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SHrRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I shall make it
clear. I am sorry it is my fault; I did not send a
copy to him. I gave a copy here two days
back, which says "The alarming situation
created by the action of the Catholic Bishop of
Trivandrum to ex-communicate all Catholics
who had voted or worked for the Communist
Party in the last elections." I would like to
know from the Government as to what step
they have taken, and this matter is within their
knowledge. Sir, you are laughing. It is a
serious matter.

MR. CHAIRMAN: He is also laughing.

SHrRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Laughter is
infectious. Now, it is a serious matter. I am
getting reports every day from Kerala that
they arc being ex-communicated.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Any answer?

SHrRl GOVIND BALLABH PANT: Mr.
Bhupesh Gupta had tabled an amendment to
the Proclamation drawing attention to this
very matter and that was ruled out by the
Chair. Then, in the course of the discussion,
he put before the House the whole of the
matter, to a part of which lie is drawing
attention. How does the question of raising it
today arise?

SHrRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Sir, I seek your
protection. I never mentioned. this particular
letter. Only you can protect. I never
mentioned this particular Bishop giving an
order. It is subsequent to that thing.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Please sit down.

SHRI GOVIND BALLABH PANT: Well,
the subject was raised here in the course of the
discussion. There is nothing new about it and
the question has been mooted more than once,
I think.

MR. CHAIRMAN: In this House.

SHrR1 BHUPESH GUPTA:
satisfied, I am satisfied.

If you are
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MR. CHAIRMAIN: We
about it.

will see

PREVENTION OF CRUELTY TO
ANIMALS BILL, 1959—continued.
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Mr. CHAIRMAN: That will do.
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"The connection between the killing of
animals and religion is itself a demoralising
and debasing relationship and a general
stimulus to cruelty, leaving alone all the
horrible cruelties which have been
perpetrated in these sacrifices."
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Houses and Meat Inspection Practices
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§ frpe #r At s oA f ®

"None of these methods of slaughtering
is however preceded by stunning to render
the animal insensible to the pain caused
during and following the process of cutting
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the throat. In at least one pig-slaughter-
house (Madras) there were arrangements
for stunning pigs electrically before
slaughter, but the practice had been given
up some years ago and the apparatus was
lying unused and out of order."

"From discussions which the Committee

gt & fawfas & ot a9 &
AYAT W T fFAr g w0 5 e
¢t & fslt 7 foeft a7 7 57 @1 9=
T4 AT gEC FfeEr FEAT ArfEd |
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had with the butchers and others it was
evident that any stunning etc. before
slaughter by the halal method would not be

A W W W OFA T &
wrfas T & wedl #1 gEwT FI
FEAA-TAAEATET FT THATAATESTA
X7, ofEs 41 g dwed
ATF FFYAT & F1 AGT &40 #7 gfaare
FATAT & T T TEAAA FOAT ATOA |
@ 917 & fAimar ww #n s A
£1 arq w1% gu wiforat & sit ardreaz
frrem & 99 7 B FT BT UFEAS
At faem | A1 A7 e g EW 9T
o g #1 wmafaw 9gfa & g o
wifeq |

weqA WEIEA, A1g 91 ® AR
T A qEpafer F AAE IedE qAw
2 uF g gEwa g ¥ fAem 2
fo Faae araror it fop v fafeare
T AT 4T, UF 4% 49 & a4
¢ Ty 41 | I AW F voo I, woo

acceptable to the Muslims, though in certain
other countries the Mullas, including the
Imam in London, have declared that
stunning before slaughter by the halal
method would not render the flesh unholy
for Muslim consumption."
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afaar, woo ’-fﬁ%, woo THFAT, woo

W% afq 37 &1 @ 7 9 2w wEe
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Sia®t AT & WAt ad wareq fear
(Time bell rings.)

HEgW HERA, A W g
AT FHTH TG ZHT & | § F2%04 & w20
g ) W AT TR IR IGATE |

Mr. CHAIRMAN: Eight minutes that day
and fifteen minutes today. You have taken
twenty-three minutes. Take five minutes
more.

oY Sio Ao TN : wEE
¢ waw fomn 2
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# faa 1 Amfaai f wasEt 97
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agl @rg "wiw i v § ) W aw
& WIT B HT AET qwT A& 4 A
agi @4 W A W T W F )
HE H qEET W AT & 9w
a fg g0 gam o g Wi 3M
Cuici ol

AETE § 99 OF q9 FH ATAT A%
aa Y St 7 0F qTT WAT 47 A 9T
FET 47 :

“Sacrifice of animals in the name
of religion is a remnant of bar-
barism.”
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barbarous and they degrade the
name of religion.”
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MRr. CHAIRMAN: The Minister will
answer at 3.30 P.M. The Lunch Hour will be
from 1 o'clock to 2 o'clock. At 4 o'clock the
Second Reading will take place and
amendments will be taken up.

DRr. H. N. KUNZRU (Uttar Pradesh) : Mr.
Chairman, some of the provisions of the Bill
were subjected to strong criticism yesterday. I
should like to deal briefly with them and, if
possible, to remove the misapprehensions
under which the critics of the Bill are
labouring.

[MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN in the Chair.]

Some of the provisions have been criticised
on the ground that they lead to unwarranted
interference with the religious beliefs of some
communities. Clause 9(f) was referred to in
this connection, and it was held that it
justified the apprehensions that were
entertained. Now, this clause simply says that
the functions of the Board shall be among
other things to take all such measures as the
Board may think fit whether by means of
propaganda or otherwise, to eliminate the
sacrifice of animals. Let me point out that
animals are sacrificed not merely
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by Muslims but also by other communities.
One has only to think of the City of Calcutta in
order to *become aware of the fact that animal
sacrifices are being made on a large scale by
Hindus also. If, therefore, this clause hits
anybody, it will hit persons belonging to all
religious communities. But, apart from that,
you have to construe properly the language of
this clause. Objection has been taken to the
words 'by means of propaganda or otherwise'
and it has been said that the words for
otherwise' mean that the Board may without
any propaganda prohibit the sacrifice of
animals. Now, the character of the Board is
advisory as clause 9 shows. The Board cannot
"take executive action. Secondly, if the Board
wants to take any action under clause 9(f), it
will doubtless make some regulations in order
to deal with this matter. Clause 10 of the Bill
says—

"The Board may, subject to the previous
approval of the Central Government, make
such regulations as it may think fit for the
administration of its affairs and for carrying
out its functions."

Now, if the Board makes any regulations—
and | submit it must make regulations as has
been said in clause 10—to carry out its
functions, then the wvalidity of these
regulations will depend on the approval of the
Government. It is obvious, therefore, that
clause 9(f) cannot hit any religious
community. This clause cannot be so used by
the Advisory Board as to prohibit or to permit
the sacrifice of any animal however much
some of us may want to do so. However
ardently some of the members of a community
might have believed in ahimsa, the provision
to which I have referred does not authorise the
Board to take any action of the kind appre-
hended by the Muslim Members of this
House.

Again, another clause that has been referred
to in this connection is clause 29.  Clause 29
says—
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"If any person is charged with the offence
of killing a goat, cow or its progeny
contrary to the provisions of clause (1) of
sub-section (1) of section 11, and it is
proved that such person had in his
possession, at the time the offence is
alleged to have been committed, the skin of
any such animal as is referred to in this
section with any part of the skin of the head
attached thereto, it shall be presumed until
the contrary is proved that such animal was
killed in a cruel manner."

There are two or three things that
have to be pointed out in connection
with this clause. It is well known
that a clause of this kind exists in the
existing Cruelty to Animals Act. But
it has been said that the existing Act,
though it has been extended in theory

to the whole of India, has been
applied only to the municipal
areas. Well, the municipal

areas are the most important areas in which
animals are slaughtered, and if an offence of
the kind mentioned in clause 29 is committed,
you may practically be certain that it will be
committed in some town. This section in the
existing Act to which I have drawn the
attention of the House has not operated to the
detriment of any community. Is there any
reason to believe that by virtue simply of the
fact that this Act will be operative in the
whole of India, it will interfere with the
religious beliefs of any community? I venture
to submit, Sir, that any apprehension on this
score is ill-founded. Again, Sir, it is plain that
the object of this clause is to see that animals
are not flayed alive; that is the purpose. And
who is there in this House, Hindu or Muslim,
however religious he may be, who will, even
for scientific purposes, allow the flaying alive
of animals? Rajkumari Amrit Kaur and Dr.
Gour referred yesterday to the need for
research in order to save human life. I am sure
that they too will not permit for a moment
such an atrocity.
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[Dr. H. N. Kunzru.]

Lastly, Sir, I should like to draw the
attention of the House to the provisions of
sub-clause 11(1) (1); referred to in clause 29.
Now clause 11 refers to what would be
regarded as cruelty to animals under this Bill,
and one of the kinds of cruelty enumerated by
it in sub-clause (1) is this:

"needlessly mutilates any animal or kills
any animal in a cruel manner;".

This is sub-clause (1) of clause 11. Now what
is there in this sub-clause to justify the
assertion that this would interfere with those
communities which take meat? Now, Sir, this
subclause (1) does no stand by itself; we have
to read it along with sub-clause 11(3) (e).
Sub-clause 11(3) enumerates those matters to
which clause 11 will not apply, and one of
these is mentioned in sub-clause (e) there-
under which runs as follows: —

"the commission or omission of any act
in the course of the destruction or the
preparation for destruction of any animal as
food for mankind unless such destruction or
preparation was accompanied by the
infliction of unnecessary pain or suffering."

This means, Sir, that, generally speaking, sub-
clause (1) of clause 11, referred to in clause
29, will not have effect if the animal has been
destroyed for purposes of food unless such a
destruction or the preparation for destruction
was accompanied by infliction of unnecessary
pain or suffering and I am sure, Sir, that my
Muslim friends will object as much to the in-
fliction of unnecessary pain or suffering on an
animal slaughtered for food as any other
person. I submit, Sir, for the reason that I have
given, that the apprehension that any
provisions of this Bill will interfere with the
religious beliefs of any community, or will
authorise the Committee that may be
appointed under the Bill to prohibit the
sacrifice of animals, is totally unfounded.
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Now I shall refer, Sir, to one more objection
before I sit down, and this-related to the
Chapter which deals with Experimentation on
Animals. Now it was said by some speakers
yesterday that this was necessary in order to
gain physiological knowledge or knowledge
which will be useful for saving or for
prolonging human. life, and the fear was
expressed that the Committee which might be-
appointed by the Central Government under
clause 15, might interfere with
Experimentation on Animals to the detriment
of human welfare. Here again, Sir, there seems
to be some misunderstanding. Clause 15 which
relates to the appointment of a Committee
saysi—

"If at any time, on the advice of the
Board, the Central Government is of
opinion that it is necessary so to do for the
purpose of controlling and supervising
experiments on animals, it may, by
notification in the Official Gazette,
constitute a Committee, consisting of * * *
officials and non-officials . . ."

Now clause 17 says:—

"It shall be the duty of the Committee to
take all such measures as-may be necessary to
ensure that animals are not subjected to un- -
necessary pain or suffering before, during or
after the performance of experiments on them,

nn

and it has been authorised for that" purpose to
make rules, by notification; in the Gazette of
India and subject' to the condition of previous
publication.

