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THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Only fifteen 

minutes are allowed under the rules. You 
have already exceeded that. 

 

SHRI K. P. MALLIKARJUNUDU (Andhra 
Pradesh): Madam Deputy Chairman, this 
Resolution raises a very important 
constitutional issue. It also seeks to revise the 
existing relations between the Centre and the 
States as adumbrated in our Constitution. 

THE VICE-CHAIBMAN   (SHRI AKBAR ALI 
KHAN) in the Chair] 

To my mind, it appears that this Resolution 
is motivated by the fact of emergency of 
Governments in certain States constituted by 
parties other then the one which constituted 
the Government at the Centre. In a matter like 
that we have to examine this question in the 
light of certain salient facts of out Indian 
history. Since the 

Mahabharta period, we   hardly   find a single 
administration holding away over the  entire 
length  and  breadth of India. I  am not    
obvious of    the glorious empires    like the    
Mauryan Empire,   the Gupta  Empire  or  later, 
the Moghul Empire and the Maratha Empire.    
Even    then, we    find    that those empires 
held sway over a part of  India only  however  
big  it might be.    Apart from that, their rule 
continued only for some short stretches of 
time.    So,  when examining    th.ii question, 
we    have    got to see    that these    empires 
fell    because  of    the various fissiparous 
tendencies existing in the social structure. 
Whenever the Central Government     became 
weak, the  component  units  asserted    their 
independence,   weakened  the  Centre, and 
thus encouraged the disintegrating  forces.    
So,  in  any  scheme    of Indian Constitution or 
in any scheme under which we want to amend 
the Constitution, we have got to bear in mind 
this central fact that we should never    
encourage     or    do    anything which would    
strengthen the centrifugal tendencies. Whatever 
we should do, we should do in the direction of 
strengthening the    centripetal forces. It is an 
important fact which should be borne in the 
mind of any legislator  or  parliamentarian. 

After the advent of the British rule, which, I 
know, had brought in a multitude of evils, 
there was one silver lining, namely, that the 
political unity of India had been constructed 
and maintained. When the British ruled, they 
made the political system as a kind of unitary 
system under which the British representative 
in India ruled the entire country as one single 
unit; even though for the purposes of 
administration there were the provincial 
units_ virtually' it was the Centre that ruled 
the entire country. Subsequently, during the 
Montsgu-Chelmsford Reforms in the year 
1919, they wanted to introduce the principle 
of devolution and diarchy. That was tha first 
step which the British Government took 
towards 



 

some Hind of devolution. When Mahatma 
Gandhi started his nonviolent movement in a 
unique way, the British realised that their days 
were numbered and they wanted to disrupt the 
unity of India slowly. That is what we find if 
we carefully read the history of recent events 
in India. After our national movement got 
strengthened and percolated into the entire 
Indian masses, the British Government tried 
to disrupt the unity of India and in the name of 
federal principle, they introduced the Gov-
ernment of India Act of 1935 under which 
they maintained a semblance of federalism 
though it was, in fact, a kind of unitary 
Government. That was the first time when our 
country assumed a federal character. Then our 
movement got strengthened and when the 
British realised that they would be compelled 
to leave India, they began to disrupt Indian 
unity. The first act which they did was to 
amputate a part of India and create Pakistan. 
And when they ultimately left India, they 
introduced the dangerous doctrine of lapse of 
para-mountcy under which 560 States became 
independent States. Fortunately for us, thanks 
to our far-sighted great statesman, Sardar 
Vallabhbhai Patel, all these States were 
integrated and they were made to merge with 
India, thus constituting our present Indian 
Union. My earnest appeal is, let us not 
endanger this unity which our great leaders 
like Mahatma Gandhi and Sardar Vallabhbhai 
Patel brought about. That should be our 
primary effort in any scheme of constitutional 
reform, in any scheme of political reform. 
And we should not forget that situated as we 
are, as our social structure is made up, the 
divisive forces are always stronger than the 
forces of unification. That fact should not be 
forgotten. I would request all the hon. 
Members to kindly bear this fundamental fact 
of our Indian political system in their minds. 
With this factor in view the framers of our 
Constitution took great pains to see that our 
Constitution should be a federal one with a 
strong Cen- 

tral bias. 

3 P.M. 

We know there are federal constitutions of 
various types. For example, there is the 
Canadian model. There is the Australian 
model and there is the U.S.A. model. Keeping 
all those federal Constitutions in view, our 
Constitution-framers took care to see that they 
did nothing which would jeopardise the Indian 
unity and integrity. They were not unaware of 
the necessity to vest the States with large 
powers. No doubt the States require large 
powers. I do not mean to say that the States 
should be strangled and the Centre alone 
should be strengthened so as to deprive the 
States of their political autonomy. That is far 
from my intention. What we have to see is to 
keep the Centre always strong in such a 
manner that it could intervene effectively 
when a situation arises. That should be our 
guiding principle. With that principle in view 
our Constitution-makers made certain wise 
provisions. Without disturbing the balance 
between the States and the Centre, without 
belittling the autonomy of the States, they 
framed the Constitution in a nicely balanced 
manner. Let us take, for example, Part XI of 
the Constitution It embodies certain 
ppovisions which would safeguard the 
integrity and the unity of India. While they 
distributed all the legislative powers between 
the Centre and the States, creating another 
List, called the Concurrent List, they vested 
the Centre with residuary powers under article 
248 of the Constitution. That is a very, very 
sound principle, copied from  the  Canadian  
Constitution. 

Then in the Constitution we find articles 
249 and 250 which enable the Central 
Government to act swiftly and effectively 
under certain conditions even in a case where 
State subjects are concerned. Even in cases 
where the States are empowered to legislate, 
the Centre Is allowed to intervene    under   
certain    conditions 
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[Shri K. P. Mallikarjumidu.] 
and circumstances. I should not delay tne 
House by reading in extenisi the provisions of 
the articles but in .the articles there are 
definite provisions enabling the Centre to 
intervene under certain conditions even in -
regard to matters which are within the special 
purview of the States. 

Again, there is article 254 which ideals 
with a case where conflict arises between a 
Central legislation and a State legislation. In 
such a case, where the subject is covered by 
the Concurrent List, where there are two 
pieces of legislation, one by the Centre and 
the other by the States, it has been clearly 
stated that the Central  legislation should  
prevail. 

In addition to that^ Sir, there are provisions 
contained in article 253 which give power to 
the Centre to legislate in matters affecting 
international agreements. And apart from 
these things, there are other provisions like 
articles 2<52 and 263 in that Part which 
enables the Government to arbitrate in 
disputes arising between different States. 
These provisions are carefully evolved to see 
that "the Centre can act in any situation which 
endangers the unity and integrity of the 
country. 

Of course, some provisions have been made 
about the financial allocations. Even there the 
Constitution-makers made provisions to see 
that the States do not suffer. Take, for ex-
ample, article 280 of the Constitution •under 
which a Finance Commission has to be 
appointed once in five years or even earlier, if 
the President so decides. The Finance 
Commission is given ample powers to make 
allocations and adjustments in the matter of 
distribution of revenues. So even in the case of 
finance there is absolutely no difficulty so far 
as the Sates are concerned. They can get those 
grievance's rectified by means of the Finance 
•Commission which is contemplated in article   
280   of   the   Constitution. 

So, Sir, bearing all those things in mind and 
bearing in mind the historical facts whioh I 
mentioned briefly, I should think that no 
attempt should be made in the form of a 
revision to weaken the Centre and to see that 
the Centre is made ineffective in times ol 
emergency or in times of distress. Whatever 
provisions we may devise to give more 
autonomy to the States one fundamental fact 
to be remembered is, let there be a strong, 
effective Centre for the whole of India, 
otherwise the unity and the integrity of  the  
country  shall   be  endangered. 

With these few words I take my seat. I 
thank you, Sir, for giving me this opportunity 
to speak. 

SHRI TRILOKI SINGH (Uttar Pradesh): 
Sir, I rise to support the Resolution moved by 
my friend, Mr. Bhadram, along with the 
amendment proposed by Shri Banka Behary 
Bas. I need not go into the history leading to 
the causes which have     .    .   . 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH (West Bengal): Sir, 
the quorum bell should be  rung. 

Why should I continue when there is no 
quorum? 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 
ALI KHAN): The quorum is there. 

Mr. Ghosh, you must count before you 
make a request. 

