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PARLIAMENTARY DEBATES

(Part II—Proceedings other than Questions and Answers)
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HOUSE OF THE PEOPLE
Wednesday, 12th November, 1952

The House met at a Quarlier to
Eleven of the Clock.

[MR, SPEAKER in the Chair]

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS
(See Part I)

11-54 AM.
WEST BENGAL EVACUEE PROPERTY
(TRIPURA AMENDMENT) BILL

The Minister of Home Affairs and
States (Dr. Katju): I beg to move for
leave to introduce a Bill further to
' amend the West Bengal Evacuee Pro-
: perty Act, 1951 as extended to Tripura.

| Mr. Speaker: The question is:

L “That leave be granted to intro-
ce a Bill further to amend the
est Bengal Evacuee Property Act,

¥ 1951, as extended to Tripura.”

The motion was adopted.
Dr. Katju: I introduce the Bill.

T

MOTION FOR ADJOURNMENT

FAsT BY SHRI POoTT1 SRIRAMULU FOR THE
FORMATION OF THE ANDHRA PROVINCE

Mr. Speaker: I am sorry, I forgot to
‘mention notice of an adjournment
motion received by me. The motion is
that the meeting be adjourned to con-
sider the situation arising out of the
fast unto death undertaken from the
19th October, 1952, to further the
cause of the speedy formation of the
Andhra Province by Shri Potti Sri-
ramulu, whose condition is, according
to Press reports fast deteriorating
and, as any mishap in this case is likely
yto disturb the peace of the State of
Madras, particularly the Andhra area.
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Well, I do not think I need say at
any length why I am not inclined to
give my consent to such an adjourn-
ment motion as that. In the first place,
the question of iiaguistic provinces was
recently discussed by this House at
full length and prima facie, a further
reconsideration of the question is
barred under our rules of procedure.

As regards, of course, the fast under-
taken, with all sympathy for the
gentleman who is fasting, it is not
possible for us to take cognizance of
such fasts of individuals, howsoever
well-meant they may be. I “cannot
treat it as a concern of this House
collectively.

Then, the possibility of the motion.
being admissible is brought in at the
end by saying that the fast or any
untoward end of the fast is likely to
disturb the peace of the State of
Madras. particularly in the’ Andhra
area. Clearly, it is the business of
the Madras Govetnment to see that
}ﬁw and oiger. or peace and tranquil-

Y reign there properly. I do no
think the House is concerned. t

Shri B. S. Murthy (E! :
say a word, Sir? v (Blurw): Can 1

Ml:. Speaker: Not now.'I am with-
holding consent. The - motion is not.
before the Houyse.

DELIMITATION COMMISSION BILL

The Minister of Law and Minority
Affairs (Shri Biswas): I beg to moves

“That the Bill to provide for the
readjustment of the representation
of territorial constituencies m the
House of the People and in the
State Legislative Assemblies and
for matters connected therewith, be
referred to a Select Committee con-
sisting of Shri M. Ananthasayanam
Ayyangar, Shri Bhawanji A.
Khimji, Shri Syamnandan Sahaya,
Shri Gajendra Prasad Simha, Shri

. L., More, Pandit Lingaraj
Misra, Shri Rohini Kumar
Chaudhuri, Pandit Lakshmi Kanta
Maitra, Shri Mohanlal Saksena,
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[Shri Biswas]

Shri N. M. Lingam. Shri Udai
Shankar Dube, Choudhary Raghu-
bir Singh, Shri Nemi Chandra
Kasliwal, Shri Ranbir Singh
Chaudhuri, Shri Govind Hari Desh-
pande, Sardar Amar Singh Saigal,
Shri Kotha Raghuramaiah, Shri
Krishnacharya Joshi, Shri Lila-
dhar Joshi, Shri A. M. Thomas,
Shri C. R. Basappa, Shri C. Madhao
Reddi, Shri Choithram Partabrai
Gidwani, Shrimati Renu Chakra-
vartty, Shri P. T. Punnoose, Shri
Girraj Saran Singh, Dr. Manik
Chand Jatav-vir, H. H. Maharaja
Rajendra Narayan Singh Deo, Shri
N. RR. M. Swamy, Shri Radha
Charan Sharma, Shri Ranjit Singh,
Shri P. N. Rajabhoj, Shri
Awadheshwar Prasad Sinha, Shri
Shankar Shantaram More, Shri
B. S. Murthy. Shri N. C. Chatterjee,
Dr. Syama Prasad Mookerjee and
the Mover with instructions to
report by the 22nd November 1952.”

The members are the same as those
on the Select Committez which the
House appointed yesterday for the
other Bill, viz., the Constitution (Second
Amendment) Bill. I hope, Sir, the
House will not take such a long time
as it did in connection with the other
Rill yesterday.

(Mgr. DeruTY-SPEAKER in the Chair]

Shri T. N. Singh (Banaras Distt.—
East): On a point of information, are
the mames the same as in the Select
Committee appointed yesterday?

12 Noon.

Shri Biswas: Yes, I have stated that
already.

This Bill is a measure which does
not involve any amendment of the
Constitution, but which Parliament is
not only empowered, but required, by
the existing provisions of the Constitu-
tion to enact.

If you will refer, Sir, to article 81
(3), you will find it is distinctly pro-
vided there that:

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

You find a similar provision in
article 170 (4) as regards the terri-
torial constituencies in the Legislative
Assembly of each State.

The object of this Bill is to set up
the requisite machinery to give effect
to these provigions of the Constitution.
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1 hope, Sir, that hon. Members have
read the Bill. The Bill speaks for
itself. The machinery mow proposed
is, of course—I will not say “of course”
—a departure from what was provided
for the Ilast general elections. As
regards the last general elections, the
procedure was laid down in the Repre-
sentatiun of the People Act, 1850.
Section 13 of that Act prcvided that:
"After the commencement of the
Act, the Speaker shall set up an
Advisory Committee in respect of
;:cth Part A State, and Part B
a ell_

excluding Jammu and Kashmir, of
course—

“That Advisory Committee will
consist of not less than three, and
not more than seven Membvers of
Parliament representing that State;.
and in respect of each Part C
State other than Bilaspur, Coorg
and the Andaman and Nicobar
Islands. the Advisory Committee
will consist of a Member or Mem-
bers of Parliament representing
that State.”

Then, Sir, the Election Commission
was required uader that section to
formulate certain proposals for delim ta-
tion in consultation with the Advisory
Committee, and then these proposals
were to be submitted to the President
for making the orders which were
envisaged in sectioni 6 and Y, as well
as section 11, with which we are not
now concerned, and the President, after
he made the order was to send it on
to Parliameat, and Parliament was
given the right to make such modifica-
tions as it considered proper, within

20 days from the date on which the
order was placed before the Hou

The experience of the last electio
was such as does not encourage a
repetition of the same procedure now.
We are mow called upon to readjust

the representation in these various
ronstituencies in accordance with the

‘population flgures, arrived at the last

census. And what is now suggested is
that for the purpose of making this
delimitation, there should be a high-
powered and independent Committee,
which will inspire public confldence.
The proposal, accordingly, is that a
Commniissien will be set up consisting
of two persons who shall be or were
Judges of the Supreme Court or of a
High Court. And with these two
Members, the Election Commissioner
will be associated. It will be recog-
nised that the Election Commissioner
is a person most competent to sit on
such a Commission. He is familiar
with the details of the delimitation
which was effected for the purpose of

. the last - general elections; the other "
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necessary data are also in his posses-
sion. I venture to submit, Sir, that
such a body consisting of two Judges
either of the Supreme Court or ot a
High Court, and the Eleetion Com-
missioner, ought to be accepted with-
out any question. You could not
possibly think of any Commission
more independent, more free from all
sorts of extraneous influences—politi-
cal and other influences—and there-
fore, it will certamly command public
confidence. If you refer to the opinions
which have been obtained on this Bill,
you will find that suggestions have
been made that the last word should
be left with Parliament as on the last
occasion. The matter was considered
by Government very carefully, and
they have come to the conclusion that
it would be best to leave out Members
of Parliament from the Commission
altogether, as a result of actual experi-
ence on the last occasion.

