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Clause 3 
3. "That at page 3,— 

(i)  after line 21, insert— 
'(b) in section 108,— 

(1) after the words 'who, within 
or without such limits,' the brackets 
and figure 0) shall  be  inserted; 

'(ii) makes, produces, 
publishes or keeps, for sale 
imports, exports, conveys, sells, 
lets to hire, distributes, publicly 
exhibits or in any other manner 
puts into circulation any 
obscene matter such as is 
referred to in section 292 of the 
Indian Penal Code,'; 

(ii)  line 22— for      '(b)'      
substitute '(c)'." 

4. "That at page 3, in the marginal 
heading to clause 3, for 'section 99A 
and Schedule II' substitute 'Section 
99A, 108 and Schedule II of Act 5 
of 1898'." 

The question was put and the motion was 
adopted. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN (Andhra 
Pradesh) : May I just say one word ? The Bill 
winch we have just now approved had been 
sponsored by our senior veteran Member, 
Diwan Chaman Lall. So we all want to pay a 
compliment to him. He is not a Member now. 
But he has done very hard work for this Bill. 
So, the House records its appreciation of the 
services of Diwan Chaman Lall. 

THE DEPUTY  CHAIRMAN :    We 
all share the sentiment. 

THE   PORT    PROTECTION   FORCE 
BILL,  1964 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Mr. 
Bhargava. 

SHRI M. P. BHARGAVA (Uttar Pradesh) 
: Madam. I do not propose to take up the Bill 
today. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Then, Mrs. 
Shakuntala Paranjpye is not here. Mr. 
Bhupesh Gupta is not well. Mr. Sen Gupta. 

THE     CONSTITUTION      (AMEND-
MENT)  BILL, 1965— {Substitution    of 
Article 120) 

SHRI DWIJENDRALAL SEN GUPTA 
(West Bengal) : Madam Deputy Chairman, I 
move : 

"That the Bill further to amend the 
Constitution of India be taken into 
consideration." 
I have given the reasons .   .   . 

[THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA) in the Chair.] 

From Madam Deputy Chairman to Mr. Vice-
Chairman. I think there will be no further 
intervention. I stood up long ago and took up 
my seat. In the meantime the Chair also 
changed. (Interruption)  Chair never changes 
sex. 

Anyway, Mr. Vice-Chairman, the 
Statement of Objects and Reasons has been 
given along with the Bill itself. Please give 
me the indulgence to place before the House 
what it says :— 

"Article 120 of the Constitution, as it 
stands at present, provides that Hindi or 
English can be used for transaction of 
business in Parliament, provided that a 
Member who cannot adequately express 
himself in Hindi or in English may be 
permitted by the Presiding Officer to address 
the House in his mother tongue. As the 
regional languages of India have been made 
official languages in the respective States, 
and as the Parliament comprises of 
representatives from all the States in India, 
it is proper that provision should be made 
for the use of all the languages specified in 
the Eighth Schedule to the Constitution, 
except Sanskrit which is not a spoken 
language, for transaction of business in 
Parliament. This is necessary to ensure 
equality of status to all the languages 
mentioned in the Eighth Schedule, and to 
give a popular and democratic orientation to 
the work of Parliament." 

Sir, the 15 languages which are found in the 
Eighth Schedule are Assamese, Bengali, 
Gujarati, Hindi, Kannada, Kashmiri, 
Malayalam, Marathi, Oriya, Punjabi, Sanskrit, 
Tamil, Telugu, Urdu and Sindhi. Sindhi was 
added by the Constitution (Twentyfirst 
Amendment) Act, 1967. Now, I am placing 
before this 
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House for consideration and passing of the 14 
languages as the languages to be used in 
Parliament. What my amendment suggests 
is—i 

"2. For article 120 of the Constitution, 
the following article shall be substituted, 
namely :— 

"120. Notwithstanding anything in 
Part XVII, but subject to the provisions 
of article 348, business in Parliament 
shall be transacted in Hindi or in English 
or in any of the other languages except 
Sanskrit, specified in the Eighth 
Schedule to the Constitution." 

Mr. Vice-Chairman, the purpose of my 
amendment is this. In 1965, as we all know, 
there was a serious unrest particularly in the 
South against Hindi. Article 120 of the 
Constitution provides English or Hindi to be the 
language of Parliament and with permission, 
any other language can be used. But as you 
know in this Parliament, if anybody speaks in 
any other language, there is no arrangement for 
translation. if it is Hindi it can be translated 
into English; if it is in English, that can be 
translated into Hindi. For other languages, 
there is no sanction and that is more or less a 
concession given to a Member or Parliament. 
He has got to give a translation of it for record 
after he delivers the speech. Those who do not 
understand that language, what will they do? 
They do not normally understand what the 
speaker says. So, it can only be done when the 
amendment is passed. We all know how 
difficult it is to amend the Constitution unless 
the entire House co-operates and unless the 
Government co-operates. I am appealing to the 
saner sections of the House, irrespective of 
parties, to take the issue above regionalism or 
anybody's particular fad for any language and 
consider the problem of India as a whole. 

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMY (Tamil 
Nadu) : If you appeal to the saner sections of 
the House, will you get a majority ? 

SHRI DWIJENDRALAL SEN GUPTA : 
The saner section has now doubtful 
conscience. 