SHRI TRILOKI SINGH: There were 
reasons then that compelled the Constitution-
makers to have a Chapter upon the relations 
between the States and the Union. Now after 
17 years of experience and so many amend-
ments to the Constitution of India, it has 
became all the more necessary that this 
question should be re-examined. If I 
remember correctly, the hon. Home Minister 
this morning during the question Hour said 
that the Governor was the agent of the Presi-
dent of India.    I    do  not  think,  Sir, 
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Uhat any article in the Constitution 'warrants 
such an assumption. Therefore, it has become all 
the more neces--sary that this question should be 
reexamined in great detail. As rightly pointed 
out by my friend on the other side, there is a 
history behind sucn iprovisions in our 
Constitution. If you .remember, Sir, the idea of a 
federation was first -mooted in this country j 'by 
the first President of the Indian .Legislative 
Assembly, Sir Frederic 'White. Before that, the 
Britishers as well as the Indian public opinion 
=stood for a unitary system of Government. The 
idea behind the federal structure of Constitution 
in this country was to rope in the Indian princes 
and also to make adequate safeguards in the 
interest of the minorities, particularly the 
Muslims. It was with this •end in view that the 
North-West TVontier Province was carved out 
into a State. It was with this end in view that 
Sind was constituted into a separate province, 
just to assure the Muslim minority that they 
would also "have a majority in some parts of 
India. Not only that, the demand then, Sir, was 
that the residuary powers should vest in the 
constituent -units. Under our Constitution, as it 
is to-day, the residuary powers do not vest in the 
States but in the Centre. So, if I may say so, our 
Constitution fe an amalgam of both the unitary 
form of Government and the federal structure. 
This is all the more reason why this question 
should be re-examined  in  its  great  detail. 

Grievances have been voiced in this House 
and outside of partial treatment, 'Of unfair 
treatment, meted out by the Centre to the 
States. I am not prepared, nor is it necessary 
for me, to go into those details. But I am 
simply aghast to find that half a dozen Minis-
ters or more from a State are coming liere not 
only to voice their protests against the Centre) 
but also to resort to satyagraha or dharna or 
God "knows what else. Now this is the 
condition. Where have we drifted to? Perhaps 
the Constitution-makers "never thought that 
responsible Ministers Ministers responsible for 
running W55RSD—6. 

the Government of a State would be 
compelled to resort to this means to have their 
grievances redressed. There are ample 
provisions in the Constitution for arbitration 
by a nominee of the Chief Justice of India; 
they relate only to the costs incurred on 
account of certain functions which the Centre 
might ask the States to perform, there are 
other provisions relating to arbitration. There 
are provisions for a law to be passed by 
Parliament relating to disputes on power and 
water. But there is no provision in the 
Constitution to meet such a contingency. 
Perhaps this contingency was not envisaged. 
Therefore, Sir, I would most humbly beg of 
this House to pass this Resolution and I would 
request also the hon. Home Minister to have 
the concurrence of the other House for this 
Resolution in order to enable us to go into 
details over this question of vital importance. 

The Leader of the Jan Sangh Party referred 
to the fissiparous tendencies now prevalent in 
the country. We thought that with the partition 
of India, the country was one whole of what 
remained after it. But now we are "faced with 
a Bill called the Unlawful Activities 
Prevention Bill. What are the activities that 
this Bill seeks to deefcire as unlawful? Any 
tendency for the severance of any part of India 
from the rest of the Union. After 20 years of 
independence, we have come to such a pass 
that a special law is deemed necessary to curb 
such activities. Why? There is mounting 
disaffection against the Centre in those States 
where non-Congress Governments are in 
power. The Centre is in the control of the 
Congress Party and most of the States are in 
the control of non-Congress Governments, 
somewhere singly and at some places 
composed of half a dozen parties. Now how 
are we going to reconcile the conflicting 
interest like that? 

Then. I have seen after independence that 
there is a growing tendency of more and more 
powers going to the Centre. Because of the 
Planning Commission,  because   of  the   
Central 
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aid and subvention, the State Governments 
have been more or less reduced to the position 
of glorified local bodies. 

SHRI CHITTA BASU: Municipalities. 

SHRI TRILOKI SINGH: Local bodies 
include municipalities, district boards and 
corporations also. 

SHRI CHITTA BASU: Panchayats also. 

SHRI TRILOKI SINGH: There is no doubt 
about it.   Now the biggest control they have is 
the financial control. In most of the States,  
more than 50 per cent of the income of      a    
State comes in some form or other by way of 
loans or      subsidy   or   subvention from the 
Centre.    Look at this food problem.    Food is 
on the Concurrent List but the Government of 
India was advised to have the Essential 
Commodities Act in the year 1955. Under the 
Essential Commodities Act, not    only the 
distribution, not only the    movement, but also 
the production of food is the concern of the 
Government of India.   They have taken things   
upon themselves   which   rightly   belong ' to 
the States and they have added to their 
headache;   and   we   are   faced   to-day with 
problems which it is not possible for them to 
solve unless foreign powers come to their aid, 
unless they are able to geF foodgrains imported 
from other countries.   Why?   It  is  because  
there has  been  a  tendency to  have     more 
and more powers  with  the     Centre. This 
tendency should go.    It will relieve th«m of 
much of their burdens. Price-fixation and   
price   control      is also   on  the     Concurrent  
List.   Why should they take upon themselves 
this fixation of the price of sugar?    Once thev 
take  it  up,  the  State     Governments   
recommend   that   it  should  be Rs. 3.25 oer 
maund—I do not    know how much it will 
com° to in kilograms. Thev say "No." it should 
be Rs. 2 25. 

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL (Punjab): You 
mean sugarcane, not sugar. 

SHRI     TRILOKI     SiNGH:     I  am 
thankful  for   the   correction.   So,  Sir, the 
U.P.  Government makes  one recommendation; 
the Bihar Government makes   another  
recommendation;   and the  Centre  decides tne     
other     way round.   There has been such a 
hotchpotch,   and  that  could   continue,   be-
cause both at the Centre and in tne States,   the   
Government   was   in  the hands of one party 
which was led by. a very powerful and popular 
person, namely,   the   late   Pandit   Jawaharlal 
Nehru.   We  have   no  person  of  that stature 
here at the Centre.   Then, Sir,. I" do not mean 
any disrespect to the Congress leadership at the 
Centre, but. it is  not  possible  for them  to  
have their writ run in all the States. They may 
issue any orders, but certain State Governments  
are  not  going to  carry them out.    In such a 
contingency, it is   very   necessary    that    the 
matter-should be thoroughly probed and     a 
Committee  of Parliament,      a    Joint 
Committee of both Houses of Parliament,  
should  go into it and suggest: measures that 
should     be    taken.   I would suggest, Sir, that 
if necessary— and  perhaps  it  would become  
necessary—we should amend the Constitu^ 
tibn.   We  should not be   afraid      of 
amending the  Constitution.    It      has-become 
almost  an     annual     feature. There   have   
been   more   amendments to the  Constitution 
than there    have-been  years since  it came  
into  force. The  sanctity  of the  Constitution 
has been set at naught.    Look      at    the-
American Constitution.   It wag framed about 
200 years ago.  But how many amendments   
have   there   been?      But here we do it so 
often that I da not think there is any reason  
why     the-Government of India should be hesi-
tant in accepting this Resolution   and" 
suggesting   such   amendments   to   the 
Constitution PS would ensure the successful  
working of he    Governmentr in  the States.   
Sir. under article 355, it is the duty of the 
Central Government to ensure that the 
Government of a State is carried on in 
accordance with the provisions Of this 
Constitution.    It is also the duty of +he Cen-
tr?l  Government to    save the    State-
Governments from, internal disturban>- 



 

ces. How are they going to do it? Everyday we 
hear that this is an encroachment; if the Home 
Minister makes a statement, makes even the 
slightest reference to something which 
happens in Naxalbari or some other area in 
any part of the country, immediately there is 
objection from some quarters: 'Oh' this 
constitutes an encroachment upon the rights of 
the States. These contradictions in the 
working of our administration in the working 
of our Government can only be resolved if we 
re-examine this question. I have nothing more 
to say. I think it would be labouring the 
obvious if in support of what I have submitted 
just now, I am to add instances. The matter is 
very important, the matter is very urgent, it 
does not brook any delay. If India is to remain 
one single united country, we cannot shelve 
this problem. We must face them and try to 
solve the difficulties, put our heads together 
and I hope and believe that if this were done, 
if this Resolution were accepted and passed by 
this House and also concurred in by the other 
House and if the Government were willing to 
go into this question in the manner suggested 
by Mr. Bhadram or any other modified form 
as it may suit the Home Minister of the 
Government of India, for much of what 
obtains to-day, whether in the matter of food 
or economic control or law and order or any 
such thing, suitable remedies could be found 
and the problems solved. 

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMY 
(Madras): Mr. Vice-Chairman, we must be 
grateful to the hon. Member who has 
introduced this; Resolution, for, it gives us an 
opportunity to discuss seme of the difficulties 
in the working of the Constitution the past 18 
years have revealed. But I do not think a 
Committee of 45 Members of Parliament 
would be the proper body for such a critical 
"examination. We want a lesser body, a body 
consisting not only of representatives of 
Parliament but also those who have been 
concerned with the working of the 
Government in the States and at the Centre 
and also one Or two constitu- 

tional experts. A body of 12 persons would be 
numerous enough and would have the leisure 
and competence as well as the calmness and 
quietness which are required for a considera-
tion of such difficult questions. 

