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1448 hrs,

RESOLUTION RE: COMMISSION TO
ADJUDICATE BOUNDARY DIS-
PUTES BETWEEN THE STATES OF
ORISSA, MADHYA PRADESH AND
BIHAR—contd.

Mr. Speaker: The House will
resume further discussion of the Reso~
lution moved by Shri Surendra
Mahanty on the 13th September, 1958
saying that a Boundary Commission
should be appointed to adjudicate
upon the boundary disputes between
Orissa and Bihar and Orissa and
Madhya Pradesh taking village as a
unit. Out of one hour allotted for the
discussion one minute has already
been taken and 59 minutes remain.
Shri Mahanty may continue his speech.

Shri Nath Pai (Rajapur): As this
is a very vital subject, I request that
the time may be extended for this,

Mr. Speaker: We will see If
necessary, wec will have half an hour
more.

Shri Mahanty (Dhenkanal): It is
with great hesitation and some mental
reservation that I have ventured to
bring this Resolution to the notice of
this House.

1449 hrs,
[Mr. DepuTy-SeraxEr sn the Chair]

I did not move this Resolution in a
gense of linguistic irredentism or with
any sense of expansionism. 1 have
been constrained to move this reso-
lution out of our desire that justice
should be done in a manner which has
been extended to every other case. I
have no intention {0 re-open the
wound which i8 in the process of heal-
ing. But it does not mean that we
would allow a septic focus to fester, to
grow, under a thin crust of apparent
good health,
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Whatever might have bean said!
against the linguistic States, the fact
has to be remembered that today all
the States in the Indian Union are
patterned after the principle of lin-
guism, barring only the State of Bom-
bay. All other States in the Indian
Union are linguistic States. It is a
hard fact which cannot be ignored.
We are looking forward to that day
when the bi-lingual State of Bombay
will also be divided into two linguis-
tic States, i.e,, Samyukta Maharashtre:
and Mahagujerat.

After having accepted that position,
it is only fair and proper that the
existing boundaries of the linguistie
States should be adjusted on
that basis, iz, the linguistic basis.
In this particular context, I would
like to invite the attention of this
House to the injustice that the State
of Orissa has been suffering from in
this particular matter It 13  well
known to the House that this State
once formed part of the Bengal Pre-
sidency and was lumped together
with the States of Bengal and Bihar.
After decades of struggle mm 1936 a
truncated State was created, viz., the
existing State of Orissa. At that time
the O'Donnel Commission, which had
gone into the matter, did not consider
all the matters in its proper perspec-
tive. So far as the areas in Madhya
Pradesh were concerned, even though
the Commission had agreed that some
areas were predommantly Oriya
speaking areas, still for some inexpli-
cable reasons those areas were not
transferred to the State of Orissa.

In the year 1948, as you know, the
Princely order was liquidated and as
a result of that liquidation 28 Omnya
speaking States were integrated with
the State of Orissa. Among these 28
Oriya States, were two States of
Seraikella and Kharswan. The Rulers.
of these two States had signed the
Instruments of Accession with the
Government of India. It is clearly
mentioned in the preamble of that
Instrument of Accessi that these-
two Btates being princdipally Oriys.
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speaking Statet and in view of ad-
ministrative convenience, linguisic
affinity, and so on, they considered
that the best interests of the people
will be served if these States were
merged with the State of Orissa.

Now, here is an Instrument of Ac-
cession to which both the Govern-
‘ment of India and the Rulers of those
two States were parties, but then a
controversy was started. I do not
wish to go into the merits of that con~
troversy, because that will be beyond
the scope of this Resolution, but I
believe the hon. Home Minister knows
better than any one of us about the
merits of those matters. I do nmot
wish to take the time of the House
by going into the merits of those
things because, I believe, the hon.
Home Minister is much better ac-
quainted with those facts than possi-
‘bly we are.

After that controversy had started,
the Government of India in the Minis-
try of States had referred the matter
to a tribunal consisting of Mr. Justice
Bardekar of the Bombay High Court
to examine the matter. The terms of
reference, which were laid down by
the Government, were to take into
account, firstly, the wishes of the
people, secondly, the linguistic anad
cultural affinity and thirdly, the aaq-
mimstrative convenience. We  had
expected that the tribunal under Mr.
Justice Bardekar will go into this
question, this controversy according
to these terms of reference and will
give his award which will be binding
on both the parties concerned.
We do not know for what mysterious
reasons the tribunal was withdrawn
and why Mr. Justice Bardekar was
not allowed to function. The tribunal
never met.

Then the Government of India in
the Ministry of States issued a com-
munique saying that these two States
for a temporary period have been
-integrated with the State of Bihar on
account of administrative reasons. It
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will be remembered—it is worth while
to remember—that in any scheme of
readjustment the wishes of the people
must reign supreme. Therefore,
rightly the Government of India in
the terms of reference, which they
had drawn up for Mr. Justice Bar-
dekar’s tribunal, had given the wish-
es of the people the pride of place.
But the communique, which was issu-
ed by the Ministry of States Ilater
transferring these two States to Bibar
took only one aspect of the question—
a very minor aspect of the question
—into consideration, viz., administra-
tive convenience, When the matter
was raised on the floor of the Con-
stituent Assembly, the late Sardar
Patel had replied that nothing was
permanent in human affairs, We had
looked forward with hopes that a
day would come when the Govern-
ment of India would consider the mat-
ter dispassionately in a spirit of non-
partisanship and non-involvement.

In this context we had welcomed
the appointment of the States Re-
organisation Commission. Now what
happened? It will be remembered
that the States Re-organisation Com-
mission consisted of three very emi-
nent individuals. The Chairman was
Mr. Justice Fazl Ali and the other
two members were Sardar K. M
Panikkar, who is our Ambassador in
Paris, and Pandit H. N. Kunzru, who
is a Member of the other House. The
Chairman of this Commission disso-
ciated himself from this question. Im
the note that he had appended to the
States Re-organisation Commission's
Report, he had mentioned that since
his interests were tied up with the
State of Bihar, for a variety of rea-
sons, he would not like to associate
himself with the controversy which
at that time had started between the
State of Bihar and the State of West
Bengal and between the States of
Bihar and Orissa. In other words, it
meant that here was a full Bench pre=
gzided over by a Chief Justice, A mat-
ter was before the full Bench. The
Chief Justice was called upon to
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pronounce his judgment, but the
Chief Justice refrained. It is for the
House to determine as to what would
be the effect of such conduct of a
Chief Justice presiding over a full
Bench, but dissociating himself from
the duty which he was called
upon to discharge. Mr. Justice Fazl
Ali left this matter to the two hon.
members of the Commission to deter-
mine and decide. In all humility, mav
I ask if the Chairman thought that it
was a very laudable principle, why
did he not also request Pandit H. N.
Kunzru, who belonged to UP, not to
examine the question whether UP
should be dismembered? Why Mr.
Justice Fazl Ali, who evinced such
integrity by not associating himself
with a question in which he was pri-
marily involved, himself appended a
note of dissent so far as the dismem-
berment of UP was concerned? Every-
body knows that Mr. Justice Fazl Ali,
even though he might have spent
a considerable part of his career in
Bihar, hailed from UP and of course
everybody knows that blood is thick-
er than water. I am not going to attri-
bute any motives. I am not going to
infer any conclusion, but I am mere-
ly reporting as to what has been the
feeling about the States Re-organisa-
tion Commission,

Now, it is a past matter. It is no
good crying over spilt milk. Even
though we thought that the Govern-
ment of India in their wisdom may
try to re-examine the question and
come to some conclusion and mitigate
an injustice which was inflicted on a
people by a Commission, I am very
sorry to say that all our repeated re-
presentations, memoranda and ap-
peals were negatived by the hon.
Home Minister who, with all his sy-
mpathies for the cause, could not
help us. We would have been satisfied
if he had at least advanced any plausi-
ble reason. But that was not to be.