Now, my appeal to the House is this. We 
have a federal structure here, comprising a 
multi-lingual population. It is doubtful if 
English will at all go and that Hindi will be 
the only language. 6—34 R. S./69 

Therefore Parliament has now become really 
the forum so far as the non-Hindi speaking 
areas' representatives are concerned.    Unless 
they know English they cannot express 
themselves, and Hindi is not their mother 
tongue, it is not their regional tongue except in 
a portion of India.    So, what is left is English. 
We have given the Indian people a Consti-
tution.    Indian people consist of a large 
number of  illiterate  people.    They  do not 
speak in any ether language except their own 
and that also for the purpose of speaking and 
conversing,   not   even for   writing.     If   their   
representatives come  here,   how  do  you  
expect  them that they will speak in English ?   
A man from Tamil  Nadu or Bengal does not 
know   Hindi   and   he   does   not know 
£nglish either.     Can we  force him to speak 
either in English or in Bengali ? He cannot.    
Then there is a provision in   article   120  of  
the  Constitution   by virtue of which you can 
speak in your mother tongue, say, in my case, 
Bengali. I can speak in Bengali.   But for whom 
? Is it fox nobody here to understand ? Do I 
speak for a purpose or without purpose ?   I 
speak with some purpose. What is the purpose 
?    The purpose is fr let the House know what I 
want to convey. As I have a right to understand 
otheis. I should have the right to make others 
understand what I want to convey. That is the 
democratic attitude.    You are a democracy but 
you proceed in  a manner that the people's 
representatives who come here will not have 
the free expression of their views. 

Now, Mr. Vice-Chairman, I am reading out 
the Preamble to the Constitution to show how 
consistent we are in our attitude so long as we 
confine ourselves to English or Hindi as laid 
down in article 120. The Preamble says :— 

"We, THE PEOPLE  OF  INDIA, 
having solemnly resolved to constitute India 
into a SOVEREIGN DEMOCRATIC 
REPUBLIC and to secure to all its citizens 
: 

IUSTICE, social, economic and 
political; 

LIBERTY of thought, expression, belief, 
faith and worship; 

FRATERNITY assuring the dignity of 
the individual and the unity of the Nation;  
..." 

Now, Mr. Vice-Chairman, keeping these 
principles before us can we say we are 
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giving equal opportunity to all here? Are we 
doing justice to all? No. I would, for the 
moment, confine myself to equality and justice 
so far as our business in Parliament is 
concerned. 

Mr. Vice-Chairman, so far as article 351 is 
concerned, I am placing before this House for 
its proper appreciation the real problem.    It 
says :— 

"It shall be the duty of the Union to 
promote the spread of the Hindi language, 
to develop it so that it may serve as a 
medium of expression for all the elements 
of the composite culture of India and to 
secure its enrichment by assimilating 
without interfering with its genius, the 
forms, srvle and expressions used in 
Hindustani and in the other languages of 
India specified in the Eighth Schedule, and 
by drawing, wherever necessary or 
desirable, for its vocabulary, primarily on 
Sanskrit and secondarily on other 
languages." 

Mr. Vice-Chairman, will you kindly appreciate 
whether we are developing it or are we for 
Hindi at the cost of other languages ? That was 
never the intention of the framers of the 
article. What •does it say : 

"to develop it so that it may serve as a 
medium of expression for all the elements 
of the composite culture of India  ..." 

without interfering or hindering the progress of 
any language. That was the intention. And how 
can we do that ? Let Hindi remain. Let English 
remain and let other languages also be promot-
ed. If that is done Indian unity will develop. If 
that is not done, English will continue as the 
medium of expression in this House for many, 
many years. Those who are really in favour of 
developing the Hindi language, in favour of 
developing the Indian languages, they can do 
so only by agreeing to accept the amendment 
of the Constitution as suggested by me. Either 
we do it or English and Hindi will go on a 
parallel languages. The intention was to elimi-
nate English "fifteen years from the 
commencement of this Constitution" as 
provided in article 120 Have we been able to 
do that ? After the commencement of the 
Constitution, 15 years have gone. Let us 
realise a fact as a fact. There was an attempt to 
do away with English and make Hindi as the 
only language.    But we all know how this 

House reacted to it, and when this House 
reacted to it we took a decision that unless the 
non-Hindi speaking States pass a resolution, 
this House or the Government of India will 
not do away with English; English and Hindi 
will continue. 

Sir. I never feel proud of keeping English as 
the substitute for Hindi. Other Indian 
languages should be allowed. I shall be glad'if 
English goes but certainly not that Hindi alone 
shall survive, Hindi alone shall be the 
language of expression. All the different 
languages given in the Eighth Schedule of the 
Constitution except Sanskrit, which is not a 
spoken language, have a place of pride in this 
Parliament. I have made it particularly clear 
that "subject to the provisions of article 348" 
which deals with the language to be used in the 
Supreme Court and the High Courts, business 
in Parliament shall be transacted in Hindi or in 
English or in any of the other languages except 
Sanskrit, specified in the Eighth Schedule to 
the Constitution. I am not disturbing the 
language to be used in the Supreme Court or 
the High Courts. I am specifying the limited 
purpose, for use in Parliament. When I 
introduced this Bill I was very, very sure that it 
will give support to all sections because in all 
the parties, in all the groups, including many 
individuals, it is auite likely that persons 
without any knowledge of English or Hindi 
from non-Hindi speaking areas will come into 
this or that House. That can be anticipated 
because there is no bar so far as their election 
is concerned. Now what for will they come 
here ? Will they come here for giving their 
written speeches, not to be understood by the 
other Members of the House ? If this 
amendment is accepted there will be tomorrow 
arrangement in this Parliament for simultaneous 
translation. When a man speaks in Tamil, there 
will be simultaneous translation in Hindi or 
English. Others will also understand it. If it is 
in Bengali it will be translated in Hindi or 
English and people will understand it. Presently 
we have two switches, one for Hindi and 
another for English. Then there will be a 
number of switches and one will be able to 
turn them to his convenience according to the 
language he knows. Unless we do that, 
Members are allowed to come by one door and 
Member's speeches are really shut out by the 
other door. It is undemocratic. If a  Member 
comes here,   he   comes 



5307 Constitution [ 22 AUG. 1969 ] (Amdt.) Bill, 1965 5308 

here to understand what others say. An 
illiterate Member does not understand what an 
hon'ble Member speaks. He comes here just 
for enjoying the air-conditioned House or for 
earning Rs. 51 or Rs. 31 as the case may be. 
No. He is a parliamentarian. He comes to 
Parliament to contribute. Even if he is a 
layman from the academic point of view, he is 
a conscious man. He is the people's 
representative. 