Now the fear has been expressed' that this
Committee might interfere-unnecessarily with
the activities of those who experiment on
animals in the interest of human welfare. Now,
Sir, we have to read in this connection-sub-
clause 17(3) in order to know-how the rules
can be made. The subclause says:—

"In: making any rules under this section,
the Committee shall be
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guided by such directions as the Central
Government (consistently with the objects
for which the Committee is set up) may
give to it, and the Central Government is
hereby authorised to give such directions."

"Now, Sir, this Committee, if it is appointed by
the Central Government, will doubtless have
highly qualified doctors on it, and this Com-
mittee, at their instance and with their
approval, will make rules relating to
Experimentation on Animals, and these rules
will be subject to such directions as the Central
Government might give to the Committee
before the rules can become effective. Now is
it conceivable, Sir, that the Central
Government which appointed this *Committee
and which provided for such measures as may
be taken, with-out inflicting unnecessary pain
or suffering on animals in the matter of
experimentation on animals that are conducive
to human welfare, will itself instruct the
Committee to pro-ceed in such a manner as to
make experiments on animals impossible? It is
inconceivable to me, Sir, that the Central
Government would take any such action. The
broad purpose of this Chapter is defined in
sub-clause 17(2) (b).

That purpose is to see that:—

"experiments are performed with due
care and humanity, and that as far as
possible experiments involving operations
are performed under the influence of some
anaesthetic of sufficient power to prevent
the animals feeling pain;"

I cannot, therefore, agree to the suggestion
made by Rajkumari Amrit Kaur that the
chapter relating to experimentation on animals
should be deleted. If there is anything in the
clauses in this chapter which requires some
modification , amendments can be brought
forward, and I am sure that the Food Minister,
who is in
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charge of the Bill, will give his best
consideration to an amendment moved for
this purpose.

RAIKUMARTI AMRIT KAUR (Punjab) : May
1 say, Sir, that I never said that the chapter
should be eliminated? I drew the Minister's
attention to the formation of the Committee. |
wanted an assurance that this Committee will
consist of technical personnel because there
are plenty of people in our country who think
that experimentation on animals is cruelty.
Also I asked for the deletion of sub-clauses (e)
and (f) of clause 17. I did not ask for the
deletion of the chapter. I thought that we
could have an assurance that there would not
be any undue interference. I would like to
repeat that in no teaching institution are
people more careful about not causing pain to
the animals than the doctors themselves; it is
part and pracel of their profession.

Dr. H. N. KUNZRU: I am glad to know
from Rajkumari Amrit Kaur that my fear that
she had asked for the deletion of this chapter
is not correct. But I hope she will agree that
the general purpose of this chapter is what I
have described it to be, and here what we are
concerned with is the prevention of
experimenting on animals without making
them unconscious.

Sir, I personally am not prepared to allow
vivi-section, that is, allow experiments to be
performed on animals for any purpose
whatsoever, even for gaining scientific
knowledge, before they have been made
unconscious. To act otherwise is to indulge in
unnecessary cruelty, cruelty unbefitting any
human being. Can we, Sir, for our own benefit
allow cruelty to be shown to any human
being? There is no being in the world, whether
it is human or not, which does not feel pain
when it is pricked, and I can say for myself
that if my life depended on such experiments,
I would prefer death to the prolongation of my
life.
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SHRI P. N. SAPRU (Uttar Pradesh): Mr.
Deputy Chairman, while speaking on the Bill
on "The Prevention of Cruelty to Animals,
1953", moved on the 5th March, 1954, by
Shrimati Rukmini Devi Arundale, the Prime
Minister observed:—

"We have a Prevention of Cruelty to
Animals Act, I think, passed in 1890. It is
our misfortune that even today that Act is
hardly applied in this country. Much can be
done no doubt in improving it and going
much further. For my part, I would not
mind—I would in fact welcome—the idea
of this whole subject being thoroughly gone
into to find out what we can do about it . . ."

He went on to say:—

"If we go back to the history of
civilization, it has been one of struggle and
it has been one of the growth of the idea of
compassion. I entirely agree with the
hon'ble the Mover that one test of civiliza-
tion—a very major test—is the growth of
this feeling and practice of compassion .

"

Now, Mr. Deputy Chairman, I quite agree that
the history of civilization has been, if I may
use the Prime Minister's words, the history of
the growth of compassion. I find myself
largely in agreement with the general scheme
of the Bill, but there are provisions to which I
think one can take legitimate objection.

Sir, it is inevitable that after seventy years,
we should be revising the Act of 1890, but in
doing so let us not ignore certain basic
realities. I must not be understood, as I said,
Mr. Deputy Chairman, to agree with all parts
of the Bill. I will, therefore, make my position
clear with regard to those parts to which I
have objection.

I agree, broadly speaking, with the idea of
an Animal Welfare Board, but some of the
functions entrusted
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to it are of too sweeping a character which
take no account of the religious background of
this country. I am particularly referring to sub-
clauses (e) and (f) of clause 9. Now, Mr.
Deputy Chairman, I am not a religious person
myself, and I am proud of calling myself a
rationalist. I am a rationalist in the sense that I
do not believe in any revealed religion. 1 think
we have arrived at, what you call, truths not
through a process of any revelation but by our
own effort. I do not believe in supernatural
phenomenon, but I am not India, and I am not
here to propagate my views on rationalism.
My function here as a legislator is to legislate
for the people of this country and, therefore, I
have to take into account their religious
susceptibilities.

Sir, the mark of a truly educated man, the
mark of a truly tolerant man, is that he
understands or appreciates, even if he does not
agree with the point of view of others. There-
fore, I think, Sir, it is a vast responsibility for
the State, it is a wrong thing for the State to
sponsor an Animal Welfare Board, one of the
objectives of which will be to carry on propa-
ganda against certain religious beliefs. I am
personally opposed to religious sacrifices
myself. I do not believe in religious sacrifices
and I do not believe in anthropomorphic God.
But I do not think that you can propitiate God
or you can appease Gods by religious
sacrifices, or you can propitiate any deity by
animal sacrifices. 1 think if God exists, he
must be a very loving person. That is my
conception of God. But jn the history of
civilization other ideas have prevailed with
some religions. We parliamentarians have to
act, not as propagandists, but as statesmen
who must not do anything which will disturb
communal harmony.

SHrl SHEEL BHADRA YAJKE (Bihar):
Not only parliamentarians but also elders.

SHRIP. N. SAPRU: We must not disturb the
harmony which exists in
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this country among different religions. We are
a secular State and I take it that one of the
responsibilities attaching to a secular State is
that it should be neutral in regard to matters
where religious beliefs are concerned. I quite
agree that the function of the Board is only
advisory. I quite agree that the Board will be a
responsible Board but I say that it is wrong in
principle, for the purpose of making people
feel that religious sacrifice and the slaughter
of animals is wrong, to have a State-sponsored
Board. That, I think, is the basic objection to
that clause. After all the funds with which this
Board will carry on its activities will be
contributed to by all the communities in the
country and we have no right therefore to
sponsor or to have a Board appointed, one of
the objects of which would be abnoxious to a
certain section of the community.

I refer to clause 9(f) where it says:

"to take all such measures as the Board
may think fit, whether by means of
propaganda or otherwise, to eliminate the
sacrifice of animals."

The proper method of carrying on this
propaganda is to have non-official agencies
for this purpose. This is not what you would
call, strictly speaking, a non-official agency.
It is an autonomous institution financed by the
State, financed by the community and I think
it is not right that the finances of the
community should be spent for sponsoring
propaganda of any particular nature. It is not
right that the finances of the State should be
spent for propagating a particular set of views.
I do not believe in animal sacrifice, I do not
believe in any sacrificial ritual. I do not
believe in any ritual except in a very broad
sense. I cannot call myself religious at all
because my outlook in these matters is a
rational one and I think that from the point of
view of a rational outlook, it is necessary that
this clause should go and I would earnestly
appeal to the Minister to
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rise to the occasion and have this clause
deleted from this Bill. I do not think that
slaughter of animals for religious sacrifices is
more cruel than their slaughter for other pur-
poses.

May I also say that I was not impressed
with the arguments which were advanced by
Dr. Kunzru in regard to clause 29 of this Bill?
Dr. Kunzru's difficulty is that he is a very
strict vegetarian and naturally, his views are
also coloured to a certain extent by the fact
that he happened to preside over this
Committee. Therefore his interpretation of
clause 29 regarding cruelty may not neces-
sarily be accepted as correct. I will read the
clause which says as follows:

"If any person is charged with the
offence of killing a goat, cow or its
progeny contrary to the provisions of
clause (1) of sub-section (1) of section 11 ¢

o "

It is important to notice these words:—

"and it is proved that such person had in
his possession, at the time the offence is
alleged to have been committed, the skin of
any such animal as is referred to in this
section with any part of the skin of the head
attached thereto. . ."

It is important again to emphasise these;
words: —

"it shall be presumed until the contrary
is proved that such animal was killed in a
cruel manner."

You have here a broad definition of what a
cruel manner is. In clause 11 it says:—

"(1) needlessly mutilates any animal or
kills any animal in a cruel manner".

Now the test of cruelty is that a part of the
head attached thereto should be found on the
body of the animal. You know that among the
Muslims, there is an injunction that they can
only eat meat if the animal has been killed by
the Halal method. It may
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be a cruel method or may not be a cruel
method. T am not going to argue that but I
have known many Muslim friends who will
not eat any meat if it has not been killed by
the method of Halal. The other day I had a
young Muslim lady dining with me and she
was a Miranda College girl and she said: 'For
all practical purposes, I am a vegetarian
because I eat only meat which is Halal meat'.

Dr. SHriMATI SEETA PARMA-NAND
(Madhya Pradesh): What is the reason
behind Halal?

SHRI P. N. SAPRU: What is the reason
behind so many things in the world?
Religion is not rationalism. It is a matter
largely of belief, largely of faith. I do not
know whether we are living in an age of
rationalism or we are living in an age of
barbarism. I think it is barbarism not to
respect other people's religious beliefs.

SHRI HARIHAR PATEL (Orissa): Do you
mean to say that religion is devoid of
rationalism?

SHRI P. N. SAPRU: I have said that
personally I do not believe in religion. I am
not religious myself. You ask me whether I
have any faitfi" in Halal or Jhatka and I will
say no. I would like the animal to be
slaughtered, if it has to be slaughtered, in the
least cruel manner. But I am here not as a
propagandist of any particular set of views. |
am here as a legislator in this Parliament to
exercise my brain to evolve remedies which
will unify the communities and which will not
disrupt our national life over small things. It is
not a matter of separate electorates or of
partition over which I should fight my Muslim
friends and over which I did, in my own way,
fight my Muslim friends.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Are you
likely to take some more time?

SHRI P. N. SAPRU: Yes, Sir. I will take
some more time.
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MRr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You can
continue at two o'clock after lunch. The
House now stands adjourned till 2 p.M.

The House then adjourned for
lunch at one of the clock.

The House reassembled after lunch at two
of the clock, The VICE-CHAIRMAN (PANDIT S.
S. N. TANKHA): in the Chair.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN ( PanDIT S. S. N.
TANKHA); There are still a large number of
hon. Members on the list who desire to speak.
I would, therefore, request the speakers to be
as brief as they possibly can. Mr. Sapru will
now continue his speech.