Then, of course, various fhings
happened. They were painful events.
Those incidents were tinged with
blood and violence, It pains me to say
s0. But, T believe, when a people nre
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humiliated, when they do not find
that justice has been done to them,
the policy which drives them to that
position only throws open the flood-
gates of violence. Government would
have been well advised to have con-
vened a sort of a conference. Leaders
of the Government of Bihar, and
leaders of the Government of Orissa
could have discussed the matter around
a table. After all, it does not matter
much if a few square miles go to
Bihar or West Bengal or Orissa or
Madhya Pradesh, when we are gifting
away territories to Pakistan and our
neighbours in the north. After all, it
does not matter if some areas go to
this State of the Union or to that
State. After all, these areas are not
being transferred or removed away
from the geographical area or extent
of the Indian Union. It matters very
little. What matters most is, when we
determine a principle, why that prin-
ciple should not be universally and
equitably app'ied in all cases.

In the mean time, the Government
of India have intervened in a dispute
between Madras and Andhra. To a
guestion which was asked some time
ago, the hon. Home Minister said that
Shri Pataskar was appointed on the
mutual agrecment between the Gov-
ernment of Andhra and the Govern-
ment of Madras. The Government of
India had nothing to do in the matter
because the two Governments had
agreed to leave the whole matter to
Shri Pataskar's arbitration and there-
fore, thc Government had requested
Shri Patasker to arbitrate. But, the
facts of the case are not like that. We
&ll know what acrimonious debates
took place both on the floor of the
Madras Assemblvy as well as on the
floor of Andhra Assembly. The Gov-
ernments could not come to an agree-
ment, This is mentioned in the report
of Shri Pataskar. I think in the
AICC. session at Calcutta, the hon.
Home Minister did well to take the
initiative and get the Ministers of
Andhra and Madras agree to the ap-
pointment of an impartial arbitrator.
Then, Shri Pataskar was appointed
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What do we want? We want that
the same principle be extended to this
case, The hon. Home Minister mays
that there are other forums where the
matter could have been raised, namely
the Zonal Councils.” The hon. Home
Minister himself is the Chairman. [
would like to know from him what
has stopped the Zonal Council from
taking up this matter. It is obvious,
as the Chief Minister of Orissa said,
there were one thousand and one difi-
culties in raising these matters in
the Zonal Council. Therefore, these
matters have not been raised so far
in the Zonal Council; nor are they
likely to be raised in the Zonal
Council, Therefore, that forum is
closed,

The hon. Home Minister says that
the Chief Ministers of Orissa, Bihar
and Madhya Pradesh must come to an
agreement. It would have been ideal
But, being mortals as we are, with a
limited horizen both intellectually and
I should say, morally, there iz no
agreement between the giver and the
taker. That is the tragedy. Therefore,
even that avenue of agreement is also
not there. What are we going to do?
Are we going to allow injustice to
be perpetrated or are we going to
mitigate it in as peaceful a manner
as possible? Towards that end, I have
proposed in this Resolution that a
Boundary Commission be appointed
to adjudicate upon the existing bound-
ary disputes on the basis of the Patas-
kar award. My submission is not only
for the States of Bihar and Orissa or
Orissa and Madhya Pradesh. Also, I
would submit. let this principle be
extended in the case of Bamyukta
Maharashtra and Mysore and all other
outstanding problems. After all, in
the interests of emotional integration,
of which so much was said in the
S.R.C. report, it is high time that no
section of our population should feel
that because they belonged to a weak-
er unit of the Union, they did not get
Justice,

It is worth while for the House to
examine what was the genesis of
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Shrl Pateskar's arbitration. I it is
said that the S.R.C. was the last word
in connection with boundary re-ad-
justment or formation of States, we
would like to know from the haon.
Home Minister, in all humility, why
the Pataskar tribunal had to be ap-
pointed. The S.R.C. in a recommenda-
tion had stated that the unit for trans-
fer or re-adjustment is a district with
a population of 70 per cent speaking
this language or that language.
Seventy per cent, majority speaking
one language was taken as the basis.
But, it was truly unrealistic. You will
kindly remember that Assam is a
linguistic State. Yet the Assamese
speaking population is less than 70 per
cent, Moreover, in a few cases, dis-
tricts were involved where the lingu-
istic percentage was much less than 70
per cent. The S.R.C. report was a wil-
derness of contradictions. In one
case, they have the 70 per cent, in
another case, they waived that crite-
rion. It was, therefore, thought fit
and proper to appoint Shri Pataskar
to go into this question, of course, in
a limited context between Madras and
Andhra.

Shri Pataskar gave his award taking
the village as the unit, Mr. Justice
Misra, who was appointed to arbi-
trate between Mysore and the pro-
posed Andhra State so far as Bellary
Taluk was concerned, also took the
village as the unit and not the dis-
trict or taluk or sub-divisien as was
done by the S. R. C. What do we
want? We want, let the same princi-
ples also be extended to this case.
After all, we are not asking for the
moon. We are not asking that we have
got a claim to this area or that terri-
tory and therefore, you transfer that
territory to us. What we want is that
not only should justice be done, but
justice must also appear to have been
done. In this particular case, I would
agk the hon. Home Minister to say—
if he says, I am satisfled—whether
justice has been done and whether
justice also appears tv have been
done. In all humility I may invite his
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attention to the fact that in this case,
not only has justice not been done, but
also justice does not appear to have
been done. Had justice been done to
us, Deobhog and Phuljar areas in
Madhys Pradesh should have been
transferred to us outright where ac-
cording to the last Census, more than
50 per cent are Orlya speaking and
more than 20 per cent are Loriya
speaking. According to linguistic sur-
veys, Loriya is a dialect of Oriya.
Together they constitute about 80 per
cent, I the Government had any
sense of justice, these areas could
have been transferred outright from
Madhya Pradesh. I am baffled, I am
pained, I really am amazed as to why
the Government should have closed
the shutters of their mind towards this
question in this manner,

The House may be interested to
learn that elimination of enclaves was
another recommendation of the SRC.
Many enclaves in the indian Union
between States and States were recu-
fied, but there are five villages,
known as the Sankara tract. They
fall within the geographical jurisdic-
tion of Raipur District. Those five
villages are surrounded on three
sides by the State of Orissa, where
the language spoken is Oriya, where
the excise administration is run by
the Government of Orissa, where
medical facilities, schools, everything
is provided by the State of Orissa.
Yet, the SRC in their wisdom, and the
Government in their supper wisdom,
never considered even transfer-
known to the spokesmen of the Gov-
ernment of Orissa, Therefore, it pains
me to say that for reasons best
known to the spokesmen of the Gov-
ernment, they had closed the shutters
of their mind so far as the case of
Orissa was concerned. "

I do not make any grievance of it.
We know nothing is permanent in
human affairs. If Bengal could be
partitioned, reunited and again
partitioned, similar things can
happen. ‘That pattern of 'change
goes on in human affairs. I
am the least concerned i today the
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areas are transferred to Orissa or not.
1 believe that if there is any justice
behind this demand, some day or
other it must be fulfilled,

Before I conclude I would invite
the attention of the hon. Minister to
one fact. The Oriya minorities in those
States are faced with cultural extine-
tion. Their schools have been closed.
In the courts they have not been per-
mitted the little safeguards which
were permitted by the Constitution
(Amendment) Act. These are matters
which are seriously agitating the
public mind. We do not wish that
these controversies should stand in
the way of the emotional integration
of our country. We are already faced
with a thousand and one difficulties.
We do not like that these difficulties
should multiply and continue, but the
best way of solving thesa difficulties
is to face them, not try to evade them
or try to shelve them, because by
shelving them, evading them, we are
merely putting a premium on those
difficulties, and they take very ugly
turns.

