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ANNUAL REPORT (1960) OF THE REGIS-
TRAR OF NEWSPAPERS FOR INDIA

THE MINISTER ofF INFORMATION AND
BROADCASTING (Dr. B. V. KESKAR): Sir, I
beg to lay on fhe Table a copy of the Annual
Report of the Registrar of Newspapers for
India for the year 1960 (Parts I and II). [Placed
in Library. See No. LT-2266/ 60.]

CONCLUSIONS OF THE SEVENTH SESSION (1960)
OF THE INDUSTRIAL COMMITTEE ON COAL
MINING

THE DEPUTY MINISTER oF LABOUR
(SHRT AMD ALI): Sir, | beg to lay on the Table
a statement of the main conclusions of the
Seventh Session of the Industrial Committee
on Coal Mining, held in New Delhi in April,
1960. [Placed in Library. See No. LT-2257/
60.]

LEAVE OF ABSENCE TO SHRI T. D.
PUSTAKE AND SHRIMATI RUK-
MANI BAI

MR. CHAIRMAN: 1 have to inform
Members that the following letter dated the
30th July, 1960, has been received from Shri
T. D. Pustake:—

"I am laid up with fever for the last two
months due to sluggish liver. I am now
slightly improving, but I shall not be able
to attend the forthcoming session of the
Rajya Sabha.

1 therefore earnestly request you to
kindly grant me leave of absence."

Is it the pleasure of the House that
permission be granted to Shri T. D. Pustake
for remaining absent from all meetings of the
House during the mcurrent session?

(No hon. Member dissented.)
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MR. CHAIRMAN: Permission to remain
absent is granted. I have also to inform
Members that the following letter dated the
24th July, 1960, has been received from
Shrimati Ruk-mani Bai: —

"As you know, I have been
seriously ill for quite a long time.
During the last session too, I re
mained in the Willingdon Nursing
Home, New Delhi, for a long
time. Now I am here in the
Government  Hospital, Indore.

Both of my feet are inactive and I cannot
walk even. Otherwise too 1 have become
very weak. I, therefore, request you to grant
me leave of absence from the House during
the session starting in the month of August,
on account of my illness."

Is it the pleasure of the House that
permission be granted to Shrimati Rukmani
Bai for remaining absent from all meetings of
the House during the current session?

(No hon. Member dissented.)

MR. CHAIRMAN: Permiss'on to remain
absent is granted.

THE DELHI
(CEILING)

LAND HOLDINGS
BILL, 1960—continued

THE MINISTER oF STATE IN THE
MINISTRY oF HOME AFFAIRS (SHRI B. N
DATAR) : Mr. Chairman, I dealt with the main
features of the improved Bill yesterday and
only a few points remain to which I shall
make a very brief reference. I have pointed out
how after the Bill was improved in certain
particulars by the Joint Select Committee, the
question about the compensation was again
taken up as it was complained by a number of
hon. Members that the amount of
compensation offered by the Bill was very
low. That was the reason why the criterion
was changed from a multiple of the land tax or
the land revenue to that of a multiple of the
actual rent. Twenty times the net
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rent was considered as a reasonable
amount for the purpose of compensation.
I also described yesterday how the
ceilings had been laid down, the lowest
as well as the highest. Thirty standard
acres is the lowest and sixty standard
acres is the highest.

Then, the Joint Select Committee has
made one change by substituting the
entire section in the Delhi Land Reforms
Act. They stated: —

"No Bhumidhar shall have the right
to transfer by sale or gift or otherwise
any land to any person, other than a
religious or charitable institution or
any person in charge of any such
Bhoodan movement, as the Chief
Commissioner may, by notification in
the Official Gazette, specify, where as
a result of the transfer, the transferor
shall be left with less than eight
standard acres in the Union territory of
Delhi:".

This was laid down as the minimum
individual unit but this unit need not
necessarily be followed if, for example, a
man desires to make a transfer of a
portion of his property to either a
religious or a charitable institution or to
Bhoodan. This is the change that was
made by the Joint Select Committee and
that has not been incorporated in this
Bill.

For these reasons, I commend this Bill
to the approval of this House. It has
undergone improvements made by the
Joint Select Committee as well as by the
other House.

The question was proposed

SHKI BISWANATH DAS (Orissa):
Sir, I expected that this Bill would have
come a little earlier. It has been stated in
the papers that the Planning Commission
is not at all happy at the way land
reforms have been going on in this
country. I agree with them because now
very few people take an interest in the
land.  The ryot does not know his

412 RS—4.
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interest and the extent of his nterest. So is
the under-tenant. Therefore, there is no
desire, no incentive, for him in the land. I
expected that the Government of India,
especially their administrations in Delhi,
Manipur, Tripura and the rest, would
give a lead to the country in this
direction. Sir, unfortunately, they were
the first to delay the-matter. And I do not
know why the Planning Commission is
so anxiour about it and is finding fault
with the States when the Planning
Commission, as a limb of the Central
executive, is not able to see that this is
done. Having stated so much about the
Bill, T come to certain questions about it.
I expeet that my friend would throw
some light on them. Clause 3 describes
the person who cannot hold land in
excess of thirty standard acres. I think I
am correct. Sir, such of us who have
anything to do with land know the
difficulties of taking acreage as the
means for fixing ceilings. Why? Because
income of the land differs according to
the fertility of the soil, according to the
irrigation facilities and then according to
other natural advantages. Now let me
take Delhi. It has got all the conveniences
and all the good finances of the Union
Government and therefore State aid is
forthcoming to this biggest industry in an
ample measure. It has also got all the
marketing facilities, and probably most
of the lands get water from the Harike
canal.  Therefore, the conditions
prevailing in Delhi territory are peculiar.

Now, Sir, fixation of a ceiling of thirty-
three standard acres was considered high
by the Planning Commission, the
intelligentsia of Ind‘a, whereas for Delhi I
find it has almost been allowed. Then I
do not see why the Planning Commission
found fault with States like Orissa or
Andhra, and they may have found fault
with other States also for originally
fixing a ceiling of thirty-three standard
acres. So, though the Orissa Legislature
started with thirty-three, it reduced it to
twenty-three, and I think
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[Shri Biswanath Das.] Andhra also
might have made some like changes. I do
not know the reason for the differential
treatment in Delhi and I would have
expected my friend to explain the
difference. A small territory like Delhi
derives more benefits. The agriculturists
here receive all the benefits of the Union
finances and then all the marketing
facilities, transport facilities, etc. All
these facilities are being enjoyed by the
ryots of Delhi. Therefore, I would have
expected, Sir, a smaller ceiling than what
has been fixed here. But that is by the
way.

Now, I should like to know why, under
the circumstances, my friend thought and
the Select Committee thought it
necessary and desirable to fix ceilings on
the basis of acreage. The right thing
should have been to fix ceilings on the
basis of income.

SHRI JASWANT SINGH (Rajasthan):
In fixing a standard acre the basis is
income.

SHRI BISWANATH DAS: I am alive
to that fact. I have read the Bill with as
close a scrutiny as my hon. friend has
done. I am myself a ryot; I am myself an
agriculturist and therefore I understand it
as keenly as my hon. friend does. Sir,
then how could my friend say three
acres? I will give him ten acres for one
standard acre if it is good land. 1 can
give him fifteen acres also in ex-change
for a standard acre as is defined.
Therefore, standard acre carries us
nowhere. There are lands and lands and
the lands in the hilly parts of Delhi put to
cultivation are of iittle use. You get very
little from them, but if you get irrigated
lands, lands irrigated by the Harike
canal, ten or fifteen acres are nothing
compared to one standard acre.

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: I think there
is a little confusion of thought in
understanding the scheme of the Bill.
Standard acre has deliberately been
brought in to standardise the whole
thing. The idea underlying it is that an
ordinary family holding
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should fetch an income of Rs. 300 per
month or Rs. 3600 per year. So thirty
acres at some places may be equivalent
to sixty acres at other Dlaces or a
hundred acres at some other places or
five acres at still other places, but the
sum total of the income derived in a year
should be Rs. 3600, and that is why
standard acre has been brought in.

SHRI BISWANATH DAS: I under-
stand all that.

MR. CHAIRMAN: He is answering on
behalf of the Minister.

SHRI BISWANATH DAS: Having said
so much about the need for taking the
income of land for purpose* of ceilings, I
go to the question of the treatment
accorded in the Bill to joint Hindu
families. It applies tc joint Muslim
families or joint Sikh families and the
like also. I think Sir, that legislation
should not aim at disrupting joint
families. To me, Sir, a joint Hindu family
is the nursery of democracy and you
should not kill the goose that lays golden
eggs by disrupting the joint Hindu
family. If there are three or five brothers
in a Hindu family each one is entitled to
his share, but if they are joined together
they get very little in the matter of
ceilings and they cannot get more than
five or six acres over the ceiling of thirty
acres that you have provided. That is the
position as I find it in the proviso to
clause 3. I think a grave injustice has
been done. Statutory provisions have
been made to fight against an age-old
institution. I cannot appreciate the way it
has been proposed to be done.

