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THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRIMATI
KAMLA SINHA): Shri Gurudas Das Gupta.
He is not here. Shri Suresh Pachouri. He is
also not here.

THE RESERVATION BILL, 1996

MISS SAROJ KHAPARDE
(Maharashtra): Madam, I have to move for
leave to introduce a Bill to provide for
adequate reservation in posts and services
under the Central Government and its Public
Sector Undertakings for the Scheduled Castes,
the Scheduled Tribes and Other Backward
Class citizens and for matters connected there
with.

The question was put and the motion was
adopted.

MISS SAROJ KHAPARDE: Madam, I
intrdouce the Bill.

THE CHILDREN BORN OF PROS-
TITUTES, WOMEN JAIL INMATES
AND MENTALLY ILL OR RETARDED
WOMEN (UPBRINGING AND WEL-
FARE) BILL, 1996

MISS SAROJ KHAPARDE (Mahar-shtra):
Madam, I beg to move for leave to introduce a
Bill a provide for the custody, maintenance
and upbringing of children born of prostitutes,
women jail inmates and mentally ill or
retarded women by the Central and State
Govenments and for matters connected there-
with and incidental thereto.

The question was put and the motion was
adopted.

MISS SAROJ KHAPARDE: Madam, I
introduce the Bill.
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THE STATE OF PONDICHERRY BILL,
1992 — (CONTD.)

s w WA (Faw): TTwes R, 3
At AR of g0 e SRRl T frieE
1992 W W A % B am e §

gt B w9 e g ¥ andw ¥, &

A% WeF ¥ mEm g ¢ 9w TR 9n
fr,.. (SaeA)

st e e (fmae WRw): a9s T
w e & W L W e

ot o Twa: woaw ¥ son o W §)
4 sm Twaw § ok § W ¢ R
aae’ ¥ wai ¥ R N B N IEEE
& R A 7 v fE N w W wnd @,
TR AT WR T W N4 ww Y
W T W wEm, w3 o e
&1 mir, G0 W onfiy W el @}
Rrift frr & wrma @ 98 B § ok
TroEs @ % g2 4 R AR s oW
Ry W Y koW t—-w FoE R
e S (FEE)

wawrag (Wedh wwen feg): s
FUauEE Sk W v gARUL.. (SEAuM)

st Wem arEm: © dew, R A W o@
&.. (o) ofF gl wm a9 s R
aidfran bt s Al A R R
g & iR D 9 fed o e @
o Temt § gfR & e S T 3 afeee
¥ 33 Wi foldvr on #1078 o 3w
safere Fifesm AR & aoordt @ R fee o
Thoam Ty R w0 § Fs =l
w37 fe & wvm otk Ay wow Wi }
o ma i FA S WP @
WaRfe R O e 1 W | T @ I
ATt TSP RRFEERR
e e g e wel ) O
¥ W T & WY, IWIRY & Wy wFE W
rrTa I A~ s E R
AR R A} ot ¥ e v sk AR W
# mut ¥ A @ N wge s Y
vawey o, 47 @ wer fa & wd
¥ WR 1954 § IR B/ 3w FRa W
s A dw e fae w0 R e



373 Private Member's

# THE—eR oA & Fa o
R fay R Y 3 s e = A e ww
ITA T RRFMERA S
ol oo g | gE @ W W QR e
warE S A e de fg 3 9 W ymR W
W fem F6 30 3 i R W oo R
a7 e o ook St o L Sfe
dfead vifa ok w1 ® w@ o}, WG
AR AT i s e R
T st 4 ot < fem R fvam 0 W
a0 T B e & wdm f S8 e w2
#, I8 WA 7@ F e Y @ =
i fen 9 wfen) wREm, o9 aw W
YA HIFE e T w3 ) w Re,
o T T B R 5 e
& F Fvffe & wigge 9, e fE
A F W T WY ¢, A
e % e Al @ ok 3% o R g
TR ¥ W 0w B § fF T 2w W A
wfififa = @ e o0 Sfiy, 3 5 TR 9
R Pt T ) SN ITRETE TR,
¥ & weomrd St & gv oA o fE oW
R A ¢ R W R fady
g TR @ T o Y w e #E
® wzam 9 o IRt R I R Rl
& WA i F W A o oW
dh gl Al % o & W TR TR R
e Bra § n ol B dp-AE FER
@ a3

Yo 7 P71 I fE ¥ o R PSR
0% R T g 2 el 6 g o A -
& e R 41w T e W R wd Al
= ey HiE 9E W e ¥ 9y 33
g ff §) Rad v Rz §, W A s
R, we vk ¥, ot IR M W VISR e TR
) mm , FE i TR w W
Far % & frd 5 a9 fmm w6 sk
el v & W A W B Bolg D koW W
W% | yoRae § yoa Wi W § vefen T
5 70 ) ge-EE TE W I8 Rt § we
3 wa A Ry wa ) W

