whether it should 
be 500 or more or less.  So, I submit 
that so far as the present Bill is con
cerned, the amendment that has be<?n 
made by the Select  Committee  is 
quite proper and I think that it should 
be accepted by all  sections of the 
House without any reference to the 
number of the House in the future. 
This amendment. I submit, should be 
accepted without any opposition as I 
feel that it is the b̂ t under the cir
cumstances.

Shri Raghubir Sahai (Etan Distt.— 
North  East cum  Budaun  Distt.— 
East): I rise to  support .the Bill  as 
it has emerged from the Select Com
mittee.  I remember that when this 
Bill was introduced during the last 
session by the hon. the Law Minister, 
Shri H. N. Mukerjae.  the  Deputy 
Leader of the Communist Party, made 
a powerful plea advocating that the 
Bill should be sent to the country for 
eliciting public opinion.  That  plea 
was accepted by the Government and 
the Bill was sent tor circulation in 
the country.  The opinions have now 
been received and  they are in the 
possession of every hon. Member of 
tne House.  From the trend of those 
opinions it appears that almost the 
entire country is of opinion that the 
number of 500 should not be ral̂ d

and the amendment, as has been pro> 
posed by the Govemxmnt, should bo 
accepted.  Both Shri h7 N. Mukerjee 
and the other  Opposition  Members 
who spoke on this subject on the pre
vious occasion had advanced the ar
gument that instead of article 81(1) 
(b), article 81(1) (a) should be chang
ed.  They said that that  would be 
in the fitness of things, and their sug
gestion was that the figure of  500 
should be raised, as according to the 
1951 census the population  had in
creased.  They also urged that  the 
Constitution* should not  be changed 
from time to time.  I admit that there 
is a lot of force in both the arguments. 
Nobody in this House, and much less 
the Government, is desirous of chang
ing the Constitution  from time to 
time.  We quite realise and  admit 
that the Constitution  should not be 
changed very easily and at very fre
quent intervals, but if we look at article 
81(3).  we  would  find  that  some 
change is inherent in the Constitution 
itself, for that provision runs  thus:

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

It is within the knowledge perhaps 
of every hon. Member of this House 
that the last General  Elections were 
fought when the census figures were 
not available, and the President had 
to issue an Ordinance giving  certain 
figures  of  population  according  to 
which the elections had to  be con
ducted.  That order of the President 
is only applicable for three years after 
the commencement of the  Constitu
tion.  So. it is very necessary  that 
according to the Constitution  itself 
this amendment should be  brought 
before the House.  I quite realise the 
force of the argument that changes in 
the area and size of the constituencies 
should not be made from time to time, 
but when according  to the  census 
figures we find that the population has 
increased to a very large  extent— 
and every hon. Member would realise 
that the growth of the p̂ ulation is 
not in the hands of the Government 
or even expert planners—the amend
ment which has been  Introduced is 
quite logical and necessary.

With regard to the number also, I 
feel that the argument that instead of 
amending  article  81(1) (b).  article 
81(1) (a) may be amended has some 
force.  In connection with that arm- 
ment the Opposition Members  rcSdr
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to the analogy of the House of Com
mons.  They say that in England the 
House of Commons with a lesser popu
lation has got 640 Members.  Well, 
ao far as the argument is  concerned, 
it is all right.  But always to advance 
the analogy of the House of Commons 
in regard to our Parliament is not a 
very  sensible  proposition.  I  re
member that after the second world 
war was over and  there arose the 
question of the rebuilding of the House 
of Commons which had  been badly 
damaged during the war, there was 
some talk in high circles there that 
the new building should be so built 
as to accommodate all the 640 Members 
of the House of Commons, and I also 
remember that it was finally decided 
that the new Chamber for the House 
of Commons should  be  built of  the 
same size as the previous Chamber. 
Why?  The  argument  advanced was 
somewhat like this—that if they built 
a bigger House to accommodate  all 
the 640 Members, the Speaker  there 
would not be able to  exercise that 
amount of control which is necessary 
and requisite for managing a  House 
of that type.  The idea there was that 
the Speaker should be  able to see 
-each and every Member of the House 
and should be able to know where he 
is speaking from in the House, what 
his name is and where he comes from. 
If the size of the House was enlarged, 
then it was feared that the  House 
:might be reduced to a public meeting. 
So, the new building of the House of 
Commons accommodated  the  same 
number as the previous building did, 
and if there used to be an overflow of 
Members, they found accommodation 
either in the Lobbies or somewhere 
else.  So, I submit that  that argu
ment is not a very relevant or per
tinent one.  The  number  that  has 
t>een decided  upon in  our case, viz, 
500, is really the proper number for 
a sober and responsible body like the 
Parliament of this country.