Therefore, with these words, I once
again appeal to the hon. Minister.
Let him accept this innucuous reso-
lution Let him extend us the same
consideration which he has extended
in the case of Andhra and Madras by
appointing a tribunal or an arbitrator
who will take the village as the unit,
as the basis, for the question of re-
adjustment of territories between
Orissa and Madhya Pradesh and Orissa
and Bihar.

Shri Panlgrahl (Puri): I wish to
move my amendment.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Let me place
the resolution first.

Resolution moved:

“This House is of opinion that
a Boundary Commission be ap-
pointed to adjudicate upon the
boundary disputes between Orissa
and Bihar and Orissa and Madhya
Pradesh taking village as the
unit.”
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Shri Khadilkar (Ahmednagar): May
I make a submission? The other day
also 1 submitted it. These boundary
disputes between Mysore and Maha-
rashtra and the Orissa dispute are
the major disputes. I have tabled a
substitute resolution which the hon.
Mover is also ready to accept, because
other minor territorial questions are
there, He is ready to accept it. If you
kindly extend the time limit as I

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Now it would
not be possible for me to extend the
time. It was put to the Speaker, and
he extended it by half an hour, and
the Members accepted it. Now how
can I do that? It is not for me now
to reopen the question.

Shri Khadllkar: Half an hour dis-
creation is with you.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Not when 1t
has been exercised already by the
Speaker. Then I have none.

Shri Khadilkar: He has accepted
and I would request you....

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Not that the
Speaker has given half an hour ex-
tension and now the Deputy-Speaker
should give another half an hour ex-
tension, That cannot be done.

I am afraid most of the substitute
motions are out of order. We cannot
enlarge the scope of the resolution. It
15 intended that all other States and
all the other boundaries also should
be taken up here and decided. That
is not possible.

Shri Khadilkar: I have a submis-
sion to make on that point.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The disputes
between Bombay, Maharashira and
Gujarat also cannot Be brought with-
in this resolution. Another indepen-
dent resolution might be moved. These
amendments would be out of order.
Hon, Members may speak. [ will give
them a chance to speak.
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Shri Panigrahi's amendment reads:

That in the Resolution, add st the
end—

“and that till the adjudication
of the boundary disputes between
the States of Orissa and Bihar,
the Oriya-speaking people now
living in Oriya-speaking areas in
Bihar should not be harassed and
diseriminated ...."

That is also out of order. I need not
say it.

Hon. Members will have an op-
portunity to speak. If all of them
desire to be accommodated, they
should condense their remarks with-
in ten minutes.

Shri Nath Pai: I shall bear in mind
your suggestion.

I was sorry to note that my substi-
tute resolution, for a technical reason,
cannot be moved. With your permis-
sion, nonetheless, s0 that the House
may be acquainted with what [ have
in mind, I should like to read it out.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: It cannot be
moved. He might read it.

Shri Nath Pai: It reads:

“This House is of opinion that
a Boundary Commission, presided
over by a High Court or a Sup-
reme Court Judge be appointed
to adjudicate upon all the out-
standing boundary disputes bet-
ween any two States on the basis
of the Pataskar formula and the
Commission take up the border
issue  between Bombay and
Mysore immediately.”

I think neither the original resolu-
tion moved by Shri Mahanty nor my
substitute resolution are coming a
day too late. I should like to draw
the attention of the hon. Home Min-
ister to a piece of news which has
been published in the national pres.
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The Action Committee of the SBamyu-
kta Maharashtra Samiti which met in
Bombay has adopted & resolution say-
ing that all other means having fail-
ed to settle the dispute in an amicable
manner and on a basiz of co-opera-
tion, they will be compelled to resort
to satyagreha, I am not going to ex-
patiate upon the merit or otherwise
of that particular resolution, but I am
only wanting to say to the hon. Home
Minister that there is still some time
when appropriate action can be taker,
and unnecessary Dbitterness and per-
haps suffering can be avoided to a
very substantial degree.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I must advice
the hon. Member that when his sub-
stitute resolution has been disallowed,
that should not be the subject of the
argument. The original resolution has
to remain the subject matter of dis-
cussion.

Shri Nath Pai:
that.

I am coming to

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: He might
refer to that and give it as an argu-
ment for his own case, but the subject
on which the discussion should cen-
tre round must remain the original
resolution.

Shri Nath Pai: I entirely agree
with you, and the relevance of my
remarks was that the principles to
which attention was drawn by Shri
Mahanty are the same, I should like
to note, as he commented, the total
lack of any principle adopted by the
SRC which arbitrated and settled the
borders of Orissa. Unfortunately, thiz
lack of principles on the part of the
SRC, which legitimately had raised
many sanguine hopes in the hearts of
our people that the outstanding dream
would in the end be fulfilled, dashed
the hopes because no definite princi-
ple was upheld or applied by the
SRC. Sometimes they took the talug
as the unit; sometimes when it suited
them, they took the district as unii;
sometimes an arbitrary test of 70 per
cent was applied with the result that
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where it ought to have been the en-
deavour to see that linguistic minori-
ties are reduced to the irreducible
minimum, we had large chunks—to
quote a phrase from iShri Nijalin-
gappa—of one linguistic group per-
force thrown into the territory of an-
other Btate. I trust that I shall not
be accused of parochialism when I
plead for the cause of these people.

The principles which are in this
resolution, demanded to be applied for
a solution of the Orissda border issue
could be applied everywhere, and if
we have the courage and apply them,
then before long we can succeed m
solving these questions not only
between Orissa, Bihar and Bengal,
but in other parts of the country also.

Having said this much about prin-
ciples, 1 should like to draw your
attention to another aspect. This mor-
ning, commenting upon the lack cf
principles, that was so poignant and
that was so obvious in the recom-
mendations of the States Reorgani-
sation Commission, The Times of
India editorial has had to say:

“In the last few years, the peo-
ple of the border areas between
Bombay and Mysore have clarifi-
ed thewr grievances through all
the available channels of demo-
cratic expression.”

And this paper is not a particular
friend of any cause. But even that
had to acecpt that there were no prin-
ciples accepted, and that has led to
some undesirable consequences, The
editorial goes on to say:

“The two Chief Ministers were
given an opportunity to arrive at
an agreemnt but after the total
tailure....”

Shri Achar (Mangalore): May I
submit, just as you said a few minut.
es ago, that the disputes between
Mysore and Maharashtra are not the
subject-matter of the resolution? Mey
I know whether they should be allow-
ed to be raised here?
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Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I shall take

care,

Shri Nath Pal: I sm trying to say
how the lack of principles has done
similar mischiet in other parts of the
country. The essence of the resolution
is that the Pataskar formula be ap-
plied, and it ig that which I am try-
ing to support. The Times of India
goes on to say:

“The two Chief Ministers were
given an opportunity to arrive at
an agreement but after the total
failure of the Chavan-Jatti dis-
cussions last July the people's
patience apparently began to
petef ou lll .