So he is elected and so he comes. That 
aspect must be understood. And when he 
comes, he comes to speak something which 
his constituency wants him to say, or 
sometimes he says what he believes to be true 
and as a matter of his conviction, for which he 
got the support of his electorate. Now that man 
is becoming practically a cipher. He neither 
understands what the other members say, nor 
what he says is understood by the other 
members. This is the simple proposition. This 
simple proposition has got to be understood. 
For understanding this, 1 think one point is 
more than enough and that is, in this country 
more than 30 per cent of the people are 
illiterate. More than 30 per cent of the people 
are illiterate in this country even after 22 years 
of independence. And these 30 per cent of the 
people are entitled to come here and do come 
here, and not only here, but in the State 
legislatures also. In the State legislatures the 
problem is different because they speak in 
their State language. Here, this is Council of 
States. Representatives of different States 
come in. Those representatives come here on 
the vote of the members of the Assembly. 
After he comes, he is expected to speak in the 
language of his State. This is what is expected. 
How can we refuse him that ? Let us be very 
clear about this. My good friend, Mr. 
Rajnarain, is here. He will agree with me that 
in spite of our independence for 22 years, 
Hindi has not been sufficiently propagated or 
advanced, as everybody in every part of this 
country knows. There is no doubt about it. It is 
a fact. Then, how can we expect that those 
who are illiterate in the sense that they do not 
know more than one language can understand 
the language of other States in this House ? 

There are two articles of the Constitution 
which I would like to mention in this 
connection. One is article 344(1)   which says: 

"The President shall, at the expiration of 
five years from the commencement of this 
constitution and thereafter at the expiration 
of ten years from such commencement, by 
order constitute a Commission which shall 
consist of a Chairman and such other 
members representing the different 
languages specified in the Eighth Schedule 
as the President may appoint, and the order 
shall define the procedure to be followed 
by the Commission." 

Now, there was a Commission and the 
Commission had occasion to go into the 
different aspects. But the position has not 
improved. The question of language remains 
where it was. If the position of language of 
this country remains as it was 20 years before, 
or if our progress is very slow, then why 
should we not accept that fact to be a reality 
and amend the Constitution to suit the 
conditions as they prevail now ? The other 
article is article 120 which says : 

"Notwithstanding anything in Part XVII, 
but subject to the provisions of article 348, 
business in Parliament shall be transacted 
in Hindi or in English : 

Provided that the Chairman of the 
Council of States or Speaker of the House 
of the People, or person acting as such, as 
the case may be, may permit any member 
who cannot adequately express himself in 
Hindi or in English to address the House in 
his mother tongue." 

This is a very limited concession and that 
limited concession, in my submission, has 
failed to do justice, to provide equal 
opportunity, to make the members of 
Parliament as effective as they should be, to 
make them' serious, to make them worthy of 
Parliament. 

I submit that my Bill may be accepted. 

The question was proposed. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA) : The House stands adjourned 
till 2-30 P.M. 

The House then adjourned for 
lunch at fifty-seven minutes past 
twelve of the clock. 

The House reassembled after lunch at 
half-past two of the clock, THE VICE-
CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. BHARGAVA) in the 
Chair. 



5309 Constitution [ RAJYA SABHA ] (Amdt.) Bill, 1965 5310  

SHRI DWIJENDRALAL SEN GUPTA : I 
have very great respect for Sanskrit. I have not 
omitted it from any sense of disrespect. But 
for the fact that it is the mother of all the 
languages, there is no State which speaks in 
Sanskrit. Therefore, according to me it is not a 
spoken language. But if the House so desires, 
I shall be prepared to accept the amendment. 
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I   Interruption ' 
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(Interruption) 
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"It shall be the duty of the Union to 
promote the spread of the Hindi language, 
to develop it so that it may serve as a 
medium of expression for all the elements 
of the composite culture of India and to 
secure its enrichment by assimilating 
without interfering with its genius, the 
forms, style and expressions used in 
Hindustani and in the other languages of 
India specified in the Eighth Schedule, and 
by drawing, wherever necessary or 
desirable, for its vocabulary, primarily on 
Sanskrit and secondarily on other 
languages." 

 

"The official language of the Union shall 
be Hindi in Devanagari script." 
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"Over 70 Congress Members cf 
Parliament met Mr. Nijalingappa tonight 
and demanded the immediate suspension of 
Mrs. Gandhi." 
SHRI OM MEHTA (Jammu and Kashmir) 

: Sir, how is all this relevant ? 

They no longer regarded Mrs. 
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Gandhi as the leader of the Congress 
Parliamentary Party. 

SHRI OM MEHTA : How is it relevant? 

[THE  VICE-CHAIRMAN   (SHRI  AKBAR ALI 
KHAN)   in the Chair]
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SHRI    R.    T.    PARTHASARTHY
(Tamil Nadu): Mr. Rajnarain's half an hour 
speech has lulled the hon. Minister to sleep. 