When it was determined that our 
Constitution should be more or less a federal 
Constitution—not altogether federal, not 
altogether unitary—the principle of 
enumerated powers which is essential to any 
federal Con.sl 11 was accepted. Only I thi run 
to death because of the detailed distribution of 
powers. There were three Lists—the Union 
List of 97 subjects, the State List of 66 
subjects and the Concurrent List of 47 
subjects. The residual governmental power 
was given to the Centre including taxes 
because any tax not mentioned in either the 
State List or the Concurrent List went to the 
Central Government, so that the States are 
financially handicapped because they have not 
got all sources of taxation at their disposal. 
The U.S. Constitution makers were wiser in 
their generation because they felt that both the 
Federal Government and the State Govern-
ments would reqiure all the financial resources 
possible. So they left taxation sources 
practically unlimited to the States and to the 
Federal Government, leaving it to their good 
sense to adjust between themselves as to what 
sources of taxation they would prefer and if 
the States wanted to exploit the same source of 
taxation, as the Federal Government, then they 
should do that thing within the limitations of 
commonsense. So the States, being therefore 
limited in their power of taxation, naturally 
looked to the Centre for aid and help. And 
therefore I do not see any point in the Finance 
Minister criticising the State Governments for 
any financial aid or for a moratorium upon 
their obligations. Thev do not want to re-
pudiate their debt. They only want to postpone 
the date of repayment. You have handicapped 
them by limit-in? their sources of taxation and 
you criticise them for getting into debt because 
you must remember that the 
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States have a number of welfare services to 
finance, unproductive services like education, 
health, and other social services. They are all 
State subjects but their sources of taxation are 
limited so that they are financially dependent 
upon the Centre. 

The working of the Constitution itself 
reveals a number of anomalies. Even taxes 
whose proceeds are assignable to the States 
are to collected by the Union Government 
according to articles 268 and 269. These 
articles take care to say that the proceeds of 
these taxes shall not form part of the 
Consolidated Fund of India but still the 
collection of these taxes is left to the Centre. 
Another curious thing is, the State 
Government officers are to act as the agents of 
the Union Government. In the U.S.A. the 
Federal Government has its own agents and 
officials to carry out its orders whereas here 
the Central Government has to depend upon 
the goodwill of the State Government, upon 
the good offices of the State Government and 
to depend on the State officials for the 
fulfilment of their duties. The distribution of 
the Income-tax and Excise Duties between the 
States and the Union Government is to be 
considered by a periodical Finance Com-
mission. This Commission is to come into 
existence once in every five years but what if 
something happens within the five years, 
some financial crisis in the States or some 
special need of the State arises? Are they to 
depend upon the decision of the Finance 
Commission which suggests the distribution 
of the proceeds of the taxes as between the 
States and the Centre? In the U.S. they have a 
number of permanent commissions like the In-
ter-State Commerce Commission which 
regulate the internal trade of the States. It is a 
pity that water disputes were, by a special 
article, taken out of the jurisdiction of the 
Supreme Court. The Government of India un-
der the British Government, for their own 
reasons took out the settlement 

of the Federal Court. Our Constitution-makers 
have followed the British practice whereas in 
the U.S. the Supreme Court has, more than 
once, decided on this question of water dis-
putes. Chief Justice Marshall, one of the 
makers of the Constitution of the U.S., in two 
decisions, in Macul-loch Vs Maryland and in 
Glbben Vs Ogden, made it possible for the 
Federal Government to interfere with the State 
Governments in regard to matters regarding 
navigability of water ways and also the 
establishment of banks. And then there is a 
curious article in the Constitution article 258, 
which gives the Governor of a State rather 
peculiar powers.   It says: 

"Notwithstanding anything in this 
Constitution, the Governor of a State may, 
with the consent of the Government of 
India, entrust either conditionally or 
unconditionally to that Government or to 
its officers functions in relation to any 
matter to which the executive power of the 
State extends." 

I think this is an atrocious provision which 
gives the Governor of a State powers to 
entrust to the Government of India and to its 
officers functions in relation to matters to 
which the executive power of the State 
extends, without the consent of the State 
Government in question. This, I think, is a 
very serious interference with the autonomy 
of the State. When once you recognise the 
State as •an integral part of the Government 
in India, I think this neglect or ignoring of the 
State Government in regard to certain 
functions to be entrusted to the Government 
of India or its officers, is an extraordinary 
power. 

Further a study of the Constitution and the 
working of the Constitution in India shows 
that a number of powers and facilities are not 
made use of. For instance there is a provision 
in the Constitution for Inter-State Council. It 
is in article 26S which runs thus: 

"If at any time it appears to the 
President that  the  public interests 
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eminent and the State Government So I 
think that there is need for a study and a 
critical study, of     the working of the 
Constitution of India as has been suggested 
and      for the amendment  of  the  
Constitution      of India.   But I think that it 
should be proceeded with in a scientific      
and critical way, in a judicious and judicial 
manner, and not with such     a large 
parliamentary committee as has been 
suggested here, but with a small committee 
consisting    of      representatives of 
Parliament, students of the Constitution and 
retired judges,      in order to go into this 
very     serious matter of the working of the 
Constitution of India and to remedy     the 
several defects and deficiences     that have 
been pointed out not only in this debate but 
from time to time in public. 

DR.        (MRS.)MANGLADEVI 
TALWAR   (Rajasthan):    Mr.      Vice-
Chairman,   Sir,  when  the fathers  of our  
Constitution  framed the  Constitution of 
India, they had kept a few things in view 
and now after listening to this debate and 
alter     going through the discussions that 
were held at the time of the making of the 
Constitution I have to submit that ours is not 
a Federal Constitution nor 'a Unitary 
Constitution, but it is a   quasi-Federal   
Constitution.       The    many examples that 
the hon. Member Shri Ruthnaswamy, has 
given of the American  Constitution,  I  
submit,  do not apply to us because ours    is   
not   a purely Federal Constitution.   Oura is 
a unitary-biased constitution.      That means 
that in the Constitution it is envisaged that 
the Centre should be strong.   It was 
necessary at that time and I submit that it is 
even     more necessary at the present time 
that the Centre should be strong.    
Otherwise our country would be divided     
into small units.   I think the makers   of our 
Constitution had the vastness of the country 
in view, the population of this country, the 
vast territories and the people living in the 
different parts Of the country,    following    
different faiths and speaking different 
tongues. 

would be served by the establish-   1 ment of 
a Council charged with the duty of— 

(a) inquiring into and advising 
upon disputes which may nave 
arisen between States; 

(b) investigating and discussing 
subjects in which some or all of the 
States, or the Union 'and one or more 
of the States, have a common 
interest; or 

(c) making recommendations upon 
any such subject and, in particular, 
recommendations for the better 
coordination of policy and action 
with respect to that subject; it shall 
be lawful for the President by order 
to establish such a Council, and to 
define the nature of the duties to be 
performed by it and its organisation 
and procedure." 

I suppose  one  of the reasons why this 
article was not utilised was that till 
recently all the State Governments were  
Congress  Governments.   Therefore,   
through  internal     adjustments, internal 
discussions and conversations and  also 
through pressure from the Centre,  all 
these difficulties and disputes would be 
resloved.    But   now when there  are  
Governments in the States which are not 
of the same complexion as the 
Government of India, it is high time that 
this    article    is made use of. The other 
day at a public meeting the Chief    
Minister      of   I Madras requested that 
such an Inter-   I State  Council  should  
be  established. And then, as I have 
already pointed out, there are other inter-
State agencies and councils that could be 
appointed.   I have mentioned the Inter-
State Commerce Commission of the 
United States of America.       Similarly    
the Federal Government of the USA   has 
constituted an Inter-State Trade Com-
mission.    A number   of  commissions 
and agencies have been appointed in the  
USA in order to  smoothen    the 
relations, in order to make    efficient the 
relations between the Federal Gov- 



 

[Dr. (Mrs.)  Mangladevi Talwar.] 
In  addition to  all  that there     were the many 
Princely States of those days which had to be 
integrated  into the Indian Union.    There was    
also    the burning question of the minorities at 
that  time.    So  it Was very essential that in 
the Constitution which would be  applicable to 
the country     they should  have  a  strong  
Centre.      The previous speaker from  this 
side had stated the importance of remembering 
history in this regard.   He mentioned the days 
of the Mahabharata, but  I will say that right 
from  the time of ?amrat Ashoka  and  then  
the Mauris and then the Guptas and so on, they 
had  vast   territories.    They had vast empires.    
Later on      also      the Moghuls were there 
with their empire. They had  all 'a very strong    
central government.   As soon as that central 
government became weak,      all     the parts 
separated and the unity of India no longer 
remained.    You may    say that they  were  
kingdoms  and not a democratic set-up.    But 
all the same the fact remains that a strong 
centre was always required to keep the vast 
country with its  distant      territories under 
one rule.    The     British     too followed the 
form  of a unitary government.   Take the other 
countries of Asia.  Which other    country      
except India has this democratic set-up? The 
President of Pakistan has stated that the people 
of Pakistan were not ready for democracy. 
Similarly there      are other neighbouring 
countries.    There they have either 
dictatorships or some unitary type of 
government.   No other country  in  Asia 
except    this      great country has this 
democratic set-up. 