Surt P. N. SAPRU: Mr. Vice-Chairman, I
was developing the point that clause 29, read
with sub-clause (1) of clause 11 might give
rise to some trouble. The Muslim butcher
must not feel that he is liable to be harassed
under that provision. I do not say Halal
necessarily comes within the mischief of this
sub-clause, but it is possible to argue that it
does. In one respect the old Act of 1890 had a
saving clause which the present. Bill has not.
The old Act of 1890, I think, stated that

SHRI B. K. P. SINHA (Bihar): T am told
there is a Government amendment which will
be reintroducing the same clause in this
present Bill by means of a proviso. There is
such a Government amendment, I an told.

SHRI P. N. SAPRU: In the previous Act
there was a provision to the effect that nothing
would be an offence if it was sanctioned by
religious usage or custom of any community,
or something to that effect.

THE MINISTER oF FOOD AND
AGRICULTURE (SHrI S. K. PATH.): To cut
short the discussion I may say that in my
opening speech I have said that that is
accepted. I have got
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-an amendment also. Therefore, on
that nobody's mind need be exercised.

SHRI P. N. SAPRU: Then I come to the
point which was raised by Raj-kumari Amrit
Kaur and Dr. Gour :about vivi-section.
Personally, I feel that we should d evelop in
this country the scientific mind and the
scientific spirit.

SEETA

Dr. SHRIMATI PARMA-

NAND: Hear, hear.

SHrI P. N. SAPRU: And I would like Dr.
Seeta Parmanand to develop the scientific
mind and the scientific spirit also and then I
will appreciate this 'hear, hear'. Sir, 1
think it is essential in the interest of all
those students who will be working in our
laboratories and who will be laying the
foundations of future medical research
in this country that they should not
feel that they can be brought under the
clauses of the law which we are now enacting.
Clause 15 gives power to the Central
Government to constitute a committee for
controlling and  supervising experiments
on animals. Sir, many committees are needed
for controlling and supervising experiments
on human beings, but we have not yet
solved the problem of human beings. We are
more anxious to solve the probelm of animals
than the problem of human beings. I do not
think a committee for that purpose is needed
at all. I think it may hamper research, it may
hamper the development of the scientific
spirit, of the scientific mind, among our
students, and I think it is essential that full
facilities for vivi-section should be provided
in our medical
institutions and
institutions.

in our scientific

Then I have not been able to understand
the reason for the provision in clause 17,
sub-clause (2)(e) where it is said that
experiments on larger animals should be
avoided wherever it is possible to do so and
they should experiment on small laboratory
animals like guinea-pigs, rabbits and
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rats. Is it suggested that guinea-pigs, rabbits
and rats are less sensitive to pain than the
larger animals which may include tigers, lions
and even elephants? Conceivably they can
include these animals and I have not been able
to appreciate the logic behind this provision.

Then again it is said that experiments are
'not to be performed merely for the purpose of
acquiring manual skill. I cannot understand

that.
And then sub-clause (2)(b)
emphasises:—

"that experiments are performed with
due care and humanity, and that as far as
possible experiments involving operations
are performed under the influence of some
anaesthetic of sufficient power to prevent
the animals feeling pain;".

All these things are desirable. But if you insert
them in a statute, then students who are doing
research and who are carrying on experiments
may feel a little alarmed or they may feel a
little disturbed as to what might happen to
them if they do things which the Welfare
Board which will probably exercise a great
deal of influence, may think are not consistent
with the Board's notions of humanity.

I have not been able to understand why a
special responsibility should be cast upon the
head of the institution for ensuring that
experiments are performed under proper
conditions and in a humane manner. What I
want to emphasise is that it would be disas-
trous for the future scientific development of
this country or for the future development of
medicine in this country if a feeling is
generated amongst our students that they are
not free to experiment in the laboratories in
the manner that students in other countries are
free to experiment in their laboratories.

I would like to say a word about the
committee contemplated in clause
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[Shri P. N. Sapru.] 15. If there must be a
committee, I should like it to be a committee
of experts. I am not in favour of any
committee at all, I am not in favour of this
supervision and control by a committee but if
there must be a committee, it should be a
committee of experts. I think the non-official
will be completely out of place in a committee
like this and there is the apprehension that we
may have a non-official who may have more
regard for animal welfare than for human
welfare. The most important problem in this
country is that of human welfare. We have got
very great love for animals. I like to see a
person who loves his dog; I like to see a
person who finds fellowship with the animals
but I like a person who cares for human beings
more, who cares for the future of human
beings more than for the welfare of the
animals and the future of the animal race.

I am bound to say, Sir, that I am not
altogether happy with clause 11 also. It
reads as follows:—

"If any person—

(a) Dbeats, kicks, over-rides, over-
drives, over-loads, tortures . N

Over-riding, over-driving and beating are all
things which are not capable of exact
definition in law. Some beating may be
necessary in order that the tongawalla might
be able to make his horse run. I want to
emphasise that this part of the Bill, when it
becomes the law of the land, should be
administered with care and humanity by
magistrates and by the police. There must not
be any harassment of the public in the
interests of prevention of cruelty to animals.

I do not see why the word 'animal' should
have been defined as 'any living creature'. |
suppose this definition would include snakes,
white ants, wasps , bees, etc., and I also
suppose that it is cruel to inflict pain on these
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living creatures which are enemies of
mankind. I do not know whether the gospel of
the Buddha teaches us to treat the scorpion
and the serpant as friends of mankind. I know
that there have been sages and saints who
have loved serpants and today also we see
snake charmers and yogis performing tricks
which delight the public and which make the
people think that they are very holy men. All
that has to be stopped, I quite agree, but I do
not like this definition and I wish the
Committee had evolved a better definition of
the term 'animal'. This is a very very wide
definition and it would probably cover even
the cells which are in our body. Therefore, Mr.
Vice-Chairman, I am bound to say that this
clause too has not been properly framed or
properly phrased.

These are the reflections of a general
character which I felt I must make on this
Bill. T must not be understood to say or to
suggest that we should not be humane in our
treatment of animals. I think it is right, as the
Prime Minister emphasised, that we should
develop a feeling of compassion. The story of
civilisation is the story of the development of
compassion. I think that is a principle which
all of us must learn but in our endeavour to
achieve the objective of a society in which
animals will be treated with humanity, we
must not forget the hard facts of our life. We
must not place animal interest before human
welfare. Human welfare requires that there
should be experiments on animals and
experiments on animals should be allowed
freely. That is my point and from this point of
view, I think the Bill is far too sweeping in
character and it should be modified to some
extent in order to enable it to function in a
manner which will be beneficial both to the
human race and the animals.

Thank you.

KAKASAHEB KAT.KLKAR
Mr. Vice-Chairman, we must

(Nominated):
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recognise that mankind is not civilised enough
to recognise the right of animals to live
unmolested but at the same time we should at
least not claim that we have any right to kill
them. I am referring to an amendment wherein
it is said that this Bill should not interfere with
the right of the Muslims to kill animals. I
would recommend and plead with our friends
that instead of 'right' we should use the word
'practice’. We vegetarians recognise the right
of animals to live. Therefore, please do not
expect us to recognise the right of anybody to
slaughter or ill-treat any animal. We know that
the practice of killing is there and we do not
claim any right to interfere with that practice.
That ought to be enough for all concerned.

It is said that we must develop a scientific
spirit. No doubt we should. But what is
science? Is cruelty an element of science? If
we are anxious to alleviate the sufferings of
man, we should, at the same time, be able to
alleviate the sufferings of animals also and I
do not think science would lose if we
renounced the practice of killing animals for
medical research. There can be various other
ways in which science could be developed.
This barbarous method of torturing animals to
gain some knowledge is unbecoming of the
dignity of human beings. At the same time,
since mankind has been killing animals for
food, I do not see how we can prevent the
experiments on animals for enriching
knowledge. That is why I would allow under
very strict conditions experiments on animals,
but that must be under the control of people
who have genuine respect for all life and res-
pect for the right to exist of animals ana not of
those who feel otherwise. Although
vegetarians and those who want to be kind to
animals are in a minority, in the world to-day,
a strong public opinion, substantial public
opinion, is gaining ground whereby people
recognise the right of animals to live. Even the
great historian, Toynbee, the other day
appreciated
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the spirit of India which recognises that the
animals also belong to our family and that they
do deserve to have some respect, some rights,
at our hands. So I would say that our
legislation in India should be fairly in advance
of other countries. All other countries have
their own legislation, as regards prevention of
cruelty to animals. We in India who have a
great heritage, a great past regarding the love
of animals, should have our legislation in
advance of the world and not behind it. I
recognise the sentiments of the Muslims and |
think there should be some provision in the Bill
whereby we could allay the fears and
suspicions of the Muslims chiefly because the
world must know that because Muslims do not
see eye to eye with us we are making some
provision and are not going far enough. At the
same time I would appeal to the Muslim
community that they must. recognise that they
are living in India, a country which has made
great experiments and great tapasya in
recognition of sacredness of the life of animals.
We expect that once their fears are removed,
they would grow with us and be loyal to the
spirit of India. Meanwhile the world must
know that we are struggling under this great
handicap, Dbecause, according to the
interpretation of the Muslims of India, Islam
demands that animals should be killed in a
particular way by way of sacrifice. But even
there I would not say that we recognise the
right of the Muslims. How can we recognise
any right, when we feel that it is all wrong? But
if they feel that their practice of Halal is
enjoined by their religion, with a sad heart we
recognise the practice and promise not to
interfere with that practice. Beyond that we
cannot go, the legislation ought not to go; and I
would resist any measure which recognises any
right of human beings to kill animals. There
can't be any such right.

Now, as regards cruelty to animals, it is not
the practice of only one religion. People have
been cruel; in, India, we have been extremely
cruel;
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[Kakasaheb Kalelkar.] to animals and some
provision must be made in law against
overloading, torturing etc., and I think the
Bill, as it has been presented to us, makes good
progress although I am not satisfied with the
whole of it; I would wish it to go a little
further.  Whatever it is, we should not, in the
name of rationalism or in the name of|
science, be guilty of a conduct which is
inconsistent with the trend of Indian culture and
heritage of Indian humanity. = We should be
able to progress to some extent, and not be a
painful surprise to the rest of the world. We get
letters from other parts of the world
asking, 'why is it that India is not going forward|
and not even going as far as we are going?'. So|
I think we should think seriously and try to have
better provisions in this Bill in the interest of|
the animal world and not circumscribe it.
As far as the provisions restricting the
practice of vivi-section are concerned, I think|
they should be very very stringent. It is, only
because we are allowing animals to be killed for|
food, we cannot ask people not to kill animals
for experimentation. But all cruelty is unscien-
tific, irrational and also irreligious.
Therefore .

SHRI N. R. MALKANI (Nominated): The
animals killed for food are killed immediately,
instantaneously; not so animals on which
experiments are mmade.

KakAsAHKB KALELKAR: I do not know.

SHRI N. R. MALKANI: As far as possible,
but not so animals on which experiments are
made. Sometimes it takes days and days to
kill them.