Then, Sir, I come to clause 4 where
you have shifted the responsibility on to
the ryots. If you want ceilings, if you
want to determine the ceiling from the
point of view of the quantum of land, you
have got your pat-waris, you have got
your huge army of revenue officials.
Why should you make the ryot himself or
the under-ryot himself responsible to
furnish
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you with returns? As if that was not enough
the Bill also lays down this that where the
land is held jointly by several ryots they have
to put in the return jointly. Is it possible? You
have got village factions; you have got
village groups and so is it so easy? Is it
convenient? Is it desirable? Then what else
have your revenue officials to do? In a small
territory like Delhi—it is less than a sub-
division elsewhere, if it is the desire of
Government to constitute it into a State and
have an army of officials, is it fair to saddle
tbe ryot himself, especially a group of ryots,
where they are in groups, to jointly furnish
you with a return containing a lot of
particulars regarding the land held, etc.? I
think this responsibility should have been of
Ihe Government and not of the ryots. Sir, then
I come to the question of the persons who
have been disabled to whom the Act will not
apply. I must heartily congratulate the hon.
Home Minister for having accepted these
proposals. They are very desirable. The
people exempted are a widow, a minor, an
unmarried woman or, if married, deserted or
judicially separated from her husband, a
member of the Armed Forces of the Union, a
physically or mentally disabled person and so
on. I think justice has been done and there is
nothing to complain of.

Then, Sir. I come to the question of the
penalty for transfer of land. Is it fair tc
penalise people under certain circumstances?
It will be very

[MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN in the Chair]

unfair to penalise for such transfer in certain
cases. Let me quote an instance. Sir,
consolidation is an important item of
reconstitution and reconstruction of land
policy in the country. The Government
towards that end has done very little. Barring
few States, others have done practically
nothing. Suppose I have transferred my land
to the neighbouring ryot. He consolidates the
land. The process of consolidation is being
done by him

[11 AUG. 1960]
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without your help and without all the
preaching that has been done so far. in such a
case, are you going to penalise him for the
very work which you yourself desired but
were not able to do? That would be very
unfair and unfortunate.

I come to another class of cases, viz., the
uneconomic holdings. Barring the State of
Bombay, you have got in this country 60 to
70 per cent, of ryots who are small holders.
When I say Bombay, I am talking of the old
State of Bombay, because figures in respect
of the new States of Maharashtra and Gujerat
are not yet available. Suppose, I have sold a
plot of land to a small holder whose holding
was till now uneconomic. With the new plot
he increases the extent of his holding. It
becomes economic. Such a person should not
be penalised for this action, an action which
you yourself should have done. Therefore, I
think that my hon. friend, with all his
sympathy for the ryots, has failed to
appreciate these difficulties.

Then, Sir, I come to the question of vesting
surplus lands. Now, the Select Committee has
decided that all surplus lands should vest in
Government. For what purpose should the
surplus land vest in the Government? Why?
What is that prescription? Is not the
Government of India able to come to a
decision for the small area, the so-called State
of Delhi, as to what should be done to the few
thousand acres of land, that will be left? Why
should they be left? Sir, it has been always
professed, and the Prime Minister, in one of
his speeches, stated that he would go from
place to place to preach in favour of co-
operative farming. Why can't you start co-
operative farms and allot these surplus lands
fo these cooperatives? If you have really a
feeling for what has been stated by the
Planning Commission and the hon. Prime
Minister, why should there not be a distinct
provision that any surplus lands that accrue
from any village should be allotted only
to co-
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[Shri Biswanath Das.] operative farming
societies? That should be the idea. There is
no reason why it should not be done. For
what puipose are you going to vest it in the
Chief Commissioner?

Sir, in clause 15, I believe, the purpose of
reservation of land for allotment for certain
purposes has been stated. All this excess land
will be allotted by the Chief Commissioner
for the benefit of the village community or
for any work of public utility or to be used by
the Gaon Panchayat for such purposes as the
Chief Commissioner may direct. Why should
you allow the allotment of land for any
unspecified and unknown purposes to be left
to the discretion of an executive officer? I
would not agree though the Select Committee
has agreed. 1 join issue with the Select
Committee and I feel that they have gone the
way of reaction, not the way of action.

Sir, 1 feel that time has come when
provisions have to be translated into action. It
is no use preaching cooperative farming and
finding fault with the critics of co-operative
farming. You have been preaching co-
operative farming since October, 1947,
mwhen the First Conference of Agriculture
Ministers was held after independence. Sir,
the performance is precious little. Only
thirteen years have passed and very little has
been done in the way of co-operative
cultivation. If co-operative farming is the
summnm bonum, is the goal towards which
we have to work and spin our land policy,
then where is the beginning? I see reports. |
have read the reports, but they contain strange
things. I get reports of co-operative farming in
my State and I know what they are. There is
nothing co-operative and even less of farmi.ig
though money is being spent. Therefore, I beg
of you, Sir, to take this up seriously. I appeal
to you because you have a practical sense of
stating facts openly and without reservations
It should be seen that all surplus lands
secured  from the
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holders go only to co-operative farming
societies, or at least for that specific purpos;,
without any discretion to be used by the Chief
Commissioner. Sir, I have known the exercise
of discretionary powers by persons, es-
pecially by these heads of offices and heads
of departments. Therefore, I would not *ouch
this section with a pair of tongs. Under these
circum-stances, Sir, I must frankly confess
that 1 am not at all happy with the report of
the Select Committee on the Delhi Land
Holdings (Ceiling) Bill. I think I will be very
happy if the points of view that I have placed
before the House are considered and remedies
found.

SHRI DAYALDAS KURRE (Madtiya
Pradesh): Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, I rise to
support the Delhi Land Holdings (Ceiling)
Bill, 1960. I would draw your kind attention
to clause 15 according to which after the
completion of the whole procedure regarding
ceiling, the excess land comes into the
possession of the Government and it goes
under the charge of the Chief Commissioner.
I see that when it comes into the Chief
Commissioner's possession, he will arrange to
utilise these excess lands. The next clause
says:

"....Subject to any rules that may be
made in this behalf, the Chief
Commissioner or any officer authorised by
him may allot any excess land vesting in
the Government. ... to such persons and on
such terms and conditions as he thinks fit."

As I see it, the excess land that comes to the
Government will again be distributed among
private persons under certain conditions. I
feel that a particular person is being in charge
of the lands. These days our attention goes
towards increasing the land under cultivation.
When this land goes to a particular person,
the production cannct be increased. If from a
village some land is going to the Government,
in my opinion, why
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should not that be utilised by a co-
operative society of landless persons,
who are tillers of the soil and who have
in their possession 5 acres of land and
they should be taken into co-operatives'.'
The excess land which comes from a
village generally is of the order of 20 to
40 acres. So a cooperative society can be
formed and the landless tillers can get a
sufficient quantity of land and with the
help and co-operation of the
Government, good cultivation can take
place in tnese lands. Government he”p
will be necessary in the form of supply of
fertilisers, seeds, bullocks and irri-
gationai facilities as well as guide from
experts. We can get sufficient production
out of these lands also.

This ceiling legislation has also been
introduced in Madhya Pradesh and it is
one cf their ideas that the land coming to
the Government should not be
distributed to individuals and the
landless. They are thinking of forming
co-operative societies, say, one for each
village or one for 2 or 3 villages, and this
type of land can be utilised very well that
way. So it is my humble suggestion that
the formation of co-operative societies
will be very useful instead of following
the ideas contained in clause 16, of
giving these lands to private individuals
on certain conditions. This will also be a
new procedure and as we are of the
opinion that production should be
increased, it being our fundamental
scheme, 1 suggest that we should adopt
this procedure.
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"For the purposes of sub-section (1),
the net income from any land shall be
deemed to be one-fifth of the value of
the average yearly gross produce of
the land, calculated in such manner as
may be prescribed."

W warw § oag @ agT w9 A |
gt faeelt 41 dvg A1 G2 @i &9
T4 &, Gmdr fr wa feelr 4t ww
3, fore el & & o g § Al e
o dro | TG BT TR G THE TR
qTT AT FT qi WA £ | ugl §9 g9
wqrET dErare g, G o gadt sarr
7&Y Z St & wfaamarg a1 dgaw
¥ garw 4 grdr § 1 WiwT 4 7 wawen
g fr ag ot a-fawd—'|—ararar
oo g9d fadi g{ g maga w0 3

drat, g ot afvgw faq saw
IAF I R AT T A
qge at 4 g 7T Fen & swr 9%
g1 9% wafHz w1 Tifgg fr 37 et
TN TFT FAAEA T, AT HE JZA
AT | 44 at a9at fagre ar o dro v
gar & | ¥ 7 ag g awan g o R
AN FT OIS FATT T AATAT AR
ar #\e foraer aioe fwr g7 § =
IR GG AGT A7 § AR TG g
v azgrdr &1 freelt awC FC @ §
@ied & g wza & @ g
fafirex wrga & T7aTer F& i ag
Feidg a3 ¥ 2 g ArCwTe fadr
g # Tar A G 4F, QY 4g 91 arg
iz Eie d, Wapd |

o g F 7 39 @ v g faw
# w8 ag agf forar 3 F fifeorer & 572
|y 92 3100, 59 AT AT A€ @&
FEIT | § qg AT F FqaT 3 FF 1347
T @3 &1 feedieqz w401

Surr JASWANT SINGH: It is there.
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SHRI FARIDUL HAQ ANSARI: It is
not there. I have not seen it in the Bill.
(Interruption). They wiH, they should.