Afrra v & 9 o T T N AR
& o wh } A T Ra T B oW

w4 aga R § R T PR

[13 SEP. 1996] Bills 374

Y WrmEm, mwm A TR
f & o o & o &, fRAwE & w9
oA dR ™ B Faw sk =
waframEd 7 W woRp w0 9¢ @ R
AR F fom st A & Wt B o @
wa A & il e g I 9 T R g st
FrEoEr < % g Gl & o 1= e o
fr WA % wdm & X faet o mren &, F g
R T4 TN ) RO, AP GA A A
o &, e Ree soR ff oE w8

SHRI N. GIRI PRASAD (Andhra
Pradesh): Madam, I support the Bill moved by
Shri V. Narayanasamy to give full Statehood
to Pondicherry. I would like to inform the hon.
House that out party, CPI, took a decision in
support of forming a separate State of
Pondicherry a long time back. In our party
congresses we passed two resolutions.
Naturally, therefore, I am supporting this Bill.
I would like to request the Union Government
to consider it. These resolutions were passed
when the hon. Home Minister had piloted
them as General-Secretary of the party
Naturally, his heart also will go for forming
such a State. I would also like to inform the
House that recently the whole of Pondicherry
came to Delhi. All MLAs, all Ministers, the
Chief Minister and the Speaker, all these
dignitaries came to Delhi. They met the
leaders of various political parties and also the
representatives of the Government. Morev-er,
that delegation consisted of representatives
from all political parties, i.e. the BJP, the
Congress party, the CPI, the CPI (M), etc. So
it is a unanimous urge of the people that a full-
fledged Statehood should be given to
Pondicherry. There is no point in denying this
right to the people of Pondicherry. When they
came to meet us, we extended our full support.
We also explained to them about the various
resolutions passed by our party. In this
context, I would like to raise one or two
points. The formation of a State is not
connected with bigness or smallness of a
State. Because of French administration there
for quite some time,
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Pondicherry evolved for a separate Statehood.
Now Pondicherry is a Union Territory with an
Assembly. But they do not have a full-fledged
Statehood. We are not dividing any State. We
are not reorganising many State.

Presently, Pondicherry is a Union Territory.
That is why it is all the more necessary that it
should be given statehood. Hon. Members
have mentioned that such States were formed
in the North-East. We had small States. But it
is not a question of small or big. It is a
question of fulfilling the aspirations of these
people. That is important. Recently, the Prime
Minister announced the formation of the State
of Uttarakhand. This was done not with a
desire to divide the big State of UP. The UP
Assembly had passed a unanimous resolution,
not once but twice. Almost all the parties in
UP had demanded the formation of Ut-
tarakhand. The Uttarakhand people wanted a
separate State. We are not demanding the
reorganisation of the States. We are not
thinking of dividing the States which are big. I
heard one voice saying here that there is a
demand for the formation of small States. It is
not a question of small or big. We should not
take up such issues because it will disorient
the whole political atomosphere. If the
formation of Uttarakhand or the granting of
statechood to Uttarakhand is interpreted as
reorganisation of States, if such an idea is
entertained, it will disrupt the whole thing.
Our country has got a bigger agenda and we
have to address ourselves to it. The UP
Assembly had passed a unanimous resolution.
The people wanted to have a separate State.
Hence, the State of Uttarakhand was formed.
A state should be formed based on its own
merit. That has been my approach and my
party's approach. In this context, I feel that the
entire House should support this Bill and
prevail upon the Union Government to take
iramedi-ate steps for the formation of the
State of Pondicherry. I hope the hon. Home
Minister and the leader of our party, who has
been the General Secretary of our
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party for quite some time now, will positively
respond to this proposal on behalf of the
Government. Thank you.

SHRI O. RAJAGOPAL (Madhya Pradesh):
Thank you, Madam, for giving me this
opportunity to speak. I will not take much
time because two Members from my party
have already expressed their views. I would
only like to add a few other points. We
support this Bill because our party basically
believes that for effective administration,
smaller States are more desirable. We are sup-
porting this for historic reasons also. This
State has been in existence for some time now.
If it is given the status of a full-fledged State,
it would help in the proper administration of
the State. That has been the wish of the people
also. Two days ago, a delegation of
representatives of all political parties had
come to Delhi from Pondicherry. They met the
leaders of all political parties. That is also
another reason why we should agree to the
formation of the State. We are in favour of
creating the State of Pondicherry. But I would
like to make a special reference to one thing.
There arc two small areas the population of
which is not more than 20,000 to 25,000. The
area is Mahe It is far away from Pondicherry.
It is in the Cannanore district of Kerala. It is
very difficult for the people from this place to
reach Pondicherry. There is no transportation.
It is very difficult. Therefore, even though we
are in favour of creating a State, these two
Assembly constituencies, Mahe and Pallooi-,
which now form part of Pondicherry, should
be retained in Kerala. There is no point in
having two small villages situated at a very
distant place to be a part of Pondicherry. With
this modification, I think that it is desirable to
give Statehood to Pondicherry. This is my
point.