KakasaHEB KALELKAR: May soul rebels|
against the killing of animals *no matter what
way they are killed, instantaneously or not. All
that I would say is, since so much cruelty is
being practised and tolerated, the cruelty|
practiced by the scientists should be tolerated
and we should try to reduce it to the minimum.
I am afraid we cannot stop scientists from
making experiments on animals
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at this stage of our civilisation. But we can
prohibit the export of monkeys and other
animals for “hese experiments. Let them do
that in our country under our supervision and
control.
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gtz fmome gwrdr e Ares
Fq9 ®41 1 |

ot fdmm g (wer ww)
ITATEA HEIEA, § T w0 o
WA FT SAIET AWA AL AT ATEAT
g1 7 fach &, e and T E

7 A oA & 4g wEAT AEA F
fo fome gwne @ae wwem a9 2
Faa W ae F for ana & sae wd
a1 forera 1 7 @A g 1 g e
T ¥ vame fEar w19, 97 sWar &
aeE T2e A & o fran o # o
o afaw & I q Usew ad # ) A
qge AT TR 97 W Wy ofr sEE i
ggarar wrEar g s S 2w wEr
FIAT AT § A% B EA arar qwr
g o fr 7% W e fied oaew
aqd &, Wie I 1 g, dfesr I 47,
foerr +fY Arerer OazH AT § IAH Tad
Aueren @ fag o ¥ fr g #d
T T AT § WY wH ¥ & A
mw fawr @ 1 o faw w1 qwma F e
UF JIEARET T FT FT AIAT T4 8,
ag aue § @ wrar @ | feegraw ®
wigar @@ & A 7 & 7T 99 I
&1 ZAT 9 J1 & W F wwwar g
T g 97 I #Y afew 97 Heww
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iz 42 & | A1 ofF ArTeEr ¥
a7 FY TONT § A9 WY UFE F T
ol T F49 7 g7 F GHA F qAET
T ara & wre & wwean g fF 9g smar
FT guw & A AT AT AT §; FWE
FAAT F G arerer fomr A @19 &
F waTaT ShfeT 7€ B &, W fows
at gag afvads & g9 & | FAA A
AFATE ¥ 310 Fr8 Ay amwfrd afvada
Foar sfaad aff gmr % A I
wqrAY AT FE FT 2

w7 31, A1 a1 /T A g
g\ uF a1 Wasw weza F AW
wzi a7 fag W qaEwEt £ 9T 4
gt | 7 W g fr famgwi @ o W
qAAAET § AT ARG FEAT TAT
AT AT 2, M o el gary ot
# wYr ag sifeanfadt & & fawsr fr
o7 Awar 951 a%a, o fe da ®
"I TF FA TFAT 72T & W o
fa wTsr w1 &1 AW & 9F F79 FLAT
qear & | A1 39 grfaat § fa uny
areg & f& 3 g gfew & gTa
dw fra i we foaa a2 9 arE
vefafrsas # ot Foow 2 98 F79
T FaT § 9% F7¢ Aiaes FEr
zaTe fad sfaa adf & | a1 za@ "
For Fifor | uw A q war fFoEw
afgee o w1 o 719 F W17 7
o Z@ F 9T 8 1w S wiEEr
1 T T 4 w1 & T A far
HYT FIGA & G0 FT 7 Freor afoorry
7z g1 % For % W fazei § wign
qadt | &1 afz W g A A A
AT FL AT SATET AT | FW AR
UFz 797 § o 2w #% I aTaH
9% # ot fr faws 2, @t &% 2t a%ar 27
ZET S 48T EY TEAT | T2 AT ATAT
AR FATRA, HITHT AET GHIA
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[#r fria forg)
F AR WA TATT IHFT FAFOT FA
At 2 | &1 9@ 9% e wEEw
AT &, WAT WEIEA F qg UA F
q F7 TE A0 & ) OF {A (AT 2w
Za41 AT 8, a8t grew ® fersataa
afen & foow wmew & 397 w08
oEY A OE )

FA S 1A FAT AT E AR
ArA AT HE  FarT 29 (0) g
#a Fgi o e faar ar @i g
Wl W7 ATAE FAT A9 H AT AT
AreAar § | Wi A BF ouw Arer wEa
AT § WX 39 97 51 g ware gfaw
419 & HWA I 918 F qTIAT & |
ar ar ag fre a2, ar 3av s ar e
WO AET dwd, o afs ag gaw a8
qrear & w7 ofas e T qEE
A § @1 I Flawe g a7
FHHT FAT A AFAT T ;T T fAw
HIE 70 AEN &) A g7, Al oo
F1 afcarat #71 § 72f 39 7 “F@ad a6
Efoer gl 41 8 | g Ay q afz v
TTET A FT FrAGT & W T AT
GAAT & A1 f4T a1 2T 9T 92|
& | I AT YAT TAF! ATL AGY AT HE
17 AT AGY F wEET ® 4T 94T &
TqEav W AT T9 a9 FY A5 AT 9T
AR F1 adS gR, IHET FTEH
ERIT YT AT FT AAT HIAAT GEAT
AT 9 qT aHE 9% § 5 a=e F
arer faamg G4 39 & A w1f 9um &
LA L

e AT w1 A F F Aq Fan
g | W 47 Agi 0 W #wr 91 Ww
W agl 1 T T AEAE | B AT 8
fir ST oI FY, wu T Y 4|
IuFEI WA @ g | faeere e ®
w9 #YT S1 gae fawet oy & st
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g & f5 ux q% %1 &ty fon srar &,
arfe ST &1 fme & fau s &%
TSI 7 AL TTear 2 wie g fawre
HAT AW WFE TEA & | AT AT T
ot geT &1 3 2 foaer fe awdr a7 2
AT FTEar A Fr 2 159 faw 7
IHFN A AYE F AT Afo 9@ 20
a1t " TN ¥ 69 g7 9 s
|aT # | fad @ #1 weeE @,
forr 3 sy srom fadm ww
TG HIAH TS, 78 W7 HTAT 98T 2
HT At FAA § 0F 3F A FA
wifge FwF1 FE0 FT AET Z )

T AW A A aF F A AT wa |
AT A4 FT SATE qHA TG AT )

Al weErEAdt FEAE (37
N3T) : IUEATAe A1, Wi w0 faan
oY% oz fdas o ov fr 9= & e
w9 T &, B AT OF A T
TS AT §T @I FIAT & W a8 T94 2
foF wen %Y & 4T A | TT 9EA 61T
gfezat & Zar o wwar 2 1 gfewat
q WA WL 9 T K1 OF AT EN AATAT
&1 S T F A g 2, AT & W
UF &7 THIT FY ATHT AATET 87 @ 2
“my T FAAY T FATe IufAwEr
T &9 & | A7 anifaw 3fee 7 ag g
grm f& wqey AT 9 &M A w8
W7 agt & ; i 1 a1 fafar avarenr
2 o T & s oF &7 A 2, faea
grenT & aM & fym faw wwe ®
wq # | fag, aft oo A1 wasg § &
T 2, afy " & wré fawrar @ Av
ag ¥ IET WA 451 gE & A HEAT,
{A-ZAT | TET A A1 O e & Wi
THT & & wqey ¥ fow ag s an
aFar ¢ fFag ar oy & e & 1w we-
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ATEAT § WX AL 0 H0 0 Iy &
TAATT, HEFA & AT, TAT W FEI
&1 aga & wgeT ¢ | AwafET T A
frdy e & ag #er & —

The guality of mercy is twice blessed.
It blesseth him that gives and him
that takes.

¥4 99} 4, 79 gfee ¥ Far @
ATFAT § qg THTAT T A9 F fau
AN ATT & KT ST A7 G g g,
ST ST T FIT @, A g € 7 qg
T7 FaT g 5 39 dmard o fE
sa% gafa & S9% W= TZIATH
AT wEyor et 38 fowe fF wesfa
WATg, THGAT F ITE IATE T WK
Wt @ | s, ' gfe & @ 8
st o 1 faagw ¢ fowmer siw €
T AT ATEAT FT WA AGTAT, THEHT
TET WEA 1 AT § | UF L gfeawor
¥ o9 gW 3@T § a1 qTed F a9
¥ offaw & samaT FwdT § ) AT 99
A BT E | T TAHT AE T FGT FT
UTAT §—TFT WO FAT HEAT 8,
FuFT fraTe T wFar €, I9% A a@
T & TG FT awAT § ) qTA H
T F I FAFIC 2, UAEIGT UL
£ 1 @ ag gfewm st § gEwr /e
gfeewtor wgr o @war & | 1 ggen
Ffeewor # amEF ama @ FEE

w dfafees gfemor a1 anifas gfeesior -

FET AT AHAT &, AT TR e
@t g wha € | a1 97 A1 gfrewt
& 7 fam & wwaw o fawr & e
q frem %1, vEwwe F &, WA
fagat & YT Iy it wrEen 8, 99 i
gfezwiont 1 fem s¢ 9@ %1, 98 989
IR WK I S M A I |
9 a1 g W aRg T8l fe ew et
gl 1 faar 5T 997 & ufafoa
191 RSD—4.
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o F1E gae e o faw & fawtarat
& T 91 T Tt 3w O
FT IgA Haataqa fwar o

ag faer gz s aarT wear §
fq:qumrrq*mm?ﬁzma,
WS N FT WA AFT F AT 9
& fow useeEz FT AT @ WX
sar f& &7 w71 § T gfesm w
aAfafafes ot = gfeeson wadr
g A gad wrare 9 fag & frafarai
A gaw gfesw g anfoafafes
fer=rreaTar %1 92 37 %1 waw frar &0
wa A qE F1E Gaaer Agr | afE
we q1Er df forprm g Arew AT & @
fe fa= &1 ot sgww gamr T § 98
s 72 & T 4z vl % A for 6%
# ot s sgt oY fadaan 1, Hvar &
Fata € IEFT TFA FT GG FAT |
Faa ! THar =9 faw &1 9iww &) qufy
# swd! g v 9z 53w uw g difaa
1 SgE  wWits e gfesw 39
difwa a1 g1 smar g afea fe ot @
T fowraa 7Y, wifs 9% @g oy
WEAT § 48 T8 AT WEAAT FIH F
W@ ¢\ Ffa e oF fawwa ag & e
T AHEE F & 90 # o faw F
fawfar & S9% gra aga surar 99 4
Wi gafen st faw &7 92%q & wa@ Ay
AT QT T FEL &Y 9T & | A &
YT 9T & AT HEwE qTF T AT AT
g S f& &% awar ol & A
FRUEIAT FT, Forar &1 W faduar
FT ST JATT BT & TEFT AT & AT
g7 Y& § fr wa & a7 &7 gt ot
& ar fadaan #71, %At &1 9919 v §,
a7 & gt 34 ¥ AT 99 W@ g
FY HEaT H AT grIAT wgh 9 gl
FT 9 g7 8, UF fa7 F gandd aqgdi &1
aq fear s & afea s g9
#r av% o0 faa & famiamdi &1 w@
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@ wan, gty 5w faw 9w o w9E
AT A IEA IAw_EATH ArHfad A
frar 4t | @T'&ztwm
FameT graa 9% faar v § w9
Faarn Tt § 5 g & s2an
F1 qaia qqat F arq g , T
Froasr #1 fFw wHTT a@ #1 qTen
g A fFm awe § add a9 @
quEl & A9 w4 & ) Afwe fem @
= fam & w7 37 A= ¥ gafaa
FTA F1 H1E w4TH AL At @ 1w ¥
a@rd dar fv 49 w21 wege wAwfA,
qga & uF 9w ¥ faawnr F7r 9aw
qg¥d, FE, W FET ¥ AL gU § WY
0 a7 3@ & 5 99 w9 9 fosdgae
fimfomiFmsamaE §
wte qfdfeaferi & wqEe AugE
quart s da fr faRan #, 9@
AT WX gAL I A AE TG |
T wHTT &1 fwrfer ot £ 0f & afe
BT it T 9T FT FE TEHF WA
FT FEA FE GAT T X