THE      VICE-CHAIRMAN      (SHRI 
ABKAR ALI KHAN) :  It is interesting.    
You continue, Mr. Rajnarain. 
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SHRI   R. T.   PARTHASARATHY : 
Sir, I rise to oppose the Constitution 
(Amendment) Bill moved by Mr. Sen Gupta. I 
oppose it because in my view it will be 
politically unwise, impractical in 
parliamentary work and harmful to 
parliamentary democracy if he 14 languages of 
India were to be adopted as languages in 
parliamentary usage. I would begin my 
submission by saying that parliamentary 
democracy is a government by discussion, 
debate and consent. And the essence of 
parliamentary democracy is that one should 
understand what the other across the House 
speaks and what he means. There should be a 
lively debate as we witnessed a little while ago 
as between Mr. Rajnarain on the one side and 
Mr. Yajee and Mr. Om Mehta on the other 
side. If there should be 14 languages spoken 
nobody would bother to learn the common 
language, the official language, as a result of 
which the essence of parliamentary democracy 
will be taken away. The keenness to have a 
lively debate will be totally absent in the 
precincts of the two Houses of Parliament. 
May I say that if 14 languages are to be used 
in this House, there will come a day when this 
House will turn into—very submissively I 
say—a House of Babel because the Members 
will not be able to understand one another, and 
if that be the case . . . (Interruptions) the sence 
of the Opposition and the Government on each 
side in giving what I call repartee would be 
totally lost and that would take away the life 
of parliamentary democracy. That is why I 
said that it would not only be impractical but 
equally unwise if we accept the 14 languages. 
And even though there may be translations of 
all the fourteen languages, that quickness of 
repartee will not be there. The translators, 
except in the United Nations, are not so 
perfect and by the time we get into the 
translation, the essence of that statement or 
that speech which we should grasp in that 
particular moment will be totally lost, and that 
is my submission. 

Secondly, if we look at the whole picture of 
a United India, geographically our country is 
one, and we today appear before the whole 
world, with our unity in  spite of all  our 
diversity,    as 
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in spite of all our diversity, as Indian people. 
Let us take the case of Canada for example. 
They are a united people. In spite of the fact 
that they may have differences as between 
the people of the French origin and the 
English origin, they have adopted two 
languages, French and English, as their 
official languages. Take the case of 
Yugoslavia. They have adopted four 
languages in that small continental State. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 
ALI KHAN): Are you referring to 
Switzerland? 

SHRI R. T. PARTHASARATHY : I am 
referring to Canada and then    to 
Yugoslavia. 

When that is the case, and if in India we 
were to adopt all the 14 languages, 1 am 
afraid and as 1 foresee about the future, it 
will bring about more and more of a divided 
outlook rather than promoting a united 
outlook. It is alright that in Madras we have 
accepted Tamil as our State language and in 
Bengal they have Bengali as the State 
language. But there must be some time and 
some place where we should assemble . . . 
{Interruptions) You can reply. You are the 
Mover of the Bill. Please do not interrupt.    I 
am  not yielding to you. 

SHRI DWIJENDRALAL SEN GUPTA: 
Parliamentary practice is .speaking. . . 

SHRI R. T. PARTHASARATHY: You 
cannot interrupt me. You are. . . 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 
ALI KHAN): If there is a point of order. . . 

SHRI DWIJENDRALAL SEN GUPTA : I 
am asking a question. Why don't you yield? 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 
ALI KHAN): He is not yielding. 

SHRI DWIJENDRALAL SEN GUPTA: 
Why is he not yielding? Sir, I am asking 
through you whether it should be only Hindi 
for the sake of unity? Is he prepared to give 
up English?    Let him reply. 

SHRI    R.    T. PARTHASARATHY : 
You are to meet all the points. I am placing 
before the House in your reply. 7—34 R. 
S./69 

SHRI DWIJENDRALAL SEN GUPTA: 
Why don't you hear me? When you are 
speaking, if anybody wants to ask for 
clarifications, you are bound to yield. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 
ALI KHAN) : You sit down. That is not the 
right thing. 

SHRI DWIJENDRALAL SEN GUPTA: 
The right way is that he should   yield. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 
ALI KHAN) : You may not agree with him. 
That is a different thing. But you should not 
interrupt him. 

SHRI R. T. PARTHASARATHY : Sir, 1 
wish he does not interrupt me. 

SHRI  A. P.  CHATTERJEE    (West 
Bengal): If a particular Member speaks and 
another Member wants to seek a clarification 
from the speaking Member, is it out of order? 
Can he not seek a clarification? When he asks 
for the clarification, the Member can say, I 
am not in a position to give that clarification, 
1 am not in a position to answer that 
question. That is a different matter. But if a 
Member is speaking and another Member 
wants to ask a question or a clarification why 
should he say that he is interrupted? This is 
not interuption, this is asking a question which 
everybody can do. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 
ALI KHAN): I do not allow it during the 
speech. Yes, Mr. Partha-sarathy. 

SHRI R. L PARTHASARATHY : Before 
the interruption by the hon. Member, I was 
submitting to you about the concept of a 
divided India, if we are going to take the 
essence of the Bill that is before the House, I 
very respectfully submit that if we accept that 
proposition, in the not too distant future we 
shall at least in the framework of our minds 
will be thinking not as a united country or a 
united federal India but as—which I would 
describe—United Nations of India, and the 
very object of a united India under the aegis of 
our Constitution, so ably envisaged by our 
Constitution-makers, will be destroyed because 
this will ultimately make everyone cling so 
closely to his language which  is  only one 
aspect of our na- 
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tional life and ultimately it will make us 
forget the other aspects of our national life, 
the political unity, the defence problems and 
the economic ideal. Language is a sentimental 
thing, a very delicate thing. If we allow it to 
play a dominant role in the forum of tJai-
liament, I am afraid, ultimately we may have 
to wish goodbye to our unity concept. My 
learned triends may not agree with me.    But 
that is my view. 

i would very respectfully submit that the 
Constitution has recognised, and very wisely, 
that Hindi and English shall be the official 
language and the associate official language 
of India. Pandit Nehru's assurance to the non-
Hindi people we have debated and we have 
quoted during the official language debate. 
Time and again it comes before my mind and 
I am sure as long as Indian democracy lasts, 
the assurance of Pandit Nehru will always be 
in our mind and we shall carry it through the 
letter and spirit in which Panditji made it to 
the people of the non-Hindi speaking areas. 