Another question which might be
raised is this. Though the Election
Commissioner might be depended upon
to know something about the condi-
tions in  the various States, still he
will not possess that amount of local
knowledge regarding the various con-
stituencies into which the States may
be divided, as will be necessary for
eﬂgct;vely carrying out the work of
delimitation. The proposal accordingly
is that whenever the Commission is
delimiting the constituencies in any
particular State, there should be
between two to four Members co-

Shri S. S, More (Sholapur): Not
co-opted, but nominated by the Speaker.

Shri Biswas: They will be co-opted
to the Commission. They will not be
elected, but they will be nominated
by the Speaker of the State Assembly
concerned. That is the proposal.

Shri S. V. Ramaswam Sal :
They will be associated i!en‘fb:r:.m)-

Shri 8. 8. More:. If they are co-opted
they get the right of voting. prec

Shri Biswas: Let me complete what
I want to say (Interruptioﬂsl)). wha

Mr Deputy-Speaker: What I would
urge on hon. Members is that they
may allow the hon. Minister to go on

the manner in which he wants to
Place the motion before the House. If
there are any points, they may be
g;)ted down, and then put forward

T enlightenment or elucidation.

Shri Biswas: When I said co-opted
I thought hon. Members would agpre:
ciate that co-option does not neces-
sarily carry with it the right to vote.
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Shri S. 8, More: We differ.

‘ Shri Biswas: Neither does it carry
the idea that tne .uem_er will be
elected. Whether elected or nominat-
ed, he is co-opted, and whether he has
the right to vote or not, he is still a
co-opted Member. I want to point
out that although these Members,
whose number is between two to four,
are nominated by the Speaker of the
State Assembly, from among the Mem-
bers of that Assembly or from among
the Members of Parliament represent-
ing that particular State, still none of
the persons' so associated with the
Commission shall have a right to vote
or to sign any final decision of the
Commission. They will certainly take
part in the deliberations of the Com-
mission, when they are delimiting the
constituencies, but the final word will
rest with the Members of the Com-
mission, and not with these co-opted
Iﬁdl;lmbers. That is the proposal in this
ill.

Then, in clause 7 of the Bill some
directions have been given in very
general terms, regarding the principles
which the Commission will follow in
making the delimitation. It is possible
to take different views on many of
these questions. In fact different
views have been expressed by some
of those whose opinions are before
you. I suggest that it is not neces-
sary to discuss the merits of the differ-
ent views here in this House, because
thev will all be before the Select Com~
mittee which being a very representa-
tive one, will examine all these pro-
posals on their merits, and then
acceot such of them as may commend
themselves to the Select Committee.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Motion moved:

“That the Bill to provide for the
readjustment of the representation
of territorial constituencies n the
House of the Peoole and in the
State Legislative Assemblies and
for matters connected therewith, be
referred to a Select Committee con-

sisting of Shri M. Ananthasayanam
Ayyangar, Shri Bhawanji A.
Khimji, Shri Syamnandan Sahaya,
Shri Gajendra Prasad Sinha, Shri
K. L. More, Pandit Lingaraj
Misra, Shri Rohini  Kumar
Chaudhuri, Pandit Lakshmi Kanta
Maitra, Shri Mohanlal Saksena,
Shri N. M. Lingam, Shri Udai
Shankar Dube, Choudhary Raghu-
bir Singh, Shri Nemi Chandra
Kasliwal, Shri Ranbir Sifigh
Chaudhuri, Shri Govind Hari Desh-
pande, Sardar Amar Singh Saigal,
Shri Kotha Raghuramaiah, Shri
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Krishnacharya Joshi, Shri Lila-
dhar Joshi, Shri A. M. Thomas, -

Gidwani, Shrimati Renu Chakra-
vartty, Shri P. T. Punnoose, Shri
Girraj Saran Shmgh, Dr. Manik
Chand Jatav-vir, H. H. Maharaja
Rajendra Narayan Singh Deo, Shri
N. R. . Swamy, Shri Radha
Charan Sharma, Shri Ranjit Singh,
Shri P. N. Rajabhoj, Shri
Awadheshwar Prasad Sinha, Shri
Shankar Shantaram ‘More, Shri
B. S. Murthy. Shri N. C. Chatterjee,
Dr. Syama Prasad Mookerjee and
the Mover with instructions to
report by the 22nd November 1952."

Shri Damodara Menon (Kozhikode):
I am glad that this Bill has been
1eferred to the same Select Committee
as the one to which the Constitution
(Second Amendment) Bill was referred
Yyesterday. I say this in the hope that
the Select Committee may find its
way to drop the Constitution (Second
Amendment) Bill altogether, after its
deliberations.

Now, coming to this Bill, 1 agree
that the constitution of the Delimita-
tion Commission ag provided in clause
3 of this JBill is something to which
nobody can take any exception. The
impartiality of the Commission will be
maintained, if the members of the
Commission are Judges rather than
politicians associated with political
parties or organisations.

There are one or two aspects in the
Bill, which I think deserve revision. In
the first place I want to place before
the House the one relating to associated
members. Provision has been made
for the Commission to have two to
four members-nominated from among
the members of the State Legislatures
as also from the House of the People,
to assist them in their work, and these
members have no right to vote. That
is a good provision so far as it goes.
But in choosing these members, there
is no direction given in this clause
that members of the Opposition must
find adequate representation. 1 think
it is very necessary that in a matter
like this members of the Opposition
should be able to sit with the Com-
mission and offer them the benefit of
their advice. The clause provides for
two to four members only. I do not
know how the Opposition can
accommodated, if we keep down to
these numbers. Takel. lkforTrinltant‘e- a
small Part B State like avancore-
Cochin. The number of such associated
members, from that State may pro-
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ber of Parliament. So there will be
one member from the State Legislative
Assembly and one from the House of
the Pcople. If we keep to that num-
ber, then the nominating authority
will be faced with difficulty in accom-
modating a member of the Opposition.

Another point I want to emphasize
is this. In sub-clause (2) of clause 5,
the power to nominate associated
members is given to the Spcaker of
the Legislative Assembly of the State.
I wonder why the power to nominate
members of the House of the People
also should be given to him. The pro-
per authority to nominate members of
the House of the People as associate
members, is the Speaker of the House
of the People. I am sure this matter
deserves close attention and that the
Select Committee will go into it.

Sir, in clause 7(a) it is provided,
naturally, that the Commission shall
determine the total number of seats to
be allotted to the various States in the
House of the People and in doing so,
they shall have regard to the provi-
sions of clause (1) of article 81. As
I suggested, this brings in the Consti-
tution (Second Amendment) Bill also.
Sir, there we are faced with two rather
unwelcome alternatives. If we in-
crease the total number of members
of the House of the People, we are
faced with a very unwelcome possi-
bility, and that is. the House will be-
come rather unwieldy. That is some-
thing to be avoided. If, on the other
hand, we increase the maximum
number under clause (1)(b) of article
81, then the constituencies will become
unwieldy. Therefore, there are two
alternatives: an unwieldy House or an
unwieldy constituency. I again sug-
gest, Sir, that this is a matter that
requires close consideration and it
would be better if we can avoid both
these difficulties, and the best way to
do that is not to attempt any amend-
ment of the Constitution at present.
I hope, Sir, that these suggestiong will
appeal to the Select Committee when
it begins its deliberations.

Shri Raghabacharl (Penukonda):
Sir, this Bill requires to be looked at
not purely from the technical or

‘formal point of view, but in the light

of democracy and the principles we
are committed to observe. From one
end to the other, the members that
should finally decide about this de-
limitation are people nominated or
appointed not by this House or by any
other House. The Commission itself
is appointed by this t and
then the associatetmembers ' are
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appointed—I would
nominated—by the Speakers of the
Assemblies; the final word appears to
be with the Commission, and its deci-
sion is final without reference to any
Legislature—either this Parliameat or
the local Legislatures. From one end
to the other we find the basis for this
Bill is nomination and authority, so
derived. Of course, it must be
accepted that they have shown a
grudging respect: it may also include
a member of Parliament if he happgns
to be nominated by the Speaker of
‘any local Legislature. And that is
all. The Law Minister referred to
some previous experience when final
recommendations came before this
Parliament and, therefore, he said in
the light of that experience he fears
a similar experience which he wishes
to avoid, and therefore. the Govern-
ment in consideration of this past
experience came to the conclusion not
to have anything to do with this
Parliament again. Well, that is
rather unfortunate, so I feel, Sir.