Having regard to all these conside
rations and having regard to the fact 
that the census figures have disclosed 
a growth of the population  in the 
country and also bearing in mind the 
provisions in the Constitution, it  is 
quite necessary that this amendment 
should have been brought before the 
House.  By bringing in this amendr 
ment, as it has emerged  from the 
Select  Committee,  the  danger  of 
amending the Constitution from time 
to time has been obviated for the time 
being, because  the upper  limit of 
seven lakhs 50  thousand has  been 
done away with.  I submit by doing 
away with the upper limit, a greater 
amount of elasticity and latitude has, 
been given in determining the number 
of the population for the  particular 
constituencF*

I support this Bill.

Shri Siddaoanjapiia  (Hassan-CMk- 
magalur): The two important princi- 
i>les which the House  has agreed to 
are provided for in  article 81 (1) (a) 
and (c) oi the Constitution of India. 
Sub-clause (b) coming between these 
two, in my tiumble opinion, is neitner 
important  nor necessary.  At  first 
sight it might appear to  be a  litUe 
funny, but, i submit it is a matter on 
whicn  we  must  bestow  serious 
thought.

1 submit that what is provided for 
in sub-ciause (b), particularly the fix- 
ing up of the upper and lower limits, 
gives  us m the first place  a ready
made workable formula  vhich satis
fies  the two principles contained  in 
sub-ciauses (a) and (c).  Further it 
limits the scope of discretion  of the 
Delimitation Commission. Beyond that 
it does not serve any other purpose. 
Now, if this sub-clause (b) is regard
ed as important then that importance 
applies equally to both the limits, the 
upper and the lower.  If it is regard
ed as unimportant then also it equal
ly applies to both of them.

Now, in the amending Bill,  as re
ported by tne Select Committee, it is 
sought to retain only the lower limit 
without  any change, and the  upper 
limit is removed.  I submit it does not 
serve any useful purpose at all. If at 
all it is thought fit to allow any dis
cretion to the Delimitation  Commis
sion. then it is better to remove both 
the limits, or otherwise to fix up both 
the limits.  If we are  going to fix 
both the limits, then these two limits 
provided for m sub-clause (b), which 
were ail right in the context of things 
prevailing at that time, no longer hold 
good now. I submit that the ratio bet
ween the number of Members allot
ted to each territorial constituency and 
the population of that constituency as 
ascertained at the preceding  census 
shall be the same throughout the ter
ritory of India is the guiding  factor; 
the other guiding factor is the number 
of seats, to be provided  for in  the 
House of the People  which shall not 
exceed 500. If these  two factors are 
taken  into  consideration,  then  the 
average number of population  which 
a single territorial constituency should 
contain can be arrived at by dividing 
the population by the number of seats 
to be provided for.  Having the aver
age number of population for a single 
territorial  constituency  as the guid
ing factor, and as the central  figure, 
the Delimitation Commission will have 
to  make slight  adjustments  either 
downwards  or  upwards,  depending 
upon the peculiar geographical condi
tions of a particular constituency and
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the  admiiiifitrative  divlsicms.  But, 
what is soû t in this Bill is to limit 
only the lower limit and to leave the 
upper  limit to the discretion of  the 
Ddimitation Commission.

Further, the population has now in
creased. If the lower limit is retained 
at what it is proposed to be now, then 
it will work as a disadvantage in de
limiting the constituencies, because it 
is far remote from the central figure, 
that is, the average number of popu
lation  per  territorial  constituency 
whidi will have to be taken into con
sideration in the  present  state  of 
things. Therefore, I submit t'.>at either 
we have to remove sub-clause (b) of 
article 81 (1) altogether, or if we want 
to retain it, we must retain it comple
tely, providing for both the limits; and 
if we are  going to  retain both the 
limits, then we must raise the figures 
hitfier than what they are now, as was 
proposed in the Bill originally  intro
duced.