THE MINISTER OF HOME AFFAIRS
(SHRI INDRAIJIT GUPTA): Madam, Mr.
Narayanasamy has been waiting and waiting
day after day, week after week, in the hope
that not only: his Bill will be adopted by this
House but
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that Governmental action also will follow in
favour of separate Statehood for Pondicherry.
I congratulate him for his tenacious and
consistent struggle on this issue. Of course, he
has the satisfaction of finding that the
representatives of all the parties in the House
have unanimously supported that idea of
Statehood for Pondicherry. A reference was
made just now to the fact that a big
deputation, including MLAs, Chief Minister,
ex-Chief Ministers, Speaker and so on, from
Pondicherry, was recently in Delhi lobbying
for this very issue. And I had the good luck
and privilege of meeting them also. We had a
prolonged discussion and exchange of views. I
think that this question of recognition of
identity of a certain community, certain area,
certain people, is coming up in so many
places. People are fighting for their identities.
Ours is a vast country and we cannot try to
submerge everybody's identity into one kind
of a common pattern. This is not possible. It
does not lead to unity. It leads to more and
more tension and discord. And, sometimes, it
may even to break up. I venture to say that in
10 years' time or 15 years' time,—I may be
wrong, I do not know,—the way the
developments are taking place in various parts
of the country, I feel that the map of India will
have changed a lot. The map of India to which
we have become accustomed now will not
remain the same. There will be new States.
There will be new areas. There will be new
autonomous regions. There will be new
names. There will be new boundaries. And
this is a process which, I think, is natural. It
cannot be stopped. Madam, one of the places
which is seeking a separate identity as a State
is Pondicherry. I think that although they are
very close to Tamil Nadu and perhaps the
majority of people residing in Pondicherry—I
am speaking of proper Pondicherry—are
Tamil-speaking people or ethnically Tamil
people, nevertheless, they have never been in
favour of mergr mg with Tamil Nadu. They
want a separate State. To talk of the views of
the party to which I belong—-I have not
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resigned from my party; I still belong to my
party—what Mr. Giri Prasad said a little
while ago is on record. That party has
extended its wholehearted support to the
demand for a separate State for Pondicherry,
but I am also a member of the Cabinet. It is
not a Cabinet represented by my party alone.
There are 13 parties in this Government
which the history has thrown up or an
accident of history has thrown up. It was not a
preplanned thing. I don't want to go into all
that now. The fact of the matter is that we
have got a coalition a broad coalition, the
broadest coalition, perhaps, this country has
every seen, stretching from the North-East
right down to the so-called regional parties of
the South. They constitute a very broad base
for this coalition and decisions, policy
decisions, which are to be taken by such a
Government, naturally, require a great amount
of thought and consideration, some of which
are reflected in our Common Minimum
Programme, but not all.

And therefore, what I want to say on this
particular question is, if it were a Government
of the CPI, of course, I would have no
difficulty in spelling out that we were going to
introduce a Constitutional amendment and
legislation in the very near future so that the
people of Pondicherry can achieve what they
want. But, it is also a fact that the Government
of India, the earlier Governments—we have
only been in power for three month-s—before
this there were Governments for all these
years—Madam, and they did not have,
perhaps, the difficulty of functioning as
coalition Governments, they were one party
Governments mainly —could have taken
decisions much more quickly and
expeditiously. So, those Governments also
never conceded this demand of statehood for
Pondicherry. As * Government, we have not
yet taken a final decision on this question, let
me Make it quite clear. As for two previous
Governments—for whom I am not their
spokesman and I don't want to plead their case
at all—but, from what I came to know from
the words of the
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Ministry after I assumed office—it was
claimed that there were some factors which
required consideration before a final decision
was taken, and those factors were under
consideration for a good many years. For
example, one of the factors, I am told, which
has been creating some kind of a question
mark in the minds of the previous
Governments was the fact-afterall, all of us
had been more or less reconciled to the
view—that reorganisation of States which
took place earlier was mainly done on a
linguistic basis. There were bilingual States;
there were trilingual States which the people
converted into unilingual States. Bitter
struggles were fought on that issue. Hundreds
of people sacrificed their lives. The bilingual
State of Bombay has now become a unilingual
State of Maharashtra, but hundreds of people
gave their lives for it. They died facing police
bullets on the streets of Bombay. In order to
realise the ambition of Andhtra Pradesh, Vis-
halandhra, for which the Telugu people
fought, we remember a martyr by the name of
Potti Sriramulu sacrificed his life.

So, 1 don't want to go into more details.
This has been a long struggle. It is basically a
struggle for the cultural, social and ethnic
identity of people who want that our country
should not remain as it was under the British,
but that it should be made of a mosaic of
different communities, different people,
speaking different languages, having different
cultures, may be, belonging to different
religions, but all living together in this
country as citizens of one motherland.