Then, Sir, it is stated that the States are 
oppressed by the Centre, that they are not 
treated fairly because they are governed by 
non-Congress Governments. I beg to differ 
because so far the Union Government has 
been very fair and impartial. It is necessary 
that the Union Government should treat all the 
States alike, whether they are governed by 
Congress Governments or by non-Congress 
Governments.   There       are no doubt 

I difficulties; there are shortfalls regarding food 
supplies, regarding allocation of finances and 
also there is the question ol law and order. I 
will come to that later. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 
ALI KHAN): You have three minutes more, 
Mrs. Talwar. 

DR.        (MRS.) MANGLADEVI 
TALWAR: I will just wind up but am I given 
only five minutes? 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 
ALI KHAN): You have three minutes more. 

DR.        (MRS.) MANGLADEVI 
TALWAR: I would appeal to the State 
Governments that they should not use the 
inability of the Centre or these difficulties as a 
political handle to condemn the Central 
Government. Ours is a living Constitution. 
Constitutions are always made for the people 
and therefore the Constitution can 'always be 
reconsidered from all points of view. We 
should have an open mind but just at this time 
I do not agree with Mr, Bhadram that we 
should appoint a Committee of 45 M.Ps to go 
into this matter. We can wait for some time 
for looking into the question of Centre-States 
relationship from different angles, from 
different points of view. 

I would like to mention one thing more and 
that is about the question of l'aw and order. 
As Mr. Triloki Singh has just mentioned, as 
far as law and order in the country is con-
cerned article 355 provides for it. It says: 

"It shall be the duty of the Union to 
protect every State against externa! 
aggression and internal disturbance and to 
ensure that the government of every State 
is carried on in accordance with the 
provisions of this Constitution." 

l_aw and order is a fundamental question. If 
we leave every State to look after itself either 
in the case of external aggression or in the 
case of internal disturbances, they may not be 
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able to cope with the situation. Of •course, 
external aggression is out of question; the States 
cannot deploy their own forces because they 
have no army of their own. But in the case of 
internal disturbances sometimes the State 
Governments are not able to cope with the 
situation. Then there • may be situations as in 
Naxalbari where the internal situation and ex-
ternal interference might be combined and how 
is the Central Government to act in such cases? 
And I submit that this article 355 provides for all 
•contingencies. 

SHRI V. V. RAMASWAMY (Madras): Mr. 
Vice-Chairman, Sir, we are considering a 
Resolution to ^appoint a Committee consisting 
of 45 members representing both Houses Of 
"Parliament to review the Centre-States 
relations in all their aspects, ;and to make 
recommendations for ■necessary changes in 
the present arrangements where such changes 
are 

• called for. 

[THE VICE-CHMRMAN  (SHRI P. K. 
KuMARAN)in the Chair] 

To begin with, we must consider -what is 
the situation that prompted ;the Mover to bring 
forward such a Resolution.    After the recent 
general 
•elections the set-up in the States has 
•considerably changed and in many a : State 
Ministries with different persua-.sions from 
the Centre have been formed and so there is 
likelihood of friction either due to ideology or 
for some other reasons. Moreover the hardship 
and privation due to faulty food distribution 
have caused many a State to worry about its 
relationship with the Centre. The use of inter-
State river waters has also been the 
•cause of much bickering. There is the 
question of law and order which has caused 
some trouble between the 'Centre and the 
States. The question •of financial allocations 
has also given cause to the States to demand 
that the Centre-States relations must be re-
•viewed. This is all clue to the absence iof a 
strong and popular leader of a 

national stature who can command tne 
confidence of the entire country. It 
was the sole divine soul force of the 
Father of the Nation that made the 
mighty British to clear out of the 
country; it was left to the grim deter 
mination and far-sighted statesman 
ship of Sardar Vallabhbhai Patel to 
integrate the whole of India and it 
was the great love of the people to 
Jawaharlal that made the entire coun 
try bow to his will. But now we can 
not find such a leader who can com 
mand the confidence of the entire peo 
ple and who can sway them to his 
own point of view. So this aspect 
must be viewed from a national point 
of view. i) 

Now our country is faced with external 
aggression and next to that, the food position 
is precarious. For all this we would like to 
have a strong Central Government. When we 
say that the States must have some more 
powers and that the Centre should divest itself 
of some of its powers and responsibilities, it 
should not be misconstrued that it is in 
furtherance of the policy of disintegration or 
secession. It is easy for any Congress 
partyman to decry the non-Congress party 
people if they plead for more powers for the 
States. When we plead for more powers for 
the States it is not that we want to weaken the 
power at the Centre. The Centre must be 
strong in the sense that it must be based upon 
the goodwill and co-opera-tion of all the 
federating units, that is, the States. Therefore it 
is high time for us to make an enquiry into the 
various factors and reasons that go to create 
differences of opinion and conflicts. For 
example, we feel that the Government at the 
Centre is overloaded with many responsibilties 
which can be easily administered by the 
various States. And there is much overlapping 
of powers and responsibilities between the 
Centre and the States. That is why the Chief 
Minister of Madras says that only certain 
powers which are necessary for the 
independence and sovereignty of the ceuntry 
should vest in the Centre. 
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[Shri V. V. Ramaswamy] Much of the 
ordinary and routine administration must be 
left to the States. There need not be any over-
lapping, for example, in regard to. education, 
public health, public works etc. Therefore, 
from this point of view we must try to find out 
and adjust, whatever might be the reason 
which would lead to a conflict the matter of 
allocation of funds. 

[THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR ALI 
KHAN in the Chair] 

I would like to say that when the Chief 
Minister of Madras wanted that. certain loans 
granted to Madras should be given lease of 
time for repayment or the interest should be 
written oq, the Finance Minister at the Centre 
xs reported to have said: "Why should they 
ask for a loan and then request us to write it 
off"? In this connection I would like to point 
out that it was the Government of India, at he 
instance of Morarjibhai, that introduced the 
Gold Control Order and r-consequence was 
that thousands if goldsmiths lost their 
livelihod. rn order to rehabilitate them, the 
Mad? Government, which was then undjr the 
Congress Ministry, asked for help and 
assistance and theCentral Government gave 
aloan. The present Chief Minister has asked 
why it should not be treated as a distress loan. 
When the Government of India came to the 
assistance of Madras when it was afflicted by 
the cyclone, they gave them some assistance. 
All these things should be treated as distress 
loans and written oq: Interest should not be 
collected. When considering all these things, it 
is high time that there should be a permanent 
council or permanent Institution to examine 
all these questions as and when they arise and 
come to a satisfactory solution. 

In regard to inter-State rivers there are 
many bickerings among the various States. 
There is article 262 in the Constitution under 
which the Government of India might have 
appointed a commission which can arbitrate  
on all these things and whosa 

findings will be non-justiciable. Again,, under   
article   263,      the      President can appoint a 
Council to go into any inter-State questions that 
might have-to  be  settled.     The  Government    
of India might as well have taken   advantage of 
these two   articles     then and there and if they 
had done    so, so many disputes    among the    
States and the Centre might not have arisen. If a 
parliamentary committee or some-such body    
is    appointed   with    full powers to go into 
every aspect of the question, I am sure so many 
changes will have to be made.    The Constitu-
tion was written long ago and as one  Member 
pointed out it has undergone so many  
amendments.    It can afford to have some more     
amendments to-suit   the  present  conditions.        
Then only with the co-operation and goodwill 
of the various   States, the Centre will be strong.      
Only when there is willing   co-operation,   the      
independence and sovereignty of the country 
can be preserved.       Therefore, I am. happy to 
support this motion       andi request the House 
to adopt it. 

Thank you. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: Mr. Vice-Chairman, 
Sir, this question of Centre-State relationship 
is, I think, the question of questions in Indian 
politics today, the most burning question. 
Now, after the emergence of the non-Congress 
Governments, no doubt, this question has been 
highlighted and underlined in various ways, 
but the question was there even before that. It 
was simmering for a pretty longtime. Why is it 
that the demand has come from various people 
and various States in India that this question 
must be examined afresh and more powers 
must and should be" given to-the States, so 
that the State Governments can function in an 
efficient way? 

Now, questions are raised that if' the States 
are given more powers, disintegration would 
set in and the-oneness of India would go. I 
rather think the opposite is true. What are you 
really afraid of? You are afraid that the 
unhampered rule of big business; may be 
curbed, or circumscribed' 
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in different States. So, you have devised a 
unitary Constitution with concentration of 
power in the Centre. That is the big stick you 
wield. Along with that naturally there are 
repressive measures like the one tiiat has been 
brought forward recently by the hon. Home 
Minister, viz., the unlawful Actives 
(Prevention) Bill. It is a fascist measure. If 
this Bill is put on the Statute Book, I think 
DIR would be put permanently on the Statute 
Book. That is what it has come to. Now, these 
non-Congress Governments, from their 
experience of four or five months, have co'me 
to this position that they are circumscribed, 
hampered, obstructed, and denied the 
opportunities to give any relief to the people 
in all possible ways. That is the real position 
which has highlighted this problem and 
brought it out into the open, though it was 
there. At one time our Congress rulers used to 
think that there should be no linguistic States. 
They resisted it and Maharashtra and Gujarat 
were formed after some 250 precious lives 
were laid down. 