You will glso please remember the
experiences and the impressions left
in the minds of the members about
the final decision of the Delimitation
Committees on the previous occasion.
We know, Sir, and the Deputy-Speaker
himself as the President of one of
such Committees in Madras State
should have been impressed, that
many a time the considerations were
not purely the application of the
principles, but how to bring about a
delimited constituency which is ex-
pected to be helpful, favourable or
safe for a particular member. Well,
I deliberately make that suggestion
because that is the impression which
is perfectly plain to my mind, at any
rate, so far as the constituencies that
were delimited in my own district
are concerned. It might be recalled.
8Sir, that a constituency was com-
posed of two taluks—Anantapur and
Kayanadurg—which were contiguous.
‘Subsequently, a particular member—
I do not wish to say who—did not
find that amalgamation helpful.
Therefore, the order of the President
came to be amended. Subsequently
it was amended by dropping Ananta-
pur taluk and adding on Gooty with-
out any kind of reference or any
agitation. That is one thing. I was
also told of other similar instances.
I do not wish to get into those things,
but suffice it to say that sometimes
these powers are so used as to bring
about delimitation of constituencies
one way or the other not always
based on principles. And I am sure
such impressions may be in the minds
of other members also. It is pre-
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cisely for that reason that I say that
the members of this Parliament or of
other Legislatures must have a place
there not by nomination of the
Speaker who belongs to a particular
party. I am perfectly aware that
once a man is elected Speaker, he will
be above party; the whole House is
his. He will be the father in the
family, and all that, on principles.
But we do know as a matter of experi-
ence that he, nevertheless, must have
his eye upon the principal support
of people who have put him there.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Not !og five
years unless a no-confidence motion is
tabled against him.

Shri Raghubachari: I am not suggest-
ing—far be it from me to do so—that
he feels nervous about his own posi-
tion and, therefore, might not observe
the proper attitude. That is not at all
my suggestion, What I say is that
after all, he happens to be a man who
was chosen and put there at the inst all::ce
of one party. And the more so, whei:
the?'ee al:‘e gnntests and all that, the
Speaker is chosen by the'maj_onty of
votes. In a matter of this kind that
nomination is to be handed over to
the Speaker—I wonder why? Why not
the Legislature itself elect the number
of representatives required? What i3
the matter that is in the way of that?
That is only democratic.

Then, as suggested by my friend,
there must also be a provision t:hat
some of the members must certainly
be drawn from the Opposition function-
ing. Without that it hecomes practi-
cally a body constituted from one end
to another where opportunities for ex-
pression of all sections of opinion will
not be available. That is a point
that must be carefully considered.

Now, Sir, as regards the number, I
would suggest that two and four—the
lower and the upper limits—may not
be sufficient and I would submit it
would be better that it is three and five
or even five and seven. For after all.
we have provided that there is no
place for dissenting minutes. That is
again another matter on which I am
sorry that there is such a dismissal of
the opinions of those people who have
happened to differ. You have no right
to say what you feel. We hear you,
we dismiss you; that is what is beiug
done. It may be that they may not
vote but certainly they have a right o
give their dissent in writing. That is
one matter which might be considered.

Another matter, Sir, which I wish to
suggest is this. I find in this Bill a
clause which I find is unnecessary and

LY
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that is clause 6.—the procedure to lLe
followed. Parliament Bn_mlilghth}ul;or that
recently we passed a Bill which is now
an Act, the Enquiry Commissions Bill.
In this the procedure to be adupted
and the powers to be exercised by any
Commission appointed by this Parlia-
ment or the local Legislature are pro-
vided for. To my mind, it looks that
the whole of this present clause is ui-
necessary, and possibly this was put in
long before the other Bill was passed
into an Act. That might be taken into
consideration. Probably the Exp.ana-
titi.;n might have to find a place some-
where.

Then. in the matter of the final report
being final. the word is not there. Nor
is there any provision that the deci-
sions or the orders promulgated by
the Commission should be submitted to
this Parliament. [ feel, Sir, that it is
necessary that it should not become
final until it has been submitted to this
House. For, after all, we are appoint-
ing a Commission and the Commission
must function within its limits and its
recommendations must come before
this House before they become final.
This is a matter on which some thought
has to be given.

Subsequent to these decisions, powers
are given to the Election Commissioner
to rectify those things cglling them
‘mistakes’ or ‘errors’. No doubt, in
the case of ‘error’ and other things, the
usual safeguarding language ‘not of a
substantial character’ is there but in
the case of the first, ‘mistake’ there is
not that requirement. Under the cover
of ‘mistake’ any order might be recti-
fied. 1 suggest that a provision, that
is, the words ‘not of a substantial
character’ might also be added ss a
qualifying clause to mistake also.

Then there is one other suggestion
1 would like to submit and it is in the
matter of associates. In this, surely
efforts must be made that the Opposi-
tion parties have a voice in it. Other-
wise it might lead to not very healthy
final delimitations.

Shrimati Sucheta Kripalani ew
Delhi): Sir, I generally supportmthe
Delimitation Commission B{ll because
it is a constitutional necessity. We
cannot hold any general election after
January 1953, on the basis of the
delimitation of constituencies that we
have now., Articles 81(3) and 170(4)
provide that after every census we
muyst readjust our constituencies. There-
fore we have got to create an agency
that will bring into effect this consti-
tutional requirement. So nobody can
object to the principle of this Bill. But
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I also, like the previous speakers, have
rtain criticiams to offer regarding the
provisions of the Bill.

My chief\criticism is to clause 5 as
mentioned by the previous speakers. I
am surprised to see that in the Bl

aced before us no consideration has

n given to the fact that the Opposi-
tion parties should be associated with

.the work. Clause 5 says that only two

to four persons should be associated
and these would be nominated by the
Speakers of the State Legislatures. It
cannot be denied that the work of de-
limiting the constituencies is a very
important work because the future elec-
tions will depend on this. On the pro-
per delimitation of the constituencies
will depend the right of the voters to
send their real representatives to the
House. As has been mentioned by Mr.
Raghabachari and as is well known to
everybody, powerful parties can influ-
ence in adiusting the boundaries accord-
ing to their wishes. Not only powerful
parties but even individuals have played
a part in fixing them. During the last
elections we heard a good deal of com-
plaint all over the country. As a
matter of fact, some of us felt that the
majority party was able to define elec-
toral districts in such a way that they
got a higher representation than their
voting strength allowed. Therefore,
we who are in the Opposition are very
keen that proper provision should be
made when we are again delimiting the
constituencies. Whatever deficiencies
there were previously should be put
right. I am supported in this in the
opinion of Mr. Jalal who is an ex-
Judge of the Punjab High Court. He
has said:

“I Know cases where the delimita-
tion of constituencies has been
made by those entrusted with the
task in the interest of parties or
that even of individuals.”

Such strong language has been used
by an ex-Judge. In view of that, how
is it that the Government has not
thought fit to make a provision to glve
representation to the Opposition
parties? Therefore, I would suggest
that instead of limiting the number to
four, the least number should be five,
which would give some kind of repre-
sentation to the different Opposition
parties in the State. Then, as regards
their selection. Either they can be
elected jointly by the members of the
State Assembly and the members of the
House of People belonging to the State
by the method of single transferable
vote or if this proposal is not acceptable
to the Select Committee, I would sug-
gest that they should be nominated not
by the Speakers of the different Legis-
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Jatures but by the Commission itself.
You may very well ask why I suggest
that the nomination should be made by
the Commission itself. 1 do not mean
any discourtesy to any of the Speakers,
but situated as we are, with the political
situation in this country as it is, we
have to take great care to see that the
people who are associated with the
work of the Commission do not belong
to one party. Speakers all over this
<couniry mostly belong to one party.
All of them, perhaps except the Speaker
of Pepsu, are Congressmen. I know
that it is supposed that the Speaker
is a non-party man. Unfortunately, in
India we have not yet developed the
convention to that extent that the
Speakers always function in a non-
party manner. In this country our
Speakers have even gone to the extent
.0of making proud declarations in the
public that they belong to a political
party. In the face of this attilude of
the Speakers. 1 do no know how far
we can expect to get representation on
the Delimitation Commission if the
momination is left to the Speakers. I
would also like to draw your attention
to the interesting contrast between the
attitude of our Speakers and the atti-
tude of our very famous Speaker, late
Shri Vittalbhai Patel.- When he was
-elected Speaker during those days, when
we were under the British and, when
we were carrying on a struggle against
them, when he was a member of the
party that was carrying on this struggle,
he said. ‘I do not belong to any party.’
Had that attitude prevailed, we could
have said. “All right, let the Speakers
nominate.” I would therefore suggest
that the Commission. being a non-party
body, should have the power to nomin-
:ate associate members.