Sir, if we have these two languages, it is not 
that the people who do not know these 
languages are not permitted to speak in any 
other language. That is not so. Even the very 
Bill that is before us concedes that they can, if 
they are ignorant of the two languages, they 
can speak in their own mother-tongue and 
give a translation of their speech to the 
Secretariats of the two Houses of Parliament. 
But my essential contention is that if this is 
removed, if the two languages alone are not 
there, then this national forum will be con-
verted into a poor debating society. It is not 
the intention of the Constitution-makers to 
convert this Parliament of India into a 
debating society. On the other hand, it 
represents the people of India, the ideology of 
the people of India. It is here that we reflect 
the will of the people. We should sea what 
best and how best we can achieve our aim for 
the suc-ful administration of this country. 
What will be the result, may I ask you, Sir, 
and through you, this distinguished House, if 
we are to accept the 14 languages as the 
official languages to be used in Parliament? 
The logical consequence of this will be that 
that right will have to be conceded by the 
Government of India to every one who 
conducts   the  affairs   of   the 

Government of India to use all the 14 
languages one day or the other in the 
Government of India. Is it possible? I cannot 
conceive of a day when the Government of 
India will be able to adopt these 14 languages 
as the languages of administration. 1 for-see in 
this Resolution of my hon'ble friend, if I may 
very respectfully put it, the mischief of 
separatism. The mischief of separatism is very 
ably and adroitly covered by this Bill. I foresee 
the day when in the name of lan-e, State after 
State will be isolated, and. when isolation 
creeps in it is easy for those who have their 
leanings on foreign powers to slowly capture 
the freedom of our country. 

SHRI A. P. CHATTERJEE : You mean 
China. 

SHRI R. T. PARTHASARATHY: And that 
is why, Sir, I very respectfully submit to you 
and, through you, to this House, that it is not 
merely on the merits of the case, it is more as a 
consequence of what is thought of, it is a very 
dangerous precedent if we are going to accept 
all the 14 languages. Even though a 
translation could be provided, if it is accepted, 
it will be dangerous to the concept of our 
unity and the concept of our freedom. 

Sir, I would concede, following the 
Yugoslavian model, if it is possible for the 
Parliament Secretariat to provide for one or 
two more of the additional Eastern or 
Southern languages like Bengali or Telugu or 
Tamil to be simultaneously translated, if it is 
possible to provide translation it may be 
accepted. But even then I say that the purpose 
of this Parliamentary democracy will not be 
so successful as it is today conducted with 
Hindi and English as the only two languages of 
this Parliamentary forum. 

Sir, the language problem has brought 
about so much of confusion and generated 
feelings in the minds and hearts of millions of 
our countrymen even to the extent of causing 
violence. I do not want to repeat what I have 
slated on more occasions than one on this 
very floor of the House. The only solution, 
according to me—and I feel that I am 
reflecting the saner opinion—is the adoption 
of the two languages not only for the 
administration of India, that is the Union 
administration, but  also  as  the  languages of    
Parlia- 
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ir.ent,  the House of the People    and 
the Council of States. It should be and shall be 
Hindi and English. It is only in this permanent 
bilingualism, if not prolonged bilingualism, 
that our future lies and if we shall accept it we 
shall have gone a step forward and we shall 
have got rid of this narrow outlook, and our 
future will be safeguarded and ensured. This 
concept of permanent, if not prolonged, 
bilingualism, in which I have laid faith, in this, 
I hope, the hon'ble Members of this House will 
also lay their faith. I thank you very much. 

 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 
ALI KHAN) : Not the administration. 

(Interruptions) 
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SHRI  NIRANJAN   VARMA :   You are 
master of none.
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SHRI A.  P.    CHATTERJEE:    Mr. 
Vice-Chairman, it was good to hear the 
nostalgic speech of Mr. Niranjan Varma as 
well as that of Mr. Abid Ali I say nostalgic 
because they seem to have expressed some 
kind of sentimental appreciation of one-time 
unity of the two languages, Hindustani and 
Hindi. But, Mr. Vice-Chairman, the question 
raised at the present moment is quite different. 
It is not a question of Hindi vs. Urdu or a 
question of Hindi vs. Hindustani. The whole 
question is a question of whether the different 
languages spoken in the different States of 
India should be the medium of communication 
as far as parliamentary proceedings are 
concerned. A voice has been raised on the 
floor of the House that if that were done, then 
that would cut at the root of the unity of India 
and it has been stated that, therefore, it were 
better that either Hindi or English be that 
medium as at present. Frankly speaking, Mr. 
Vice-Chairman, this kind of argument is not 
quite appreciated or understood. Who does not 
know the history of the rise of the Indian 
languages? It is true that the Indian languages 
have their roots in hoary antiquity. I do not 
agree with Mr. Niranjan Varma that Sanskrit 
was the earliest of languages of India. The 
word "Sanskrit" itself shows that it means 
"refined". As soon as you say that a language 
is refined, then immediately the question arises 
: from what it was refined. Naturally, Sanskrit 
was never the earliest language of India. 
According to the philologists, Sanskrit was a 
much later creation. It was based on Prakrit. 
Prakrit was the ancient language of India. 
Prakrit had different varieties. From those 
different varieties of Prakrit a lingua franca 
was thought of by Budhha when he wrote his 
shastras,  when  he    gave his 
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religious disquisitions and religious do-
cuments. Pali was a kind of lingua franca 
made from these varieties of Prakrit by the 
Buddhists. Therefore, i the different varieties 
of Prakrit which were spoken throughout India 
in different States are the ancestors of the pre-
sent Indian languages in the different parts of 
India. 