ot g g% wwd o wfi 0w
A W T & Fe I @} 9 A
It 78 Trd e fF g o
T fifa @t dvw gt ag wadie i
Ft Te2 F% | T qe § Y v B
T e # Jewadi wol, 1 fw § T
FGf1 | @ o arrve waifc &
= wol ! oarw fifaon fE s &
7i ¥€ fr g 34 4 % g it
fegem & ag7 o4 a@ Tar A%
wgr ot & f ag aga s @
MFF AT AN A @ § oA
@ FTaaTE g0 W@, foadt fr &
i w7 7 1 #faw fraar dw @
feafiesr % qarr wadt & gra §
g A aw ferdieqe @ 1 A g
at aumg worw fRarde aqafarrse &
g4 ¥ 77 772 faan w7 Y2 5 ag <@t
AE T OTE AT TAN IS A4
BT T3 :, 4% T 8w o3g (=
AT F 14 % Ay vy, Wiq e o
TATHz wrzar awT A % g 0%
ST 3T %7 9% &, (2q13 17 F¢ a7
§ a7 F1a7 w F 47 w7 w7
qa{r FT 9% § | #fFT sz A
gATCad T & @1, 3@ 17 % 4z g
i fFag trardie 97

5T 31 OF qEm A Foad 7
@ fam w1 @9 o g A g
Fom g i 91 3zearer &7 g fafree
AEAN B 2 E FAT AT ]

st qio Ao WEAW (WRTIE) :
Fraqmfa wgrea, a8 A1 fa= agi smar
2 Taa wA aga WA g d AR F
T ada w & o e e
a3 gon g aw i 7 ag faw
faedft & forg 1w & % & A ag arq
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[=ft ato aTo TrordYe]
v &7 & fr e faw war aont & fang
uTES &Y | e ST ag g (w e
=4t & et aw Y 978 ¥ WA m
v fo w41 & | Aredr Gt Ao
#t F Fardr gy @y & 7 Sl arer
w7 g watEr T e §, i
gw ¥ &Y wigw snite &7 qfear T
fepart ¥, wreawrd § oo (%
g ot AT AT WATET A GE O
AT & | wEre # 3,500 T & HlAw
T AT AT AfAw & O T AF
aied & &1F F, Wi q 7@ Wi
Y,%00 mﬁmﬁ'ﬁ;‘(ﬁ“ﬁw
T & 1 fagre, I, FI A
TroredT ¥ 77 wATET 0%E & e § g,
figrey g rfarror ST O A 2

20 UHT F L& UFT T ABEAT
&1 A @ A weA A gt
¥ = ara T fawre fen, @ w=Eid
ara i I WA § OEeAaT it sl
wie ag watar 3o #3d UFT T
ore foe 29 § 4 & s sredt &f
IRy ST T qwE 4 T | e
wear & ag Ar @ fw 9 T g
AT A WO, SHE UE FH &
fery @ WA | AT 48 19 T69 g4 4E
forer arEe faer & m &

afe g faer ® &t i a1 O
& ov ot i & W 7@ e T dA
¥ zw fae &7 wafarar 1 9% Far
& wx F agAr A R, 3o THE W
wafar 7 | JEw AT § AR F )
wfeer 5@ 30 A7 dear ¥ wT wefag
wa A rE | et § ol & E wie
ot sttt e & 97 @ ) 1 o
qTR qZ THIT FATET & TTHT o T F7
gfewror agmr wifed | R gw dife
W FF T A G @ & wifw
wif@dt gaTa SFer W T Ay Garg
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FFTAT F AT ST GATI T T AT
oHT g wrfed, fored giw wEdr R
O 3o UHT § FUTET (AT 7 &Y | Al
a8 o0 qwT yhTHE FfeeT ¥ w
%@, Fitfw gt frardt o ag & *
gizq ¥ form opfir sqrar & & 1 v
aTd ® Fw gy, qfwat faw @w o
wirs vy a7 § ot ol wo wire
ez ¥ 5T Taw AT 30 wrE wwy afir
et & e ov e A s oawdr 8
foret 7 7 7 TG 47 gwar ¥, W
suR o ffan =T w1 goww i
T %o ane qfudr o sl
aieaT T | AY eF afvar g deEn

TE W E

#iferT & vz ST o gl farer 1
fawr # “waww witw” wer 2, weAr
mifew aroere T wY FEaT A
ZH 5 A € E | A R A
q g W o wraedy, saeT fEe
fas & =F oy 3 fapan & o< g ol
&7 FZATT W BN, qF AW R W
Famard o g 7wyl 0w W A9
faer &t mraferaar & faems e & @
g T TS L%AT F M@Tﬁﬁr
A wiwere &7 wigwre f@ @ &
wft gt uw Wi W A N w9
afa F off s wmE WA ATEA,
g ouw g foan &

"Subject to any rules that may be
made in this behalf, the Chief
Commissioner or any officer autho-
rised by him may allot any excess land
vesting in the Government (other than
land reserved under section 15) to such
persons and on such terms and
conditions as he thinks fit."

A g ara faa & gm0 F faore 8
afz soer 335w T2 WA B wrawrd
o, g gt &1 T, ar
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§ qrdar oA arga g fwowm g
qra st far ¥ w8 Ay #
wg A% & "W oImw o4 &
frg & aar /8t =7 F (§wag o
frmdr 70 #7 & a9 a% g Aoy GrfAsw
fragatdt & | W3 @ & faer 47 wfee
At mfemnz 2, 987 i §7 F
T I W 99T WA &1 qrv, sl
AT F AT 9%, FAGTT F7 A AT A
T WL Eme ¥ AT Ly AW (e
oE a7 supEr AT T g AT 3 faa
wr yfam sfigae G w9 59
7 g7 Aifaw = amg o7 fr @
w7 & w7 4—Lo MHT AT AT IET
&1 e 2§ q qfade afeet w4
STy | ST A6AF Frr F qw A
w2 gfom & A qfde
& TR TR T AT aH WIA A0 -
&% & T AEf AT & wETTE H oy
o7 aw w0 ¢Yoo qhd FeEl
FT YUY FATE Yoo UHF FHM HEEAFT
o & faa fr o 2

ot gewwnfa: gz fa fzedt &
fad &, @i & are ¥ qifer |

off qio qro TS § wETE
1 R a1 72T § | "arvg § uer
T4 £ 7% F | war ofr owr Er gm0
at &4 qrqer 2 fa Star ) waraes #
(T'ime bell rings,) 71 frmz & e Fear

gl

ot gaewafa ;w7 ar [
SR ¥ A% g |

#t gie Ao Temw - fiad
A frz A FEa

© feedr ® qfwdm gfeat
P & ya T2 1 oFemT q
L SR N S CUBCC OB S
IS ERAHE § W@ qOF
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AT H AT wew NA F, A TAIH
1 uw ofsmdew 2, v fag m
g1 wan faar ¢ & wg v
WEErE ¥ 99 AMi &r frEdr
arfgd, g o 9dw 4 &
St dwad sATe & A E foe
g0 AW § SRt 1 wdE e T
R T LU T e
frerft 1 gwTe AT wwT nF 90
fgr#iiqﬁrﬁﬂer 7T =t aeF
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[ gfe ATo Trerat]
W aar g fe ogart 4t wirEw
wr gfodi  Are afaardt g
T HTT SN AT | AL uwm arg
T FrarTrefes A & a4 W
gl &, wAsr dr Fs¢ fr A
Faasr =rfer ofc st dad aom
AY: & Fw oavez FOA@I &

=0

SErgEdt § UTART AT wyraT ¥
it AT faadr stfer 1 oW
garar W& ag A47 & f& aor
fm el foanedi & gar & =@

g T ugl At T owAw H oww
gl wWifgd 1 g3 wan g B a
ga fulgeze wreg owa sow W

T;l—fr |

&

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: Mr. Deputy
Chairman, Sir, this is the second instalment of
land reforms after independence has come to
this country. The first was in regard to the
abolition oi Jagirdari and zamindari system
because it was stated that the land should
belong to the tillers of the soil and on that
slogan the enactment was made. The second
slogan which was started was that in
socialistic pattern of society the land should
not vest ir the hands of a few people but it
should be distributed and that the landless
labour should also get land. Now, the
question is whether this land is to be
distributed from the property of the land
owners or landed proprietors or whether it is
the responsbility of the Government to give
land to the landless labour. Now, ceilings
have been recommended by the Planning
Commission and approved by the
Government. The Congress in its session at
Nagpur also adopted a resolution that by
December, 1959 the ceilings legislation
should be passed in all the States and in pur-
suance of that resolution many of the States
have already passed ceilings legislation.
Some of them are waiting and in some of the
States even
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though the legislations have been passed the
implementation has not been done so far. In
my own State of Rajasthan the law has been
passed but so far it has not been implemented.
Now, the Central Government has brought
this law for the Union Territory and as such it
is likely to be taken as a model for those
States which have not so far enacted any
ceilings legislation and also those which have
enacted legislation but have not implpmented
them. Probably they would like to take
advantage of the Central legislation which
proDably is going to be more perfect than the
legislations passed in the various States.
Coming as I do from an agriculturist family
the maintenance of which for generations has
depended on land, naturally I am very much
interested in legislations of this kind and
therefore I have taken some pains to go into
this Bill very thoroughly. I have also some
experience of the legislation that has been
passed in my own State and that is now
awaiting implementation. I would frankly
admit that though the popular idea these days
is for a socialistic pattern of society—that is
the system which has been accepted by the
Government and we are all for it—I sincerely
believe that this legislation will not go far in
that direction of helping the landless labour
out of their troubles. On the other hand, this
might bring in more troubles and
complications. How much time I have got,
Sir?