ST, {59 19 T 3GHT FTHAT
gt 8 5 o7 fodT a9 T 99 FW
& @ aF " 999 §, 7% Fwiae
Fh% "1 aFd g Al T Awg & 5
& o f = F1 Ay ofr S et
F7q 8, Higa & UG Fad §, g Hl
g wfaw dwfas adsi w1 @
WIAT §Fd | ZHiAY 48 UF 69 § @=FA
gt Fi g fam H @ &

A A oA, WA
iE F e ¥ 1w dw 2
WIS W9 3 F w1 diaw gfer
& o T T E R WA
# % aga adr Gt g st g7 ane
W WY OF Zad gfer & o Tar o awar
¢ 1 3z 7g & 71 vy & fod Sfaa
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3 feag wwar 3 e & fod qupwd
3@ T—ayd aFAs feed Wiw
TEHT A AFAE X 1 K mWedr g
arfadt 1 afer &, dfasar ot gfe
¥ gz v & fog feddy A7 gea &
SATEE A8, Iaar wfawr § AN
£ amg & fa afz o8 sqaerfeos
gfex 3 +ff AT avw, A1 a7 WeEer T3
fF 97 99 7 oftaw g1 @ & 49 @
Qat Y w7 agdt o @ 6w
qreon @ e afterit & aftorereey
T FT FEw 9 AV a7 47 a99
& 1w T A7 O famerE @ @ F
oy o far w1 g @wt A e
ATH AT AGE AT F AT NFE AT @
v v fom afore a7 g g
& X gar 5w & frewy 3 O am
At @ # ) qdei F afvorrere
wrw A wfaai faerEr s @ @
I O BrF F g oA ofr a2
W WA AfAd ZTEEET F FATH
gl & W I qEr @ oA
@ f57 @¥o dro &1 7war 2 | Fo dre
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T AT G § F @y oo gaw
franft 3% @ &, & swa feaawd
| § wifs fasme fm wfe fa
wiifa wwar & 1 g o & wwar & &
fesit famr fasm sifa #edr &+a @@r
a% Tgw dwfaw @ afomy 97 ¥
f& duT &1 =W A F %3 @
Awi AT w7 3% & wFar & A
30 aqg 741 9 6T e 97 af
FCT TR HT G | 7 4g (A= g
o fasrer saY  faam & agar o @ 2,
4 gfee & w7 @ & 1 WO gAT g
e A1 gq e s § AT 9=
uF AT AT FHAT g1 AEr 2
I TAT gEL WA A HA B
FT AT ATK T § | FE qToSE AR
fiw sy aad = sy wifa & s
= afwrw 9% agw 9w fF 9 aafas
W EF AT FOWH 9, ATH F
wfss 97 qdeAm F @ & S oo
fasem 9 sa%  swAAe o gy
frraaft  Sw& ag 3% g 1 A 9%
e gh fr g fey a3 9w dwfaw
FAFT FT ATHLT FAT | T EW I
T A wrEar &1 fasge wgET
FT AT | WIS W AT A F WA
faeitar & @z, 7 #a # fF fase &
|y wiEaT FF Jra1, qHEqr 7 AE_a
7 sirer srwm A faww fedr faw
wHEAT &7 & e s, aee Ay
& & FT AT | AT AT T AL
ar W A @ @ 1 gafad s,
w fa= grov dwfest o sfqes
T & fad S FHE I w5 gEE
g suw # grfew @ma w6 g o
gafy azf 97 fawre o g9 wfaaw
Y 7 7 & fw qH a1 48 faege S
amar & 5 = wwre A danfas aofa
otz dafast oz et @ feer g
& FHEz g1 TUfEd | § a1 g 6
st argar B g w8 51 ag A W
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gr afen fs g g wreeefer
ar A @ 5 By wwe & o
F waman, Hfwddr, 9T W ool
ngEz ¥ fors far am W ow
T WA T 0y A0E faes g |
forr & w7 a7 Tt w1 Y dar @A A
@ ¥, % garw fear o A%

TWE WA AW, UF A R
ofaasr AfFErET & gereT § T wEAr
AFST § ) &W u% IErE FT R 3§
f o & =T aw & arr aE
Y, W AT G2 ¥ A% & W W
TFORE ¥ Hrg AT A, e a7
A ® e w9 F w92
AZAT EAVA WITH S TAATAT AFAT
g & 48 waoon fadle v At
&1 gw 9z w7 T ST a8
f& a9 "2 o) afe 291 %1 arr e
AYST AT | A9 ¥ HYEH AW O
2 owowr & 3}, TOWIAT A @ W1 3@
* @a " qy afa, 9 w AEA
Ty faure & 37 et ag @
e & A8 |mEr (S Aanr 9g S
# fy o A1 afq g ¥ oo W
waw fFar s awar & WY g &
FE! ®1 9T fRar s awar 8, v
sarar  (Interruption) ®# W
frare w7 &fem, qa  www faare
IFE FA T AR E | A F aF Fgan
=Tt g fF v s v e
FIE 74T 31 AHAT & | AW & AW 9@
o W AW A fom T v AW
a9 @ &, AR oET 9T ghen &
firelY w1 For & wvrw v T AR
a7 ArAAT ghm e ag o oo afe
faame & 9 g9y 99 9T uF FAw
1T qEarT #t  AwifAe # arr
drar g1 Formr o 3w AT w0
AT FETT IH—F & ¥ fgg 4w
¥ art # F A1 awdr g—aa a
gar faeg o afew g
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dr, & ag fr v ST
feag far T e ag 2 &
vadl % 9fq o fadzar #1 a@iq &
T & 99 %1 919, W T §
fa=r g faaem amefes odizge faar
T wifed ar 77 7@ faar, mm g,
WA TH ATT FT gD

A, @ Faer 98 s faa
Fwraeq ¥ ®agdr 4f 7 69 Fg ¥\
F qaEr 1 gz A wgar agi e
o fam ¥ % g 9 §, T fam @
JT90 4T FAT g AL 4 UF AgT
g7 fawr 2 1 arE #r fegfam, dafat
9 sfqaey @ g F2 F & o
W FHET B, T WA AgT g A g,
qga TR 94 &, 7 T 7a F7 Aqhw-
q=d Fr § | A fad ag angdr §
fF #9 § &7 o1 a1d {7 qAT ATT
F1 €, 9 TC WA WG12T HATq £ & |
W1 WHEHE T AV § W@ W&,
39 9 fa=re fava s anfe o sgaw
@ ag faq @ m § 9% awAaE s
qu fear smo@% )

Dr. SHRIMATI SEETA PARMA-NAND:

Mr. Vice-Chairman, I rise to support this Bill
generally.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (PANDIT S. S. N.
TANKHA): Please be brief.

Dr. SHRIMATI SEETA PARMA-
NAND; Certainly I will be brief.
People who did not have an oppor
tunity to speak when the Bill was
referred to the Joint Select Committee
will be shown some consideration, I
hope.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (PanNDIT S. S. N.
TANKHA): The time is limited.

Dr. SHRIMATI SEETA PARMA-NAND:
There is no time-limit for the First Reading
and for the Bill, the time has not been
limited by the
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to Animals Bill, 1959 2482

Business Advisory Committee. May I proceed
without being reminded of the time-limit? I
will certainly try to be as brief as possible.

Sir, I used the word 'generally' because in
my opinion, there are certain lacunae left in
some of these sub-clauses of the Bill to which
I will come later. I have been listening to the
debate on this Bill and watching the trend that
it is taking and I am trying to understand
myself in what way this Bill can be considered
to be either against the Constitution or against
the sentiment of any religion. We are in the
twentieth century trying to make our country a
progressive one, and we have to see to the
needs of science also. I would also point out
that those of us who object to certain types of
meat for eating according to the way in which
the animal is slaughtered, as was referred to by
Dr. Sapru, would realise that when we go to
foreign countries, we do not wait to see in
what way the animal is slaughtered. I suppose
that it was for that reason perhaps that the
reference was to the slaughter of the animal
only on a particular day—it may be Bakrid or
some other day of the Hindus. The Hindus
have not tried to put forward here that
particular point of view, but maybe, there are
some outside this House who may have that
point of view. But I would ask such people
who are objectors on the grounds, maybe, of
conscience or maybe as respectors of all the
practices in the name of religion, whether they
would permit human sacrifice in the case of
cannibals, because it has been the practice of
cannibals, cannibalism is not a religion. May
be. But their practices are as dear to them as
some other practices are dear to others. We
have cannibals in the Andamans. They are
away from us and we are unable to see them
or hear their voice. But, Sir, that does not
mean that today when science and also
humanity tell us that we have to show a
humane attitude towards animals, we should
just try to see how it conforms to certain
age-old practices. |
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would also ask such people who object
whether they are aware that in olden days
there were certain tenets and principles
accepted which were associated with
religion also. For instance, it was believed
that the earth was static. Later on, science
revealed that the earth was not static, it
was moving, and it has now become a
principle with their religion. It was part
and parcel of many religions including
Christianity to believe that the earth was
static and that it was not moving. Why 1
am giving this instance is, I say that a
scientific approach has to be made and a
scientific approach should teach us that
the human society is not static, it is
dynamic, and therefore we have to see—
and teach those of our fellow-beings or
countrymen who do not understand this—
that these points are considered and that
we cannot stick to the old ideas about,
these things.

Sir, while I was listening to the debate, I
have not been able to understand—and it
is my ignorance, I confess, that I have not
tried to find it out—what this particular
merit is about what is called halal, the
way in which it is done, why it is done
and why a particular religion does say that
it should be so. I would also ask those
people who quote any particular practice
of a religion being sacrosanct, whether
they have shut their eyes to the conditions
of the world outside where people of their
community—I am referring here in this
particular instance to the Muslim
community—have adopted practices,
which perhaps in this country even today
they would say that they would not allow
in the name of their religion. Sir, where
people are self-governing, they want to
become part of one world with fast
shrinking distances and become one
world community, and they try to forget
all these old ideas and keep only those
practices of the religion as unchanged
which are concerned with the elevation of]
the soul and the en-3 P.M. nobling of the
society. The previous speaker stopped by
saying thatboth human being*
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and animals had their feelings but perhaps
one was not able to express them and he
pointed out this difference. I would say
that the main difference is that animals
have no parliaments; they have not got
the power to express themselves and so
they cannot come forward and make
demands about them. So from all these
points of view, I would like to appeal to
all people who think that this Bill is
something new—which, in fact, is more
or less an amending Bill, because there
was such a Bill about seventy years ago—
to say that this Bill is not something so
revolutionary, as they think, and that it
encroaches on the rights of any com-
munity and even among the Hindus there
are certain sects who set a great deal of
value on sacrifices and I appeal to them
that they should also look at and modify
those old practices from the point of view
of the interest of the larger community I
should say, of animals, because they are
even a larger community'than the human
beings who inhabit India and the world.