Therefore, what I say is this that as far as 
the different State languages are concerned, 
they have their roots in hoary antiquity. Who 
does not know that as far as the language of 
my State is concerned the most ancient traces 
of it were discovered, about two thousand 
years old manuscripts in early Bengali were 
discovered, by the late Hara Prasad Shastri 
from the archives of Nepal? That must be the 
history also of other languages of India. These 
languages have their roots in hoary antiquity. 
Therefore, Sanskrit came much later. What I 
am going to say is this that though these 
languages were spoken in different parts of 
India and these languages have their roots in 
hoary antiquity, it is true and it cannot be 
denied that the efflorescence or the flowering 
of these languages in different parts of India 
took place really when the British were here. 
That is not a credit which I give to the British. 
I say this because during the British period 
there was a necessity for one Indian to speak 
to another Indian because he tried to cry 
against the oppression that the British were 
carrying on amongst the Indians. Therefore, 
in the days of nationalism when it was 
necessary for one Indian to speak to another 
Indian in order to organise the revolt, organise 
the movement of the Indians in different parts 
of India against the British rule, there was the 
necessity of communication being perfected 
between one Indian and ano.her. At that time 
the different languages in the different States 
flowered, blossomed forth because in those 
States it was necessary for one Bengali to 
speak to another Bengali in the name of revolt 
against the British, it was necessary for one 
Maharashtrian to speak to another Ma-
harashtrian in the language of nationalism in 
order to organise a revolt against the British. 
Those were the days of flowering of the 
different languages. So what I say is this that 
the different State languages flowered, 
blossomed forth because of the call and pull 
of nationalism. It will not do to say that  if we 
speak in different    lan- 

guages  then  that  will  again  cut at the root of 
nationalism.  How can speaking in  different  
languages be destructive of nationalism    
when     nationalism     itself brought forth the 
flowering of the languages ? How can the son 
go against the father?  How  can   languages  
go  against nationalism     when     nationalism    
itself brought these languages forth?    It is a 
matter of history that the different languages    
blossomed    the    different    languages 
prospered    during the    British period 
because it    was    necessary    to organise the 
different people    speaking different  
languages   against  the British and the speech 
of the people in different parts  took different 
shapes.    It is not correct—it will not be 
correct—to say that whenever a literature was 
written, there was a cry for revolt or rather that    
the    literature in    Bengali,    for example,  in  
the  19th century was    a literature crying for 
revolt against   the British.    But the    revolt    
has    many meanings and many facets.   There 
was the  question    of    a    political     revolt 
against the British, there was the question of 
an armed revolt    against    the British,    ihere    
was    the    question    of a    cultural    revolt    
against    the    British.     And     if     you     
look     to     the 19th   century   Bengali    
literature,   you will    find    that    there    was    
not    only the  measage  of political   revolt  
against the British, not only the message    of 
military  revolt  against  the  British  but there  
is  the  message of a cultural  revolt  against  
the  British  also.    And  in those  memorable  
works    ^>f  literature we find that there has 
been    a    hark-back to our ancient tradition 
and heritage.    There is a projection to the fu-
ture.    And in those works of literature written 
by those great sons of    Bengal in the 19th and 
20th centuries, we find that   Bengali   men   of   
literature     have spoken about their many 
problems, varieties of problems;  they have 
spoken of their cultural problems, they    have 
spoken   of   their  pre-eminence  in     the 
cultural fields.    They have spoken    in such a 
fashion that we should be freed from   the  
shackles  of   the  British  cultural bondage 
which was forged    and framed   in   the    
days    of    Macaulay. Therefore, these 
languages which   have flowered   forth   in   
the   different    Stales of India, that is an 
expression of nationalism itself.    But now we 
find the clock is being taken  back    and some 
people are beginning to say that if a Bengalee   
wants   to  speak  in     Bengali here,   then  
that    will    be    something against 
nationalism.    But that was not 
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so in the 19th century, that was not so before 
1947 when we won our freedom. Then if a 
Bengalee spoke in Bengali, it was for the 
cause of nationalism, it was to drive the 
British out of India. You know how Bande 
Matram, that song composed by Ban-kim 
Chandra, one of the founders of Bengali 
literature, took entire India by storm. That is 
the language. That was the kind of language 
which was spoken in different part of India. 
Therefore, it would be a travesty of truth and it 
would be, I should say, obscurantism of the 
highest degree to say that if we speak 
different languages here on the floor of the 
House, that will cut at the root of Indian 
nationalism. It cannot be so. It is silly, stupid 
to say so. 

It has  been said. . . 
SHRI DWIJENDRALAL SEN GUPTA: 

More than that. More than stupid. 

SHRI A. P. CHATTERJEE: More than 
stupid. 

It has been said: What will happen if 14 
languages are spoken here. I do not 
understand this. After all, are we sti'ii in those 
feudal ages when people did not know how to 
surmount such minor difficulties as this? 
After all, we can have 14 translations of the 14 
languages if they are spoken here. My hon. 
friend, Mr. Parthasarathy, has said that they 
do not have 14 windows, 14 places to be 
made into niches in the Parliament's wall. 
Well, If Mr. Partha-ihy had not said that on 
the floor of the House solemnly, I could have 
taken him to be a child. I have never heard 
such an argument as that, that the question of 
language would be blocked by a mere wall of 
Parliament House. 

SHRI DWIJENDRALAL SEN GUPTA : 
Lack of windows. 