MRr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Ten
minutes.

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: In ten
minutes I really cannot deal with
even one point fully.

So while going into this question I wanted to
table certain amendments I but I felt that on
practically *every ciause amendments may have
to be tabled and it will not be accepted by the
Government. So I did not want to waste the
time of the House and I would content myself
by dealing



695  Delhi Land Holdings

with three or four important issues in my
speech. In the time that is given to me, I do
not really know what I can say.

First of all, I would refer to clause 3 which
refers to ceiling on holdings. The ceiling is
fixed at 30 standard acres for a family of five
which in terms of money value would mean
Rs. 300 per month or Rs. 3,600 per year. For
every additional member in the family above
five, they can have five acres extra the
maximum allowed for a family being 60
acres. Now, here is an anomaly. A single
bachelor can have 30 standard acres while a
family of five members will also be entitled
only to 30 acres. I do not know whether this
will be the socialist pattern of society where
one single person would have the same as a
family of five members. Moreover what can a
family of Ave mem bers do with an income
of Rs. 3 600 per year in these days of high
prices and higher cost of living all round"
They can't educate their children, they can't
provide them with the necessary amenities.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You can
continue after lunch. The House stands
adjourned till 2-30 P.M.

The House then adjourned for
lunch at one of the clock.The House
reassembled after lunch at half-past
two of the clock, MR. DEPUTY
CHAIRMAN in the Chair.

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: Mr. Deputy
Chairman, I was speaking about ceiling on
holdings and I was trying te show that thirty
standard acres to be given to a family are far
too inadequate to meet the needs of the
present time. I also beg to submit that in this
way we will be uprooting the whole
agricultural class and families who contribute
to the food supplies of the country. This
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slogan of land being given to landless labour,
etc. will not solve the oroblem and it is not
going to help them in anyway whatsoever. In
the same clause 3, there is an Explanation
which says:

"In the case of a company, an
association or any other body of
individuals, the ceiling limit shall be thirty
standard acres."

I do not find any provision whatever in the
Bill in regard to Hindu joint family. My hon.
friend, Shri Biswanath Das, also referred to
this point in brief. I want to emphasise that
thirty acres for an ordinary family is a
different thing. In a Hindu joint family, where
many people have a share, as soon as a child
is born, he automatically gets a share and if
thirty standard acres is the maximum that is
prescribed, then the fragmented land will be
so small that it will be an uneconomic
holding in course of time. It will be an
absolutely useless chunk of land which will
yield no produce at all. I would like to know
from the hon. Home Minister why a provision
for the Hindu joint family has been left out
altogether in this Bill. If there is any
reference anywhere, I have not been able to
find it. In clause 4 there is a proviso, which
says:

"Provided that in the case of a joint
holding, all co-sharers may submit the
return jointly indicating the parcels of land,
not exceeding the aggregate of their
individual ceiling limits, which they desire
to retain:".

Co-sharers of a joint family may have their
separate thirty acres, but so far as the Hindu
joint family is concerned, there is no
reference whatsoever.

Then, Sir, I come to another important
point. Clause 8 refers to excess land vesting
in Government. We have no objection to
excess land vesting in Government. But I
would submit that before excess land of a
family vests m Government, if in that
particular family there are major
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[Shri Jaswant Singh.] sons who are
entitled to have their own share, or there
are other members in the family who are
entitled to have land, then the excess
land from that family should first go to
the landless in that family. Only after
having satisfied their claim, it should
vest in Government—not automatically.
Otherwise, the family land will be
distributed to some other people, while
the descendents in that particular family
will become landless. So, I hope that this
point of view will be kept in mind by the
hon. Minister.

Then, I come to the next very im-
portant clause, clause 10, which deals
with compensation. This is more or less
the crux of the whole problem. After the
ceiling has been fixed and implemented
and after the excess land vests in the
Government, the next most important
question is in regard to compensation,
namely, after the excess land is taken
away whether those persons will be fully
compensated or not. What is the
position? What is the compensation
which is supposed to be given under this
Bill? It is equal to twenty times the net
income from such land. What is the net
income? The net income shall be deemed
to be one-fifth of the value of the average
yearly gross produce of the land. In other
words, it will mean that if the excess land
is worth Rs. 100, the maximum
compensation that would be given to a
family would be double the amount,
about Rs. 200 according to my
calculation, If it is something else, I
would like to be enlightened. If on a land
worth a gross income cf Rs. I0O the
compensation to be given is Rs. 200, 1
may be excused if I use the expression
that it is nothing but expropriation and it
would be like our Communist friends
here. They have a certain ideology and in
following that ideology they do not mind
even expropriation. Here our
Government who are wedded to
democracy do not believe in
expropriation, but they employ indirect
methods ~ which  amount to
expropriation. Here the
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compensation that is proposed to be
given is so small and so little that I do
not see that justice and fairplay will be
done to the parties concerned. When the
hon. Minister was making his speech, I
was not present here, as I had to go to
other official business, to the Public
Accounts Committee. So, I do not know
whether he mentioned what percentage it
will amount to. But according to my
calculation, the compensation will not go
beyond three per cent. here. If I
understand it rightly, in Punjab it goes up
to 75 per cent, of the gross income Here
it is such a small thing which will come
to double the gross income. The net
income that has been calculated has been
calculated in such a manner that it will
be one-fifth of tht gross income. In all
fairness I would submit that here the
Government has not been fair to those
from whom excess land will be taken
away and which would vest in the
Government.

Then, Sir, another thing, which I am
sorry to say, is again not fair and that is
this. The very Bill makes differentiation
between urban and rural population. I
need not go into that question. Here in
this very clause what is the compensation
proposed to be given in respect of the
structure or building on this land? Here it
is stated:—

"...in respect of any structure or
building, including wells, tubewells
and embankments constructed on such
excess land and any trees planted
thereon and such compensation shall
be determined by the competent
authority having regard to the market
value of such structure or building or
the value of such trees and shall be
paid to the person who has constructed
the structure or building or planted the
trees."

I do not know why this differentiation in
respect of the same land has been made. 1
feel that those who are agriculturists and
who have their deep-rooted attachment to
land should
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get more compensation for their land, than in
the case of the structure that stands on the
land. Here for the land itself the compensation
that is proposed to be given is negligible. It is
hardly any compensation and it is more or less
expropriation. But as far as the structures on
the particulai land are concerned, their market
value will have to be taken into consideration
and they will get a little more. I would,
therefore, submit that it is not fair at all. Then,
Sir, I will come to clause 10(5). Here in regard
to the excess lands of religious or charitable
institutions, in the first instance I have got an
objection that these lands belonging to such
institutions have not been exempted from the
scope of this Bill. They should have been
exempted as has been done in regard to certain
types of lands in clause 1(2) of the Bill. These
charitable institutions find it very hard to
maintain themselves. It is only through their
properties that they can run. Also, the
donations and subscriptions coming to the
institutions now, because of the economic
condition in the country, will not be as much
as they used to be in the past, and they have
only to depend on these properties. Here also
any land with these institutions in excess of 30
acres will vest in the Government. Now what
is the compensation that has been proposed? If
the Government would come out in the open
and say that they want to abolish these
institutions,  religious institutions  and
charitable institutions, then we have no
grievance against the Government. But if they
want to come through the backdoor and kill
these institutions, then certainly we have got
objection and we doubt the motives of the
Government in regard to these institutions.
Sir, what has been done here? They say that
for any excess land of a religious or charitable
institution vesting in the Government, the
compensation payable would be an annuity
equal to the net annual income of the excess
land and such net income will be determined
by the competent authority. With all respect to
the hon. Minister I would like to know
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what the annuity of an institution under this
clause will be whose income is about Rs.
1,000. I will say that it will not get more than
Rs. 20 or Rs. 50 at the most when it has got
its valuable land vesting in the Government,
and it will be very hard hit. I do not think that
fairness or justice has been shown not only to
the Bhumidhars or to the landowner? but to
these religious or charitable institutions.
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Then. Sir, the manner of payment oi'
compensation is dealt with in clause 11. Here
also they say that it may be in cash or in a
lump sum or in instalments or in bonds. I
have got experience of bonds. I for my jagir
have got bonds, and I know that these
valuable bonds have been sold for paltry
sums. Therefore, I am not in favour of bonds.
Here it has been stated that bonds are non-
trans-ferabla. If so, of what use they will be?
The small amounts m instalments will be
frittered away in no time. They will be
useless. So cash payment should be given in a
lump sum. Those who have received bonds
find that they have to sell the bonds to get
more interest.

In regard to clause 12, limiting future
acquisition of land, with all respect I would
submit that this clause according to me is
ultra vires of the Constitution.

SHRIB. N. DATAR: Which clause?
SHRr JASWANT SINGH: Clause 12.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Limit on
future acquisition.