‘Regarding the function of the asso-
ciate members, they have no right to
vote or to sign the report, I can quite
‘understand that but they should be
given a little more power; they should
have the right to submit their views in
writing and before a final decision is
taken, due consideration should be
glven to the views thus eXpressed.

Then there is another matter which,
I do not know. whether it is strictly
-within the range of this Bill. The Select
Committee might also consider the
question whether it is ‘advisable for us
to have multiple member constituen-
cies. During the last election we found
how very difficult it was to fight an

election in a multiple member consti-
‘tuency.

An Hon. Member: Dificult? It is
dimpossible. .

. Shrimati Sucheta Kripalani: Very
«difficuit, if not impossible. It is all
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right for a big party like the Congress
which has got large resources at its
disposal, being the ruling partv. But
for .small parties or individuals it is
an ' almost impossible task. But now
that we are raising the li.mu. from
seven and a half lakhs to eight and a
halt lakhs, the task will become even
more difficult. You kpow what is the
condition of our roads in the rural
areas—how inaccessible some of

rural parts are. Besides, our voters
are mostly uneducated. And then,
many of us have not got the resources
to go and organise a campaign in such
a vast area. Therefore, I would sug-
gest that except in urban areas where
you may have double member consli-
tuencies, everywhere else we should
have single member constituencies.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Even for
Scheduled Castes?

Shrimati Sucheta Kripalani: Yes. Let
there be areas fixed for Scheduled
Castes. After ten years we are going
to remove these reservations. So,
them have it from now. If in some
areas the Scheduled Castes alone con-
test, what does it matter?

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I am not able
to follow. If a particular constituency
is reserved as a single-member consti-
tuency for the Scheduled Castes, then
none other than a Scheduled Caste
candidate can stand.

Shrimati Sucheta Kripalani: What
does it matter? I have no objection
to that. I understand the implicatiom
and having done so, I make the sug-
gestion.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Will not the
non-Scheduled Caste people be denied
the right of representation?

Bhrimati Sncheta Kripalani: We will
only select these constituencies where
there are a large number of Scheduled
Caste people. What does it matter? At
present, it is impossible to work. We
know what a farce it is. If we have
multiple-member constituencies ns at
present, very few people except those
belonging to the Congress which is a
well-organised body, will be able to
fight an election properly.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Can the hon.
Member say that in any particular con-
stituency so far demarcated the
Scheduled Castes form a majorlty?

Shrimati Sucheta Kripalani: That
may not be so, but the other people
are getting their chance in other con-
stituencies. After all, to me there Is
no very great distinction. We are ali
Indians. Let us get the chance in the
same way. After ten years, we want
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[Shrimati Sycheta Kripalani]
40 do away with these reservations.
Let us start from now.

Then, I have nothing very much
more to say except to endorse the view
ressed by Shri Raghabachari that
'ore the report is finalised and it
takes the form of a law, an opportunity
should be given to the House to ex-
press its opinion on the final findings.

In regard to clause 9, I want to
point out that the wording here is:
*After the Commission has ceased to
function, any mistake in the order
made by the Commission under sub-
section (1)...... etc. etc.” 1 accept the
latter portion may stand as it is. but
in the first portion the words “After
the Commission has ceased to function,
any mistake in the order...... " are very
wide. We should qualify that state-
ment by saying “not of a substantial
character” or some such phrase, which
would go to limit the scope.

With these few words, I support the

Bill. Whatever amendments I have

I shall table after the Bill comes

the Select Committee. I do hope

that the Select Committee will give

wvery serious consideration to the views

sed in the House and to the

opinions that have been received
already.

Shri Sinhasan Simgh (Gorakhpur
Distt —South): Sir, this Bill as it is
will mean a recurring cost to the nation
on account of the appointment of a
decennial Commission. So, in my
opinion, this cost is not commensurate
with the benefit that will accrue from
the Commission. The number of Mem-
bers in the Parliament will remain as it
is. So alsp in the States. Constituen-
cies only may be adjusted here and
there. For this purpose, we are called
upon to spend Rs. two lakhs. I think
- that this can be avoided. Article 81

may be suitably amended. There may
be an adjustment on the present
occasion, but later on it should not be
mnecessater{) to ha\;? this Commission

years. we go on changin
the Constitution. nobody will know ig
what constituency he will have to
m n;n “::f& tioméo way should be
am e
solve this difficulty, _  Torution and

As regards the composition of the
Commission, I take exception to the
provision “two members, each of whom
shall be 2 person who is or has been
a Judge of the Supreme Court or of a
High Court......... " The words ‘“has
been” shows that retired Judges would
‘be eligible for appointment. This means
that they can look for favours from
the Government. I submit that the
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judiciary should be above all tempta--
tions. The moment a Judge has any
future expectation of a favour from the-
Government, I submit in all humility-
that his judgment is likely to Dbe
affected. Therefore, we should not
have retired Judges. You have in this
House the hon. Shri Chatterjee, a retired
Judge. You have also the hon. the
Law Minister, another retired Judge.
Political life for service if they so-
choose after retirement should alone
remain open not any favour from
the Government of getting any re-
employment. If at the time they were
sitting as Judges they had any expecta-
tions, I am sure their judgments would.
robably not have been free from
nfluence. That sort of fear lurks in
my mind. This clause should there-
fore be amended and retired Judges
should not be given the chance to
serve in this Commission. Then if you
have the word “is” the loss to the coun-
try would not be large. You may
take one or two Judges from one place
or two places and then we will not give
them extra pay. But if retired Judges
are taken., we will have to pay them.
My point is. in both cases it is an un-
necessary expenditure. The Commis-
sion is there and it is empowered under
clause 9 to correct errors. Why can
you not give power to the Election Com-
mission itself? The Election Commis-
sion conducts the general elections
throughout India, and as far as I know
nobody has said a word against it so
far. Therefore. whenever delimitation
has to be effected, that Commission
itself may be authorised to attend to
this work. Why should we have a
separate Commission?

Then a fear has been expressed from
the Opposition side. They =ay that tne
nominations would comprise mostly of
members of one party. So, they have
suggested that the number may be
increased to five or six. May I
that this clause may be amended in
such a way that the Opposition mem-
bers may only be nominated io the
Commission? They seem to think that
they are the only honest people. After
all, what this gentleman is going to
do? He will only be an attache to the
«Commission. He has no right of vote,
or writing notes of dissent. He is only
there to advise, and if his advice is
not accepted then the Commission's
verdict is the final verdict. Let all
preferences be given to the Opposi-
tion members. None of my friends sit-
ting on this side will, I believe, have
any objection to If.

To sum up, I suggest that instead of
amending the Constitution every ten
years, we should devise a method‘ot
providing for the variation in the
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ulation; secondly we should not have
ﬁl:euted men serving on the Com-
n.

Shri Altekar (North Satara): Sir, 1
take up the last clause of the Bill,
clause 9 first. The clause provides for
the amendment of an order of the Cgm-
mission after it has ceased to function.
But it should be made clear that the
mistake sought to be corrected should
be of a type which will conform to
section 152 of the Civil Procedure Cude,
that is, clerical mistakes or arising from
any accidental slip or omission. If it
be a mistake of that type then the
Chief Election Commissioner shoulql be
in a position to correct it. But if it
happens to be of a rather substantial
pature, so that it would come under
section 151 of the Civil Procedure Code,
that is involving the inherent powers
of a court, where in order to do justice
the court can revise its own orders.
if it be of that type, then the Chief
Election Commissioner should not have
the power to correct it, because he
would thereby be assuming the full
powers of the Election Commission. The
two members, who were members of
the judiciary will not be there and if
such a mistake is to be revised, then
the Chief Election Commissioner should
not have the power to do that. If such
a contingency arises, I would submit
that the same Election Commission
should be called and it shouid be asked
to revise that particular mistake. It
should not be left to the Chief Election
Commissioner. If some of the mem-
bers of the Election Commission be not
in this world at that time. another one
should be appointed of that calibre and
status and the matter should be gone
into by the Commission and finally
decided. But a mistake of a substan-
tial nature should not be corrected or
a decision given or order passed by
the Chief Election Commissioner. So
much with regard to clause 9.