And here is the point that I want to
make,

“Any reference to an arbitrator
will be futile so long as there is
no common ground on accepted
principles; the people of the bor-
der areas are not a p ece of pro-
perty that can be shared out
among the disputants by an arbi-
trator. The areas can be disposed
of only in accordance with
rational principles as embodied
in the Pataskar award.”.

Here is a case very cogently argued,
be it Orissa borders or be it borders
somewhere else. [ trust you, Sir, and
my hon. friend, Shri Achar, w1l bear
it in mind that it is not a technicahty
that should be allowed to stand in the
way of a living issue being solved I
would like to point out that in ths
particular area all the democratic
means that are available to the peop.e
were employed by them; even the last
general elections, just as in Orissa,
were fought here also on this single
basis.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I would again
draw the hon. Member’s attention to
the fact that this is not fair. This
opportunity should not be availed of
simply to elaborate that case. He may
support the case of Shri Mahanty and
then cite certain principles.
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Shri Nath Pai: 1 think my hoa
friend Shri Mahanty's case gets very
largely substantiated if I point out
the basic principle....

Mr, Deputy-Speaker: Shri Mahanty’s
case or his whole theme ig about his
own State.

Shri Nath Pai: I am afraid I am
guilty of that slightly, but 1if you
would permit me, I would say, as I
have repeatedly pointed out, that it is
the violation of the principle that is
causing us concern, and that s the
ground for this resolution.

During the few minutes that rema.n
at my disposal, I would like to point
out what ‘s wrong. Why are Govein-
ment reluctant to accept the prin-
ciples which the Pataskar [ormula
accepted. By the acceptance of those
principles, it was possible to solve the
treaty problems of borders between
Tamil Nad and Andhra Pradesh. If
these principles are accepted, 1 think
the genuine demands that are incox-
porated in the resolution moved by
Shri Mahanty can certainly be solved
too. And gong a step further, I
think that similar outstanding dis
putes in other parts of the country
also can be solved.

I should like to point out that it is
no use always waiting till there is a
paroxysm of popular rage and then
our sitting down and trying to appor-
t'on blame. We should try to give the
people a chance of ventilating their
grievances, through legitimate chan-
nels, which the tenets of democrucy
accept. I think in those areas in
Orissa, as has been evidenced by the

"available statistics, figures and census

reports, the people have indicated
what they want. I want to po‘nt out
that if this is done, no injustice is
going to be done anywhere, but we
get an opportunity, by the scceptance
of the principles embodied in the
Pataskar formula, of remedying
grievances and removing the injustice
that was done.
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1 want to say in conclusion to this
thing, that, as in Orissa, in the areas
to which I have made a reference
with your indulgence and forbear-
ance, the day iz not yet passed when,
given the gtatesmanship of the
leaders who are determined to see
that we reach an amicable settlement,
given the goodwill of the Govern-
ment also, a settlement can pe made
even at this late hour. But there is
one thing that I must say. It is not
my practice and habit to utter threats
or warnings. That is not to be dune.
That is wrong. But it is not wronyg,
I trust, to point to the dangers that
may be growing if we are not vigi-
lant and watchful. Here, in ail these
borders, as in Orissa, the people
have been very calmly and very
patiently expect.ng the Government
to take the initiative, For three years
or for two years now, the Zonal Coun-
cils have been meeting; the weople
have been pinning their hopes cn the
Zonal Councils’ fairness (v do them
injustice, particularly relying upon
the hopes that were raised m the
minds of the affected people by cer-
tain assurances that were given on
the floor of this House duving the
passage of the States Reorganisation
Bill by no less a person than the Home
Minister. He had indicated that let
the major issue be amicably settled,
then the border disputes will perhaps
be solved within the boundary of the
Zonal Councils. One 15 puined to see
that two long years have passed, and
people have been very patient; but
even that has an end. We have still
the chance. I fervently hope and
trust that what I have said will not
be construed as a threat. Soinebody
said ‘if Orissa's border 1ssue is not
amicably settled....’' and then uttered
a threst. But my plea 1s that the
Zonal Councils be made to act; but if
nobody is go:ng to act, it is a duty cast
on the Home Ministry and this Gov-
ernment to see that these removable
injustices are removed without any
turther delay, and no undue pressure
and burden is placed on the patience
of our people who indced have been
very patient.
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Shri Mahanty: May 1 seek a clari-
fication, Sir? Will the hon. Member
agree to & Union of Orissa, Bihar,

West Bengal and also Assam for the
entire tribal people to be in one belt?
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Will he agree to it? 1 am extending
the scope of his suggestion.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Would it

depend upon the agreement of these

two?

ofr fiyfe sy @ ag® w5 ¥ ¥%

i wzg & @ afmie & wT

ot Y, A1 Y Y ofiar wiw winde

S YT ATqAT | §HTS WA AT HEaw
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aq g & g g WA qgEm

7 #gr ¢ 5 qowr dear wfed a

gt war & WY T ag amwar Ad IS
Shri Panigrahi: Mr. Deputy-

Speaker, Sir, during the last session,
on certain occasions, the Home Min-
ister had given some hints as to why
the question of linguistic readjust-
ment between Bihar and Ovissa is not
being taken up by the Government of
India or in the Zonal Council. While
I share the feelings expressed by my
hon. friend Shri Mahanty, I would
like to submit that in Puri itself there
was a wide-spread mass agitation and
a popular agitation over this question
of readjustment and the wransfer of
Seraikela and Kharswan from Bihar
to Orissa. The nwoeople in Puri,
because of their popular demand and
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because of their wide-spread agitation,
had to face severe oppression from
the police and the Asmed Forcee in
those times. In both ithe States, the
feeling is there.

I do not like to say that the resolu-
tion is meant to create any ill-fecling
between Bihar and Orissa over this
issue. Shri Bibhuti Mishra is my
neighbour so far as Bihar is concerned
and he is my neighbour (Sh+: Bibhuti
M:shra: In the flats) so far as fiats
are concerned. We Lve side by side
and Pandit D. N, Tiwary is also there.
They are also interested.

If there is any discontent in these
two States over any piece of territory,
as we are discussing . this House,
we can discuss it outside also. And,
really, according to the suggestion of
my honourable and astectned friend,
Shri Bibhuti Mishra, i we can just
enlarge the scope of ~ommon cgree-
ment to some extent by discussing
this question outs.de the flouse, I
think, many of the problems whith
seem to be difficult today can be
solved.

1 wish only to point out two or
three things which have come after
the Pataskar Committee had submit-
ted its report. They have evolved
four broad principles so far as minor
adjustments of territory are concerned
between Madras and Andhra. So far
as the adjustment of boundaries bet-
ween Orissa, Bihar and Madhya Pra-
desh is concerned. it is nut of a major
nature. It is only of a minor nature.

The S.R.C. said that in their schcme
of reorganisation they have adopted
the district as the basic unit; but, for
making territorial adjustments below
the district level if they are consider-
ed tecessary, this should he made
only by mutual agreement. 1f there
should be any adjustment of territory
between Bihar, Orissa and Madhya
Pradesh, it can be only by mutual
consent and mutual adjustment bet-
ween Shri Bibhuti Mishta, myself
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and Shri Mahanty or between the
Orissa and Bihar Governments.