Shri V. B. Gandhi (Bombay City.— 
North): Sir, you have done well yes
terday at the outset when this debate 
started  by»making  it clear to  the 
House that the whole of the article 81 
is not for discussion and also that ar
ticle 81, clause (1) (a) was noi refer
red to the Select Committee for its con
sideration. the consequence being that 
this House accepts the provision that 
lays down five hundred as the number 
of representatives in this House.

Now having granted this maximum 
number  of representatives  in  the 
House at 500. the whole business real
ly reduces itself to simple arithmetic. 
And yet this simple amendment that 
has been reported upon by the Select 
Committee has occasioned  this very 
prolonged debate. So far as  side 
of the House is concerned, it will be 
apparent  from the  many  speeches 
since  yesterday that this House  ac
cepts the recommendation of the Se
lect Committee.  The public  opinion 
wUch was elicited at the instance ^ 
the Opposition last session when the 
original Bill was moved,  that public 
Opinion also is overwhelmin̂ y in fa- 
voiur of retaining this maximum num
ber at five hundred and not chan̂ g 
tte  Constitution  fai  that  respect.
H that is  then our task today in 
this House is simpler.  And that î 
simply to.,try and answer if we can, 
Bf we certainly do want to,  tte ob
jections ridsed from the other side.

Dttrfng  the course  of the  dd>ate 
met  >e «̂ay

AAieriean 06n.  should not make It any more

stituUon and to the many amendments 
tot have been made to that Constltu- 

cannot be claimed that any 
Constitution can be inunutable. and 
certainly we do not want to make our 
Constitution immutable.  StilL let us- 
remember what has happened to the 
American Constitution and how often, 
it has been amended.  The Ameri
can Constitution is now almost or in 
fact a little over. 175 years clJ. There 
were about eleven  or tweĥe amend- 
ments, minor ones, in the  very  first 
two years of the passing of that Con
stitution.  And then, for the remain
ing 175 years of the history of that 
Constitution  the nimiber  of amend
ments is less than fifteen.  Less than 
15 amendments in 175 years. And that 
too in the case of a people  like the 
American people who have a reputa
tion of being a people always ready 
to discard old things and to adopt new 
things.

Now, what are the objections?  The 
objections are really exemplified, or 
rather I should say the iwo objections 
raised by the hon. Member Mrs. Renu 
Chakrav̂irtty really typify the gene
rality of the objections so far laised. 
\¥hat are her objections?  They are 
two. Mrs. Renu  Chakravurtty enter
tains an apprehension  that ̂ iih the 
removal of the upper limit we would 
be giving a blank  cheque to Govern
ment to increase the constituencies. It 
is very clear that having accepted five 
hundred as the maximum number of 
representatives in this House, that sets 
the limit to the size  of the constitu
ency by a simple arithmetical opera
tion. Therefore, there is !iot much sub
stance in this apprehension.

Then her second fear is that if these 
constituencies are made more numer
ous than what they are now, then it 
will make it difficult  to keep,  what 
she calls, the ‘‘living links”  with the 
people that we represent.  Let us re
member,  for one  thing, that  even 
though the population  may increase 
and the number of people in each con
stituency may increase, the area will 
remain the same.  That is one thing. 
Also, it is only natural to expect that, 
in course of time our means of com
munication  with our  constituencies 
are bound to increase.  There will be 
greater literacy,  there will be more 
reading of newspapers, there  will be 
more telephones,  more radios,  even 
perhaps television. So, with all these 
means of commtmication,  which are 
bound to incr̂ se  in course of time, 
 ̂ ateas remidnlng the same, a slight 
Ihcreaiifr in the number cf
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to keep,  ĥ£it she calls, the  living 
links Witt) our constituencletr

Then there is another aspect of this 
question, and that is we must not for
get that every citizen in this country 
is being taken care of by three diffe
rent levels of Government. First he is 
being taken .*are of by the Municipal 
Government:  then he is under  the
State Government; and fnally he has 
to look to the Federal  »;overnment. 
Therefore, it is nnt as if that in every 
case of his trouble or his every need, 
or in every question  concerned with 
Ws welfare, or in his every comîaint 
he has necessarily got to take it up 
to his Member of Parliament. At these 
various levels of Government various 
needj ol each citizen  \/iri be looked 
after.