Then, in regard to nomination of the
members of the House of Parliament,
or of the Assemblies, I would like to
suggest that this is a right of the
Assembly and of this House. That
right should be exercised by the House
itself or by the Assembly. It chould
not be done by any member of the
Commission and it should be compet-
ent for the Speaker to nominate the
members—be it five or seven—and pro-
vision should be made so that mem-
bers of the Opposition are represented.
But the members should be nominated
by the Speaker and that right should
not go out of the House.

Then in regard to the constituencies,
I would like to suggest that they
should be so formed that the contiguous
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areas should be in the same consti--
tuency. Means of communication as.
also facilities for candidates to go into-..
that particular area should be the
chief consideration. Administrative:
difficuities should not be the criterion..
They should be subordinated to the
difficulties that will arise in the case
of candidates while carrying on the
election campaign. So far as multi-
member constituencies are concerned,,
they should, as far as possible, be in.
such areas where there is a density of
population. Areas which are thinly
populated should not form part of multi-
member constituencies. Big cities and.
the surrounding rural areas and densely
populated rural areas shouid be the
particular places where there should be-
muiti-member constituencies. In order
to see that the Scheduled Castes and
such others whose interests have to
be taken into consideration. are repre-
senied, mmulti-member constituencies
will be necessary and they cannot be
given up at this stage. But while pro-
viding for such muliti-member consti-
tuencies, thinly populated areas should,
as far as possible, be avoided, because-
candidates would not be able to go-
over a very large area of long dis-
tances to carry on their election c¢am-
paigns. So. thickly populated rural.
areas, big cities and surrounding areas
should, as far as possible, be the places.

where multi-member constituencies are:
provided. i

- Mr. Deputy-Speaker: But if Schedu-
_led Caste members are large in that

sparsely populated area, are they to Le-
given up?

Sh_rl Altekar: But in the same State
it will be possible to find thickly
populated areas for multi-member con-
stituencies and Scheduled Caste inter-.
ests can thereby be safeguarded.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The rule
appears to be that wherever there js.
a concentration of members of the
Scheduled Castes, they should be.
chosen in preference to other areas.

Shri Alekar: If there is any area
where there is a large number of"
Scheduled Caste people residing there-.
in, that particular area should be

reserved for the purpose of Scheduled
Caste representation

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: But it may be
sharsely populated.........

Shri Altekar: If it is sparsely
populated and if it is a large area
where Scheduled Castes are residing,
then that area should be reserved for
the Scheduled Castes. There should be-
no difficulty in doing that.



“393 Delimitation

[Shri Altekar]

As regards delimitation of consti-
tuencies, the population figures of 1851
should be the deciding faclor and seats
should be allocated and delimitation of
constituencles for the House of the
People done on that basis. That alloca-
tion should be retained as far as possi-
ble and there should not be any sort
-of competition between the States fur
seats on account of increase in popula-
tion. Rather there should not be any
premium on the increase of population
and competition resulting therefrom.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Why should
there be any readjustment at all now?

Shri Altekar: What I suggest is that
the allocation which we make now
.should be stuck to as far as possible.
Take for instance the case of Orissa. In
-QOrissa there has only been a rise of
six per cent. in the population during
the preceding ten years. But there are
States where the increase is as much
.as thirteen per cent. If some States
. are resorting to control of their popula-
tion, they should not be subjected to
any fu hardship. That is my
particular suggestion in this connection
and I would like it to be considered by
- the Select Committee before they sub-
mit their report to this House.

Shri Punnoose (Alleppey): Sir, I
wish to make a few observations on this
Bill. From the point of view of prin-
-ciple it .is very important that we
shoyld move cautiously with regard to
this Bill, because we are dealing with
the very foundations of our democracy.
If we make a mistake here, then that
mistake can only be regretted in the
future; it cannot be corrected. So we
.have to be careful in dealing with it.

Secondly, we should take into con-
- sideration certain realities. It is a
fact that all over India, of late, party
politics has become very strong. There
is not only healthy party competition
but you know and the House is aware,
I am sure, that there is a lot of un-
healthy competition also. Recently we
"had the municipal elections in most
parts of Southern India. I would ask
the Members of the party in power
whether they can show one constitu-
ency from which complaints have not
come that the constituencies were dis-
torted to send the Congress Party to
power. These complaints have tden
voiced by all organised parties—not
only the Communists, not only the
Socialists, but every party has voiced
that Government have intervened and
that the municipal constituencies have
“been distorted. .

Bhri 8. V. Ramaswamy: Question.
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Shri Punnoose: Papers and public
organs have protested against it. I
come from Travancore-Cochin. There
the municipal elections are not wvet
over. But I know of cases in which
all sorts of odd arrangements have
been made to facilitate Congress Mem-
bers to come in. It is not my intention
to find fault with the Congress now,
but they must make provisions in the
Bill in such a way that they infuse a
certain amount of confidence in the
public mind that things are moving
correctly and that mistakes are guarded
against.

Therefore I would suggest that the
Bill may be more seriously considered
by the Government than it has. I am
surprised that the elective principle
has been completely overlooked by the
Government. In no place has the
principle of election been accepted I
can understand the Delimitation Com-
mission being appointed, and there are
Judges and others on it. That is all
right. But while going to the States,
why ask the Speakers to nominate these
members? It is not a question of the
Speakers being partial or impartial.
After all it does not involve any further
expenditure, it does not involve any
further time, and the State Assemblies
can elect them on the basis of single
transferable votes, with the result that
all parties may have the occasion to
send in their representatives. If the
Congress is particular and anxious
that they should be able to win the
confidence of the public, they must
accept the principle that the members
should be elected by the Assemblies
on the basis of single transferable vote
and not nominated by the Speakers.

Then, I do not understand why these
members should be associate nTembers
at all. I do not know whether there
is any constitutional difficulty. If there
is, I do not say that it should be over-
looked, But if there is none, why is
it that they should be made associate
members only? Why not they be given
the right to {function as {full-fled
members? Even granting that they
are associate members, why not they be
given the right to submit their dis-
senting reports? Why not they he en-
couraged to say whatever they have,
to give it in black and white, so that
this Parliament may have the occasion
to study it.

With regard to clause 5 of the Bill
in regard to associatée members it is
specified that the number should be not
less than two and not more than four.
I consider it is too small a number.
Considering the large number of
parties that have come into existence
and also considering the big volume
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of public opinion that is likely to deve-
loppover this. I believe it should be
changed into not less than five and not
more than ten.

Then it is provided that the Com-
mission shall have the power to require
.any person to furnish any information.
That is all right.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:  The hon.
Member may continue his speech after
Lunch.

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

The House re-assembled after Lunch
at Half Past Two of the Clock.

[MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER in the Chair]

Shri Punnoose: Sir, 1 was trying to
make out that both from the point of
view of principle as well as considering
the political conditions that exist in
India today we have to proceed care-
fully. The process and conditions have
to be more liberalised from the point
.of view of democracy. Take sub-clause
(2) of clause 6. “The Commission shall
have power to require any person to
furnish any information on such points
and matters as in the opinion of the
Commission may be useful etc.,” While
_supporting it I believe another provi-
.sion has to be made. The Commission
.should have the duty to invite, receive
and take note of opinion in the coun-
try. Public men and organisations
.should be invited to give opinion. It
may be that all these opinions_in the
last analysis may not mean much but
we are particular that this provision
.should be made, so that the masses of
‘the people of this country might feel
‘that they have been consulted and
that meticulous care has been taken
to give them all the facilities to vote
and to have their say in the Govern-
ment of this country. Another point
I may add. Now the differences in size
of population between one constituency
and another is vast. Sometimes it is
‘two and a half lakhs of people. Some
-constituencies are so big that they
have more than 50 per cent, of the
average size. We are of opinion that
under no conditions this difference
«should be more than a lakh of people.
It should not exceed that. Then. Sir,
«coming to clause 8, we are definitely
. of the opinion that Parliament is not in
‘a position to give a blank cheque to
the Commission. As provided for now
when the findings of the Commission
are published in the Gazette, they
straightaway become law. We are
definitely opposed to that course. The
Commission shall place its findings and
also the minutes of its sittings before
'this House and we shall consider them.
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1 do not mean that this House will
have to change or make very many
changes in the recommendations of the
Commission but the point is that people
in this country shall not feel that tnis
Parliament, their sovereign body, gave
a blank cheque to the Commission. I
am surprised that the party which
idolises adult franchise and the ovallot
should think of issuing a blank cheque
to the Commission. Therefore, Sir. it
is our opinion that the recommenda-
tions and findings of this Commission
shall be placed before this House for
discussion. Spending a few hours, at
the most a day, on the Report is worth
while and in our opinion essential.