Now, as the time at my disposal is very
limited—as you rightly pointed out—I
shall hurriedly try to refer to some of the
clauses where I think further attention is
required. I refer to the definition of
'animal' in clause 2, and with reference to
the context of other definitions that
follow, 1 would ask whether fish and
chicken are included in them. Then the
method in which they are killed is not at
all considered, and if we try to stretch
these definitions, we would have to
consider the horrible manner in which the
chickens are killed by the cooks, in every
house, practically every day. Then we
should take into consideration the way in
which fish are taken out of tanks in
Bengal and in Travancore-Cochin, taken
fresh, just like fresh vegetables from the
gardens, how they are taken out of water
and then made to suffer on land, and we
do not know—because fish cannot
speak—to what torture they are subjected.
We can only imagine, when fish are taken
out of water, what sufferings they,
will
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undergo, and how they will feel when
they are thus tortured. Now, Sir, I do not
know what innumerable personnel we
will require and how we will be able to
bring all those people to book who cause
unnecessary pain and suffering to these
animals, within the purview of this law. It
should not mean only animals which are
large in size, like the goat, and it may be
mat guinea-pigs, etc. need not be shown
the same consideration as is shown in
sub-clause 11(1) (d) where, I mink, the
reference is to monkeys, and the sub-
clause reads:—

"conveys or carries, whether in or
upon any vehicle or not, any animal in
such a manner or position as to subject
it to unnecessary pain or suffering;"

I have in mind the way in which the other
animals—not monkeys only that might be
carried in crates when taken from place to
place—at other places might be treated,
for example, the guinea-pigs in the
scientific chairs, and the other things, the
rabbit, or even smaller animals, as was
said the cockroaches and others. Well,
they are not considered here as being of
any consequence. If we are going to base
this Bill on the Buddhist principle or on
the principle of ahimsa, I suppose we will
have to go even to the extent of flies and
stop the use of fly-killers used to kill
them. But that will lead to some absurd
unrealities and so I would not go into mat,
but I do feel that here, as a result of some
of the things 1 would point out it may fee
necessary to consider whether that clause
29 will not have to be deleted, not
because of what the other people say, that
it would lead to harassment. As regards
the method of killing I made enquiries
during recess periods and came to know
that the back skin of the neck was left in
tact which, in fact, happens to be the
portion, in my opinion,—I am not a
medical woman—which, because of that,
keeps the sense and consciousness of the
animal yet alive and in 4  tormented
condition. It would be
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the case with anybody when the back
portion of the neck is also not severed. To
leave it like that, I am told, is what is
called halal. For mat reason. Sir, because
of these anomalies, perhaps the Minister
may have to bring in an amendment
himself later on. How far it would be
consistent to keep clause 29, in view of
certain anomalies with regard to this
clause, especially when we are not able to
see that chickens are not killed in a
manner that a portion of the neck is left
uncut or half-twisted by the cooks in
every home, I cannot say.

Then, Sir, with regard to 'street' defined
in clause 2, I would like to read out what
has been included here and I think it
makes the definition very impractical and
also widens the scope of the Bill; it
would make it difficult to Dbe
implemented. The definition says:—

" 'Street' includes any way, road,
lane, square, court, alley, passage or
open space, whether a thoroughfare or
not, to which me public have access."

I would like to ask, Sir, how it would be
possible to implement this in villages,
how to say whether a stray animal is in a
lane or in open space or in a passage, and
for mat reason, though it is a very good
provision, that should be there for
municipal towns. It would be better to
restrict mis particular definition of 'street’
to municipal towns, so that implementa-
tion of the Act is made easy.

Then with regard to clause 5, to begin
with I would like to point out that
according to the usual practice in me ratio
of representation allotted to the two
Houses of Parliament—it is six
mentioned in me sub-clause—the number
should be really five, giving three to the
Lok Sabha and two to this House.
Otherwise, as is me provision now, it will
disturb me usual ratio of representation
between the two Houses, because the
number of Members also is in that
proportion.
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Now I come to page 2, to sub-clause
(g) and (h) of clause 11, and they read:—

"being the owner, neglects to
exercise or cause to be exercised
reasonably any dog or other animal
habitually chained up or kept In close
confinement; or

being the owner of any captive
animal, fails to provide such animal
with sufficient food, drink or shelter;"

"Well, these are very good clauses, but I
do feel that not only would it be difficult
to get these clauses implemented but they
may be taken as grounds for causing
harassment to people who perhaps may
not really own that animal and it might be
shown that they owned it, and there is
really no yard-stick by which to decide
whether that animal was given sufficient
food, drink or shelter, or not. These
provisions particularly would apply and
would do a lot of good to big towns, to
congested cities like Bombay or Calcutta,
but as far as that goes, that is something
very good in this Bill, because at the rail-
way stations and hospitals we find today
so many animals let loose, and dogs and
very often goats are roaming about the
place, and the rabid dogs are a great
danger to human life, and because this
provision is there, if the owners could be
traced, they should be taken to task. But
again here I feel it would be necessary to
confine the operation of this clause also
to mofussil towns.

Then 1 take up sub-clause (p) on page
10 and that is with regard to somebody
using a sharp point for an animal and the
sub-clause reads:—

"uses upon any animal any appliance
with a sharp point except for medical
purposes;"

1 think that the object is to see that such
prick-pointed sticks are not used for
driving cattle or horses, etc., and for that
reason | feel it is neeessary
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to add the words, 'for goading them for
better performance'. My point is that you
should clarify the point and make it easy
for implementation.

I now come to clause 17, sub-clauses
(d) and (e).

Now, sub-clause (2)(e) of clause 17
saysi—

"that experiments on larger animals
are avoided when it is possible to
achieve the same results by
experiments upon small laboratory
animals like guinea-pigs, rabbits and
rats;"

Sir, only guinea-pigs, rabbits and rats are
mentioned here, but smaller creatures
like cockroaches, etc. are not mentioned.
Therefore, I am mentioning that.

As you rung the bell, I would not take
much more time of the House.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (PANDIT S. S.
N. TANKHA): The hon. Member has
already taken 15 minutes.

Dr. SHrRiMATI SEETA PARMA-
NAND: That is why I am finishing in one
minute.

Sir, with regard to the contested clause
29, relating to 'the possession of the skin
of any animal with any part of the skin of
the head attached thereto’, 1 would
suggest that it would be better to apply
this clause to mofussil towns, and make
modern medicines, which insensitivise
animals available for the slaughter
houses. If such medicines are provided to
slaughter houses, Muslims should have
no objection.

With regard to infirmaries and other,
things, 1 would like to point out that as
long ago as twenty years, a Forest
Committee was appointed in Madhya
Pradesh which recommended the pro-
vision of sanctuaries not only for
unwanted cattle but for cattle during their
dry period. But even in that State, which
has so many forests, it has not  been
possible to put that
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recommendation into practice. While there are
no infirmaries even for human beings to take
care of the aged ana the destitute, I do not
know how far it will be a practicable
proposition to hope to have infirmaries for
cattle. But, if we can do that, certainly we
should have them. But it is no use putting
down things in our legislation which we will
not be able to fulfil. We should first see that
we are able to establish some homes for the
children and infirmaries for human beings and
then think of providing infirmaries for
animals.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (PANDIT S. S. N.

TANKHA) : Shrimati Rama-murti. Only five
minutes please.
SHRIMATI T. NALLAMUTHU

RAMAMURTI (Madras): What can I say in
five minutes?

Sir, this Bill has the very fine and laudable
objective  of preventing cruelty and
maltreatment to animals. In this land, where
Ahimsa has been the doctrine from time
immemorial, where Dharmaraja Yudhistara
would not enter the portals of Heaven because
a dog was not allowed to follow him, we need
not say that people are not humane to animals
or they, all of them, are unnecessarily cruel to
animals. While supporting the humane
objective underlying the Bill, I would say that
there are various clauses, like clause 11, sub-
sections (a), (b), (f) and (k), as my friends have
already pointed out, which are very vague and
which  would lead to  mischievous
interpretation by neighbours and bullies who
will bring in complaints against poor, innocent
farmers because they happen to drive with a
stick a bullock into their field and plough, or
against persons who are keeping pets but might
have tied the dog for a little longer. It will lead
to all kinds of personal complaints as jetween
people and people. That is my fear. Police and
mischievous neighbours may abuse this to
harass innocent farmers and people.
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Sir, there are so many clauses, as has been
pointed out—time does not permit me—
relating to beating up of animals, overloading
an animal, pricking an animal with sharp
points and various other clauses that have to
bo modified if this Bill is to be enforced.

With regard to the interpretation of the very
first clause—which has also been touched by
my friends—you will m have to find out some
other suitable definition of the word 'animal'.
Here 'animal' means, under clause 2(a) page 3,
'any living creature other than a human being'.

It looks almost ridiculous to include all
living  beings, right from the worm, the
bug, the mosquito, the silver fish and

other worms that destroy your clothes to the
white ants that destroy your furniture, and all
kinds of insects that we have been campaigning
against in the medical field, where we say that
these insects are carriers of disease, against
which laboratories not only in this country
but all over the world have launched a
campaign, and great scientists have carried
out experiments even at the risk of their lives
for the advancement of medical science to
promote the welfare of human lives, to promote
health and hygiene and medical
advancement in the society. Now, according
to this definition, animal means all animals
other than human beings. Sir, if a cobra comes
along and stands before me, well, what shall
I do? Of course, from the religious point of
view we do not kill a cobra. We do not believe
in 'Either I kill thee or thou kill me'. If a fire-
ant bites me, I would ask the honourable
House, would they pick up the ant very
neatly and very carefully and tell it, 'T am very
kind to you, ant. Please go your own way*
and let it go. If a mosquito stings you, what is
your reaction, [ ask. You should define
where humanity has to be shown. You must
provide a definition that you eliminate these
insects and other categories that are being
killed and will be killed whether this Bill is
there or not.
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There was a Matron in our hostel.
Please excuse me for relating this story.
She was a follower of Mahatma Gandhi.
When a scorpion appeared in the hostel,
she picked it up with an iron tong. I
asked, 'Where are you carrying it?" She
said, T would not kill it; I shall put it in
the neighbour's garden.' This is
Dharma!

So I would request the hon. Minister to
devise some way of modifying that
definition, and also of modifying other
clauses where our friends have pointed
out some vagueness, and to frame it in
such a manner as to make this very
laudable objective of prevention of
cruelty to animals practicable.