Now Pondicherry has got a specific
historical and cultural identity. There is no
doubt about it. Even so many years after
independence it is considered to be in India as
the central window of French culture. In my
own State of West Bengal, we had a similar
French colony by name Chandanagar which is
now, of course, merged with West Bengal.
But somehow Chandanagar has not retained
that kind of cultural identity which
Pondicherry has
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managed to retain. There is, of course, the
Aurobindo Ashram and Auroville which are
also cultural attractions for the people of the
entire world who come there. I remember that
during the days when the people of
Pondicherry were fighting for freedom against
the French colonialists, I am proud to say, the
leader of our party, Comrade V. Subbaiah,
was the foremost leading figure of that move-
ment. The French were very clever as
colonialists; they were not like the British.
They even gave representation to leaders from
their colonies in the French Parliament in
Paris. The British never did that. They never
could get to that stage of reconciliation.
Comrade Subbaiah was several times elected
to the French Parliament from Pondicherry.
He wused to make his journey from
Pondicherry to France everytime to sit in the
French Parliament as a representative of the
people of Pondicherry. So, there is a long
history, there is a tradition, there is a different
kind of cultural and historical identity of
Pondicherry which naturally the people there
also have absorbed and today it is expressed
in their desire for a separate State. Of course
as somebody here has mentioned, the State of
Pondicherry includes small enclaves, an en-
clave in Kerala and an enclave in Andhra and
Pondicherry proper with Karaikal which is
very remotely situated, far off from Yanam
and Mahe. These are scattered pockets, the
main centre being Pondicherry. I am told that
this is one of the factors which was always
inhibiting the mind of the Government of
India in deciding what to do with this. When
Goa was given Statehood, Daman and Diu
which were part of the old Portuguese colony
of Goa, were not allowed to be retained with
Goa proper. They had to be separated. The
State of Goa, which was given Statehood,
does not include Daman and Diu. I do not
know what is to be done in the case of
Pondicherry, as a friend over here has said.
One is an enclave within Kerala and another
within Andhra Pradesh. Telugu-speaking
people in one case and Malayalam-speaking
peo-
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pie in another case. But, anyway, these are
fringe problems, I do not think they can be
treated as major or dicisive problems at all.
We are well aware of the fact that the
Legislative Assembly of Pondicherry, I think,
on two occasions, had unanimously passed
the demand for Statehood and, as Mr. Giri
Prasad has pointed out, in the case of
Uttarakhand, for the 9 hill districts of Uttar
Pradesh also, the Legislative Assembly of
Uttar Pradesh had on two occasions passed a
unanimous resolution recommending a
separate hill State for Uttarakhand.

As regards linguistic identity, I have
mentioned, if you take Pondichery proper,
there is, of course, linguistic identity. As
regards territorial contiguity, this factor was
determined in the past on how to define a
State. Territorial contiguity does not embrace
the separate enclaves which are there in
different States. As regards cultural unity, it is
all right. As regards administrative viability,
this was another question which I found from
the records, it had been discussed over and
over again in the Government of India in the
Ministry of Home Affairs. Administrative
viability is, of couse, a weak point as far as
Pondicherry is concerned, a very weak point.
They have not been able to meet 50% of their
expenditure from their own resources or from
their local revenues. The remaining 50% or
more Has to be met completely from Central
assistance and Central subsidies and that
position, for the time being, I think, will have
to continue for some time. These points were
coming up over and over again. I am now
speaking as a Minister. I think, the time has
now come, in view of the aspirations of the
people and the undeniable unanimity which is
there behind this demand, the Government of
India should try to meet it as expeditiously as
possible. If this House passes a unanimous
resolution also, I am sure, it will strengthen
the hands of the Government of India in this
matter and I would commend that this should
be done. It looks as if it is going to be done. I
do not agree with the idea that because there
are very big States like
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Uttar Pradesh and Madhya Pradesh, on the
question of administrative convenience they
should be broken up into smaller States. It is
not a question of big or small States, it is a
question of treating each case on its own
merits. Of course, in some cases
administrative convenience also has to be
thought about. I know of Uttarakhand because
people feel very strongly that it is not possible
to govern effectively at all from Lucknow and
they want it, apart from other considerations.
Similarly, in Madhya Pradesh there is a
movement going on for a separate Chattisgarh
State, one of the reasons being the whole State
is geographically so unwieldy that it is really
not possible for it to be administered
conveniently from one State centre. These are
also additional considerations which are being
taken into account. But as far as Pondicherry
is concerned, Madam, I think, they have a
very, very strong case, an undeniable case
which cannot be refuted and I have been
personally very much in sympathy with this
cause and I support it fully. I hope, this
House, by passing a unanimous resolution
would enable the Government of India as a
whole to take a step which is long overdue,
though officially I may say, that the stand of
the Government, to which I belong, at the
moment is not that they are against it in
principle. They are not against it in principle
but their argument is that the time is not yet
appropriate. The time is not ripe yet. I do not
know when it will be ripe and how it will be
appropriate at any particular time. But, in
view of what is happening in the country, I
think, it is definitely a democratic aspiration
of the people. In the whole country you are
seeing it, Madam, that there is a mood
growing everyday towards reorganisation in
the sense of what the Sarkaria Commission
has talked about.