SHRI CHITTA BASTJ:    Andhr'a. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: Andhra is there. 
There are go many things. I do not want to 
recount history. This question of having more 
power for the States reflects the deepest urges of 
the peoples of the different States, but you 
attempt to curb it or suppress it. Another 
argument that is advanced is if you give more 
power to the different States, it would lead to 
disruption and disintegration. Unity lies not in 
focusing power at the Centre, in the repressive 
and suppressive inthe repressive and 
suppressive • measures and in the denial of all 
opportunities to the State peoples to develop 
swiftly, quickly and forge ahead. The small 
industrialists in different States find that they 
cannot build new enterprises. They cannot start 
new enterprises. The small capitalists of all the 
States have suffered. They are under stress and 
strain because under the Draconian policy, All 
powers are vested in the   Centre. 

All the cream of the industries and 
everything else is going to the high, 
top-most echelons in the business com 
munity. The State Government cannot 
bring forward agrarian re- 
. forms.   They have to seek the 
4 P M 
• consent of the Centre. Then the question of 
money, this provision, that provision and so 
on, will come. They cannot institute radical 
agrarian reforms. They cannot institute radical 
labour laws. They cannot give urgent relief 
needed by the people. All powers have been 
vested in the Centre. So that is the real 
position and that is why this question has 
come to the fore reflecting the innermost, the 
most fundamental urges of the peoples of the 
different States. No policy of having a sort of 
dictatorial attitude towards this question 
would solve this problem. It would aggravate 
the problem. You say if you grant more 
powers, India would break. Rather I say if you 
grant more powers to the States, India would 
remain one unified country for centuries and 
for ever. If you do not do that, your policy 
would lead definitely to the disintegration of 
India and nobody can check it. You could not 
check the demand of linguistic States. What 
you call fissiparous tendencies would break 
out all over the country, because they are 
feeling hampered and hamstrung in every 
possible way. You cannot rule the country in 
that way. 

Look at the Soviet Union. It is* composed 
of sixteen different States, Union Republics. It 
is not breaking asunder . Ukraine and Byolo 
Russia have representatives at the United 
Nations. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 
ALI KHAN): The Centre and the Party have 
got great powers in Soviet Russia. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: There the power is 
granted in the Constitution that any 
constituent Republic can even secede if they 
like. It is the people's will. But they do not do 
it. Why? Their interests fie in coming-together 
and in unity. 
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SHRI NIREN GHOSH: I say the watch.    I can 
submit to the Chair. 

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMY: He is 
cementing the unity of India. So he must be 
allowed    more time. 

SHRI G. RAMACHANDRAN (Nominated): 
If the Member speaks at Punjab Mail speed, he 
forgets the time. 

THE  VICE-CHAIRMAN
 (SHRI 
AKBAR ALI KHAN):    That also has to be taken 
into consideration. 

SHRI  NIREN  GHOSH:    I      would also  
recall  some  other  history  from our Congress    
Party,  our      Congress movement.    It is that 
Maulana Azad devised a formula for avoiding 
division of India, and that was in for acceptance 
by all parties almost. What was that?   A federal 
India, not a unitary India, but a federal India.     
Defence        Communications,      External 
Affairs, fiscal policies, etc., were to be in the 
Centre, and the rest were to be vested in the 
States.   A very good idea, Something     should  
be  devised along that line. 

Then  this  institution  of Governorship must be 
abolished here and now without waiting for any 
reconsideration of this question.    It has become a 
source of conflict and suspicion and what not.   
Why should we need these Governors?     I   do   
not  know.        The State Legislature can devise 
ways and means.    Governors   are   needed      to 
rule because you are afraid of      the peoples  of 
your country.    You  have installed a satrap to 
govern them because you do not know where    
you can go.   If they pass a legislation that the  
British  Tramway   Company  mus't be taken over 
for a nominal compensation, you say, "Oh, you 
cannot     do that".   The Britishers must be prote-
cted.    So a Governor must be there. That is how 
you think. 

Then a State Government, in order to 
give urgently needed relief to the people, 
must have absolute power over the 
officiais, the bureaucracy. If 

SHRI P. K. KUMARAN (Andhra Pradesh): 
The right of secession is there. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH; The right of secession is  
there.    That is never 
 exercised by the people. Why should 
they? When the exploitation is end 
ed and the peoples of the different States have 
become brothers, no anta gonism  exists.    So  
why  should they break  asunder?      These  two  
States 
.are represented at the United Nations 
Organisation.    They  are  independent. The  
Republics of Byelo  Russia     and the  Ukraine  
have   permanent  repre-: sentatives at the United 
Nations. The Soviet Union is not breaking up.   
I do  not  demand  so  much  powers  for our 
States, but really the widest possible autonomy 
must be given to the States.   Why is there trouble 
in Mizo-land and Nagaland?    Why antagonise 
the  Kashmiris?       India   is      sinking 
hundereds of crores of rupees in the bottomless  
pit  of Kashmir.    You  are antagonising the  
Kashmiris  precisely on this question.    By your 
stick and carrot method you are raising a revolt 
there.    You  are     disintegrating India.    So   I  
would   urgently   appeal to you to revise your 
policy.   We    do not want  those parts to   
break up. Our party wants a strong India well 
cemented and unified but on the basis of the 
voluntary will of the people of the different 
States.    Otherwise   you cannot have that unity.   
Why    did Mr. Annadurai feel the need to raise 
the slogan of Tamflnad or Dravidas-tan? 
Precisely because of that.   If the widest possible 
autonomy is given to the Tamilnad, I think      the   
Tamil people  would never for  a      moment 
consider or harbour the thought      of seceding  or 
have  any  separatist tendencies at all.   In order to 
cement the unity  of  India      .   .   (Time  bell 
rings.) I should have fifteen minutes. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI AKBAR 
ALI KHAN): You have taken twelve 
minutes. 

SHRI  A.  D.  MANI   (Madhya Pradesh):    You  
cannot      question     the   J Chair: 
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these officers are unfaithful or if they are 
in collusion with the vested interests, then 
the State Government must have the 
power to overhaul the machinery and 
instal such officers who have been tested 
and found to be faithful to the people. 
You cannot execute any reforms through 
officers or bureaucrats who have been 
trained and nurtured in the spirit of 
fighting the people and protecting the 
vested interests and thereby sort of getting 
themselves enriched in various sorts of 
illegal ways and corruption. So even a 
minimum reform cannot be •executed. 
This is our experience for a pretty long 
time. Even now there are non-Congress 
Governments in several States. Fancy, 
you cannot do anything. Small relief you 
cannot give to the people. The State Gov-
ernments must have these powers to 
overhaul the bureaucracy. No Central law 
or constitutional law should stand in the 
way, so that they can protect the people. 
Also they must have the power to fashion 
their lives. I would say that the peoples of 
the •different States should conduct a 
mass movement all over India in order to 
force this issue. It is a vital question. 
Unless we win, these bureaucratic, 
dictatorial rulers at the Centre would 
dismember India. In order to prevent that, 
in order that India can blossom forth and 
the various peoples of the States can 
develop quickly, we must have an all-
India Tnass movement in order to force 
this issue. If they do not see reason, then 
the only course left open to the people is 
to have a mass movement. They may 
have a general strike even before 
September, a general strike on the issues 
which the people of West Bengal are 
facing, shortage of food, against 
interference, for land reforms, against 
bureaucracy and police, their 
maladministration and collusion with the 
vested interests against all those things. 
What is the way left for the people except 
to ask for more power to the States. For 
this, the people of West Bengal are likely 
to have general strike, in order to ventilate 
their ideas and issues, even before 
Septem- 

ber 11.    So, I would like that     this 
should be looked at in that way. 
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BALACHANDRA MENON (Kerala): Marx once 
said the spectre of conmmunism haunts Europe. I 
am afraid our Congress friends are now seeing the 
spectre of Naxalbari haunting them. Have they 
ever cared to understand why such a situation has 

come? 
Sir,  we  have  got  a      Constitution which is 
federal in form and unitary in practice.   It is a 
strange thing.   It looks federal, but as day by day 
the Government  assumes   greater  powers more 
and more powers are concentrated in the Centre 
with the result that the  States  are turning out to be 
no better than mere municipalities with absolutely  
no  powers.    That  is why the Chief Minister of  
States,      Whatever  be   their   political  
complexion, have  come  forward   and     
demanded greater powers-    Why do they     ask 
for it?    One thing will have to     be taken into 
account.        The      various States   want   greater   
powers  because they are afraid, the States cannot 
advance  with revenues that  are  inelastic. 

Sir, when the framers of our Constitution 
thought about giving us the Constitution,   they  
could  never  have 

 

Time bell rings.



 

[Shrl Balachandra Menon.] 
foreseen what would happen 18 or 20 
years hence. 
[THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN in the Chair] 
We are passing through revolutionary 
times. People are not satisfied with the 
position that they are having today. The 
whole world is not satisfied. Some 
people are speaking about 1he federal 
character of the American Constitution. 
It is federal, but we fully know that in 
spite of the powers that the States have, 
the monopoly capital there has 
entrenched itself to such a stage that the 
Negroes there are demanding their 
homeland. Why is it so? A situation has 
come about when a more federal 
Constitution cannot save it. 