The Home Minister has made the
position very clear. He haz said very
categorically, so far as Orissa’s case
is concerned, because the Govern-
ment of Orissa has not made any
request to the Government of India
to move in the matter and because
the Government of Orissa has not
moved the matter in the Zonal Council,
so the Government of India does not
come into the picture. It is a fact,

Now, the question is, who shall take
the initiative to see that there 's
adjustment. If there is any dispute
between the Orissa and the Bihar
Governments and the disputc is of a
minor nature—and we all belong to
the Indian Union and we all want to
live peacefully as neighbours—-what
step can be taken, and who can take
the init:ative to see that these minor
adjustments of territories can be aet-
tled peacefully? I do not now go
into the question of how many people
belonging to the linguistic minority
are there because it is being discussed
from 1820 onwards, I need not cite
the figures; there they are. The time
at my disposal is also short.

The four principles which have been
enunciated by Shri Pataskar are as
follows. Firstly, the boundary line
may be a continuous one and isolated
pockets should be avoided to the
extent practicable. Secondly, the vil-
lage should be the unit for considera-
tion and partition of villagzs should be
avoided. Thirdly, villages with over
fifty per cent. of the people belong-~
ing to a linguistic group should be
incorporated in that particular State
to the extent practicable and vice
versa. Fourthly, due consideration
may be given to geograph'cal features
such as hills, forests, etc. and the
economic features such as iriigation
sources and so an.

So far as Bihar, Orissa and Madhya
Pradesh are concerned, one more
broad principle may be applied so
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that & dispute can be settled very
peacefully. Shri Bibhuti Mishra has
brought forward another element-
vast number of tribal population. That
is a fact. 5S¢, we can add one more
broad principle here—unily of the
wnibal people and their linguistic and
territorial contiguity. If I can satisfy
our friends from Bihar that the prin-
ciple of unity of tribal people should
be taken into consideration, we can
add that also.

It has also been said that the Gov-
ernments of Madras and Andhra have
evolved such principles to settle their
boundary disputes between them
without any interference from out-
side. I do not submit that the Home
M:nister should intervene between
Orissa and Bihar. But when ths
dispute is continuing for yeara foge-
ther, instead of letting it to vontinue
further, the Home Mmister can take
the initiative and ask the Govern-
ments of Blhar and Orissa, as he took
courage and asked the Mimsters of
Andhra and Madras, to sit together
and find out if any solution is possible.
So, he can ask them to meet some-
where in some conference, in the
zonal council or wherever possible,
so that they can sit togelher. This
principle can be added to the iour
principles. Someth:ng must be done.
I only say that there should not be
any bitterness over this dispute. 1
always feel that so far as the bound-
ary adjustments are concerned, that
can be done with the mutual agree-
ment between the States concerned. 1
think the Home Minister should not
wait for the Government of Orissa.
Orissa Government is a bit shaky. As
a matter of fact, the Government of
Origsa are afraid of our Home Minis-
ter; I do not know why. They are
shaky and they would not come for-
ward with their proposal. If the
Home Minister goes forward, I think
they will get courage and place their
proposals. He can forward them to
Bihar and Orissa and something can
be done to settle this dispute which
is long outstanding. An njustice
once done should not be perpetrated.
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Shri Jaganatha Rao (Koraput): Mr.
Deputy-Speaker, while I agree with
my friend, Shri Mahanty, that the
claims of Orissa regarding certain
areas in Bihar and Madhya Pradesh
have not been considered by the
S.R.C, 1 do not agree with him that
a boundary commission should be
appointed here and now. It is true
that the Government of Orissa, and
the non-official organisations there
pressed the claims of Orissa wvery
efficiently and ably but the S.R.C.
confined itself to the major questinn
of reorganisation of States and did
not choose to go into minor adjust-
ments of boundaries. The result is
that every State is dissatisfied. But
there should be some finality to these
matters. However, careful a boundary
line is drawn between two Stutes,
there are bound to be linguistic
munorities on either side but should
that be a reason why we should
agitate over this question again and
agamn? Wherever we are, we are
Indians and we should feel that we
are Indians first; then only we shall
think of our regional loyalties, I
would appeal to my friend not to
raise this question once again at this
stage within four years of the decision
of the S.R.C. which has becn imple-
mented by the Government .. the best
interests of the country.

I will not go Into the merits of the
question. He says that the Oriya
minorities are undergoing certain
hardships in that State. It is true
that minorities in every State, Linguis-
tic or religious, are certainly under-
going certain disabilities, But the
Constitution provides certain safe-
guards. There is & Commissioner
appointed to look after the interests
of the minorities. Article 350(a) of
the Constitution gives protection for
imparting education In the mother
tongue of the minorities. In the face
of these safeguards, 1 do not thnk
that this question, however strong it
mag be, should be reopened at this
stage. Our country is implementing
the Five Year Plans and we are try-
ing to build up a new India bssed on
solid foundations of social justice,



907% Rasolution re:

(Shri Jaganatha Rao}

equity. If we again make up these
questions, the interest and enthusiasm
in the country will be disturbed and
there will again be turmoil in the
country. So, 1 would appeal to the
hort. Member not to raise this ques-
tion now.

He has referred to the Andhra-
Madras arbitration. That was based
on the agreement between the two
Chief Ministers. If that 18 possible
here certainly the Goverament of
India would not, I am sure, have any
objection. If the Chief Ministers of
Orissa and Bihar would agree to an
arbitration for settling the border
disputes, certainly that can be dons
amicably but to call on the Govern-
ment of India to appoint a boundary
commission to dec:de these issues is, I
think, not expedient at tnis time,
When an hon. Member came forward
with a motion of this type, we sec
other hon. Members coming from
various States coming forward with
amendments that their disputes should
also be taken up. Shri Bibhuti Mishra
wants the integration of Bihar and
Orissa to be taken up. Likewise,
Shri Nath Pai and Jadhav want the
question of Bombay and Mysore to be
taken up and decided here and now.
There will thus be no end to this.
This is neither the proper time nor is
it expedient that the Government of
India should consider the gquestion of
appointment of a boundary commis-
sion. Mr. Mahanty says that the
linguistic minorities do not have the
necessary sense of securiy. What 1s
true in one State is equally true in
other States. When we,speak of the
difficulties of our minorities in another
State, we should also think of the
minorities in our State. I belong to a
minarity community in Orissa. But 1
for one would appeal and say that
there is no reason why the linguistic
minority in Orissa or in any other
State should get agitated or nervous.
There are several safeguards in e
Constitution and we can bring te'the
not'ce of the State Goiernments and
the Government of Indis in case there
are hardships. It is for the majority
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group in every State, to watch the
progress of the linguistic minarities
in the neighbouring States; we should
watch with justifiable# pride and
admiration and we should see whe-
ther they are progressing and living
happily. We can say with pride that
the linguistic minorities are well off,
On the other hand, if we find that cer-
tain hardships are caused to them, it
18 open to us to bring to the notice ot
the Government concerned and also
to the Government of India the hard-
ships and ask them to be removed.
But that should not be the ground
why we should consider the question
of appointment of a boundary com-
mission. It is after all a minor issue
and when we think of these major
problems, the problem now before us
pales into insignificance. The hon.
Prime Minister has been appealing to
us many times about the emotional
integration of our country. If we
think in terms of our language, I do
not know where it will lead us to. 1t
Bengal thinks of Bengalis, if Orissa
think of Oriyas, if Andhra thinks ot
Andhras only, where is the alvation
for us, where will it lead us. There-
fore. Sir, 1 appeal to my hon. friend,
Shri Mahanty, while I appreciate and
{ agree with him on the merus of the
question, that he would be well advis-
ed not to press this resolution.

Shri  Khadilkar: Mr. Deputy-
Speaker, Sir, I am very happy that the
hon. Home Minister is present in the
House when we are having the debate.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Debate on the
resolution.