Sir, with regard to the appointment
of the Welfare Board—clause 4—from
among the Members of this House as
well as the other House, I would sug
gest that if the Welfare Board is
appointed, women should be on it in a
proper proportion. «

The other important clause that I object]
to is clause 15 on page 12 which
envisages the appointment of a committee
to supervise experiments in scientific
laboratories, experiments conducted by
technical experts who have the love for
science and the zeal for promoting the]
well-being of the society. My sisters have
pleaded for the rights of animals. Now ]
plead for the rights of scientists to
promote the well-being of the society. It
will be an infringement of the rights of]
these scientists and young students who
are enthusiastic about experiments in|
order to help the society. It will be 4
disservice to education and an
infringement of their rights if thig
Committee were to go and supervise,
Clause 18 says:—

"For the purpose of ensuring that thg
rules made by it are being complied
with, the Committee may authorise any
of its officers or any other person if
writing to inspect any institution o
place where experiments are  being
carried on
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and report to it as a result of such
inspection, and any officer or persoa so
authorised may—

(a) enter at any time considered
reasonable by him and inspect any
institution or place in which
experiments on animals are being
carried on;"

Sir, an experiment means a controlled
atmosphere. Even  when we  make
psychological experiments on children, we
see that even leaves do not shake. That
sort of atmosphere is required for
experiments.  But, according  to this
clause, you are authorising a lay body, not
of technicians, but of officials and non-
officials—and I do not know how many
politicians; I do not cast any reflection—
who might not have been experts in any
field, to go and very pompously march into
a labora/ tory and ask, 'Are you conducting
the experiment according to these regula-
tions?' I say, what has happened to this
country? With all the earnestness in
me, with all my zeal for the promotion of
all that is best in the field of science and
research departments including the
research in cancer that we are carrying on
in Madras, I would appeal to the Minister
to knock out this clause from this Bill.
He should see' that the vague clauses are
modified, the definition is also modified to
bring some meaning into this Bill. In a
general way, to prevent cruelty to
animals is a very fine objective, but to
guarantee humane treatment towards
animals and to all living beings need not be
preached through this Bill to the detriment
of progress of science for human well-
being. It has been in the heart of the
whole culture of this nation. Therefore,
I would request you to make this Bill
practicable. Thank you.

SHRIMATI RUKMINI DEVI ARUN-
DALE (Nominated): Sir, I was expecting
to speak at 3 o'clock. I was told that I
would be given half-an-hour. When do 1
have to finish?

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (PANDIT S. S.
N. TANKHA): You can take your time.
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SHHIMATI RUKMINI DEVI ABUN-
BALE: Sir, I have been listening with very
great interest to all that has been said.
Before 1 speak, I would like, first of
all, to say that it gives a very gratifying
feeling to me that the Bill that 1 brought in
1954 before Parliament should have at
last come to fruition to;.. .7 and I feel—
even though the Bill is not by any means
what I wanted, still—that due
consideration ha® been given and
some great improvement has, as a
result, been planned in this measure. I
certainly have to thank all our Food and
Agriculture Ministers from Mr. Kidwai
down to our present Minister and, of
course, our Prime Minister who have all
shown great sympathy and interest in this
work. I am unable to understand when
anybody says 'We in India -do not need to
be told what is Ahitnsa, we do not need to
be told what is kindness'. They say all
this and yet they are not able to support
fully a Bill like this. It seems to me, how-
ever much we may be proud of our ancient
traditions and  background, today we
cannot be proud of India as it is, at least
not the educated India. We can as easily be
ashamed of this India that is not eagerly
and happily willing to bring forward a Bill
that will help the animal world which we
have always considered as part of our own
life. Prom ancient days, great teachers
like Mahavira, Lord Buddha and others
have taught reverence for all life and in
this they included the animal  kingdom.
Compassion  has been the chief quahty
of every religion although today some
people seem to have to defend religion.
And how do they defend it? Instead of
defending religious practice by saying
that animals must  be protected,
they defend it by saying that animals must
be sacrificed. It is  absolutely the
opposite of what I should have even
imagined of the import of religious
precept. To me this is indeed a great
surprise. [ must here agree with what had
been said yesterday with feeling by Prof.
Malkani. We are not treating the subject
as we really should. Throughout the year,
all the 385 days, we are bringing forward
Bill* for the
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welfare of humanity and yet when the
one Bill that we are bringing forward for
helping animals comes, someone says,
"why not human beings first? Let us be
kind to human beings first and we shall be
kind to the animals afterwards.! Let me
ask this: Are we really kind to human
beings? Even from the very people who
say so I would like to know how much
compassion, how much love they
show towards human beings, to the
poor people. They talk about poor people
more as a political slogan than as a result
ofreal compassion. It is not possible to
compartmentalise our hearts and say 'l am
compassionate to man today and I will be
compassionate to animals tomorrow.' If
you have compassion, you have
compassion for all, and this includes
human beings. It is not a question of
choice between a human or an animal.
It is a question of human beings and
animals. This is what we have to realize.
I wish people had feeling for this subject.
I am sorry to say that in so many dis-
cussions, especially when we had certain
resolutions on the  export of
monkeys and so on, I know of people
laughing and laughing all the time as if
such a resolution was  something
ridiculous. Are we not tired of laughing
on so seriousa matter? You think it
is ridiculous. How can it be ridiculous
when thereis so much suffering to so
many creatures? Do we know and do
we go anywhere near them? Are we in
contact with them? Do we look after
them when they suffer? Ifwe still love
them, then we are sure to feel for
them also. It is a sad thing that this
should be so. Kakasaheb Kalelkar said
one thing which is of  great
importance, that if we have a law in this
country, it must be better than any law in
any country in the world.  Surely, if we
are so proud of our country—we tell
everybody  how marvellous is our
culture—let us prove the beauty of our
culture today. Culture is not mere
daneing on the stage or singing or
producing performances. Its result is not
even the sending of cultural
missions abroad. Culture is the way that
w* feel and the way that we act
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towards every creature that suffers and it
is only when we feel for them, we can
say that this is the land of Asoka, whose
emblem we are using. It is perhaps very
difficult for the Minister to bring in a law
as I want or even as he wants because
already I see how there are divisions of
opinion which pull him in different
directions. This only goes to prove that
democracy can definitely be wrong. A
wise dictatorship is perhaps even better
and it was proved by Asoka when,
throughout the State, in every single
monument, he wrote that he would take
care of animals as well as of human
beings.

Members have been speaking a grea,t
deal about animal sacrifice. Well, the
Animal Welfare Board, even the
propaganda which the proposed Animal
Welfare Board may do against sacrifice,
which really means only education,
people think is wrong. They say it is
wrong even to educate people to give up
animal sacrifice. They say it interferes
with religion. We have interfered with
religion atready in many ways. We have
passed marriage acts whereby we have
removed child marriages which were
prescribed by religion. We have
interfered with religion by removing Sati.
Suppose, if J may say so, our Muslim
friends aay—of course it is only a
supposition —that according to their
religion they ihould allow Sati, are we as
a State going to allow it? The Hindus also
sacrifice animals. The Hindus do not
want to prevent propaganda and stopping
that which is immoral and when we speak
of our Constitution, we must also think of
what is repugnant to public morality.
Should not our children learn to live
better than we are living? Should not they
learn to be more compassionate than we
are? If children are going to watch all this
kind of sacrifice, I think it will be
demoralising to our country. This is my
opinion; of course, I give full respect to
anybody who gives his own opinion with
all his conviction; I respect everybody's
view, but this is my view and I certainly
say that to allow lice is unfortunate. Of
course, |

[ 2 MARCH 1960 ]

to Animals Bill, 1959 2496

know that India is now more and more
ready to abolish animal sacrifice. I can
prove this because four States in India—
Madras, Andhra, Kerala and Mysore—
have prohibited animal sacrifice in
temples and in the vicinity of temples.
Have these States interfered with the
Constitution?

SHM N. R. MALKANI: And success-
ful.

SHRIMATI RUKMINI DEVI ARUN-
DALE: They have not considered it as
interference with our Constitution. So
they have done it. Not only this. I would
say that if this clause is removed from the
objects of the Animal Welfare Board, 1
shall consider it as interference with the
Hindu religion. We can consider it as
interference because 1 would like to
educate people. I would also say, this
education of our people can never do any
harm to the Muslims because the
Muslims are much more loyal to their
religious practices than perhaps we are.

I do not think they are going to be
affected by this propaganda at all. The
propaganda is in a general way and
people can take it as they like and they
can apply it to themselves or not.

Then comes the question of halal and
clause 29; I am not going to discuss it in
detail because Pandit Kunzru has already
explained the entire problem. An
amendment is to be moved and our
Minister has already said that he is
considering accepting that amendment in
which case there will be no worry for the
Muslims at all. That being so, I do not
see why we should waste so much of
time talking about that aspect of the
matter.

I would like to say this with regard to
medical experiments. Even here, I am
unable to understand the criticism. The
thing that we have provided in the Bill is
about the minimum that we can possibly
do. As a law it is absolutely the mini-
mum. [ entirely agree with Raj-
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kumari Amrit Kaur when she says,
"Vvxiy should small animals be ex-
perimented upon'. 1 entirely agree; I
would like that clause to be removed so
that no animals are experimented upon.
Of course, that is not what she meant but I
take it that way. She has been Health
Minister and it was during her time as
Health Minister that this Committee
functioned. There was a representative of
her Ministry, a very very strong
representative. We had the eminent
doctor, Dr. Gilder, in that Committee.
Then we had Dr. Kaura representing the
Veterinarians. All the three of them
agreed on this point and they said that
they would accept this proposition as we
have put in the draft Bill. Still more, I
would like to point out that this particular
clause exists in the Australian law and in
the English law and it has not interfered
with science and the development of
scientific research. People may say that
such practices do not exist in India, that in
our laboratories the animals are kept so
humanely, that they are kept in air-
conditioned rooms and so on. It is just
like saying to a man before he goes to the
guillotine, "What a lovely and beautiful
bedroom has been given to you?
Tomorrow you may go up the guillotine
but today you are living in a beautiful
room.' Well, they are keeping the prisoner
most carefully. It amounts only to that. I
have seen the laboratories and I have seen
how these animals are kept imprisoned in
small cages. When I see that, I feel that
there is no compassion for the animals at
all. They say that the animals are very
well kept and that they are very well
looked after, but what for? It is not
because they love the animals but because
they cannot experiment on unhealthy
animals. If they can, I suppose they would
like to save the lot of money that is being
spent on taking care of these animals. |
have asked questions in those places.
Take these rabbits. They keep them
and
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they go on experimenting with them.
Tney go on drawing blood from them and
inject them with ail kinds of disease-
bearing virus. When 1 asked them as to
what happens to the rabbits afterwards,
they said, 'Oh!". It was a surprise to them;
they have never thougnt of that question
before. The reply invariably is, 'Oh, we
just sell them. Dispose of them'. If you
love your animal and you become fond of
it, you just do not dispose of it without
knowing anything as to what will happen
to it afterwards. That is exactly what is
happening in these places. I have seen and
I have seen enough and I am more and
more convinced that the idea of
experimentation on animals is
fundamentally and basically wrong. It is
morally wrong. They say that we are
going to benefit by this but what for? Is it
for improving our lives so that we may
become healthy? Do we become healthy
only by taking medicines? As has been
pointed out earlier, there are many ways
of becoming healthy so far as the mind,
soul and body are concerned. You may
certainly improve the body by these
injections, although I have my doubts, but
there are other ways by which you can im-
prove your body better. By this way, you
are only killing your soul and if you are
going to kill your soul, what is the use of
living? What is the use of prolonging life?
Ultimately, are you going to save life?
You are not going to save life by taking
an injection for curing illness. Thank God
we have not come to that stage of being
able to stop death; otherwise we shall live
for ever and ever and be a burden
probably to our civilisation as well. Let us
hope that the future generation, the
younger generation, will be better than we
are. 1 feel that experimentation la
definitely wrong. Though it is wrong and I
definitely say so, I know positively that all
that I want cannot be achieved; I know I
cannot achieve all but I do hope that we
can achieve at least the abolition of
cruelty.
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cruelty in the extreme. You may say
that such cruelties do not exist in India but
do not forget two things. We are the
biggest imitators of anything that goes on
in the West We still have a  great
admiration for wnatever happens in
the West and that is why we are anxious
to have scientific development. Now,
scientific development in our country
is going to be a very big thing and,
therefore, it is a  very dangerous
thing also unless side by side the ideals
of  compassion, deep  feeling and
reverence—these great ideals— are
brought before us. Otherwise, we shall
become cruel. 1 am quite sure of this
because we are so imitative and our
feelings are getting gradually killed
out.  We shall definitely import all
those experimenls from the foreign
countries. It has been said by many
people, and Pandit Kunzru also
mentioned it, that every animal should be
anaesthetised before operation. I would
like to say that operation is not the only
form of experimentation; experiments are
carried on along so many lines. The
biggest kind of experimentation is in the
drug industry.  Certainly here large
vested interests are concerned. Doctors
may perform operations and they may
discover the use of serum but the people
who sell such serum are deeply
interested  and  there should be very
definite control on such people. ~ Why
should experiments be repeated? Why
should they be performed again and
again as they are being done. Prof.
Malkani talked of the dogs and said that
they are treated better in the Western
countries. Here they are very badly and
terribly treated. They are tortured and
they become unwanted animals because
they get rabies. I know that there is no
alternative but to destroy them but if
you are going to kill them, can't you at
least kill them quickly, can't you kill
them with mercy? We always talk of death