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: The family will
be growing. They will have no other land to
get and they will have to inherit whatever
there is already. Article 19(f) of the Con-
stitution says that all citizens shall have the
right to acquire, hold and dispose of
properties. Here it means that the Constitution
has been subordinated to this Bill, which is
all
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TShri Jaswant Singh.] wrong. It is our
fundamental right The people in the urban
areas can acquire as much property as possi-
ble. There is no ban whatsoever, because they
hold the right under the Constiution. Similarly
I do not know why differentiation has been
made between urban and rural population. Sir,
according to me this is an encroachment on
the Constitution, and the Constitution has
been subordinated <o this Bill, whereas this
Bill shovel have been subordinated to the
Constitution. And all other laws should be so
framed that the Constitution is honoured.

DR W. S. BARLINGAY (Maharashtra) :
Do you suggest that these provisions are
unconstitutional?

SHRI JASWANT S'NGH: Thev are ultra
vires of the Constitution. Therefore, I submit
that I am ooposed to the provisions of this Bill
because 'hev are unfair, and justice has no*
been done to the parties concerned and
cerfainlv thev go contrary to the provisions of
the Constitution.

SHRT N. SRT BAM A RTODY (Mysore):
Mr. Denutv Chairman. T rise to welcome this
Bill, the Delhi Land Holdings (Ceiling) Bill,
1960. In so doing I would like to refer to
clause 3, which lavs down the basis for fixing
the limit. The limit has been fixed as 30
standard acres. Of course for any member of a
family exceeding five additional five acres are
given but the maximum limit for the whole
family has been fixed as 60 acres. I feel. Sir,
that here is an element of iniustice. As hon.
Members know India bas been very famous
for what are called joint-family mst'tu-tions.
These joint-familv institution? were no other
than the land co-operatives that we are now
talking of. I mvs<4f belong to a family, rather
I belonged a year before to a familv of 75
members. The threat of these land ceilings
came like a bolt from the bhie to the members
who were sf closelv knit to each other. As 1
talk like this, Tam overwhelmed with
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emotion. Every member ol the family was
prepared to sacrifice for the good of the other
members of the family. When I went to the
bathroom and found that the bathroom was
occupied by another member of the family. I
felt of course horribly inconvenienced, but
then I thought that of course in the interests of
the other members of the family I should
sacrifice. Everv time such an inconvenience
was caused to me in the familv, the nobler
instinc™s in me rose un and then I said 'Yes,
his gond shall be mv good". Such a feehng
was thpre. but the moment ceilings were
talked of in the nublic platform, what
happened was that the sama set of tjeonle—I
do not know how—became changed
overnight and 1h°y wore tell'ng "Now is the
end cf the loint familv svstem". Sir, 1 felt
mortified. I felt vPTV unhannv. J did not know
what to do. Then I ?aid "All right, there is no
way out of this situation created bv this de-
velonment". Such families are there in that
nart of the countiy where I live. For instance,
there was family in Madhugiri Taluk in
Tumbkur District consisting of 150 members. I
mav not he making a great revelation here if |
sav that what we know of their way of
preparation . . .

SHRI B. D. KHORARAGADE
(Maharashtra): How manv such families are
there in this country?

SHRI N SRI RAMA REDDY: I do not
know the number, but I know that there are
plenty of such families.

Suri B. D. KHOBARGADE:

How many?

SHRI N. SRI RAMA RFDDY: I am not a
statistician to know that. It was for the
Govprnmynt to have found it out. Certainlv
thev would have done better if they had done
it.

Anvwav, vou have thought of breaking ur>
these institutions. I do not know whether it is
for good or whether it is for bad. The future
alone
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will say. Now at least some equity and justice
should have been meted out to such families.
After all they are all our countrymen. I do not
know why our hon. Minister did not see
reason in allotting on the basis of equity land
for every person, even member of the family.
If there were 25 people in a family, why
should the family be broken up? If he had any
consideration for the joint family system, he
would have said "All ri*ht, every member of
the family shall have five acres up to the limit
of the entire number". That would have been a
fair proposal. I appeal to the Home Minister to
kindly look into this matter and amend this
Bill suitably so as to provide at the rate of five
acres. He or she will grow up tomorrow if not
immediately. He may not have a claim for five
acres. And that problem will have to be faced
by the Government. Who else will face it?
Anyway, for the sake of epreserving the small
number of joint families that are still left here
and there, I appeal to you to allow five acres
to each member of the family.

SHRI B. D. KHOBARAGADE: in that case
it would amount to ,*even hundred acres per
family.

Surl N. SRI RAMA REDDY: They are
members of the family. They are Indian
citizens. What right have you 10 say that they
shall not have any claim?  (Interruption).

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order, order.

SHrI N. SRI RAMA REDDY: It is good.
What else is your co-operative farm? What
else is your co-operative way of life or co-
operative commonwealth? 1 would like to
ask.

Anyway, 1 come to clause 6(2) which
says:

"For the purpose
the excess land under
any land transferred at any time
eduring the period between the 10th
day of February, 1959 and the com
mencement of this Act shall, not
withstanding such transfer, be
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of determining
this  section,
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transferor."

This, I should think, ig not a very justifiable
clause. Even our great Prime Minister, when
we were discussing things with him the other
day, said, "All right. You complair that
people are transferring their lands." Why
should they not? That is exactly the result of
this imposition of ceilings. If they transfer, it
is well and good. It will go to X, Y or Z. After
all, on the day of the commencement of this
Act, the whole effect should have been given
Io it You should fix a period for valid rea-
sons. If a transfer has to take place, what right
have you +o say that it shall not be given
effect to?

I come to clause 7(5). Even the poor
homestead is not kept intact If he has three
acres, he shall not have any claim. Even in
Russia, I am told, three or four acres have
been allotted as private land. Why should not
our Home Minister think of giving them at
least a maximum of three acres for a
homestead, I do not know. I want to know
how many acres of compound our Home
Minister has for himself in Delhi city and why
should not a villager have three acres? Please
fix that limit at three acres, not at one acre.
What is one acre after all? There are gardens
in the city; valuable lands are there. (In-
terruption). Whatever it is, land is land. He
will also use it for some trees and other
purposes.

With regard to compensation, [ say that
something is lacking in this Bill. Why should
we not pay at the market value? Suppose I go
to the bazar to purchase a coat, I have to pay
the market price. But here why do you want it
to be at twenty times the net income. He was
referring to the rent or to the income or to one-
fifth of the gross yield. What all these are, I do
not know myself. If rent is the same thing as
net profit, all right, well and good. If it is
required for public purposes, you shall have to
pay adequate compensation. Suppose in the
urban area my land is
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[Shri N. Sri Rama Reddy.] wanted for some
public purpose. You coLect, all the documents
I am having for the last three or four years and
say that this shall be the compensation. Even
High Courts have passed judgment and you
say arbitrarily that twenty times the net profit
shall be the compensation. I do not know how
you arrived at that profit. Sugarcane is
probably grown once a year; at other times,
grass is grown on the land. It may end in
endless complications if we do not fix the price
for the surplus land to be acquired by the
Government for the purpose of allotment or
whatever it is, on the market value. I should
feel that thi;; again is a matter of equity and
justice. Having said this much, I feel that
some-'hing is lacking in this Bill. What is that?
Delhi is a very small State. A number of
people are now expressing doubts with regard
to the surplus land that will be available either
for distribution or for whatever purpose the
Government wants them. A number of doubts
are being expressed today. Delhi is a very
small State, and moreover, this has got to be a
model for so many other States that have not
yet enacted legislation in this respect. I would
have welcomed it very much if the hon.
Minister had taken the trouble te find out how
much surplus land would really be available
for distribution and how many people could
have been resettled on the surplus land. After
all, the purpose is te acquire it from a certain
set of people who have it in plenty and to
reallot it to those that have no land. The
question of the landless population is not
solved in this way. It is like digging a whole
mountain to catch a wonderful mouse. Why are
we attempting this? If there was earnestness,
certainly things would have been done in a
better way. It was quite possible, and it was
within the competence of this Ministry, to have
cogected enough statis'ics and produced them
before this House so that we could have known
how far and how much good we could have
done to 'he public by a legislatiorfof this kind.

[ RAJYA SABHA ]
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Dr. A. SUBBA RAO (Kerala): Mr. Deputy
Chairman, I rise to support this Bill even
though I do not agree with some of its clauses.
Sir, I was not surprised to hear Mr. Jaswant
Singh as he belongs to a party which does not
believe in any reforms, but believes that free
enterprise should be our mode of future life
and so on and so forth. But I am really
surprised and pained also to hear my
predecessor Shri Sri Rama Reddy, who I think
belongs to the Congress party. We all know
that when the freedom struggle was waged,
many of the landless peasants, the tenants and
others, all supported the movement because
they thought that immediately after freedom,
they would get a better lot. And the process of
comprehensive land reforms has been stressed
by the Congress party after our independence,
and even in the First Five Year Plan, it has
been repeated. So we must feel ashamed that
even after nearly a decade of freedom, we had
not thought of introducing this Bill a long time
back. I came to the freedom movement. I come
from a rural area and from a family, as my pre-
decessor said, which owned a little bit of land
also. We came and joined the freedom
movement when 3 P.M. Congress gave a
definite undertaking or promise to the peasants
that they would introduce comprehensive land
reforms. Now what do we find in the States?
This Bill for Delhi claims to be a model for
other State Legislatures to pass a similar Bill.
But we are very sorry that the other State
Legislatures, even though they profess that
they will also bring-forward this type of land
ceiling legislation, have not yet thought fit that
the time has come for such a type of
comprehensive legislation. Even in this Bill,
Sir, there are so many clauses the provisions of
which will actually circumvent the main
purpose of this legislation—I mean in ' the
legislation in other States. Even though this
Bill might be slightly better than all other State
legislations barring Kerala of course, I feel that
the ceiling prescribed in this legislation is a bit
too high inasmuch as
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thirty standard acres have been allowed to a
family of five. In India we have very huge
families and a joint family will consist ol a
number of members entitling them to a
number of units of land. If they get it, it might
actually circumvent the very purpose of this
legislation. For example, Sir, if there is a joint
family consisting oi an old man and his wife
having six adult children and the adult
children having a number of children, then the
land that they will get will be 6 or 7 or 8 units.
Each member's family in that large family
will be construed a separate family and they
can claim. I think, 180 standard acres. I think
this limit is too high.