Therefore* in view it all these con
siderations  I do nô Jiink there  is 
much foundation for ,he fears express
ed  by Mrs. Renu Chakravartty  and 
generally by the Opposition. I, there
fore. support the Bill  as it has been 
reported by the Select Committee.

Shri  S. V. Ramaswamy  (Salem): 
I suggest that the other Bill, namely 
the Delimitation Commission Bill, may 
also be taken up. If that is also taken 
up,  we  will  be able  to cover  the 
ground simultaneously.

Shri S. S. More  (Sholapur): How 
can we take two Bills simultaneously?

Shri S. V. Ramaswamy:  They are
allied.

Shri S. S. More:  Unless  he  can
quote  some authority from  Parlia
ment

Shri K. K. Basa  (Diamond Harb
our): I suggest that his speech may 
be recorded in the other Bill also.

Mr. Depnty-Speaker:  We  cannot
dovetail one Bill into another, nor can 
both the Bills be taken up simultane
ously. Evidently what he feels is that 
this Bill is not full of life,  flesh or 
blood.  It has only a single clause, 
and the main point is how far it is 
goincr to affect the delimitation of con
stituencies.  "rherefore,  if we pass 
this Bill and then take up the Delimi
tation Commission  Bill and then we 
And certain difficulties,  coming back 
to this Bin may not be easy. In these 
circumstances, if the rules permit, they 
may run together until the stage when 
we put to vote, so that hon. Members 
may make up their minds as to what 
they should do in relation to the one 
or the other, and so that they can get 
them  togefher  for wd
avoid any har'dsMp ta work. That iB 
what he evidently means.

Shri S. S. More: That aspect has al' 
ready been taken into account.  One 
Select Committee has gone into both 
(he Bills.

Mr.  Beinity-Speaker:  Emphasizing 
that aspect, the suggestion  that both 
should be considered  together in the 
House also seems to te  reasonat)le 
For my part I have no objection.  I 
find hon. Members are getting on lei
surely, there seems to ha’ve been suf
ficient discussion on this, and there is 
nothing more to say on this Bill—ex
cept what is going to  happen in res
pect  of delimitation.  Therefore,  if 
hon. Members have spoken sufficient
ly, I will allow this to stand over and 
start with the other Bill.  And what
ever difficulties arise may be adjust
ed between the two.  Particularly as 
it was thought necessary at an earliez 
stage that the same Select Committee 
should consider both the Bills, unless 
both are placed before the House and 
considered  before a final decision is 
arrived at, the House will not have the 
advantage of having referred them to- 
the same Select Conmiittee. I have no 
objection to this procedure,  the pro
cedure being not that  they are run- 
ning together, but we can stop at this 
stage and discuss the other Bill. When» 
the consideration stage of both is vot
ed upon, then the House can consider 
the respective clauses separately.

It is now five minutes to cne. After 
allowing one speech I will keep this 
Bill to stand over and the other Bill, 
namely the Delimitation  Commission 
Bill, may be taken up.

Shri  Raghavachari  (Penukonda): 
This Bill is to amend the Constitution. 
There will have to be the two-thirds 
majority. The other one is an ordin
ary Bill.  Why combine tne two?

Mr. Depaty-Speaker:  It is not a
question of majority  or  minority. 
Hon.  Members must make up their 
mind as to the implications, how it 
will be useful in fixing the number. 
That is why there was one Select Com
mittee for both the Bills.

Shri G. H. Deshpande (Nasik—Cen
tral):  I rise to support  the propo
sals placed before this House by the 
hon. Law Minister.  Yesterday in the 
evening one hon. Member from  the 
Opposition Benches in a very vehe
ment speech tried to oppose the mea
sure that has  been  discussed.  He 
suspected that there is an American 
hand behind it.  Some hon. Members 
in this House recently have started 
suspecting  American  hand  every
where.  I think it is due to the in
feriority complex of  some people in 
this country*  This country, five years 
before, bravely fought the f̂reedom’ŝ
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t>attle and won it ̂igainst heavy odds. 
Jt cannot be  cowed down  by any 
foreign power on earth.  Let that feor 
be not there. Neither Americans nor 
Russians can afford to play with us. 
The freedom has been won.  It  has 
been won on democratic lines and it 
Js going to be protected on democra
tic lines.