SHRI INDRAIJIT GUPTA: The Centre-
State relations, the devolution of powers from
the Centre to the States, the question of
autonomy in different forms, in  varying
degrees, whether you have
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separate States, whether you have auton-
omous District Councils, whether you have
Union Territories, whether you have, as we
were discussing in the House the other day,
Statutory Development Boards for particular
regions and al! that, al! these are different
expressions of the urge of people for self-
development, for self-reliance, for being able
to develop according their own desires and
their aspirations which they have not been
able to do at present, in the present structure
within which we are functioning. Therefore,
one of these is the case of Pondicherry. I think
the Government of India will be—I am
talking about the present Government—quite
sympathetic and supportive to this cause and
in view of that, I would request Mr. Naraya-
nasamy to hold his patience for a little more
time and not to press his Bill, to withdraw his
Bill and I can assure him that the Government
of India wil! give the fullest consideration to
this demand to see that it is implemented as
soon as possible. Thank
you...(interruptions),..

SHRI PRANAB MUKHERJEE (West
Bengal): We were worried that you would
recommend to pass this Bill. Thank God, you
have requested him to withdraw it.

SHRI INDRAJIT GUPTA: I cannot do
that, because you may not pass it. How do I
know?

SHRI V. NARAYANASAMY (Pon-
dicherry) Madan Vice-Chairman, I thank the
hon. senior Members of this House, Shri OP,
Kohli, Dr. B.B. Dutta, Shri Jalaludin Ansari,
Shri Vayalar Ravi, Shri R. Margabandu, Shri
Maheshwar Singh, Shri Sushilkumar Shinde,
Shri Nilotpal Basu, Dr. Ranbir Singh, Shri
Rahman Khan, Prof. Naunihal Singh, Dr.
Jagannath Mishra, Shri Giri Prasad, Shri
Naresh Yadav and Shri Rajagopal, who
participated in the discussion. I am also
thankful to the hon. Minister who gave his
reply, one as a leader of the C.P.I, and another
as the Home Minister. Madam, the hon Mem-
bers, irrespective of party considerations,
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have supported the demand for Statehood.

The West Bengal Government, especially
the CPM Members of the Legislature of West
Bengal, are supporting the demand for
Gorkhaland. The legislators of West Bengal
signing a Memorandum and giving it to the
Government for a separate Gorkhaland in
West Bengal. The hon. Prime Minister has
announced on 15th of August, from the
ramparts of the Red Fort that Uttarakhand
State wil! be formed. Madam, I tried to
convince the hon, Minister on the demand
which has been made by us. One secret was
also leaked out by the hon, Member, Shri Giri
Prasadji, that under the leadership of the then
General Secretary of C.P.I., the hon. Home
Minister, when he was presiding over the
meeting of the National Executive of their
party, a resolution was unanimously adopted
in the National Executive for grant of
Statehood for Pondicherry,

[The Vice-chairman (Shri Md. Salim) in
the chair]

Hon. Vice-Chairman, Sir, here the hon.
Minister relied upon three or four points
which I would like to answer because being
the mover of the Bill it is my duly to do so.
First of all the hon. Minister has talked about
the linguistic States.

6.00 P.M.

As far as Pondicherry is concerned, though
we have four pockets—Pondicherry,
Karaikal, Mahe and Yanam—it has a
common cultural identity The hon. Minister
was saying that Mahe was in Keiala and
Yanam in Andhra Pradesh. But I would like
to point out to the hon. Minister that we have
five official languages—English, French,
Tamil, Telugu and Malayalam, These five
languages have been accepted as the official
languages of the Union Territory. Sir, the
people who are living in Mahe—-every-
body—speak Tamil, the common language.
The people who are living in Yanam also
speak Tamil. The people
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who are living in that region are not fiading it
difficult, adminstratively or otherwise, to
have regular contracts with the other parts of
the Union Territory. Therefore, the question
of linguistic identity does not arise.

There was one proposal mooted by the hon.
Member, the senior Member from the BJP,
Mr. Rajagopal. I expected it from the BJP
Member because the BJP would never agree
to anything unless they add a rider to it. But
unfortunately—I would like to point this out
to him—his party unit in Pondicherry is not
in favour of the proposal put forward by him
in this House. He wants Mahe to be taken by
Kerala. That is the demand made by him.

SHRI E BALANANDAN (Kerala):
Kerala?

SHRI V. NARAYANASAMY: Mahe
should be given to Kerala. That is what he
said.

All kinds of sweeping remarks they would
make. But one thing he has forgotten. There is
a Historical background of Pondicherry. The
hon. Member has forgotten it.

Sir, there is a treaty, Treaty of Accession,
signed in 1954 between the Government of
India and the French Government, where.n it
has been clearly stated-—this has been
referred to by the hon. Home Minister also—
that the cultural identity of Pondicherry
territory would be maintained. This is one
thing.