Before closing let me say that we
shall not rush through this Bill. We
shall sit together and discuss it at
length, not in a haphazard manner, not
in any great hurry. We shall see that
no mistake, no discrepancy creeps into
this Bill. With these observations,
hoping that the Select Committee will
be able to consider these suggestions
and those made by other hon. Members
and hoping that the Committee will
be able to improve upon the Bill I
support it.

i §8o QA0 @ (ITHM Aeq) -
TS HEIRT, FF T HR  q9q
e & R R
fratea &7 9 & foF N o Fie
T A I T fao ¥ T
#feak X gu @1 ¥ ¥=@
aa F gwmar g 5 oag § 8
fater &7 9 &1 sw oW
oH Y ger &Y g¥T 9 fw 9 fedr
T FT q7 qifeaTaee 7 W Sfawie
T @ | gy ¥ aIE 4 ag fawie
w¥e forar g fF 39 Fota w1 v fag
R v ag fratas o &1 fawrere
R, A Q@ ) WY R 5w 9T
F TR TAT T A T HY 37 a9 F7
afu=w g % 38 7 A ofwdq s
AR A FRLN T q9NAT § v qg
vy & 7o fagrw & faos &
e @ g ¥ qiq
gfafafy & Wit e mam w
afyw g, 3fFw wgr av AT @
g fafea @r @aq & s & faat
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& 3% wF fRar g fred aug
#/ 9 F Z@n a1 f e w1 g afaw
foar mar o7 & &g a9 s e
s frafgaan «1 fawio s3m)
o @ wg geg A e afafr
g Wg aArE W i AT P
wfawz(Election Commissioner)
» g afaw a1 fs @ & |
Ig TORFTFNA ¥ TIFAH & T
Tregafa & w1 A9F gl 1 @1 I
T { AN JW GO X 2@ § qmar
qrd guwar § f afaw ¥ fod fggmm
¥ fedagamefi Qs gag &
1 foigt o1 fex e fmr o
A FHET AT I AT BAS F
Tz ag FUM 1 AU e g fr dar
FIF { ITG@T Y FY AFATE T Y
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[sh q@e u7o am)
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# g% ¥ AR faaw @ A aTw
¥ N FORE [T AAT IT & oy
ag sarea1E fF faem @ F 9 asaw
© M A AW AR FGT AT
e & f oy sfaaadl & 1o qemwe
qag ® @ ¥ f@@ o @ oW
qATE qg & A areaw § q@ WL AN
X FoEgE faaw T A aw ¥
faadsas qasaEs afaw
@l & areqw w1 AT T1fgd |

a8y ard 4f o w1 & fy® w@w
ETATI FAF A q I
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IR T wrg § 4 f o fr g
waey wigd § fr frafem s & famfor
* ey ¥ o dfow faR e
FHwT I qg 65 ¥ AT ATH T
T afeg) § g fFsasr
foir #77 & fou v woer gear
®TE g T HR FEE I F H9AT wrf
T T |

dfex = T weN (Feer argwg
oF 7 fyer afear—afmw) : save
weeg, 38 fratew a7 fwir smaee
fadgs St Sufeam g €, AW A W
TCFAETE | A AT g
N gEgT oAfAge GEeEl 7 FAEE
F g A A g, WA gw Afg A
ST AFAY § F AV FEav AT q@TE AT
FFAT & | TAAY AT AV F GAT qFAT §
firey T W T &7 qWAF , OO
AR T T@Er  FrEawmEsar TEr fou
q#y fir gark Gfawm & ag aaemwar var
£ fF STa smEE JiT B T A} qg
aem W frag @@ g A W
N Frrmsar € s fox ¥ Fafer
g w1 ffor @y 1 xw afrd
€U ¥ I A ATRA Ay #
A agT @ W S favaw
» ® da femrmm & @
gfee ¥ & @ T TS AN@A A SrACER
ff @ qwwaT a1, 9Ty e s
q¥aT PO 7 forw TET R A T
s fear e wfrea (speakers)
Y 7g sfem 7 o wrfed v wg
gEEl ® wAER L AR S ¥
fod oY a% @A faar, 9@ ¥ W
wou g AR A W R sE F
wfrarz & wF AW 3O TN & e
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wfre A ag freft oft fawm &
m@qrq{i‘ﬂ{“ﬁmmﬁﬁrﬁ
e § fesam A arar sawafa
¥ wifga, 3fFm o= 0t @ &
g et ¥aw frdw A gfe ¥
# fady #X o e g ¥ W
forn strar, &Y 7@ @R qiw &S & A1
F oY T §g ¥ a1g § I F 4
wfre W wi2g 1 gfee ¥ den o o
g fr 7z gfeRm R @ qwET
a}aggqﬁﬂﬁ&ﬂ'ﬁﬂﬂ? Eicclk o
Fewy, faraers T arE &
Jard sy qar 59 aWg gEl
T TR &, € A A IR (T
a1 § o 19 g7 4 AT I @
faam @ ¥ WAl geEaEeE
FToaeq 4 | S WE @A
g Y FTIT 7 § ATAT T TGN
“@Yer 9T | IR WA ¥ I &
#7797 fF & U @ FT A& 0
QAT wE AN a0 & fw
frar mar f oW #Y @ T T
T afed, frad R T @
§ wgt 9T W T@ FT qTE AT
&, & e ofeer® 1 AT I g
AR I A TR HFT TR AT E
Y Y ST e S T F & W,
I & AT ag Ay &) awan €, g
T w7 Ot ehiw feelt @ 1 aee
W g A aeew @ www §, A
wT T § A ag 7 o sw s
w1 o gt § AR Ag fr wwow
& QI AET T §EAT, IW AF
e T T TR @Y gU A -
qreY @ FT AU FAA FT TET FT
Twar § AT @ T R IRqq A
aq  QENEREE ¥ 4 IUT AW
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SR 77 91 6 7ufy & = #7 qvey
g, f5g faieft @@ 71 ox sfem s
TR IFITT oo ¥ ww
fer &, a1 & agwa a1 7= Y wfer
9T &FT AG T GAr AR F aqA
Heqe & 9T H1 BT F AR I Forga-
99 T A58 FT 9 fFar, GO
T@ & OF Afeq 7 W fredY ow saaw
9T g A& F¢1 5 T TerarT ¥
fFam) e s @ v Ao ag
g SHACARIATHA 1@ GU TH WHIT
F qI9 ¥ fF I F g Ty
N T A TS THIT FT GEATEAT
grll, famwx s o fagee wE
W@ ¥ a2 A F 79 ag A oy
AT e @ F aeey A @
WG | FH FT W ATH EFC F
A9 ¥ 38 sfuw fasrs w7 sdmT