SHRI A. P. CHATTERJEE: Or the lack of 
windows in Parliament House or the lack of 
alcoves in Parliament House. Well, I have 
never heard such an argument. Alcoves can 
be dug out of Parliament's wall. Niches can 
be made in it, and walls may be extended. But 
language must have its way. Well, as Hamlet 
said to the players, if the lady cannot speak in 
the blank verse, the blank verse must halt. 

AN HON. MEMBER: To be or not to be. 

SHRI A. P. CHATTERJEE: Well,, the 
language must go ahead and if there is any 
obstruction, if there is any wall obstructing the 
way, that wall must be broken down. 
Absolutely we are against these walls. These 
walls are ignorance, they are superstitions 
that are being built round us and if there is the 
question of a Parliamentary wall being set up 
to obstruct languages being spoken, I will say 
that that Parliamentary wall must be broken 
down. 

SHRI R. T. PARTHASARATHY : If the 
wall must be broken down. . , 

SHRI DWIJENDRALAL SEN GUPTA :  
How can  he do that? 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 
ALI KHAN): Mr. Chattrejee gave him 
permission. 

SHRI R. T. PARTHASARATHY : I am 
speaking with the Vice-Chairman's 
permission. 

SHRI DWIJENDRALAL SEN GUPTA : 
The Member must go back to his seat. 

SHRI   R.   T.   PARTHASARATHY: 
Well, if the wall is broken, then it will be only 
a wall of pandemonium. 

SHRI A. P. CHATTERJEE: I think that 
that is a great insult to the great languages of 
India to say that if we speak different 
languages that will be a pandemonium. I 
remember also that Mr. Parthasarathy has said 
that if we speak 14 languages, it will be a 
babel of languages. I know what babel means 
in the Bible. Babel means confusion. Utter 
stupidity. If Mr. Parthasarathy has used that 
word to denote the different languages that we 
speak in Parliament, f can only pity him. But I 
can say to him that Indian languages cannot 
and should not be allowed to be insulted by 
small minds. I do not say that Mr. 
Parthasarathy has a small mind. But if I speak 
in Bengali and if my friend speaks in Tamil, 
and he says like that, then I will say that he 
does not know what is meant by 
pandemonium. He used the expressions 
without knowing their meaning. Therefore, I 
would leave aside what Mr. Parthasarathy 
said. Well, why should we stop languages? 
They must forge ahead whatever small minds 
say.    We must go ahead.    But 
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after  all, Parliament is a place where we can 
exchange our opinions, we can exchange our 
views.    Can we exchange our views or 
opinions properly if  we cannot   speak   in  our  
mother-tongues? I   remember   a   particular   
simile   once given  by  Rabindranath   Tagore 
in one of  his  essays.    He    »ays  that  if    we 
speak  in   a  foreign   language  to    express  
our   own   meaning,   what  is   the feeling?     
It   will   be   like   using     fork and   spoon   to   
satisfy   hunger   of     an unsophisticated     
Indian.     I     am     not iking ol the IAS or ICS 
officers who might   have  gone   to  England   
or  Europe.    I am speaking of the ordinary 
toiler   of   India,   the   ordinary   peasant in  
the  fields.    If,    for    example,     a peasant of 
Bengal or for that  matter of any part of India is 
asked to satisfy his hunger with a    fork    and    
spoon, he  cannot  satisfy  his  hunger.    There-
fore,  we cannot express our meaning, we  
cannot   express   our   opinions   properly  if 
we are not  allowed  to  speak in our mother-
tongues.    Parliament   is a  place  where   we 
have  to  speak  out our opinions, where there 
has to be a consensus    of the feelings    and    
sentiments,  where  we   have  to   find    out 
solutions   to  different   problems  facing 
India.    And in  that  House,  therefore, it  is  
all the  more  necessary   that we be allowed  
and  permitted  to  speak in ,our  different   
tongues.     And     if     the Government can 
spend so much, waste so much on so many 
wasteful things, on  so  many  unnecessary  
things,    the Government    can     also    spend     
this much  for     providing    interpreters    to 
interpret the 14 languages in which the [ 
debates must be held and ought to be : held. 

Therefore, I   am  firmly  of the opi- j nion  
that  this Bill  is a timely Bill,  a timely    
measure    and    I    congratulate Mr.  Sen 
Gupta  for  bringing    forward this  Bill  to 
pinpoint this great    need of the country at the 
present moment. Perhaps  500 years hence or 
50 years hence  people   would  laugh  at  us   
that ! I had to express on the floor of the House  
this   need  of   a man to speak in   his   own   
mother-tongue.     But   still we have to express 
that need.    Just   is there is  need of water for 
quenching thirst by water,  just as we  have    to 
satisfy  the  need   of  food  by    taking i -food,   
we  have   the  need  also  to  ex- ; press  our 
own meaning in our    own mother-tongue and 
that need has been j pinpointed in this Bill and I 
welcome it 

SHRI G. RAMACHANDRAN (No-
minated): Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, I am glad I 
am speaking after my brilliant friend, Mr. 
Chatterjee. I understand he is a very able 
Barrister. . . 

SHRI DWIJENDRALAL SEN GUPTA: 
Advocate, 

SHRI G. RAMACHANDRAN : . . . and if 
I have a losing case I am willing to come to 
him and give him a vain chance of making it a 
winning case. 

SHRI DWIJENDRALAL SEN GUPTA: 
You will go to Mr. Partha-sarathy because  he  
is  also  a lawyer. 

SHRI G. RAMACHANDRAN : Mr. 
Panhasarathy at that point is no match to Mr. 
Chatterjee. 