So is the case with compensation, and we
heard a previous speaker say that the
compensation was no compensation and that it
was expropriation of land-owners. But if we
actually go into the cost oi land, I mean ihe
amount of money invested by the landlord in
land or the amount of money with which he
purchased the land and if we also take into ac-
count ihe return he had from the land so far, I
do not think the compensation fixed is too
low. On the other hand I feel that it is too
high. And in the original Bill as introduced
the compensation that was proposed to give
was forty times the land revenue and it was on
a slab system. But then, later on, the Select
Committee recommended that universally
forty times the land revenue should be given,
but just because some of the Members who
are also here clamoured that the compensation
was too low it war, revised. Why is it that the
Government succumbed to the pressure of
these landlords and changed even the
recommendations of the Select Committee?
You should have faced these people and you
could have enlisted the co-operation of all
peasantry in this regard, who have been
exploited by the landlords for a long time.
And the compensation payable by
Government after all is got from the ordinary
masses, who are to be taxed. It is a
legitimate  right
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of the people to demand that only minimum
compensation should be paid, a compensation
based on justice only is to be paid to the
landlords and not high compensation. I feel
that the compensation provided in the Biil
now is too high, and the original
recommendation of the Select Committee
should have been stuck to.

SHRI SONUSING DHANSIMG PATIL
(Maharashtra): What do you exactly mean by
'landlords'?

Dr. A. SUBBA RAO: Land-owners,
whoever are the persons owning land, and I
am sure, Sir. . .

SHRI B. D. KHOBAR AG ADE: Persons
who are holding excess land.

DRr. A. SUBBA RAO: Even today a family
unit cannot cultivate these thirty standard
acres personally or under personal
supervision, and with my limited experience I
am sure that if it is more than twenty acres, it
is difficult to manage, to have personal
supervision over them. Anyway that has been
fixed, but to demand more compensation or to
allege that Government is coming with a
heavy hand on the landlords or landowners is
too much. The compensation is too high. And
I for one would expect that Government
would revoke the present provision in 'he Bill
for compensation
and revert to the recommendation cf
the Select Committee.

Thank you.

SHrI B. D. KHOBARAGADE: Mr. Deputy
Chairman, Sir, I welcome this Delhi Land
Holdings (Ceiling) Bill as it is a step in
furtherance of I socialism and in establishing a
socialistic pat em of society in this country. No
doubt, it was greatly felt that the monopoly of a
few landlords should be broken and social and
economic inequality, so far as ownership of land
and so far as inequalities in agricultural incomes
are concerned, should be reduced to a minimum.
This Bill seeks to achieve | these aims. But I
think the Bill, as I it has been presented and as
we ave
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[Shri B. D. Khobaragade.]
discussing it now, does not fulfil these
objects fully. I have said that it is a step
in the furtherance of socialism, but it is
not a full step; it is only a half step,
because there are certain provisions in
this Bill which do not fully implement all
the aspects of a socialistic policy. Firstly
the question of the level of the ceiling is
there; secondly the question of
compensation is there and thirdly the
question of exemption. So taking into
consideration all these provisions one
cannot say that this Bill is a model Bill as
claimed by the hon. Minister.

So far as the ceiling is concerned, my own
view is that the ceiling fixed by this Bill is
rather very high. I support the hon.
Member, Dr.  Subba Rao, who said that
the ceiling should be lowered.  There are
various  reasons for it. Firstly, we
want to solve the problem of tenants
and landless labourers who ar

¢ in great number. If we take into
consideration the figures for the  whole
country, we find that 22 per cent, of agri-
cultural families do not own or possess any
land. Fifly three per cent, families own
and possess less than five acres cach.
So 75 per cent, agricultural families own
less than  five acres each of no land
at all. So if you want to rehabilitate all
those landless labourers and all those per-
sons owning and possessing uneconomic
holdings, then a ceiling should be fixed at

lower level so that a large number of
acres of land is released for  distribution
among  landless labourers.  Of course,

while we are considering the question of
fixing the ceiling, we must take into
consideration whether a  particular
holding is suffirient to maintain a family or
not, whether it will be economic or not.
That should be the criterion in fixing the
ceiling. If we take into consideration that
criterion, what would be the land
required to maintain a family of five
members?

It has been pointed out by research
scholars that 7'S acres of land are quite
sufficient to maintain a family
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of five members. It has also to be seen
that it is an economic holding. Criterion
is whether a farmer ploughing a land with
the help of a pair of bullocks, with his
own labour, can cultivate that farm
efficiently and maintain his family.
Therefore, if we want to release more
land to be distributed among the landless
labourers, the level of the ceiling should
be low. In my opinion it should be 20
acres per holding and not 30 acres.

Secondly, Sir, it might be argued that if
we fix the ceiling at such a lower level,
the income derived from such a holding
would not be sufficient i.e., for a family. I
want to suggest that agricultural
production per acre in this country is very
low. But as we are adopting new
scientific methods, as we are using
manures and fertilisers, as we are
providing  irrigation  facilities, the
production per acre will increase every
year. Therefore, the income that we are
getting from 20 acres today, will be
doubled, trebled and even quadrupled
within a period of four or five years. So,
whatever ceiling we are fixing today, the
income that can be derived from this
particular holding can be increased within
a short time.

Then, Sir, we want to increase our
production per acre. Our country is
suffering from shortage of foodgrains.
The experience not only in India but in
the whole world is that the smaller the
holding the greater the production per
acre. The production per acre decreases if
the holdings are larger. In India we have
got a large number of landless labourers.
Therefore, here we should have labour-
intensive agriculture and not capital-
intensive agriculture, and if we want to
raise the production per acre more
holdings are essential.

To substantiate my argument, Viz. wi'h
smaller holdings the production increases,
I give the table taken from the report
'Studies in  Economics of Farm
Management in Uttar Pradesh (1957)'
relating  to Uttar Pradesh
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where the districts of Meerut and
Muzaffarnagar had been selected for
study:—

Size-Group (In acres) Output
(Per acre)
Rs.

Below s 313+51
5 to 10 300+56
I0 o 15§ 253" 84
15 to 20 238-90
20 and above 252-12

From this table it will be seen that while
the production per acre in a holding
below 5 acres is worth Rs. 313-51, in a
holding above 20r.cres it is only Rs. 252-
12, resulting in a decrease of 20 to 24 per
cent.

At another place, on page 88 of his
book "The Peasant and Co-operative
Farming', Prof. Ranga has quoted certain
figures on the basis of a survey
conducted by the Indian Peasants In-
stitute in Krishna District in Andhra
Pradesh. The table is given below;—

Value of

Class of holding (acres) the gross
praduce

per acre.

Rs.

A (3-5) . . . . j9r- 50
B (B-10) 382-50
C (13-15) 380-25
D (28-30) 35550
B (42-45) 326-25
P (55-60) 317°25
G (70-75) 279-00
H (9o-100) 243 00

Here also we find that from a holding
beyond 30 acres the income derived from
the agriculture produce per acre is
reduced by 25 per cent. That is the case
not only in India, but in England, in
Denmark and in Sweden
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also we find the same thing. As we
increase the size of the holding, the
output per acre decreases. Taking into
consideration all these factors, if we want
to increase the food production in this
eountry, if we want to solve our food
problem, if we want to stop the import of
foodgrains from foreign countries, the
first and foremost thing is to lower the
ceiling on land holdings and to have
small-size holdings. In no case it should
be more than 20 acres per family.

The next point that I want to make in
favour of small holdings is that smaller
holdings would increase the cattle wealth
and provide organic manures. Sir, organic
manure is very essential for agriculture.
Because of the use of inorganic fertiliser,
nitrogen and phosphate, it has been
established after long experience that
with the use of chemical fertilisers, the
soil deteriorates. About ten days back I
read in the papers that in certain
development blocks in my district the
area under the Japanese method of
cultivation had been reduced. Why? The
agriculturist has found that by using these
fertilisers the fertility of land has
deteriorated and, therefore, the number of
agriculturists who were cultivating land
under the Japanese method of cultivation
has been reduced.