Shri Khadilkar: Yes, debate on the
resolution. I do not want to look at
this problem just as my hon. friend
opposite tried to look at the Orissa
problem, because if we bring in a
certain amount of chauvinism or fana-
ticism no border disputes are likely
to be settled. I am in entire agree-
ment wifh my hon. friend, Shri
Jaganatha Rao, when he said that
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instead of appointing a Commission a
different approach should be made. 1
personally feel that the approach of
arbitration-cum-mediation that was
made in settling the disputes bet-
ween Andhra and Madras should be
applied 3o far as the pending disputes
are concerned

At the same time, I would appeal to
my hon. friends on the opposite side
that these are legacies of the States
reorganisation. Whether it is Orissa
or it is a question of boundary bet-
ween Mysore and Maharashtra, or for
that matter Andhra and Bombay, you
should take note of the disputes and
not allow the situation to deteriorate
or create a feeling in the minds of the
people that they are being discrimi-
nated against. 1f one rule is applied
while deciding the border dispute bet-
ween Andhra and Tamilnad, why not
have a uniform rule in the case of
other disputes as far as it is appli-
cable? Can you not apply the same
method of arbitration as well as
mediation, as my friend pleaded, for
Orissa or, for that matter, in the dis-
pute between  Maharashtra and
Mpysore? That is the main guestion.

1 would plead—it is not that your
mind is not exercised about the prob-
lem—that sometimes justice delayed
is justice denied. If people fecel that
there is no possibility of justice com-
ing nearer, they get despaired of it
and a certain amount of frustration
and resentment is created in them.
Naturally you have got to take note
of such spots, I mean territorial dis-
putes, 1 do recognise that all border
areas are broadly speaking bilingual,
in a way. You have got to do some
justice and, fortunately, when the
Governments of the neighbouring
States belong to the same party, 1
would appeal to the hon. Home Min-
ister to bring home to them a course
of action which would remove these
spots of agitation or resentment. The
sooner it is done the better. Once for
all, these issues should be settled—
except, of course, with regard to the
State of Bombay which is not under
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consideration now, where the people
feel that some sort of inferior cit:zen-
ship is imposed on them by the crea-
tion of a big bilingual state, that is a
different matter which shall have to
be opemed soon—perhaps a little
later—but the initiative should be
taken here and now.

He referred to the Minority Com-
missioner. 1 would like to point out
to the hon. Home Minister that so far
as the Minority Commissioner and his
work are concerned, unfortunately,
this fanaticism has gone so deep that
it has become very difficult for people
to get along. I will point out only one
instance. There is a college, the
Parvati Devi College, in Belgaum
which is a Marathi-speaking arca.
Though the duties of the Minority
Comm-ssioner are defined, constitu-
tional guarantees are provided.
actually no action is taken In regard
to their legitimate demand. People
want to affiliate that college to a Uni-
versity in Marathi region. They have
been denied that. Do you think this
is justice? What will the people feel?
Ordinarily, students residing in that
area are not allowed to appear for
examinations in the adjoining univer-
sity of their language. Is it justice?

Therefore, what I would suggest on
this occasion is this. I have got the
Pataskar Award with me. You can
yourself find from it that though some
sort of an initiative was taken by
Andhra and Tamilnad, it was pursued
to the end by the hon. Home Minister.
Even when everything else was settled
a question concerning a small terri-
tory remained, the hon. Minister
asked Shri Pataskar to settle it {inally.
Why is it that so far as the Orissa
issue is concerned, so far as the issue
between Maharashtra and Mysore is
concerned, the initiative today secems
to be a little paralysed?

I am not at all a supporter of a sort
of chauvinistic or aggressive attitude.
One hon. friend suggested that instead
of settling the dispute we may absorb
and assimilate Orissa in Blhar. That
is a wrong approach, coming from the
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Congress benches. 1 am very sorry to
note that when we talk about linguiam
and other things a Congressman says:
“Why not absorb Orissa?” That iz a
wrong approach. Let us do justice to
every language, but without bringing
in any feeling so far as language prob-
lems are concerned. The pdlitical unit
of a language is one thing and the
protection to language minoritles s
another. Two things are quite apart.
This protection is guaranteed by the
Constitution and it has been entrusted
to the Minority Commissioner. He
should see that no language group,
whether it is a minority in the adjoin-
ing area or not, suffers any injustice.
That is a very important matter and it
should mnot be left out of the
discussion.

Sir, one more small thing and I
have done. I want to point out what
really happens when these disputes
are kept pending. Take the case of
Orissa and Bihar or Maharashtra and
Mysore. Just as in a family the
family breaks up when the real estate
is to be divided, people are looking at
the issue as though it is a real estate
belonging to one group of people and
something must be denied to the other.
It this attitude is persisted in, I am
afraid, as we saw this morning what
happened in the House? In my
opinion, we failed to meet the situa-
tion, when we have not looked to the
broader issues, when we have not
looked to the bigger issue of the unity
of India and the integration of Indla—
both emotional and physical—there is
likely to be trouble. If these small
issues are kept pending for long, I am
afraid they will corrode the sense of
unity of the people. People will not
feel satisfied that justice is likely to
be done soon. They will be completely
frustrated, and they will feel that
nothing is possible unless they strike,
unless they do something, unless there
is a sort of a conflict with the
authority of law and a little blood-
shed,

Then our Home Ministry or hon.
Home Minister rises to the occasion.
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These things should not bappen in
this matter; that i{s my humble piea.
With these words, Sir, I again appeal
to the Home Minister, because he is
the man now who can tackle this
problem. He can call the Chief Min-
ister of Orissa, the Chief Minister of
Mysore or the Chief Minister of Maha-
rashtra—I mean Bombay,~whenever
there is a dispute. He has that
authority; not only political authonty,
but moral authority also in this land
where his word will be respected. It
it is not respected, he knows that the
people will stand, by him when justice
is done and not with those who dis-
respect his verdict. Therefore, 1 would
again appeal to him very strongly
that, here and now, he should at least
give an assurance to these border peo-
ple that he will apply the same prin-
ciple—if a little time is wanted, that
does not matter—and settle the dis-
pute and that it will not be kept pend-
ing for long. That sort of an assur-
ance will avert the impending clash.

The Minister of Home Affairs
(Pandit G. B. Pant): Sir, 1 would like
to confine myself to the resolution
which hag been moved by Shri
Mahanty, Other issues have been
introduced in the course of the discus-
sion, but I would like it to be clearly
understood that whatever I am saying
is in relation to this particular resolu-
tion and it has no wider significance
or application,

16 hrs,

So far as this resolution goes, it
asked for the adjudication of the
boundary between Orissa and Bihar
and Orissa and Madhya Pradesh. Well,
I do not exactly know what the merit
of the words “boundary dispute” {is.
When we talk of a boundary dispute,
we naturally imagine that there are a
few bits of land here and there which
have to be either brought over from
one State to another or to be trans-
ferred from the other State to the first
one. I do not think that is the inten-
tion of Shri Mahanty. He wants large
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blocks to be transferred from Bihar
and Madhya Pradesh to Orissa. 8o, it
ig not really a boundary dispute. It is
a dispute for the transfer of territory
from Bihar and Madhya Pradesh to
Orissa. Bo, the position is somewhat
different from what one would
unguardedly assume it to be from the
language of the resolution.