There are friends who have come 
forward and said that ours is a great 
democracy. The other countries which 
are recently liberated, some of them, 
according to such critics, are now 
military dictatorships. Burma with a 
socialist concept is now moving in a 
socialist direction. Some of the Arab 
countries like the U.A.R. and Syria 
which are going in a socialist way have 
been able to solve some of the problems 
which we have not been able to solve in 
spite of the fact that we have democracy. 
It is because our democracy cares only 
for the interest of the monopoly capital. 
During the last 20 years what have we 
seen? Monopolies have developed these 
20 years. What we have seen is that you 
have allowed black-marketing 
everywhere. This is what has happened. 
This has meant support to capitalism. 
The Capitalists, moneylenders and 
landlords have taken more and more 
powers into their hands to deny the 
people their legitimate rights. 

Madam, ours is a multi-nation country. 
Let us not forget that. Somebody asked, 
"What is happening in the Soviet 
Union?". Let him understand that it is a 
multi-nation country with a Constitution 
which has secured the rights of the 
various nationalities. We must also do 
that. Eighteen years back there was       
no 

such necessity because there was only 
one party all over the States. Now a 
situation has come when there are nine 
Ministries which have gone out of the 
Congress hold. Thirty crores or more of 
people have gone out of your hands and 
many more will be going away. It means 
whether it is Mr. Brahmananda Reddy, or 
Mr. Namboodiripad or Mr. Jyoti Basu, 
they are all demanding greater powers to 
the States. So, these powers will have to 
be conceded. Therefore, should we not 
take up this question rather seriously? Do 
you mean to say that it is a mere 
challenge to the Central authority? No, 
Sir. It is an expression of the people of 
our country, of the various States. They 
are anxious to see that they exist and 
develop. 

What      has happened     during 
this time?    I come from    a    State which 
is deficit in food.    It does not produce    
sufficient    food   for    itself. A     State     
which     has     to     spend its maximum 
over education, what is the sort of help it 
is getting? Whatever help is given to us is 
in the form of loans  which  will  have  to  
be  repaid with intesest whether it is the 
question   of  a   hydro-electric   scheme   
or anything else.   Canada gives you loan 
at  2   per   cent,   interesft   which   you 
give to Kerala at 6 per cent, and the plea 
is  that the    World Bank wants you    to    
charge    6    per      cent.      It is    a    
money    lenders'    government, nothing  
more than     that.    This     is what you 
learnt from the British.   If they were 
shopkeeprs, you are money lenders  and 
nothing more  than  that. This sort of     
attitude will not help. Our Finance     
Minister says, "No.    T cannot help you.    
Whatever be your difficulties, we are not 
going to give you  more  money  for   your   
development".   Just like the Brahma, you 
are-all powerful.    But the States are not 
just  like  an  individual.    The States are 
very much there very real. You may think 
the States  are all Maya, but you will 
realise States are real and they have their 
place.    Perhaps you do not have a place 
for yourself.. Why do you not realise that? 
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I would, therefore, say that I ag,ree with 
Mr. Bhadram's Resolution. I would request 
you to call the representatives of both the 
Houses, discuss with them seriously and find 
out what are the requirements of the States. 
You should know that we are passing through 
new times. The old concepts cannot stand. 
If'you accept this position, there will be no 
difficulty because nobody is anxious to get out 
of India; everyone wants to see that a very 
strong country comes out. And this strong 
country can come out only when you will 
respect and understand the aspirations of the 
various States in our country. 

Madam, the suggestion that there should be 
a permanent Finance Commission, the 
suggestion that an inter-State Council must be 
there must be accepted so that by our collective 
wisdom, whatever be the differences of the 
political parties—after all, our ultimate masters 
are our people and not the political parties—we 
bring about necessary changes in our Consti-
tution. With that respect to every section of our 
people, let us try to see what changes can be 
brought about m the Constitution. After all, the 
Constitution is not like the Vedas. It can be 
changed. You have changed it so many times 
and you must be ready to always change it so 
that it can fit in with the modern aspirations, so 
that it will fit in with the demands of the 
various States who want greater powers. 

Sir, we have found that unless we get 
greater powers it is not possible to build up the 
various States. And this can be done only if the 
inelasticity in the revenues of the States is 
changed and we get a greater share from the 
Centre's revenues. You must find out how it 
can be done. I, therefore, request that the entire 
House accept this Resoultion and let us 
seriously wo k 0ut the changes that are required 
t0 be brought about in the Constitution so that 
we can have a powerful, strong, real, federal 
India with greater powers to the States, and 
with overall direction by the Centre. 

THE      MINISTER      OF      HOME 
AFFAIRS    (SHRI   Y. B.   CHAVAN):. 
Madam Deputy Chairman, a very interesting 
debate has gone on for many-hours now.    
Interesting    points have been made out during 
the course of this  debate.    Madam,  I  d0 not 
want to reply to each and every point. But 
certainly I would like t0 explain the approach 
of  the Central Government. in this matter of     
the    Centre-State relationship. 

Madam, I must make if very clear at the 
outset that I do not agree that the Centre-State 
relationship problem: has become prominent 
only after the  elections.      Certain    political 
aspects have certainly become very pressing. I 
do not deny that.    But in the very nature of 
things, the problem of the Centre-State 
relationship in this country existed even before 
independence and  even  after     independence.    
The problem was there and naturally the Central 
Government had to take note of this aspect.   To 
illustrate this point, I   will   only  mention   one  
thing,   and that is, in 1965 when the 
Government of India appointed the 
Administrative-Reform's Commission, this was 
one of the major terms of refenence given to the  
Reforms     Commission.     I  would like to 
inform this hon.    House that the Reforms 
Commission has appointed a Study Team to go 
into this aspect under    the chairmanship    0f a  
very eminent Member of this Hon. House, Shri 
M.C. Setalvad. I am mentioning this  to show 
that we are     certainly aware    of   the    
importance    of    the problem     of     Centre-
State relationship.    But    I    would    like    to    
say how    it    has    become more    political 
nowadays.    In    the    very    Constitution itself, 
this question has been very     carefully     
recognised  anj  the-character of our 
Constitution is such that some call it unitary 
Constitution, some   call  it  federal   
Constitution.     I do  noit want to name it by any 
one particular name.    Our Indian Constitution  
is   Indian   Constitution   and  it has elements of 
both.   When we talk of     federalism  
academically,  I think there are two or three very 
important 
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features in that.   One is that there is a very 
clear-cut division of responsi-i bilities, 
executive and legislative, between the States and 
the Centre. That feature of    federalism    is 
visible, of course,   and  is  recognised under  
our Constitution. But in the very pure and 
theoretical    federalism, the presumption is that 
the States agree to unite together; to federate, 
and they surrender some of their powers to 
become a federal Government.   But the residua-
ry powers are vested in the federating units.    
Under the Indian Constitution, the   residuary     
powers   are  not with the States.   The residuary 
powers are with the Centre.   So this has 
certainly some elements  of    federalism and at 
the  same  time,  there     are  certainly some 
elements  of a  unitary  Government  also.       
So I   can say that the system that works in India 
is that we have given     autonomy to  the States 
without weakening the Centre.    The lesson that 
we have to learn, the important point that we 
have to recognise, is that we have to see that the 
. autonomy in the States functions without 
weakening the    Centre.      And I think this 
very  important feature of the  Indian  
Constitution  is  there because of certain 
historical compulsions. What are those historical 
compulsions? I had  an occasion to emphasise 
this aspect once  in the other House also. For 
me, Madam, the most important lesson  of the     
history  of  India  that stands  out  very  clearly 
is that     we suffered many reverses or many de-
feats in Indian history because, really speaking, 
we had always a very weak Centre.    The  
British regime  brought India   together   
politically   under   one administration     with     
their  military" might.    But the real unity  that 
was brought about was by a very forceful and 
powerful movement of the Indian people for 
freedom.    So these are the historical 
compulsions,    really speaking, that have given 
the shape to the Constitution as it is.    I do not 
want to go on discussing this academic aspect of 
it, but I want to make it clear that we have to 
understand the signi--Jicanee of    the    
problems of centre- 

State relationship.   We have to understand the 
very nature of the Constitution that we  have  to 
work under. Therefore,  I  want to  warn  some   
of my friends that these problems    are there.    
We say that we should have many   States   and   
they   should   have autonomy because there 
are certainly many  diversities    in our Indian 
life. There are linguistic diversities.   There are 
territorial  diversities.    There are diversities of 
resources.    Some people are more advanced; 
some people are less advanced.    Some areas 
are more hilly; some areas are less hilly. Some 
areas have got very rich    rivers like the 
Ganges, the Jamuna, the    Kosi, the Gandak    
and the    Brahmaputra; others have not got 
anything.   Some areas  have  got the  facility  
of being near  the  coast-line;   other   are  thou-
sands of miles away from the coastline.    Some 
States have got the facility of having very rich 
mineral    resources; others have not got it. 
Some areas have got the    great facility of 
having  very   intelligent   people,   very 
resourceful men—human material    is also a 
very important resource; others have not got 
perhaps people that resourceful.   So these 
varieties of Indian life are there.   But at the 
same time, we have to see that we pool all 
these resources  together   and   try   to  build 
one  big,  great  Indian  nation.    That, really  
speaking,  is  the  task that we have to face in 
this country.   Naturally,  in the course of the 
last many years,   there   were     the problems 
of food;  and if I may    merely  narrate some of 
the problems that arose after the last general 
elections, there were the problems of 'gheraos'; 
there were the  problems     of    industrial  
unrest; there were the problems    of Naxal-
baris . . . 