Secondly, if they want to change the
existing arrangement, or, even merge one
pocket with any State, there has to be a
referendum. The wishes and the aspirations of
the people of the territory should be taken into
consideration. Therefore, it is not as if that
somebody can just say in the House that
Mahe should be merged with Kerala and
Yanam with Andhra Pradesh. That is not the
question at all. It is a question of international
agreement. The Minister of External Affairs is
also sitting here. We have to honour the
international agreement.
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Therefore, when Pondicherry is being
considered as the window of French culture,
as was said by Pandit Nehru, its cultural
identity has to be maintained. This is one
thing.

Secondly, the question of contiguity. The
hon. Minister said ‘'territorial conti-guity
guity'. That is what he was referring to. Take
the case of North-East. Take the case of some
other States. Territorial contiguity is not the
only criterion for the purose of granting
Statehood, or, a par

ticular status to an area. The main
consideration is: the wishes and the
aspirations of the people.

1 would like to remind the hon. Home
Minister about one thing here. He might have
forgotten history. When Shri Morarji Desai
was the Prime Minister, he announced: 'l
would like Pondicherry and Karaikal to be
merged with Tamil Nadu: Mahe with Kerala
and Yanam with Andhra Pradesh. I do not
want it to remain as a Union Territory'.
Immediately after the announcement,
Pondicherry was in flames. Hundreds of
people were killed in police firing. There was
a law and order problem. Ultimately, Shri
Morarji Desai had to take back the
announcement which he had made.

Therefore, it is a sensitive issue. One can
very easily say in the House that one pocket
she-ild be merged with Kerala and the other
with Andhra Pradesh. But you have to take
into account the wishes and the aspirations of
the people. You have to take into account the
sentiments of the people. The point of
territorial contiguity, which the hon. Minister
was referring to, is not valid. Fortunately, he
agreed in regard to cultural identity. In all the
four pockets, the same cultural identity, a
mixture of Indian and French culture, is there.
It is being maintained even today.

I would like to inform this august House
that it is not just that there is one Member in
the Lok Sabha, and one Member in the Rajya
Sabha, representing Pondicherry. Even today,
Pondicherry is
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represented in the French Parliament by one
Member. This is because there is dual
citizenship. The French people who are settled
in Pondicherry elect one person from among
themselves who represents them in the French
Parliament. It is there even today. It is
continuing there. Therefore, let us not take the
issue so lightly.

The hon. Minister said about administrative
viability, which point I would like to dwell
upon, because administrative viability is a
debatable point.

SHRI INDRAJIT GUPTA: Financial
viability.

SHRI V. NARAYANASAMY: Financial
viability is a debatable point. Take, for
example, the case of Bihar and Andhra
Pradesh. Those States have got full Statehood.
Some of the States are not able to pay even
salaries to their employees. Then, are you
going to withdraw Statehood from them? It is
going to be there. And you are giving 90 per
cent grants to the North-Eastern States and
100 per cent grants to Jammu and Kashmir.

The basic problem for us is, Tamil Nadu
and Pondicherry have been under constant
threat from the LTTE, in the coastal areas.
The hon. Minister has to consider that also.
Shri Lanka is hardly 100—150 kilometres
away from Karaikal, and the speed-boats that
the LTTE has got can reach the coastal areas
of Tamil Nadu and Pondicherry within one or
one and a half hours—I raised the issue
several times. And they are smuggling petrol,
diesel and groceries. This is going on. The
Government of India, in spite of its best
efforts, has been able to prevent it only to a
certain extent. Therefore, when it is a
question of national security in this territory
and in the coastal areas, you have to give
protection to them. This is also one of the
reasons why we are claiming it.

Therefore, financial viability, territorial
contiguity, cultural unity, linguistic base,
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are all there. The hon. Minister saying that the
areas are different is not a point of
consideration.

Now the Government has to have the
political will. You have to decide on political
considerations because the bureaucracy is
there only to deny everything. Whether the
hon. Home Minister is greedy to get more
powers and administer my State, sitting in
Delhi—through remote control—it is left to
him. But you say that that you want
decentralisation of power—it is one of the
points in your Common Minimum
Programme. But I find that you are greedy to
get more powers, ignoring your Common
Minimum Programme.

SHRI INDRAJIT GUPTA: How did you
find that out?

SHRI V. NARAYANASAMY: Because
the hon. Minister is supporting me only 50 per
cent. I want 100 per cent support from the
hon. Minister. That is why I am saying this.
When you say decentralisation of power and
giving more power to the regional parties, to
hear it is good, but when it comes to
implementation, you are going back to square
one. Therefore, I hope the hon. Minister will
consider this. The hon. Minister gave some
reasons. I have met each and every one of
them and the reason given by the hon.
Minister cannot stand the scrutiny of facts.
That I would
like to tell the hon. Minister.