Questions have been put in this
House and the matter has also been
raised, I think, in the course of discus-
sion on supplementary demands, ana I
have had the opportunity of expres-
sing my own view and attitude
towards this particular problem., I
would like to repeat again that I am
referring only to this problem and to
none else, So far as this goes, I do not
think that there is any justifiable
ground for reopening this matter. This
State of Orissa was formed in 1836
and before it was formed Mr.
O’ Donnell was appointed at a time
when none of us had much to do with
administration to determine how the
areas which were then included in
Bihar, Madhya Pradesh, Madras, etc.,
but which were Oriya-speaking and
which could be combined together into
one unit, should be transferred from
these various States, so that a separate
integrated unit of Orissa might be
formed. That was in 1984. And Mr.
O' Donnell  gives very cogent and
convincing reasons for holding that
these two territories, Kharsawan and
Seraikella, should both be included in
Bihar.

Shri Mahanty: May I correct the
hon. Home Minister? In 1834,
Seraikella and Kharsawan were two
princely States which had nothing to
do with either Bihar or Orissa.

Pandit G. B. Pant: Whatever it be,
the question was discussed. Even the
princely States were allotted to the
reorganised States, either a princely
State was situated in Bihar or it was
in Orissa, It was not no man’'s land.

After thoroughly examining the
guestion, he reached the conclusion
that Seraikella and Kharsawan should
be included in the State of Bihar.
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After that too, in 1948, again, this
decision was reafirmed and since
then, they continued till a very late
day as parts of Singbhum district of
Bihar,

This question was again raised
before the States Reorganisation Com-
mission, and the Commission gave
considerable thought to it and after
thoroughly examining the position,
the States Reorganisation Commission
gave a definite finding that these two
areas, Seraikella and XKharsawan,
belong to Bihar, After thoroughly
examining the question, hearing the
parties, touring in the two States, they
gave the deflnite decision that
Seraiklla and Kharsawan should
form part of Bihar and not of Orlssa.

After the report of the Staves
Reorganisation Commission was
received, the matter was considered
by Government. We had the oppor-
tunity of meeting representatives {rom
Orissa and Bihar and we also tried to
appreciate the position, to assess it in
the light of the facts that were
brought to our notice and we felt that
that decision was a right one. The
Parliament supported the view of the
States Reorganisation Commission and
in the Act that was then passed, the
two areas were included in Bihar. In
the circumstances, it would be difficult
to upset this arrangement, Seraikella
and Kharsawan formed part of the
State of Bihar even before the States
Reorganisation Commission started .ts
enquiry. They formed part of Bihar
when the State of Orissa was carved
out, and there had been an enquiry
before, and there has been an enquiry
since, and most of the people in these
areas, if I remember aright, are
Adivasis who of courze can be helpful
to all but who deserve the gympathy
of everyone. So, in the matter of
language 1 am not sure if any parti-
cular language can be said to be
predominant in these areas, because
Adivasis speak their own languages.
So, even from that point of view,
there is no convincing case,

In the circumstances, I am sorry
that, ag I have stated before and I find
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it difficult to depart from the state-
ment; that I have made previously, I
see no reason for disturbing the
existing arrangement myself. That,
1 think, deals with the merits of the
question.

It has also been observed that the
QOriya people living in these areas are
not receiving fair treatment. The
Parliament adopted a code of safe-
guards for linguistic minorities. It was
intended to preserve and safeguard
the culture, language, etc. of the
people living in the areas which were
predominantly of a diffarent
language-speaking group. So, if there
is any difficulty like that, it should be
attended to. We have a Commissioner
to look after the interests of minority
groups. Apart from that, if anything
is brought to my notice, T shall try ic
secure justice for the Oriya-speaking
people in the State of Bihar. But so
far as territorial arrangements go, I
am afraid that what has been done has
been done finally and we
have to accept it, because if we con-
tinue the controversy indefinitely,
then the attention of the people is
diverted from matters of moment, of
vital importance, They have to tackle
the food problem; they have to deal
with so0 many other things. We have
to give effect to the schemes embodied
in our Plan, Therefore, so far as
possible, we should not disturb for
the sake of disturbing the arrange-
ments that have been made with
regard to Orissa and Bihar by the
States Reorganisation Commission.

Some reference has been made to
some other States such as Mysore
and Bombay. As is well-known, I
have been doing my little bit to bring
about an understanding between the
two States. My efforts will continue
and I would not like any sort of
recourse to direct action. In fact, 1
think direct action has no place in a
democratic society and that hag been
my view throughout. But others have
a perfect right to differ from me. But
s0 far as this particular question is
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concerned, I feel that this can admit
of a satisfactory solution only in a
calm atmosphere. The more of excite-
ment there is, the more of irritation
that is caused to one or the other
parties by anything done by the other,
the greater will be the difficulty io
reaching a satisfactory solution,

So, my own advice, for whatever it
may be worth, will be that we must
have patience in matters of this type
The problems of territorial readjust-
ment have roused enough of passion.
We have had to face in certain cases
very difficult situations—I would not
use a strong expression—and we
should, so far as possible, try to adjust
matters in such a way as could be
acceptable to the parties concerned;
for, if something is done against th=
wish of the other party, it may be to
the satisfaction of one party, but then
also the problem remains unresolved.
A solution that gives rise to a still
larger nubmer of problems cannot be
regarded as a satisfactory solution. So,
I hope no such step will be taken.

There has been repeated reference
to Pataskar Award. I think there
seems to be some misunderstanding
about it. The position about the settle-
ment of boundary between Andhra
and Madras differs from other
cases that have been mentioned here
incidentally or in the course of this
resolution, Andhra and Madras were
not separated by the States Reorgani-
sation Act. The States of Andhra and
Madras were formed in a different
way. When these two States wera
formed, then it was also accepted by
both the States that the boundary
between the two States would be
settled later, No demarcation of
boundaries was then made. So, in
pursuance of that understanding
between the States, we tried to (Ind
some method for settlement of that
boundary and the two States them-
selves agreed to certain principles.
Those principles were not laid down
by Shri Pataskar. The Chief Ministers
of Andhra and Madras accepted the
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principles and laid them down for the
guidance of Shri Patagkar. They also
agreed to have Shri Pataskar as
arbitrator.

Bhrl Mahanty: There was agree-
ment only so far as bilingual villages
were concerned. 'What about tri-
lingual villages, where there was nn
agreement whatsoever?

Pandit G. B. Pant: Whatever was
done was done with the agreement cf
the parties to the minutest detail and
the principles were laid down by the
parties themselves, and not by Shn
Pataskar. So, it was a case of mutual
agreement from start to finish. Even
when there was some occasion for an
amendment of the origina] proposals
of Shri Pataskar, again the two States
were consulted and they agreed to the
manner of alteration that was made.
Of course, ] tried to do my little bit.
but they vreferred the matter to
arbitration, They laid down the
principles and they also accepted the
award. We did nol impose anyth-ng
on either of the two parties. So, when
we refer to the basic principles that
emerge out of this Pataskar procedure,
if I may say so, it is that if the parties
agree to the principles and want to
refer the matter to an arbitrator and
agree upon the arbitrator himself, as
to who he should be, then a reference
can be made. That is the only princi-
ple that emerges out of it.