SHBI P. K. KUMARAN:    The problem 
of Shiv Sena. 

SHRI  Y.  B.  CHAVAN:   Yes,  quite 
right.    These  problems  are the very realities 
of our life.    I do agree that this is also a 
problem. 

SHRI CHITTA BASU:   The problem of 
defection. 



 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: The problems of 
recession, the problems of food shortage 
and problems of many types. Not that 
these problems were not there before. But 
today certainly there is a different political 
picture: one Party Government here at the 
Centre while in many States there are 
coalition Governments. It is a different 
political feature that we see today. But 
even before the last general elections, 
when all the Governments belonged to one 
political party, there were problems of 
Centre-State relationship. I happened to be 
one working in one State. I cannot say that 
there were no problems between that State 
and the Centre. They are bound to be 
there. These problems arise not because 
somebady wants to have problems but 
because there are certain realities of life. 
After Independence, there is an urge in the 
people that they should make progress— 
economic progress, social progress and 
progress in all respects. And naturally, 
when these problems are thrown up, there 
are bound to be some differences of 
emphasis. There are going to be different 
approaches to the solutions that have to be 
found out. Now, for example, some hon. 
Member mentioned, not to-day but in the 
last debate, the problems of irrigation. As I 
have said, there are some States which 
have got a very rich irrigation potential 
while others have not got it. There are 
some States which are deficit-food States, 
and there are some States which are sur-
plus-food States. So these problems were 
there even before. And in order to find 
solutions to these problems, if there are 
any demands, if there are any tensions, if 
there are any pressures, there is nothing 
wrong about it because these are the 
problems, these are the tensions, these are 
the difficulties, of growth. When a small 
child grows, it has its own problems. 
Naturally, when a State grows, when the 
people want to grow in all fields, there 
will be some problems. So, there is 
nothing wrong about it. But something 
wrong is introduced when these problems 
are being handled or approa- j ched from a 
politically motivated point 

of view. Particularly when party political 
motivation comes into the picture, it 
becomes a very difficult problem. Madam, 
as recently as the latest Chief Ministers' 
Conference, the Prime Minister, in her 
inaugural speech, made it, very clear that 
there are problems, there were problems 
and that there will be problems. The 
question is how do we solve these 
problems. Are there not enough 
institutional arrangements at the present 
moment to find out a solution to these 
problems? 

If there is any lack of any such insti-
tutional arrangements, let us think about it. 
At the present moment there are some 
Zonal Councils. There is the National 
Development Council. We have got many 
forums of Inter-State Conferences. 
Sometimes the Health Minister meet, 
sometimes the Education Ministers meet 
and on many occasions the Chief 
Ministers meet and they discuss their 
problems and they throw out their 
problems. Apart from these Conferences, 
the representatives of those States come to 
Delhi. Sometimes the representatives of 
Delhi go to those States and discuss the 
problems on certain pragmatic, practical 
basis and they try to solve the issues or try 
to solve the problem. That, really 
speaking, will have to be the approach to 
the problem. If somebody wants that there 
will have to b* some permanent 
institutional arrangement about It, I would 
not take a position that it should not be 
done. If it is necessary that it will have to 
be done, let it be done. On that matter 
certain studies will have to be made, some 
expert, experienced, objective people will 
have to be asked to go into these questions 
and make recommendations to this House 
and the other House and possibly the 
Government might consider that problem. 
That is a different matter. I am sure when 
the Study Group of Mr. Setalvad makes 
the recommendations to the 
Administrative Reforms Commission and 
the Administrative Reforms Commission 
comes with some definite set of 
suggestions before us, we certainly will go 
into the details of it to find out what can be 
done; that is the approach that we 
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certainly would like to take but at the 
present moment, what is being done? I 
tried to understand the spirit of the 
speeches of some of the Members. Let us 
take the question of food. Food is a 
problem and it is not merely going to be 
solved by 'A' State making a demand on 
'B' State or the Centre. Vre all know and I 
do not want to take up the position of the 
Food Minister and explain the problem. 
It is more cr less a basic problem and all 
of us know about it. It is not that there is 
something like unlimited stock of food 
available from which a State is 
demanding and somebody is refusing ;o 
part with it. It is not the position. If at all 
we concede that it is a national problem, 
then we will have to think about it 
nationally. 

AN HON. MEMBER: National policy 
also. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: Certainly there 
will nave to be a national policy also, I 
have no doubt about. What is the national 
policy about food? The national policy 
about food is more production. There 
cannot be anything els<:., 

(Interruption) 

SHRI CHITTA BASU: Equitable dis-
tribution. 

SHRI Y. B, CHAVAN: Quite right. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN (Andhra 
Pradesh):   Not dharna in any rase. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: If there are 
any deficiencies of policy about food, 
you can criticise and if it is right, I will 
say: 'you are right and I am wrong'.  I w;' 
I not argue on that point. 

About regional development, it is 
certainly a very important point. 
When we think about planning the a of 
India as a whole, we 
do not think in verms of development 
Delhi, Bombay, Madras and Calcutta. en 
if yau take a State itself—I am ling thifi 
hon. Members because I have faced 
these very practical questions—there are 
certain backward re- 

gions and there are some developed 
regions. I take the State of Maharashtra. 
It is much better I take my own domestic 
case in this matter. Naturally, Bombay 
city is very well developed but there are 
some areas in the State which have not 
yet seen what a motor car is like. In the 
city of Bombay there are big companies 
producing hundreds of motor cars per 
day but there are some areas which have 
not seen even to-day how a motor car 
looks like. 

So the problems of regional deve-
lopment are there. There are many 
problems, I know. I know it but those 
problems can be tackled, can be handled, 
if we take a non-political view and in this 
matter, we will have to take a non-
political view. While formulating plans 
you can take your political approach, 
your Party approach because I believe in 
that case, the Party differences are based 
on certain ideologies. That is a different 
matter. Take food, as he said and as I 
said. The hon. Member from the 
Opposition made certain points about the 
Bengal situation. Is there a case like any 
discrimination being made against 
Bengal? Is that the case? Then the hon. 
Member will have to prove that It is a 
case of discrimination. It is not a case of 
discrimination. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: Yes It is. 
SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: Question. 
SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: Now you are 

trying to justify. I know that there is 
shortage of food supplies in the country. 
There is a certain scarcity. We are 
Buffering because of certain natural 
calamities that the country had to face in 
the last 2 or 3 years and we, as a nation, 
have to face it. Then certainly you can sit 
with the Food Minister and try to get your 
right share, whatever it is, but I do not 
understand any State trying to make out a 
case that it is right, its demand is correct 
and the only scape-goat they want to find 
out is the Central Government. In this 
process the Member said that he does not 
believe in secession.    I am glad to hear    
that.    He 
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wanted India to be strong and powerful 
but this is not the way of making India 
strong and powerful. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: Precisely this.' 
is the question which does n°t need an 
expert eye. That is the basic approach 
where we differ. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: It is not... 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH; Have we 
differed on the question of tormaiion of 
linguistic States? 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: I am prepared 
to sit with hm and discuss but I do not 
think I can just carry on conversations 
like this at this point. 

SHRI RAJNARAIN: What is the 
difference between you and him? He 
wants to secede? 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: He does not 
want to secede but is this the way? It is a 
different thing but the way things are 
being presented, the way the demands are 
put up and the way the political policies 
are being formulated merely show that 
only they arc; good. The problems of 
Bengal are there. I take Bengal as an 
illustration. There is nothing special 
about it. I am prepared to take any other 
State also. If there are problems in any 
State, naturally the people of that State 
are concerned about it or exercised about 
it. In order to win over the support of the 
people if we say: "Well, well, we are only 
for you but this demned Central Gov-
ernment is not doing anything about it". 
You know in the mind of your minds that 
you are not likely to get a solution that 
way. Suppose, if somebody convinces me 
°r if somebody convinces all of us that by 
resorting to dharnas there is going to be 
more food, instead of doing cultivation 
and irrigation, let us start dharnas all over 
the country. They know that this is not 
going to solve the problem of food 
supplies or food production but they 
know that this is going to possibly give 
them some poli- 

tical dividends. If you try to look at the 
real problem—because I know it is a real 
problem—the food shortage in Bengal is 
a real problem. The demand of the people 
to have better food and enough food is a 
real problem. I sympathise with them, I 
have nc doubt about it but if you try to 
give a political, a party-political ori-
entation to this problem, it is naturally 
neither gcing to Lead them to the solution 
of that problem nor is .u going to help 
them or support them. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH:     I repudiate 
that. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: It is neither 
going to help them to find a solution of 
that particular problem nor is it going to 
help them to achieve what they think, a 
poweriul and united India. In this process 
what is happening ia this. My worry in 
this process, as some other Members 
havi rightly said, is this. Wh&t is hap-
pening is the strengthening of the 
centrifugal forces and tha*. is a tragic 
situation. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: Discre-
diting democracy. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: We want 
democracy, you want to attack it. That is 
the difference. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: The hon. 
Member gave me the parallel of Soviet 
Russia. I am one of the admirers of 
Soviet Russia. 