I would like to submit further that the
people want it, the political leaders want it,
the legislators want it and hon. Members of
Parliament want it. What more does the hon.
Minister want? Hon. Members of Parliament,
irrespective of parties, support my stand.
Once Rajivji said that he concept of Union
territory should not be there on the Statute
Book. The only consideration is—and I agree
with it—that when the Congress Government
was there, they were saying that the
international agreement has to be honoured. It
has to be honoured. It is an international
commitment. The
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agreement entered into between the
Government of India and the Government of
France has to be honoured. For that, cultural
identity has to be maintained. If there is any
question of merging one territory with
another State, there should be a referendum.

Recently—the hon. Minister also stated
it—the hon. Minister was kind enough to
receive the delegation of Chief Minister,
Council of Ministers, political leaders, former
Chief Ministers and MLAs of the State. They
met all the political leaders, they met the hon.
President of India, the hon. Prime Minister,
the hon. Home Minister and leaders of the
Congress Party, leaders of BJP, leaders of
CPI (M), leaders of CPI, leaders of Al-
ADMK, leaders of DMK and leaders of
TMC. They have met all these leaders. All of
them unanimously supported the move. In the
House also the hon Minister saw the tenor of
the discussion. All the political parties are
supporting it. The hon. Minister has rightly
mentioned this. I am very glad that he said
that the need had arisen and that, therefore, it
had to be done expeditiously, as early as
possible. This is what the hon. Minister has
said about , giving statehood to Pondicherry.
In the same tenor the hon. Minister said that
we would have to wait for some time.

I came to Parliament in 1985. In 1986 I
raised the demand. Now we are in 19%. More
than ten years have passed. Earlier we found
that the population was the criteria. Then they
put forth the same argument that was given by
the hon. Minister. Then it was said, "Delhi is
getting the State status. After that we will
consider it." Now they are going back to the
1986 position. They are saying that there are
blockades. Therefore, I submit to the hon.
Minister that this is not a question to be given
a partisan consideration. Kindly do not go by
the bureaucracy. Now there is demand for
other States. The only apprehension I find is
that the officers say "Look, what are we going
to do for Delhi?" When the people of Delhi
want you to help them,
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help them also  But, showing Delhi, the
status of Pondicherry should not be
diluted.

Sir, the hon. Minister was talking about the
financial viability. The then Chief Secretary
and also a Professor in the Department of
Economics did their home-work and
submitted a paper on that to the Finance
Ministry.

I submit that the hon. Minister has been
giving 40 per cent grant and 60 per cent is the
mobilisation of resources from the State. I
dispute the figure given by the hon. Minister.
It is on record.

SHRI INDRAJIT GUPTA: I have
also got figures.

SHRI V. NARAYANASAMY: Sometimes
what is happening is that you are not giving
us a share in the Central Sales Tax and in the
Central Excise Duty. You are not giving us
grants from the Calamity Relief Fund. These
matters should also be considered.

Here, what happens is that on every matter,
whether it is a question of administration or it
is a question of planning or it is a question of
natural caiarnities, we have to go to the Home
Ministry. What does the Home Ministry do? It
has got pressure of work. Whenever we make
a representation, we ourselves have to run
after the file. Ultimately it takes minimum two
to three years. Our main grievance is against
the Home Ministry only. The Home Ministry
is sitting tight on every file. Sitting in Delhi,
2,400 km. away from Pondicherry, they want
to rule over the Union Territory of
Pondicherry.

Apart from that, as far as the financial
aspect is concerned, they are not providing
funds even for the purpose of developmental
schemes and programmes and they are
treating us on par with other States. The hon.
Minister says that there is no financial
liability. They wanted to delay all these
matters.

I want a categorical assurance from the hon.
Minister in this House. They should decide
about it just now in the House
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Lo the hon. Minister make an announcement.
I am very glad that the hon. Minister has said
that the Government agreed on it in principle.
I want to know from the hon. Minister when
the Government is going to give full
statehood to Pondicherry.

Sir, 1 apprehend that the Central
Government will ignore the wishes and
aspirations of the people. When we met the
hon. Prime Minister about two days back, he
went through the memorandum submitted by
the Chief Minister. He said, "We are
considering your demand favourably." This
was the reply given by the hon. Prime
Minsiter. The President of India was also very
sympathetic. Leaders of various political
parties are also supporting the move.
Therefore, where is the bottleneck? I have
given my reply to the various points raised by
the hon. Minister. Where is the bottteacck?
Where is the problem?

Let the hon. Minister explain to me and
then bring a Government Bill in this House.
The people of Uttarakhand demanded a
separate State only about two or three years
back and you are acceding to their demand;
but when there has been a demand for
Gorkaland and it has been supported by your
coalition partners and the CPM, their demand
is pending for several years and it has been
totally ignored.

SHRI NILOTPAL BASU (West Bengal): 1
think that is not the position.

SHRI V. NARAYANASAMY: This is my
information about West Bengal.