Otherwise, so far as other principles
go, they were accepted by the two
States and on the basis of those
principles, an award was given. So,
there need not be any misunderstand-
ing about that. As I said a few
minutes ago, Andhra and Madras
stood on an entirely different footing
from those cases which came within
the purview of the States Reorganisa-
tion Commission, But the principle
for agreement is there, because if the
parties agree to certain  principles,
then unless they run counter to the
arger interests of the country, one
would like to help them and not to
bhamper the process of agreement,
211A. LSD—10.
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It is also to be remembered that
these questiong relating to territorial
changes do give rise sometimes to very
grave problems. So, whatever be our
views, we should be careful in
handling them, and so far as possible,
we have to remember that we all
belong to one country and whether a
bit of territory is included in one
State or in the other is not a matter of
such formidable importance as to
compel us to resort to methods which
will lead to greater bitterness belween
the different sections of our nation.

So, I hope Shri Mahanty will
appreciate my position and also
concede that it is not out of any
obstinacy or cussedness, but because 1
feel that it is not in the interests of
the two States, to hold out a carrot
which nobody will ever be able to
handle now and which will not
lead to any concrete conseguences, So,
I regret I have to oppose the resolu-
tion.

16.19 hrs,

Shri Mahanty: I will be very brief,
because I have nothing much to speak.
But let me not seem to speak in
frustration or in resentment.
Ultimately 1 have more reliance on
the will of the people for justice than
on the obstinacy of rulers to deny it.
We know that nothing is permanent in
human affairs. We believe a day will
come when the Government of India
will also revise their opinion about
the particular matter under discussion.

Let it be remembered that this kind
of justice under the cloak of reason
and logic is worse than tyranny of
injustice. I know the hon. Home
Minister is a good logician. His logics
are always good, but his facts are
always bad. He has said that this
is not a boundary dispute. I have in
my hand the Pataskar Report, Border
Disputes, printed in large letters.
Please turn to page 4 of that Report.
You will find “The border dispute
between Andhra and Madras. It ex-
tends over three districts, Chittor,
Chingleput and North Arcot”. He said
that my Resolution wanted transfer of
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[Shri Msahanty]
substantial chunks of territory irom
one Btate to the other, It is not a
border disputel

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Districts were
to be transferred or some territories
relating to those districts?

B8hri Mahanty: Portions, I was
asking readjustment for one distriet.
But here is a border dispute which is
spread over three,

Pandit G. B. Pant: Territory adjoin-
ing two States,

Shri Mahanty: Be that as it may.
He is a most astute debator. I am no
match to him. But what I submit is
that his logic is always good, but his
facts are always bad. Here you find a
border dispute which extends over 3
adjoining disticts. But my Resolution
relates only to one district. That is the
first point. Then he said that the
O'Donnel Committee appointed in 1934
had decreed that the States of Serai-
kella and Kharsawan would form part
of Bihar. With all humility, may I
remind him thai in 1934 these States
were continued as Princely States?
They had nothing to do either with the
State of Bihar or with Orissa. What
the hon. Minister presumably meant
was this: at that time controversy had
started whether these two States
should continue to remain with the
Orissa Agency States or with  the
Chattisgarh Agency States. At the
time after protracted discussions, de-
liberations and memorials, it was de-
cided that they should form part of
the Orissa States Agency. Therefore,
this has nothing to do whatsoever with
the O'Donnel Commuittee,

Then he was cbsessed with his own
idea. He did not even touch the
question of the border dispute bet-
ween Orissa and Madhya Pradesh.
Preswmably, he concluded that
Orissa’s border dispute related only
to “Bihar. I really fail to understand
for what reason, for what logic, for
what objective considerations the
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Oriya-speaking areas in Madhya Pra~
desh should not be taken into ac-
count.

Therefore, from these three facts,
it is my misfortune to come to the
conclusion that the hon. Home Minis-
ter ultimately relies on the majority
at his command, on the goodwill that
he commands all over the country,
his background and his leadership and
therefore, he refuses to take into ac-
count our humble pleadings, But
as I have said earlier, ultimately we
rely on the wishes of the people and
on the will of the people for getting
justice rather than on the obstinacy
of the rulers to deny it. History
is littered with such instances. This
will be another instance which will be-
added to the pages of history.

I will conclude now because there
are also other Resolutions on the
Order Paper. I will only say a word
about the Linguistic Minorities Com-
mission Will the hon. Home Minis-
ter tell me how long the Government
of India took to appoint the
Languistic Minorities Commission
and why the headquarters of the
Commussion have heen  located at
Allahabad” Ar~ theve any linguistic
minorities in UP? I know there is
one hnguistic minority  there, the
Urdu-speaking pcople.

Pandit G. B. Pant: They are every-
where, in every State

Shri Mahanty: I would like to know
whether there is any minority in UP
to warrant the location of the head-
quarters of the Commission In
Allahabad.

Pandit G. B. Pant: There are
Bengalis, Oriya-Speaking people and
80 on.

Shrl Mahanty: Secondly, I would
like to ask how long the Government
of India took to appoirt the Linguistie
Minorities Commissior,. We know that
the linguistic minoritics are today
writhing in pain, agony, insult. and
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humiliation, My hon. friend, Shri
Jaganatha Rao told me that lmguistic
minorities. ..,

Shri M. P. Mishra (Begusarai):
They are also in hig State,

8Shri Mahanty: I consider every
minority to be a licensee oppressed.
He hag been given a licence by the
Government to be oppressed. I want
the elimination of the:e minoriues, We
have seen what has happened to the
minorities in the Middle East, in
Europe and elsewherz. We  want
these minorities to be eliminated.

Therefore, let us not be taught what.
nationalism is, what emotional inte-
gration is and so on. Let that much
of common sense be conceded to us,
let that much of patriotism be con-
ceded to us. We also want emotional
integration of India. We also want
that the nation should progress 1
would like to know how this question
will hinder the implementation of the
Five Year Plan. Lel urs not talk this
tornmy rot. It is high time we dis-
abused our minds of these platitudes
and began seriously to grapple with
the situation which 1s facing us,

I do not wish to speak in frustration,
nor do I wish to say anything in
anger. But I have ult:mate faith in
the sense of justice of the hon. Home
Minister, if not todar, at least
tomorrow. He may not be in a very
good mood now. Possibly he is over-
worked, because I see a pile of files
before him.

Shri D, C. Sharma (Gurdaspur); 1s
‘tommy rot’ parliamentary?

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: It is not
desirable to be used.

Shrl Mahanty: Then I withdraw it.
Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Now that the

hon. Member has withdrawn it, it
need not be pursued.
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8hri Mahanty: I do not wish to
offend anybody. Let me say instead
that it is inconsequential. Let us not
be taught nationalism as though we
do not know what it is,

I do not wish to press the Resolu-
tion; in deference to the wishes of the
hon. Home Minister, [ do not wish to
embarrass him. Sc far as his wish is
concerned, it is a mandate to me. But
I would appeal] to him to mantain his
open mind and consider the 1ssue at
his leisure. We are not in a hurry.
We believe that with goodwiil on both
sides, possibly we may be able to come
to a satisfactory arrangement and
adjustment, With these words, I crave
leave of the House to withdrav. my
Resolution.

The Resolution was, by leave, with-
drawn.

16.27 hrs.

CONVICTION OF A MEMEER

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: [ have to
inform the House that I have received
the following wireless message dated
the 26th September 1858 from the
District Magistrate, Pilibhit:—

“Shri Mohan Swarup, Member,
Lok Sabha, was tried at the Dis-
trict Jail, Pilibhit, before Shri K.
Chandra, Judicial Magistrate, 1st
Class, Pilibhit, on a charge of
being a8 member of an unlawful
assembly, under section 143,
Indian Penal Code. The court, on
the 26th September 1958, after a
trial lasting for a day found him
guilty under section 143, Indian
Penal Code and sentenced him to
two months’ simple Imprisonment.
Letter follows”.