SHRI  NIREN   GHOSH:    No. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: Possibly you 
are not. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: You have 
already said so the other day   .   .   . 

(Interruptions) 

Now you admire that. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: They are a 
friendly country and certainly they have 
achieved some important successes in 
their work. He gave me the parallel of 
their Constitution anu told me that those 
States have right 
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to secede. I thought probably he 
was for secession. But then he cor 
rected himself and said he was not 
for secession. May I ask my non. 
friend this question? I am an admirer 
of Russia and I know something of 
their political life. Can any State 
in the Soviet Union think of seces 
sion? Can they even imagine seces 
sion? ' 

AN HON. MEMBER: They dare not. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: Will they ever 
dare to think of it? 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: They, can 
dare to think of anything. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: Those who 
dare to think of anything cease to be 
thinkers. 

AN HON. MEMBER: They cease to 
exist even. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: I know my 
Hon. friends' philosophy. I know 
something about it. Their philosophy is 
democratic centralism. Their emphasis 
really is on centralism and they call it 
democracy. I do not really know what 
they mean by this democracy. They 
really mean centralism. There is nothing 
wrong In it. I am not fighting against it. I 
do not believe in centralism. We 
certainly want autonomous States and the 
powers are there given to the States. The 
Constitution is so clear. In all the 
important things the powers are so well 
divided and they are clearly explained 
that this is the field of the States and let 
them work. Sir, by starting some new 
innovations in our political Jife and in our 
economic life we certainly would be 
going beyond this. There is this process 
of planning which we started under our 
great leader Jawaharlal Nehru and what 
the last fifteen years of planning have 
done is something which w: can see. The 
Planning Commission is not a body 
created by the Constitution. The 
Constitution has rrothing to do with it.   
The Planning 

Commission is an advisory body. But the 
way in which it has been functioning 
during the last 15 years, the way in 
which it has worked with mutual 
cooperation between the State 
Governments and the Centre, though 
their legislative and executive powers are 
divided in the field, the cooperation that 
has developed through the process of 
planning, between the States and the 
Centre, they are there for anyone to see. 
The huge resources that the Centre 
commanded were at the disposal of the 
States and you can see the progress that 
we have made during the last fifteen 
years. May be that our friends here may 
not agree. I know there are many prob-
lems which are not yet solved. That 
cannot be denied. But the unique 
progress that we have made during the 
last fifteen years through the functioning 
of democracy has laid the foundations of 
a progressive country.   That is a fact of 
history. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH:    Yes, under 
the aegis of the Americans. 
SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN:    You dislike 
some people.      But I  do not dislike any 
people.   I like the Americans and I like 
the Russians also. (Interruptions) 
Perhaps my hon. friend does not like it. 
But the fact remains that in this country 
we have certainly laid a great foundation. 
On that foundation we have to build 
further. I know it is a continuing process 
and we have to build still further. Many 
things have to be done. I am reminded of 
a line in an English poem which says that 
what is done is petty, what is yet to be 
done is vast. Whatever we have done is 
small in comparison with whatever yet 
remains to be done. We have to go a long 
way. How are we going to do it? That is 
the most important thing. Sir, we have to 
create an atmosphere in this country of 
working the Constitution in the proper 
spirit, with the proper spirit of autonomy 
for the States. 

SHRI A. D. MANI:    Qualified au-
tonomy. 
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SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: Certainly in 
the fields in which that comes. But some 
people are creating conditions by their 
speeches and by some of the positions 
they take up by which they try to 
strengthen an attitude which says: 
"Whatever we want let us do. The Centre 
must do everything for us. We owe 
nothing to the Centre." I am not talking 
of owing in ti.'rms of money. They 
certainly owe certain responsibilities to 
the States. But at the same time they also 
owe something to the Centre. Let us not 
forget one thing, one lesson of history. 
Let us strengthen our country. Let us 
strengthen the Centre. If India dies who 
lives? That should be the warning to 
everyone of us. It is only because India 
lives that we can take part in this cruel 
world.     If w© are isolated . . . 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: India will 
live. India will not die despite all your 
wishes to that effect. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: I am so glad 
to hear that. I am glad that my hon. 
friend thinks so. 

SHRI LOKANATH MISRA (Oris-
sa): It is the Congress that is dying. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: India will 
certainly live and We will see that India 
lives in spite of people like my hon. 
friend. 

SHRI NIREN GHOSH: Even if you 
try to bring about the death of India, 
India will live. 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN:    I am glad 
that at least my hon. friend says so. His 
wishes ar« going to help us. Now 
ultimately, to come back to the basic 
question that we are discussing hero, in 
this Centre-States relation there are 
problems. There would be tensions, some 
sort of difficulties and so on. But there is 
nothing unnatural about it. Ths.t is how I 
look at it. These problems are going to 
remain for some time to come. Even in 
advanced countries they are there.   My 

hon. friend mentioned Soviet Russia. I 
say even in America there are many 
tensions and difficulties. Tension is a fact 
of life. The question is how we meet 
these challenges, how we meet these 
tensions? They can be tackled if we 
accept the spirit of the Constitution and 
dceide to work it. Well, I do not want to 
suggest even remotely that we are not for 
thinking about it and finding some new 
institutions or new forums where we can 
discuss these problems, consider these 
problems. That will have to be done. That 
will have to be done continually and 
constantly, not only today but for many 
years to come. Possibly throughout the 
life of India, this process will have to be 
continued. I do not think this process will 
stop at a particular stage'. It will have to 
be continued. That certainly is life, that is 
growth. The problems will be there. The 
question is how we handle these 
problems, with what attitude we handle 
these problems, with what approach we 
tackle these problems? That is the most 
important thing. My approach to the 
problems is the approach and the spirit 
which the Constitution has laid down 
before us. 

 

SHRI Y. B. CHAVAN: One small 
point which was mentioned here has to 
be dealt with. My hon. friend, Shri 
Ruthnaswamy, read out an article from 
the Constitution—article 258-A—and he 
referred to it as if we haw* 
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given some powers t0 the Governov as if 
he were a depot. That article reads like 
this: 

"Notwithstanding anything in this 
Constitution, the Governor of a State 
may, with the consent of the 
Government of India, entrust either 
conditionally or unconditionally to that 
Government or to its officers functions 
in relation to any matter to which the 
executive power of the State extends." 

But he did not read article 258. It says 
almost the same thing: 

"Notwithstanding anything in this 
Constitution, the President may, with 
the consent of the Government of a 
State, entrust either conditionally or 
unconditionally to that Government." 

that is to say, the government of the 
State, 

"or to its officers functions in 
relation to any matter to which the 
executive power of the Union ex-
tends." 

This was the provision and there was no 
counter provision and therefore by the 
seventh amendment of the Constitution 
this provision of article 258-A also has 
been introduced. Whether the word used 
is "President" or "Governor", whoever he 
he, he is supposed to act on the advice of 
the Government. He is not functioning or 
-working in his own discretion. And why 
has this been done? I was trying to find 
out from the Commentary of Basu where 
he has very well explained these things. I 
will read out that part from his 
Commentary. 

"While the President is empowered 
by article 258(1) to entrust Union 
functions, to a State Government or its 
officers, there is no corresponding 
provision enabling the Governor of a 
State to entrust State functions to the 
Central Gov- 

ernment or its officers. This lacuna has 
been found to be of practical 
consequence in connection with the 
execution of certain development 
projects m the States." 

This lacuna was found in the course of 
the administrative responsibilities that 
on© has to undertake in the im-
plementation and execution of certain 
important projects and therefore, this 
amendment of the Constitution was 
found necessary. It was brought i" not to 
make the Governor a despot but to 
facilitate the programmes of economic 
development. This is all that I wish to 
say. 

As far as the Resolution is concerned, I 
would request the hon. Member not to 
press it further because as I said this 
question is to »e very carefully 
considered by a team which is headed by 
a very eminent Member of this hon. 
House, Mr. Setal-vad, and naturally 
when they make a report to the 
Administrative Reforms Commission 
they will study it and they will make 
their recommendations which this hon. 
House will have some occasion to study 
and at that time if it thought that a body 
consisting of Members of this House and 
the other House should go into it, we can 
consider at that time. 
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OP LIMITATION) AMENDMENT BILL,  967. 
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VENTION)  BILL, 1967 

SECRETARY: Sir. I have to report to 
the House the following messages 
received from the Lok Sabha, signed by 
the Secretary of the Lolt Sabha: — 
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"In  accordance    with the provisions 
of Rule. 98 of the Rules     of 