In the present democratic set-up of 
ours in this country, this House is not 
the only House which functions  as 
the representative of the people. Ours 
is a federal Constitution.  We  have 
jgram panchayats, we have  municipa
lities, we have State Assemblies and 
we have this House which functions 
for the entire country as  a whole. 
Naturally, there are questions of a 
l>roader point of view that are being 
.discussed nere whkn are only of all- 
India importance.  So« it is but in the 
Witness of things that we should have 
bigger constituencies than the consti
tuencies of the gram  panchayats or 
of the municipalities or of the  local 
b̂oards or of the State  Legislatures 
and if we have some big constituen
cies it will not be  very difficult for 
us to maintain contacts if we try to 
ô so sincerely and effectively.  For 
the present no doubt there are some 
constituencies  which  are  somewhat 
enormously big but that is  simoly 
due to the fact that we have got cer
tain reservations and reservations are 
to last for a definite period.  After 
that  we  will  have  almost  single- 
member constituencies and we will not 
have  the  bigger size  constituencies 
which we have for the  present in
certain circumstances.  So, that difRr 
oulty will also be solved and  there 
will not be too many districts  ad
ministratively disturbed on account of 
the constituencies.  It is due to the 
present provision for the reservation. 
Let us hope that there will be no need 
for reservations if we work hard for 
the backward classes and if the re
servations will go according  to the 
Constitution as they are likely to go, 
then there will not be bigger constitu
encies and it will be easy for us all 
to maintain contacts with our people. 
No doubt, we can leam much trom 
the constitutions  of other countries 
but let us evolve our own Constitu
tion in our own way.  Let us develop 
on our own  lines.  Let us  try to
follow that which will be good for us. 
Let us be rich with  experience  of 
others but do not be led away with 
that and that is why, taking into con
sideration every practical  aspect of 
-the question, I do think that tiie pro
posals that are before the House de
serve the support not only  of this 
ĵentire House but of the entire country.

Sliri Lokenatii Miahrm  (Puri>:  I
agree that the niunerical  strergth of 
the House of the People  should not 
be  increased and the reason why  it 
should not be increased has been well 
propounded by many hon.  Members, 
raose people who want that the nume
rical strength of the House should be 
increased, want it for the reason that 
this House should be more representa
tive of the people. If that is the v/hole 
consideration, I see no reason why this 
should be increased because India is a 
big country and an increase of some 
more Members could not make the re
presentation as perfect as they would 
like it to be.

But I am in disagreement with the 
report of the Select Committee. They 
have maintained the original figure of 
500 as the strength of the House. They 
iiave deleted the maximum ip article
81 (1) (b). They have oot thought it 
proper to increase the iiiinimum. This 
amending Bill is before ’-he House for 
the  fact that India's  population  is 
growing and since population is grow
ing, those two limits, lower and upper, 
should be changed  and adapted but 
unfortunately they have done away 
with the upper limit,  they have not 
thought it  proper  to  increase the 
lower limit.  In my opinion the lower 
limit should be increased because when 
you  assume that the population  of 
India is increasing, the minimum num
ber for one representation should also 
increase. Otherwise, it may be possi
ble that somewhere only five lakhs of 
people may have  one  representative 
and this will give a free scope to the 
Delimitation  Commission  to delimit 
the constituencies with certain amount 
of injustice because  there may be a 
constituency which will have only five 
lakhs of people and there may be con
stituencies which may have overmen 
lakhs of people or more. To avoid this 
contingency, the lower  limit should 
be increased. I, therefore, submit that 
the report of the Select Committee as 
only  deleting the upper  limit  and 
keeping the lower limit intact should 
be changed.

1 P.M.

I have tabled an amendment. I hope 
I will have time to speak on that score 
and for the present I should say tlwt 
fixing 500 as the  numerical strength 
of  the House of People  and at  the 
same time not increasing  the lower 
limit would do injustice.

Mr. Depatŷpeâ IJfs mil 
stand  over. The other  Bill will  be 
taken up after Lundi.

The {House then ^
Lunch mi Half Past Two  of  ^  
Clock.
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comply with the demands.