Mr. Vice-Chairman, we have heard very 
learned speeches today. This language 
question is one of those perennial questions 
upon which all of us can wax eloquent on the 
history of languages, how a language develops, 
the beauty of languages and so on. The issue 
today is not whether Hindi and Urdu can go 
together and what are the differences between 
them. That is not the issue. The issue is not one 
between even English and Hindi so that the 
advocates of Hindi can quarrel with the 
advocates of English and vice versa. That also 
is not the issue. The issue is that as mafters 
'stand today, inside Parliament two languages 
can be spoken, English and Hindi, by those 
who know these languages. And there is also 
provision, if a Member does not know either of 
these languages he or she can speak in his or 
her own language. This is the existing situation. 
We must understand the situation, not against 
some fancied background but against the 
background of the realities in India today, how 
passions have been roused on the question of 
language and how we had to face the question 
of finding a solution for what appears to be an 
insoluble problem. At the moment the solution 
stands at this level. 

My friend has brought this Bill in which he 
seeks that all the 14 languages must come into 
Parliament, that we should be free, not 
because we do not know the other two langu-
ages, but inherently in our own right to speak 
our own languages and simultaneous 
translations will be brought into the picture. 
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My friend, Mr. Parthasarathy, used ;he 
word 'pandemonium" which enraged my friend, 
Mr. Chatterjee, who challenged his 
understanding of the word "pandemonium". 
Now, what is "pandemonium"? Pandemonium 
is what happens in a little place where many 
people are crowded together, talking in 
different languages which nobody understands, 
raising a lot of noise, with each one looking at 
the other in a confused manner. This is pan-
demonium. 

SHRI   A.  P.  CHATTERJEE:  Only 
one minute. "Pandemonium" is an expression 
that was coined by Milton in order to express 
a conference of fallen angels of which Satan 
was the head. That is the only place where 
you get pandemonium. 

SHRI   G.   RAMACHANDRAN :     I 
have not seen an angel and I never hope to see 
one. So the question of bringing angels into 
the picture does not confuse me. 

I am asking this question, Sir, whether it 
would be wise to touch a solution which for a 
time holds the field now. If somebody can 
assure us that the new solution that all the 
languages can come in and be translated will 
solve, not only the problem inside the House 
but in the whole country, then we should 
certainly look into the solution suggested. 

Now, there is also no question of under-
valuing any language. In the Bengal 
Legislature Bengali will reign supreme, in the 
Tamil Nadu Legislature Tamil will reign 
supreme and in the Telugu Legislature Telugu 
will reign supreme. So all over India in no 
State Legislature will any language be more 
supreme than the language of the area. So it is 
not as though somebody has shut out the 
possibility of any language finding its level 
and finding its ways of growth. But then why 
do the Bengalis come here? Why do Telugus 
come here? Why do the Punjabis come here? 
We might, as well say we shall remain just 
where we are and conduct a kind of national 
government through correspondence. But we 
come here and when we come here I am very, 
very keen to understand what Mr. Chatterjee 
says. If Mr. Chattrejee had spoken in Bengali 
today, I would not have understood a single  
word  of  what   he was    saying 

though I love the Bengali language. I turn 
systematically to the Calcutta station to hear 
Bengali music. My son-in-law is a Bengali 
tliough I come from South India. I have love 
for Bengali. But if he spoke in Bengali today I 
would not follow. 

Sir, all these translations tend to become a 
travesty of what is being said originally. 1 
listen to the translations here. I do not quarrel 
with anybody who makes this arrangement. 
But when somebody speaks in Hindi and I get 
its English translation I am horrified by what I 
hear. I once went and complained to Dr. Zakir 
Hussain when he was our Chairman, "Why 
this torture to people listening to the Hindi 
speech in this manner by bad English 
translation?" I tell you it will not be 
pandemonium but something much worse 
than pandemonium, it will be torture. 

We come together. And if somebody insists, 
if Mr. Chatterjee insists—and I am sure he 
will not— that he wants to speak in such a lan-
guage that nobody understands what he is 
saying, then let us please him. But ihe object 
of coming together from different areas, 
thousands of miles away from different places 
and sitting together is to arrive at a formula 
under which the maximum understanding of 
each other can take place, not the minimum. If 
the idea is to get the minimum of understand-
ing I shall vote for my friend's Bill. But if my 
idea is for maximum understanding while we 
are sitting together, I say do not touch the 
present formula. I am not suggesting that the 
present formula is the best in the world. May 
be twenty years or thirty years after we may 
look at this formula and laugh at it. But today, 
against the background of the passions that are 
being created, fissiparous tendencies that are 
demonstrating themselves every hour of the 
day, realising as Mr.  
 

does even more than me 
that there is danger to the unity of India, then 
we must all sit up and ask whether we can 
tamper with the existing formula so long as 
we do not have a better formula. This formula 
is not in my opinion a better formula because 
it really gives us nothing more than what we 
have today. So far as languages are 
concerned, no language is in danger in this 
country. Today the danger seems to be the 
other way, 
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every  language   becoming  a kind    of 
language for itself, cutting i t se l f  away from 
other languages. This is not good for India, 
this is not good for the world altogether. We 
have a formula and it is a formula which has 
been defended again and again. Let us have 
English, let us have Hindi, and for those who 
do not know either of these languages their 
own language. This is the largest latitude 
democratically-speaking to the Members of 
Parliament. Let us keep it intact. Thank you,   
Sir. 

THE     VICE-CHAIRMAN      (SHRI 
AKBAR  ALI  KHAN):   One    minute 

more.    Shall I call somebody or shall we 
adjourn? 

SOME HON'BLE MEMBERS: Adjourn. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 
ALI KHAN): The House stands adjourned till 
11 A.M. on Monday. 

The House then adjourned at 
fiftynine minules past four of the 
clock till eleven of the clock on 
Monday, the 25th August,  1969. 

GI'IN'-S-l- -34 Kajva Sabha/69—17-3-70—570. 