LW W F 9§ § I ofy ot

sz fasame g8 awg agt feed quar
& ¥ o wEAt ¥ g SR § fR
wfmm s aer TmrarqaswF
TOIRIAFTEITAG ! gaar
TR 0 & & qama F q@ar 2o,
Tg T A T A FAraw 9T faOer
T TSI I AE T@ & ey g
T q 5 S8 7 qwyw ¥ s o
fadnt 7@ a©l #1 |} =W 5 am
frcgs wmadm &t FW oFQ@ §
AR IgAT 1o 7@ o & g9 & amraT
Y I AT AT & IF F 1A qEATT
FA &, TF THTT T WTEA™H § & 7
Y AT G AT § IW q wEar Wy g2
A g A Fw AN A A € | fawarw
yH faam dergar &1 «fFT
wqTET. ITENT e w5 g fF oSy
gzEdl W A qTGT A A AWAT
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&, T I ag TAwW awar § %
®17 a3 39 #14 & ford I @
TIFT ¥ w2t & o $fw aeE
@A &, e wfrem A fow & foi
TR I ¥ 5 wrzdl 7 fawriaw
T &, 39 %Y 747 9471 § i Forery et
A FHFE aTS F AW § A H
S ww & fodl e A e
safed 3 aww § eftwe F grafaim
® A AT §, WA Ay A A
g, afig 7% facge g €1 wa
A9 Jg A T g & 5 agi S
¥ qaTa FU & @Y 9T FF O A2 W
TF F_TIT quaﬂaa'rg‘nm‘ug
TgAT T@ A R ama T @r € dx
e 1 wfes €, Y qm 9@
I IT FT FHST 5 FT wHwT &
[TA a9 FAT AR & AR FATTF
UAT FEGT F I F d3AT AR
&, T A AATHY 7 @ T AT
TAAAE 130 qaE@ ASTHY F9 48
JFAT | *F &Y AT AT FE &
S A1 ¥ 7 wlre & A ag P
FAT 92T 5 ag 9 g & 0f €,
Ig AN faeg Toma wraar A g
F Dk g W I9F A 7 Afeaw haer
gt g wifed, gw 97 go whifafy
g, @ F I W qaeET W@ g
et ¥ fory zv oft 7 oY gy, g faegss
3% &, agua 7@ F1 Y TaAAE § ag
fags (whips) & If@ sy & Ffrew
F AL GEST BT ATT F FHAT E
T & g dow¢ fratam &
& gafaain & afg sy s & SO
F WY FTH 37 RN &, A AT GRS
WHFTIR AFACTIA M QAN g
AP ¥ A A ¥ FwAT AT
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T O W & e e e ww @
T T e e gfe gera ag ¢,
wafod v o agaa & aw o< fratew
g7 &1 fauior dar ®0 § Y g
TG =@ AS F f&F IqqEi Y

[MR. SPEAKER in the Chair]
M TF N 9gT 7 IT A
aww Tara fear fe dar @t am
g, 70 auw ¥ I AE ady A 1@
FaaTE | JeT 9 &g {fg € T
1T AG § AT IT I grgd A B
WA MY T A FE ) W AR
¥ 7 &@mdf fta g @ ag aq
9 safaama warat Y ¥|ar & 1 q®
A qgA & WY AR AW WY AT
f& sgaa =& IuAr v ¥ I
Ffged *1 qufaa s g ok s«
& 9 das Uefgg &, Ffga A<
zofga 9@ & @A AE & | WEF
TS F WWA, WY qgAT W &, WexfEy
AR Fafgr g A< 7t Frn § v ag
fadgas oY 39 F g qLA F QAT
1T 74T &, 98 4 9K Jasfaq
AR §EA9T AT § |

o gare ag Y fear wav s oy
N zaw ArT wideed (Double
Member Constituencies) & g
aga 70 & A § s e e I H
FTH AG) FTTHA | g W% A I 87
Eg aa F! A9 FCFgA & fR qW
UF AT AT § AR s eaan
mferd srdad @ wdv e
I ) AEH QAT aifga fs I F
weT sufwaal & fod wrg cara 78 € )
A F GEX A A{A TF GrATINR
=1, 9¢ 9 (group) ¥ w1 T v
A T A FW FQ@T E | TE
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gatrrae gara § gownn 2w d ot
9T =fer 9 ¥ 9T @ H QX §,
firg FE TR § a9 & S A
ORI | g AW H
@ g afcorfeat & s fel
el mfir fasie &1 38 g Qe
g, M ag N A R E e F
AN @ I A S AT §
Fo IO TH ¥ sfafafy @2
g, X 39 & A o §o N
AR AT T &, ST Awumet Y
¥ T 39 @i & wiafafy smar &
A I )
3pMm.

oy o & fog wrf frafaw o7
Fitg 7 g1 gt o & Brer fratea
#7 g Ia4 @ S caral F
Ffte Ee ) g W oF g
FAAT ¥ § gt q afavia, fard,
T AR T AT S &, g O Ay
M@, FFT T T TR T
R A IT F AT A 7 7€, Wy,
zdff, wefan, afex, sqe, qaf, g
Y, FY, TR, F A9 9 AR FW
TRE s fwgw
Wy & fagia &Y, fow & @ o
F afas fga &, 7 N Frafors
fem & 7 9 oorifow fem ), i
affma fea @, w'i ofw fgg @),
9 [ A oy e AT Wy &
frafem & | 5@ Fadt Qo Sraw
FE Al & wwat 1 foraAr Twr
ffrmmsamRdagsa o
RE1E gt gy d e gw
TR F21 77 feAA 777 27 ), gurd
qdt 79t fegae  (colloquial )y

301 PSD

12 NOVEMBER 1952

Commission Bill 408

Fea gRI afte 1Y g w1 A
R Ngwgetda W e amaren )
g aqre § 1 wgfafadfedy § @@
sfafafa omx & oY s a7 A
HagiFmard | AT A HT ATET
F, F AT A 52 e [ 9 F o
e I AT AfEA | R AR AR
frafe &7 g1 @t ag v fs s
FE T F7 aga g ar stre @ far
o1g, F @frat 1 fratee s F agwa
§ &Y et @t firar 9 AR A g
T frar 9T AY e waA §, AnfeR
Fgi ¥ e @, Fg ¥ T I |
T T & 5 @ dw el ot
&7 § 709 ArgAr qE ST gdm )
T ST FHAT T SO | AT ARAT &
fred w1 A S &, S arfed
fagier #Y, TGOT T FY | T GY AR
Wy A EId | wq q@ WAE
@ A gw T & gt g fF R
geges s (Sheduled caste) #t
T G F P TS AL Fifeaq T
T F 7T Ty T § Y g A AvwTH
g1 g @ Taw AT FifeIr
St v & =g | Frataw @ . L L

Q€ WA &YET 0 AR AW A

e

qfex are Tva SNt : &9 A g
TR AT @ AN & A AR TR
g1 A FgA FT wawq 7 § F IR
W@AS &7 OF (qar4 &% T @Y,
e fraf=aw oA & FEEEHAT T
Y& &Y g | SaAr aer faatew
gx gt forqar awr wgafa &1 @
¢, 99 W @ AT WAy g &
¥fFm gF arar safeal & AT 7
ff guwew 7 aEC, 4 A E R
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W A & gum A ), ofex oF
ot foeqe e dar b dw
g frw ¥ gw 3w F Iuw wx AN ¥,
A % dur A f fe e A
N LT THT AW AT IeT AT AN
IR THT IF 1 @ A O W
AT W AY A  THEO W4T | g
W1 § auaT g A frafew st
AW WA T IR

FIH IEGA | AT A O A T

fet @ g fr e v Y aw

AT AT /Y WTAT AT | B e
t fe sfafdfem w=r @ wfi@w
foaw 7 g7 uw wfafafe a2 & sl
* R @l §Y JrEET & vy aw )
avefoa) & aand s @R 87 agt X A
feea (disouss) g ? wegfet
MYwRA (community projects)
g Mafrs farm §, Iad saferm
e w5t F € 7 A qg Awww
aft  fr gn fratem xR oIS
wafed & sgn wigan g fs s afafa
W TS« arwr AW fr o
7 A€ wmal W afs g T A
qd | frafer dx faan fawg @
a¥ Iar faug ot wifgd, e
faog fsg o7 aws@ & @ A
smafer 7 8 1

oF am & AR wgwm owg §
fe ¥ wff Wy s witew w1 fawg
feedsmmam) wwfaed
1A ¥ Fi s fadefy 7o & foq at
fifter w7 A sgror e g
I W qafas sqwadiaT w1 afomy
&Y g¥ar §  waife ag a9 g% 7 fad
T2 HAS WY gt agAT & gEAA & foR
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W A E O wae
ATt W &R T afawre
o § W ww aw gfew & Mfew F w
Aty gfew 3w W qmr wft v
¥t AT F A Yare ¥ aver sl
K #1ez gro¥ (light house) # g
fr o wff g0 agw Twa A
it wg g fevwrag
7 v fs wag 7t €11 whem & e
e arafaal o avee g Al s
AW § wor @Y fadft s wr oY
£ 1 8T8 QAT AT T w9 AfawrT
w e & afewec § AT Ay
&