[Mr. Deputy-Speaker in the ChairJ Pandit Tlialnir Das Bharcava (Gur̂
gaon): May 1 make one suggestion, Sir?" 

------------- Previously, when cut motions were dis
cussed in relation to Demands,  the 
practice was that the Parties indicated 
to the Ministry and to the House the 
various cut motions on which  they 
wanted to concentrate their attention. 
Certain Demands were selected so that 
the House could concentrate its atten
tion :*pon them. I would like the same 
convention to be established now  so* 
that if hon. Members who have tabled! 
hundreds—if not hundreds, more than 
30 or 40—cut motions, were to select 
a few of them, the whole House would 
concentrate its attention upon them and. 
s.udy those subjects only.  It would 
b2 better for discussion also and a lot 
of labour of the Members will be saved̂ 
Otherwise, if all the 50 or HO cut mot
ions are moved and a desultory dis
cussion takes place without any other 
person replying to them or concentra
ting his attention on any one of them,- 
my fear is that we may not have a 
good debate  I would, therefore, re
quest you. Sir, to ask the gentlemen, 
or Parties concerned to select certain 
Demands and cut motions.  Previously,, 
we used to apportion time. That maŷ 
not be necessary now.  The cut mot
ions may be selected.

Shri Tyagi: Government would wel
come this suggestion.

Shri K. K. Basu: Naturally.

Mr.  Depnty-Speaken If it is not. 
natural, the other inconvenience will 
be ihis. We will assume that there are- 
50 or 60 cut motions.  If all attention 
is paid to one or two cut motions, the? 
rest will be guillotined.  There is a 
time limit.  In these circumstances,, 
the practice has been as was stated by 
Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava.  The- 
Whip of the Congress Party and the 
Whips of other Parties or Groups or 
Leaders of Groups may sit together and* 
find out what exactly are the items on. 
which they would like to concentrate 
their discussion within that periods andi 
leave others to be guillotined.  Other 
wise, some matter which may not be 
of the same importance in relation to 
other cut motions may take up  the 
whole time of the House and ôher cut 
motions may be guillotined. Hitherto, 
Leaders of the Groups  and Whip of 
the Government, used to sit together 
and choose the particular cut motions, 
so that the Ministers may also be en
abled to answer in detail, and the time- 
of the House may not be wasted.  So 
far as unattached Members are con
cerned, they may also sit together and- 
propose cut motions equal to  theic'
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BUSSINESS OF THE HOUSE

The Minister of Revenue and Ex
penditure (Shri Tyagi): Witli your per
mission, Sir. I wish to  inform  the 
House that quite a large number of en
quiries are being made from me with 
regard to additional information on the 
supplementary demands.  That day it 
was decided that I should collect all 
the information required by the  hon. 
Members and supply them.  I circula
ted their questionnaire, so to say. to all 
the Ministries concerned and in res
ponse from them I have got a good 
bulk of information.  It will not  be 
possible for me. Sir. to go to the Press 
and get it printed.  May I have your 
permission. Sir, to pass on to the Mem
ber concerned full details cf whatever 
information was required by him.  If 
you permit me. Sir, I can pass it on. 
For the benefit of the other Members, 
I may place a copy on the Table of 
the House.

Shri K. K. Basu (Diamond Harbour): 
Why not circulate it?  It will be the 
collective knowledge of the House.

Shri Tyagi: It will not be possible; 
it will be difficult for me to circulate. 
If the same analogy were applied in 
the case of the annual Budget, the in
formation will become too ’rnlky.  I do 
not think it will be of much use to the 
Members.  I would, therefore, request 
your permission to pass on to the hon. 
Member the information on the points 
on which he had made enquiry.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: May I suggest 
that instead of placing on  the  Table 
here, the other copy may be placed in 
the Library?

Shri M. S. Gurupadaswnmy (My
sore): Instead of one copy, it is better 
if the hon. Minister could place half a 
dozen copies in the Library.

Shri K. K. Basu: Quite a number.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:  If the  hon.
Members  have  concentrated  their 
attention on a particular subject, in
formation on that point will be given 
to them. For the benefit of other Mem
bers, another copy will be there.  We 
ought not to go on making demands. 
As far as possible, we must meet the 
Government as they have met  the