SHRI NILOTPAL BASU: Whatever your
information, but that is not the position. You
speak about Pondicherry. Don't mention
about West Bengal and the Darjeeling areas.
That is not a fact. You don't talk about the
stand of other parties. Don't take up their
responsibility unnecessarily. (Interruptions)
Since you are saying something, I want to put
the record straight. What you are stating is not
a fact.
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SHRI V. NARAYANASAMY: I will tell
you on another occasion, not now, because I
do not want to vitiate the atmosphere.

Sir, the hon. Home Minister can agree,
because the hon. Minister was also suggesting
this. He was kind enough to say that a
resolution can be brought in this House and
passed. That is what he said. The Government
can accept this Bill and then it can bring a
fresh Bill on Pondicherry after the rules and
regulations are vetted by the Law Ministry
and then pass it, so that we can say that the
hon. Minister is supporting the stand as is
claimed by all the political parties. I hope the
hon. Minister will agree to that. When all the
parties are supporting and the Government is
supporting, the hon. Minister can favourably
respond.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI MD.
SALIM): Mr. Home Minister, do you want to
respond to his request?

SHRI INDRAJIT GUPTA: I am sorry, I
cannot accede to the request that I must
immediately here and now announce exactly
when this demand is going to be accepted in
the form of a Bill or a decision of the
Government. The Government has to function
on the basis of collective responsibility. I
think, Mr. Narayanasamy need not visit the
sins of the previous Government, which
belonged to his party, on my head. All these
things that he is narratir.g were happening in
the past years when his Party Government
was here. Our Government has come only
now. The Government has to collectively go
into the whole question and then come to a
proper decision. He has himself admitted that
the Prime Minister's reaction was favourable
when a delegation met him. Rashtrapati Ji's
reaction was also very favourable.

SHRI V. NARAYANASAMY: And the
hon. Home Minister's reaction was very
favourable.



393  Private Member's

SHRI INDRAJIT GUPTA: Yes. Then why
do you insist? Kindly withdraw it and give
the Government an opportunity to see that the
assurance that it is giving, the sympathy it is
showing is translated into legislative practice.

SHRI V. NARAYANASAMY: Sir, in
the light of the assurance given by the
hon. Minister that the Government will
bring a new Bill.......... (Interruptions)

SHRI R.K. KUMAR (Tamil Nadu): Sir, it
should be a New Year gift. (Interruptions)

SHRI INDRAIJIT GUPTA: It will require a
Constitutional amendment. (Interruptions)

SHRI PRANAB MUKHERJEE (West
Bengal): Say, at the appropriate time.
(Interruptions)

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI MD.
SALIM): Don't frame sentences.

SHRI V. NARAYANASAMY: Sir, my
only demand is let the Bill be brought into
this House by the Government in the next
session of Parliament. At least that can be
told by the hon. Minister.

SHRI INDRAIJIT GUPTA: It would come
at the appropriate time. Mr. Narayanasamy,
has made a forceful plea. He made a lengthy
speech. I am sure it would do him a lot of
good in Pondicherry. So, please don't press
for it.

SHRI V. NARAYANASAMY: This plea is
not only of mine, but also yours. When you
visited our State as a General Secretary of the
CPI, a delegation of political parties met you.
You supported the move. Now, sitting as
Home Minister you want to delay it. I know
that you have got a mind to help us.

SHRI PRANAB MUKHERIJEE: He has
agreed to bring it at the appropriate time.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI MD.
SALIM): He has promised to bring it in the
next session. He would consider it.

SHRI N. GIRI PRASAD: He would bring
it in the next session of Parliament.
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SHRI V. NARAYANASAMY: This is
my request. I would request the hon.
Home Minister to bring the Bill in the
new session of Parliament because he
knows the problems of the people of the
State more than anybody else. As a
General Secretary of the CPI.............

SHRI INDRAJIT GUPTA: I am not
General Secretary of the party.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI MD.
SALIM): Mr. Narayanasamy, with this
request, are you withdrawing it?

SHRI V. NARAYANASAMY: The hon.
Minister is getting agitated. As a General
Secretary of the CPI, he visited our State.
That is what I was telling him. I know that
now he is not a General Secretary of the CPI,
but he is Home Minister.

As the hon. Home Minister said that the
Government would come forward with a Bill
at the appropriate time I withdraw my Bill.

SHRI INDRAJIT GUPTA: Thank
you.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI MD.
SALIM): Has Shri Narayanasamy the leave
of the House to withdraw the Bill?

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Yes.
(The Bill was, by leave, withdrawn)

THE CONSTITUTION (AMENDMENT)
BILL, 1992
(to amend article 77)

SHRI M.A. BABY (Kerala): Mr. Vice-
Chairman, Sir, I move:

"That the Bill further to amend the
Constitution of India, be taken into
consideration."

Thank you very much for having permitted
me to commend this Bill for consideration of
the House. The Constitutional (Amendment)
Bill seeks to amend article 77 of the Indian
Constit-