W am & § o agaa § fe gt
N e femT §f % § 3T W
TR W WA wifgd | e
T 1 ST Wfa WE TG IJA9Y
for ¥ afeiw & o ¥ I s
Arafig) Fag Al vew g
frTR{TERIAE T
forme v ¢t o v g e
e ag for o A A wwEe &,
NMERd g AT I g | EW
wY I %1 faare 34 & fo o aww
¥ wifegd frfo A qrvow & @&
sfer ®Y &R 37 7 afewc g, =
afawre, &1 fF gO g § four
gor § f5 fasft ae st o goft
areon fogt & a9q gra & <Y §, e
W I & WA WA ¥ g
# 3 famoit ik wf F $ 4@,
Mg rge it aw faw
a & g A ¥ e g g
T IG & TRET § AT W oy
g N Ay iR sw
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T8t feaqr I 9 afY wmigA @aran
wrar g1 d.wgm s frg 7 wqr =
w & fear §, o & fawme
gfa fnie w7t § o & famama
qr graq friT w7 €, I s
fag wfer ox fawaw s @ €
3w ¥ B sieT T ar afed |
a ol & FrW § qg A€ AT
a7 fir femd a9t &1 a9 AT FS
AR fem s s g | @
2w ¥ Irardy A wE, ¥w 3w | o
Y, s g Tt vt ¥ Al
1 T YW IFRE, TE A\
* qT0 FHAE Ao ) ol § 1 A
T &% w0 & §, § WA g, R
qUd At Sr Y sgEr e
qa & faae 237 ¥ fod, 37 & fer 91
SeT 7 o 3 & fod 37 W g
TR § ST FATTET E |

AT A & A% 7 98 quwAT g e
7g I fadys § 59 A w@ gfe & ol
wF @fee wT v arfed | S
T gEiftge ¥vad  (Associate
Members) #t q&a1 §5 agr$ A1 THA
AN wadvd | A dEfege
T ﬂTF@i‘, Wﬁﬁ HAK &7
Ffes W d fgd | a@ ¥
ot Y awfrra & o7 st ww
MOER FTZ | A& @Wiod qad
fr I 77 AT & AT 9T, AT
F AR T EF AT ST I A
Ne 3T w7 Ffaw AF T AR
W FEAR T A qEE G wwd
& 99 ¥ fse @ FT A SaTar ST
FUT §T FIH qg T q6A & | e
S & e H I a0F & warfa
FE AR A2 ] 71 FfwF 3T N
& g fgd
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& & qg wgem g g oY
faia g ag At st w1 &), F FoTT
T F1H, a1 §HAT Sfad=e (Presi-
dent) ¥am & s=ftr g1 N FHA
wad @+ HMydwe e
(Presidential Order) & amw &
AT, AT Wifgd | wH T BT QY
i I gifes s g, fos-
778w (recommendation) $Tar§
wied 3 ¥ wfew (finding) &,
T ‘g frAw aw fr SR’
(In the name of the Pre=-
sident) 1 g1 g =fgw f& v
Tt g W@ w1 oww g
TR AR wrew $1 AN yhw §, dFar
¥ g N afa § 99 oy aw ¥ 1g
W g amd at wifed afe
§9 IFT HIT ¥ Y TT WEQw G FC
Iga PR W AR aw fatew
o ¥ sran 1 o fafafa 9 &1 g

T FA WY LT F |

W Rl & 919 & 39 faduw &1
AT FQAT E
The Minister of Parliamentary
Affairs (Shri Satya Narayan Sinha):
I beg to move:
“That the question be now put.”
Shri T. N. Singh: On a point of
order, Sir......

Mr. Speaker: First, let me di
of this motion, and then we shall hear
the point of order.

The question is:
“That the question be now put.”
The motion was adopted.

Mr. Speaker;: The hon. Member
may now state his point of order.

Shri T. N. Singh: The question is,
Sir, that according to the Representa-
tion of the People Act, 1850, certain
number of seats have been fixed for
representation of each State in the
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[Shri T. N. Singh] '

Heuse of the People. That Act stands.
No modification has been made in that
Act. Now, this Bill also does not say
that notwithstanding anything in that
Act, this will apply; nor does it in any
way seek to change the provisions of
that Act. At the same time, the
Statement of Objects and Reasons
doec not specifically say that. Yet in
clause 7 it is stated that the Commis-
sion appointed under this Bill shall re-
adjust the total number of seats to be
allotted to the various States in the
House of the People. Now here this
Bill goes in conflict with that Act, an
Act which has been duly passed by
this House and has received the
assent of the President. May I know,
Sir. in view of this contradiction,
whether we can proceed with this
measure?

Shri Biswas: May I draw the hon.
Member’s attention to the provisions of
clause 8, sub-clause (2)—the last few
lines—*...and shall so apply in super-
session of the provisions relating to
such representation contained in the
Representation of the People Act, 1950
(XLIII of 1850), the Government of
Part C States Act, 1951 (XLIX of
1951) and the orders made under either
of the said Acts.”?

, Mz, Speaker: I think the position
is very clear and the point of order
hardly arises if he looks to the provi-
sions of the Bill. But. in any case,
1 am inclined to think that, assuming
for the sake of argument, there is no
such provision, the Select Committee
will consider if there is any incon-
sistency and will make.its own recom-
mendations if there is anything which
conflicts with previous Acts passed by
this House. I do not see how, at this
stage. it could be said that there will
be no changes at all or departure
from the provisions there. It is pre-
mature to say so now,

Shri Biswas: Sir. I have nothing to
reply to. As I stated at the beginning,
opinions may differ. Different opinions
have been expressed in this House and
different opinions have been expressed
by those whom we consulted. All these
will be considered by the Select Com-
mittee.

Mr. Speaker: The question is:

“That the Bill to provide for the
readjustment of the representation
of territorial constituencies in the
House of the People and in the
State Legislative Assemblies and
for matters connected therewith,
be referred to a Select Committee
consisting of Shri M. Ananthasaya-
nam Ayyangar, Shri Bhawanji A.
Khimii, Shri Syammandan Sahaya,
Shri Gajendra Prasad Sinha, Shri
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K. L. More, Pandit Lingaraj Misra,
Shri Rohini Kumar Chaudhuri,
Pandit Lakshmi Kanta ' Maitra,
Shri Mohanlal Saksena, Shri N. M.
Lingam, Shri Udai Shankar Dube,
Choudhary Raghubir Singh, Shri
Nemi Chandra Kasliwal, Shri
Ranbir Singh Chaudhuri, _Shri
Govind Hari Deshpande, Sardar
Amar Singh Saigal, Shri Kotha
Raghuramaiah, Shri Krishnacharya
Joshi, Shri Liladhar Joshi, Shri
A. M, Thomas. Shri C. R. Basapa,
Shri C. Madhao Reddi, Shri Choith-
ram Partabrai Gidwani, Shirmati
Renu Chakravartty, Shri P. T.
Punnoose, Shri Girraj Saran Singh,
Dr. Manik Chand Jatav-vir, H. H.
Maharaja Rajendra Narayan Singh
Deo, Shri N. R. M. Swamy, Shri
Radha Charan Sharma, Shri Ranjit
Singh, Shri P. N. Rajabhoj, Shri
Awadheshwar Prasad Sinha, Shri
Shankar Shantaram More, Shri B.
S. Murthy, Shri N. C. Chatterjee,
Dr. Syama Prasad Mookerjee and
the Mover with instructions to
i'ggg‘l:t by the 22nd November,

The motion was adopted.

INDIAN PATENTS AND DESIGNS
(AMENDMENT) BILL

The Minister of Commerce (Shri
Karmarkar): I beg to move:

“That the Bill further to amend
the Indian Patents and Designs
tA_r:t. 1911, be taken into considera-
ion.”

. - -
Sir, this is largely a non-contentious
measure and I will not tire the pati-
ence of the House by makin% any lo
speech at this stage. The objects an
reasons are quite clear and I content
myself with giving, in brief, the back-
ground of this measure.

Sir, the law of patents came in for
an amendment in 49850. Since the
Gopvernment thought that that law
required reconsideration, we appointed
a committee with Dr, Bakshi Tek
Chand as Chairman. They submitted
originally an interim report in 1950
and in accordance with their recom-
mendations we did initiate legislation.
That Bill became law in 1950. At that
time they went also into another ques-
tion, namely, as to what should be our
policy in respect of food and medicines
and similar materials. At that stage
they thought that we need not under-

* take legislation in respect of these.

Now, Sir, the various vicissitudes
through which our law has passed have
not taken note of the national require-
ments ag they might have been taken
into consideration from time to time.