Apart from that, on the basis of the
experiments carried out at the Shah-
jahanpur Research Station with the sugar-
cane crop, it has been proved that with
the use of nitrogen phosphate and other
fertilisers, the production dropped from
887 lbs. per acre in 1935-36 to 266 lbs.
per acre m 1951-52. Therefore, if we
want to produce more manure, we must
increase the number of cattle. And If we
want to increase the number of cattle, we
must have small holdings. I give another
table from the book 'Studies in
Economics of Farm Management in Uttar
Pradesh (1957)".
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Size-group (acres) Crop Milk and
Milk

Products
Below 5 . . 712 22-8
5to 1o ¢ . 835 1675
1060 I3 . . 88-1 119
1510 20 .. 896 I0-4
Abovezo . . 911 B9

It shows how with the increase in
acreage, production of milk decreases.
From 22-8 it has come down to 8-9.
Therefore, if we want to increase dairy
products or cattle wealth of this country,
small holdings are essential.

Taking into consideration all these
factors, if we want to increase agri-
cultural production, cattle wealth and
dairy products and if we want to release
more land for being distributed among
landless labourers, the ceiling to be
imposed on land holdings should be
lowered to 20 acres.

So far as the question of compensation
is concerned, this Bill mentions that it
should be 20 times the net income of the
land. Now, Sir, what is net income?
Now, net income is denned here in the
Explanation:

"For the purposes of sub-section (1),
the net income from any land shall be
deemed to be one-fifth of the value of
the average yearly gross produce of the
land, calculated In such manner as may
be prescribed".

It is one-fifth of the gross production.
The land surrounding Delhi is fertile and
rich. The gross production per acre can
be easily more than Rs. 300. One-fifth of
it comes to Rs. 60 and twenty times
comes to Rs. 1200 per acre. I do not
know whether the land around Delhi can
be sold at Rs. 1200 per acre in the open
market.

DRr. A. SUBBA RAO: Plus interest,
etc.

[RAJYA SABHA]

(Ceiling) Bill, 1960 714

SHRI B. D. KHOBARAGADE: Yes.
What is the opinion of the Committee of
the Panel on Land Reforms appointed by
the Planning Commission? The report,
published in 1959, states:

"The amount of compensation
should in no case be more than 25 per
cent, of the market value and should
not exceed (inclusive of interest
charges) the aggregate of the increase
in land revenues for 20 years."

This Committee recommends that it
should in no case exceed 25 per cent, and
today we are paying more than the
market price, if not, it is nearly the
market price. In my opinion, if not 25 per
cent, as recommended by the Planning
Commission, let the compensation be 50
per cent. There-tore, as was originally
mentioned in the Bill or as was
recommended by the Joint Select
Committee, the criterion to be fixed for
deciding compensation should be 40
times the revenue and not 20 times the
net income derived from that holding.

Coming to exemptions, this Bill ex-
empts orchards. I would read from the
report to show what is being done in the
Punjab which is adjacent to Delhi.

"27 garden colonies have been set up
in various districts on the evacuee

lands. Their total area is 19,038
standard acres, allotted to 1,143
persons. This works out at 16-66

standard acres per allottee."

Even in orchards the Government has
allotted only 17 acres per family. Why
should there be any difficulty in putting a
ceiling on orchards in this area? If any
particular individual holds more acres of
land in orchards that should be taken
away from him and distributed to other
landless holders.

So far as distribution of the excess land
is concerned, I would urge that we should
not give any wide discretion to the
Commissioner as is done in the Bill.
We must specifically
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mention the order of priorities in
which the excess land should be dis
tributed and for that purpose, I sug
gest that top priority should be given
to the landless Scheduled Castes and
Scheduled  Tribes persons. Some
friends have suggested that land
should be allotted to the co-operative
societies. Of course, I welcome that
but I doubt whether we can organise
Co-operative Societies, as we will be
getting these lands in lots of 5 to 15
acres, there will not be any compact
block of 100 to 200 acres. How can
we organise co-operative  societies
when we get scattered lands? In that
case I do not think we shall be able
to establish co-operative societies. If
we can form them, give priority to
them, particularly to such co-opera
tives that have scheduled castes as
members. Secondly, preference
should be given to scheduled caste and
scheduled tribe landless labourers and the
landless people among the backward
classes, who have been exploited for
centuries.

With these remarks I welcome this Bill
and I would urge on the Minister to make
every effort to reduce the level of ceiling
and the amount of compensation and see
that provision is made in the Bill itself for
distribution of the excess land to the
landless scheduled castes and scheduled
tribes.

SHRI B. N. DATAR: Mr. Deputy
Chairman, Sir, while almost all ihe hon.
Members who took part in the debate on
this Bill have, on the whole, welcomed its
provisions, there are a number of hon.
Members who wanted that it should be
taken up in the other way than the one
proposed in the Bill. On the one hand we
are told by two hon. Members opposite
that the compensation now being fixed in
the Bill is very high and that we should
g0 back to the scheme that was approved
of by the Joint Select Committee. On the
other hand, there are Members who say
that in spite of the compensation being
fixed at 20 times the net income, they
consider that this is a piece of
expropriatory legislation. I am afraid that
when we have such
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criticisms to the extreme in each case. we
have to follow the middle coursa and so
far as the middle course is concerned, we
have to take into account what the
Constitution has laid down in this respect.
On the one hand the Constitution has
recognized private property to a certain
extent. On the other hand, there are
attached to the holding of the private
property certain social obligations as well
and therefore both considerations have to
be fully taken into account. Here in this
case when we deal with the fixation of
ceiling we have to take into account to a
limited extent the in. terests of those
agriculturists who want to cultivate the
land personally and that has to be taken
into account for leaving them a
reasonable margin of profit or earnings
for their own livelihood. My friend Shri
Jaswant Singh rightiy pointed out that Rs.
3600 ought to be roughly the annual
income of a unit. That is absolutely essen-
tial if that family is to carry on its
livelihood in a fairly satisfactory manner.
That is one consideration we have to take
into account. Therefore, when we fixed
the ceiling of 30 standard acres, as I have
pointed out, on the one hand we took into
account the reasonable interests and the
proper economic aspects of leaving a
quantity of land with the family. That is
why a ceiling was fixed in Delhi. The
whole question was considered from all
points of view and then the Government
came to the conclusion that it would be
proper to fix such a ceiling that the
family, as a unit, will have something as a
result of their labour to fall back upon for
their maintenance of the family, for their
livelihood.

Dr. A. SUBBA RAO: What is the
gross income of one acre in Delhi?

SHRI B. N. DATAR: I was coming to
that. He need not have anticipated me. In
Delhi there are different types of land
and therefore on the basis of those types
of land, the Government had to fix in the
first instance the acreage and secondly
the value of the land also. If, forex-
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[Shri B. N. Datar.] ample, 40 times the
assessment is to be taken into account,
then the value of the land in Delhi would
vary between Rs. 70 to Rs. 130 in one
case, Rs. 30 to Rs. 168 in another, Rs. 37
to Rs. 138 in the third and Rs. 24 to Rs.
130 and Rs. 42 to Rs. 139 in the others. In
other words as there are different
categories of land and as they are of
different and varying qualities, therefore
if the original proposal of the Joint
Committte is to be accepted, it will be
found that for an acre of land between Rs.
30 and Rs. 139 would be the highest com-
pensation that any particular person
whose land over the ceiling has been
taken would get. On the other hand, my
hon. friend was not correct in saying that
when we give twenty times the net rent
we are giving him more than what is the
actual market price. That is an entirely
incorrect statement. On the basis of
mutations or changes, that is by private
transfers, in each of these five categories
the actual value or the price of land is
between Rs. 1470—roughly Rs. 1400 —
and Rs. 1800. Let this also be noted very
carefully. On the one hand by following
the forty times the assessment formula a
person whose land has been taken over
would be getting on the basis of Rs. 30 to
Rs. 139 whereas on the other hand, on the
basis of actual market price he would be
getting at the ate of between Rs. 1400 to
Rs. 1800 or Rs. 1900. I do not want to go
into the various awards under the Land
Acquisition Act because they would be
much larger but I want to point out that
what has been proposed in this Bill is a
reasonable one. Instead of giving at the
rate of Rs. 30 to Rs. 139 under tho forty
times the land revenue formula or even
Instead of giving at-the rate of Rs. 1400
to Rs. 1800 under the formula of ordinary
sales or market values, what we propose
to give by way of twenty times the net
rent would work out at the rate of Rs. 340
to Rs. 920. The House will thus see that
we have not gone to tne extremes of
taking the market value  as the
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basis because that would not be proper—
market value does not necessarily depend
upon the quality of the land put upon
other extraneous consi-derations, for
example, nearness to the capital and so
on. We are holding the scales even and
what has been' done has been done in a
proper manner. So long as we accept the
sanctity of private property to a certain
extent then naturally what has to be given
has got to be reasonable. In this
connection, I would like hon. Members to
remember what we did by way of
amendment to the Constitution when we
were dealing with the question of
compensation. There was a lot of
controversy and people wanted that
compensation should be allowed to be
fixed by the courts more or less on the
basis of the existing market value. I
pointed out that this would not be the
proper criterion. The Constitution said
that compensation should be paid—it is
not that the property is to be expropriated
in the sense that a man was to be deprived
of his property without being given any
compensation—but that the principles of
compensation should be laid down by the
sovereign body of the land, namely,
Parliament. That is the reason why we
have come here with a proposal which is
reasonable and which does not go to
extremes on either side but gives what
could be called not necessarily a very high
amount but a reasonable amount under
present conditions.

One hon. Member wanted to know as
to how a standard acre was fixed In the
Bill itself it has been pointed out that the
definition of the standard acre would be
the one that has been given in connection
with the Delhi Land Reforms Act passed
by the then legislature in the Part C State
of Delhi. The definition has already been
given in the rules and that would continue
to be the definition for the present
purposes also. May I generally point out
in this connection,. Sir. that a standard
acre in Delhi means a measure
convertible ordinary acres of any class
of land..
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with reference to the quantity of the yield and
shall be equivalent to one ordinary acre of
any class of land in any assessment circle as
determined by dividing by sixteen. I
explained at great length yesterday. Sixteen
annas would be the full yielding capacity and
if any acre yields that much then that would
be a standard acre; if it falls short then
naturally the number of ordinary acres will
have to be increased to make it possible for
the additional quantity and the original
quantity together to give that minimum yield.

Another hon. Member raised the question
of a family unit. My hon. friend, Shri Sri
Rama Reddy, raised the question of the joint
family. I was rather amused when he stated
that he once belonged to a joint family but
that he was no longer a member of the joint
family now. It is entirely in his discretion but
the present general notion is that the joint
family might be maintained; there is no
objection. The idea, however, is to have such
units, if any, as call for the fullest self-
expression and fullest self-development and
that is the reason why we are not. going in the
other direction, though to the extent that it is
possible or permissible joint families might be
kept on. May I also point out in this
connection that we have not touched the joint
family at all? We have taken the family here
as a unit consisting of persons who are likely
to take part in cultivation. We do not want to
deal with or touch any rights under the Hindu
Law or any other law. My hon. friend made
reference to the Report of the Committee or
Panel on Land Reforms. There the level of the
ceiling was indicated in terms of the multiple
of the family or the economic holding. The
question whether this basic norm should be
determined by reference to acreage or to
income was discussed and the view that was
ultimately accepted was that the determining
criterion should be what is termed as the
plough unit, thatis, the area of
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(Ceiling) Bill, 1960 720

land which an average family could cultivate
with a pair of bullocks. It was also said that
the holding should ensure a minimum income
necessary for supporting a family. Then as
regards income Rs. 1,200 was taken into
consideration. Assuming 2 to 2-5 earners in
the family of an agriculturist, the annual
income of an average agricultural family
should come to Rs. 1,200 and they said that
three times Rs. 1,200 would be the. family
unit. There is a lot of misunderstanding about
the term "family unit" that has been used in
this Bill. After examining the question
whether in applying the ceiling the aggregate
area held by all the members of the family
should be taken into account or whether the
land held by an individual member of a family
shoulJd be regarded as constituting a separate
holding for purposes of ceiling, the Panel has
said that the family is the real operative unit in
land ownership as in land management, and it
has, therefore, recommended that the
aggregate area held by all the members of a
family should be taken into account. It has
also said that the family should be deemed to
consist of a husband or wife, as the case may
be, and dependent sons and daughters and
grandchildren. So the word 'dependant' has
been purposely put in. If a particular close
relative specified here ceases to be dependant
and he has his own lands then a provision has
been made. The land held by married
daughters and earning sons should be
excluded. They are entitled to have their own
family unit. Where the property has devolved
on two or more heirs after the death of the
parent and the property has been held in
common by them, when divided the share of
each heir should be regarded as a separate
unit. If this position is understood then there
will be no difficulty and the criticism that has
been levelled . . .

SHRI BISWANATH DAS: My hon. friend
just now stated that he has
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[Shri Biswanath Das.] not offended, he
has not interfere with, any law regarding
landed pro perty rights. Sir, I join issue
witl him. I shall present an actual cast of
my family which lived for flew
generations. When we partitioned after
1946 we were 14 sharers with a total of
90 members. Now, in term; of clause 3
my hon. friend will giv* such a fami'y 30
acres. I do nol know who will take those
30 acre; and for each additional membei
another five acres, the total nol exceeding
60 standard acres. Thai means he will
give double the ceiling for the entire
family of 90 members I am citing the
case of one family; there are many such
families. For a family of 90 members he
gives .

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: He won't
give anything. He only says that that is
the maximum limit.

SHRI BISWANATH DAS: Therefore I
say that you are interfering with the
Hindu law of .

SHRI B. N. DATAR: I would maintain

that it is not correct at all. ~ We have
purposely put in the expression
'dependant.’ If, for example, any

members do not like to be dependant, as
'has been pointed out in the Report they
can form an  independent  unit.
Therefore, 1 would submit to my|
hon. friend that so far as the general idea
of the Hindu joint family is concerned, it
might continue and we do not interfere
with their rights. What we desire is, we
want to have this not necessarily for
Hindus only but for all Indians. What we
have taken into account is the actual
cultivator and instead of taking him as the
unit, we have taken the family as the unit.
There might be cases where the man may|
be alone; he mayhave no children,
no wife, no daughter and no
grandchildren. Still  he may be
entitled to have a family unit. So that
aspect of the matter should also

[ RAJYA SABHA ]
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have to be understood. What I say is this.
It is open to the earning members to form
their own units if they so desire and this
aspect should in no way be confused with
the joint Hindu family.

One objection was raised by certain
hon. Members regarding the distribution
of land. What we have done is this. In
each case we have laid down categories
and you have to And out which are the
classes that require the allotment of such
land. A general principle has also been
laid down which will have to be followed
in Delhi. That is given in the Second Five
Year Plan on page 197:

"In the settlement of lands acquired
in consequence of the application of
ceilings, tenants displaced as a result of
resumption of land for personal
cultivation, farmers with uneconomic
holdings and landless workers should
receive preference."

I know that the scheduled caste
people—a very large  percentage  of
them, larger than others—are landless
people and therefore 1 would assure
my friend, Mr. Rajabhoj that they would
come within this expression. We
generally desire that they should be given
land. Thatis the policy of Government
and wherever it is possible, that policy
is  being followed to a large extent in all
the States. Inasmuch as the number of
landless persons among the Harijans is
very large, naturally their interests will
have to be looked after and may I assure
my friend that they would come under
the expression 'landless persons' and they
would receive preference.

RAJKUMAHI AMRIT KAUR
(Punjab): T want to know whether the
Government have satisfied themselves
that 30 standard acres which they are
giving to one family constitute an
economic holding.
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SHRIB. N. DATAR: Yes.

RAJKUMARI AMRIT KAUR: Has that been
looked into carefully?

SHRI B. N. DATAR: That has been looked
into and it has been fixed with an eye upon its
being an economic unit so far as the family
unit is concerned. That has been fully looked
into.

SHri B. D. KHOBARAGADE: The
Bombay Government has framed rules giving
priority to the Scheduled <Caste and
Scheduled Tribe landless labourers. Is there
any difficulty in incorporating those
provisions in this Bill itself as the Bombay
Government has done?

SHRI B. N. DATAR: There is no need for

such a provision at all. As the hon. Member will
have seen, there are certain Harijan families I
which have built their own huts on certain
lands. We have made provision for them; it is
not necessary to mention 'Harijans' because they
would all come under the expression 'landless
persons'. Therefore, I would submit that what
has been done is quite sufficient.

SHrRI B. D. KHOBARAGADE: The
difficulty is that the officers do not care to
enforce the laws.

SHRI B. N. DATAR: Let me now finish. I
would not go through the statement that I have
before mt regarding the various States. So far
as Orissa is concerned, already a Bill has been
passed by them and it is awaiting the assent of
the President. An hon. Member said something
about Punjab. So far as Punjab is concerned, in
the PEPSU area for the first 25 standard acres
we have given 12 times the fair rent; for the
next 25 acres, nine times the fair rent. Further
on they say 90 times the land revenue. That is
what they have stated. In respect of banjar
land it is 45 times the land revenue. Therefore,
Sir, you will find that what has

& Land Reforms Bill,
1960

been done is reasonable taking into account
the limited needs of the persons who cultivate
and from whom lands have to be taken and
the larger interests of the society and the
necessity of seeing to it that landless persons,
co-operative societies etc. are provided with
land.
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MRr. DEPUTY
question is:

CHAIRMAN:  The

"That the Bill to provide for the
imposition of a ceiling on land holdings in
the Union Territory of Delhi and for
matters connected therewith, as passed by
the Lok Sabha, be taken into considera-
tion."

The motion was adopted.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We shal' now
take up clause by clause consideration of the
Bill.

Clauses 2 to 28 roere added to the Bill.

Clause 1, the Enacting Formula and the
Title were added to the Bill.

SHRI B. N. DATAR: Sir, I move:
"That the Bill be passed."

The question was put and the motion was
adopted.

THE MANIPUR LAND REVENUE
AND LAND REFORMS BILL, 1960

THE MINISTER ofF STATE IN THE
MINISTRY oF HOME AFFAIRS (SHRrI B. N.
DATAH) : Sir, I beg to move:

"That the Bill to consolidate and amend
the law relating to land revenue in the
Union Territory of Manipur and to provide
for certain measures of land reform, as
passed by the Lok Sabha, be taken into
consideration."

Sir, here we come across a larger Bill, more
or less a consolidatory Bill to a certain extent.
Manipur, as the