without suffering so far as human
beings are concerned; death without
suffering is a  blessing for ~ which

everybody wishes but can we not
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give that blessing to the animals? We
should not kill them but if they have at all
to be killed, then let it be done quickly,
let it not be a long-drawn out torture.
There are very many cruelties in this
country. Prof. Malkani said that the dogs
are well looked after in the Western
countries. It may be true that the pets are
very well looked after but the pets are
being stolen and sent to the laboratories
for most terrible tortures and cruelties.
Dogs, cats and many other animals come
within this category. I regret to say—this
will be a shock to some of my friends, I
am sure— that in America it has now
been made possible for even the S.P.C.A.
officially to hand over stray animals to
the laboratories.

[MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN in the Chair]

The humane workers there are shocked
end they are protesting against it. These
things are happening now and more
scientific ~ development  will  lead
perhaps—I hope not in this country—to
children, to young people experimenting.
I read something the other day and I
would like to quote it here and that is
regarding 'Experiments made by the
American  children'. Paul Harvey,
National Radio  Television = News
Commentator broadcast the following
comments in December, 1958, in
America:

"A helpless kitten was cut open in a
high school biology class last month. It
was obviously inadequately
anaesthetised. The instructor defended
this experiment with these words: "We
have got to develop scientists. In
Russia they do these things in

™

Grammar Schools'.

In fact, they feel that they are not so
advanced as Russia in this particular
respect.

"In 1955 we published accounts
describing how  Middle School
children observed the onset of
blindness in animals which have been
deliberately  deprived of proper
nourishment. Frequently death ensued.
The children were on-
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couraged to carry outanimal ex-
periments in the privacy of their
homes."

So this is where science has brought us.
We talk about religion. But we are not as
religious-minded today as we are
scientific-minded.  People say all
scientists are kind. Before our Committee
many scientists gave evidence and they
said that all scientists were kind, that
there was no cruelty in science and if
there was cruelty, then it was not science.
That is what they were all the time
saying. And yet there are among
scientists many who think otherwise. One
of them, a very great doctor in America,
Dr. Henry Bigelow, says this. I would
like to quote him, for he says it much
better than I myself can. He says:

"The torture of helpless animals,
more terrible by reason of its re-
finement and the effort to prolong it
than burning at the stake, which is
brief, is now being carried on in all
civilized nations, not in the name of
religion, but of science. There can be
no doubt that in this relation, there
exists a case of cruelty to animals far
transcending in its refinement and in its
horror anything that has been known in
the history of nations."

That is what a doctor who is himself not
specially a humanitarian, has expressed.
So you can see how opinion in other
parts of the world which we respect so
much, is slowly growing towards
humanitarianism, while in our country it
is getting less and less. This follows the
pattern of so many other things, like
vegetarianism which is growing in the
Western countries and is growing less
and less in our own country.

I would like to say that this Bill does
not go far enough. I want people to know
that. Take the killing of pigs, for
example. Somebody mentioned it. I hope
everybody who eats something would
realise what he is eating. 1 am sorry to
say that
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even in some of the Delhi noteis chickens
are boiled alive, I know how the pig is
treated most cruelly. The pig is the one
animal which is born not only for a cruel
death, not only for the diet of man but it
is born exclusively to be tortured. They
are burnt alive. They are flogged. They
are poked with hot iron rods and they are
beaten to death. I do not want to go into
all those gruesome details.

It was said, I think by Mr. Jaswani
Singh, that in animal sacrifice there was
no cruelty, except the killing. That is not
true. There are many varieties of
cruelties. I am in a position to say and I
know Dbecause 1 have had some
experience in this particular work also.
There are many other things which

should be prohibited. What about
hunting?
RAJKUMARI AMRIT KAUR: What

about the silkworm which is killed to
make silk?

SHRIMATI RUKMINI DEVI ARUN-
DALE: Excuse me, the hon. Member is
making a big mistake, for I am particular
to buy only dhimsa silk.

RAIKUMARI AMRIT KAUR: What
about the other ordinary silk?

SHRIMATI RUKMINI DEVI ARUN-
DALE: I think silk should be definitely
abolished. I am only experimenting with
ahimsa silk. I am no perfect example. I
wear leather shoes, it is true. I should not
wear even the byproduct of the slaughter
house. But less and less I am doing it. As
Asoke said, Less and less animals are
killed in my palace for food,' less and less
in my life I shall kill animals for my own
personal pleasure. That is definitely true.

Let me finish by saying that two or
three important clauses have not been
included here. Take hunting. We have
allowed hunting. Yesterday Mr. Jas-want
Singh was saying that it was chivalrous,
it was manly, it was wonderful sport. But
that is all for the benefit and pleasure of
man and
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we do not think of the animal at all. You
chase the animal while you are fully protected
with a gun, on an elephant, and God knows
with what else with you. You are comfortably
off and then you run after the poor, helpless
animal. You call it manly; I call it cowardly. I
would like to see hunting for pleasure
prohibited also, because fundamentally,
according to me, it is wrong.

In spite of all this, in spite of the fact that the
Bill is different from what I would like it to be,
I would like to accept this Bill because, as the
hon. Minister said, though it is not an ideal
Bid, it is a beginning. Let us have a beginning.
The most important clause in it to which I give
my full support is the one about the Animal
Welfare Board. If that Board formed with the
best people in India, who really love animals
and who do not merely talk about animals
when the occasion comes, if that Board is
properly organized, then it can be of great ser-
vice to our country. Also it should have
financial support from the Government. There
are many humanitarians and humanitarian
organisations that are ready to serve, that are
ready to sacrifice themselves for this very
great work, there are men who are willing to
give up other things for this work and this
Animal Welfare Board can help those people
to do something for the animals.

I do not know why there should be
Opposition if one speaks for the wellare of
animals. Somebody asks, "Don't you eat this?
Don't you eat meat? Don't you eat this and
that?' Well, we are all eating. Even those who
talk about kindness to animals do eat some
things. We here say: Protect the poor man. He
is helpless and you must exempt him from
this law. Protect the religious persons because
it is a question of religion. Therefore, don't
bother about the animal sacrifices. Protect the
scientists because what they do is in the
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name of science. Therefore you should not
interfere with his experiments. No law should
be there to protect the animal. Protect the
sportsman, tx—ause it is all sport Nothing
need be done for the animal, because it is
sport. Then protect somebody else because it
is something else. So what happens finally?
You protect everything today, except animali.
You do not protect the animals at all. That is
what it really boils down to. That is what it
finally comes to, because everybody wants
exemption from something; for
experimentation for animal sacrifice, for
hunting, for the rich man, the poor man and so
on. Let me say incidentally, that in India
today, the ordinary, ignorant, uneducated
people are ready to understand a law like this
far better than the educated person whose
heart has become absolutely cold and
'hardened by wrong education.

AN HON. MEMBER: Question:

SHRIMATI RUKMINI DEVI ARUN-DALE;
Question? The proof is what I have seen when
working among the poor and also among the
educated people here in Parliament and else-
where. This proof I can give. I can give the
proof, because I myself have been connected
with a group of people who have stopped
animal sacrifices in many temples without
much trouble. We talked to the poor people
about compassion and they immediately
understood us and gave it up.

SHRI N. R. MALKANI: In Bihar also they
did so.

SHRIMATI RUKMINI DEVI ARUN-DALE:
It is indeed the poor, uneducated person who
is really the hope of our country, if I may say
so, and also women.

THE DEPUTY MINISTER or EXTERNAL
AFFAIRS (SHRIMATI LAKSHMI MENON) : That
Chaprasi.
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SHRIMAH RUKMINI DEVI ARUN-DALE: I
am asked to give one particular incident. I will
not mention any name, but a very high official
went to a slaughter-house in Calcutta and his
chaprasi went with him. He saw the way
animals were  being killed and that night he
was miserable and he felt sick. He could not
eat. But the high official had a dinner party
and was able to eat anything that was provided
for him, even the very animal that was killed
that very day, perhaps. And that chaprasi,
as a result, became a vegetarian. So here is the
proof. That chaprasi came to me. 1 did not
know him at all. He came and visited me in my
flat in North Avenue and said, 1 am
grateful to you.' "Why are you grateful to
me?' 1 asked, and then he said "Such and
such things happened to me in my life and
from that day onwards I and my children are
vegetarians."

SHRI P. A SOLOMON (Kerala): Does the
hon. Member know that Hitler also was a
vegetarian?

SHHIMATI RUKMINI DEVI ARUN-DALE:
Yes, Hitler was a vegetarian. I do not say that
all vegetarians are kind people But I do say
that vegetarianism is a better way of life. I am
not saying that a person who is a vegetarian is
a better person than a person who is not a
vegetarian.

SuBmMATI  T. NALLAMUTHU
RAMAMURTI: Does the hon. Member mean
to say that character is to be judged by what a
person is eating, whether he is a vegetarian or
a non-vegetarian?

SHRTMATI RUKIMINI DEVI ARUN-
DALE: No, I am only trying to prove how the|
heart of a poor man was moved. That is what ]
was trying to do. The poor ignorant man does|
not and cannot argue like Members of
Parliament. He knows only one thing and that
is what he feels.

SHrRI KAILASH BIHARI LALL (Bihar)
Can't you conclude that the heart of that
uneducated man was *weak?

[RAJYA SABHA |
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SHRIMATI RUKMINI DEVI
ARUNDALE: If you like, you may think so.
By all means you can do that. But by all these
remarks you are making, you are only
proving what I am saying, that we are far less
moved by these things than the ordinary man,
because the very remarks that you are making to
interrupt me show how deeply you are feeling
on this particular subject. ~ Well, it does not
matter. We have to struggle for this great and
humanitarian work and whatever anybody might
say, according to me this is not only animal wel-
fare work but it is also human welfare work
because the human being is human only when
he is a decent person, when he is really
humanitarian. If a human being has no heart,
he will be like Hitler whom somebody was
just mentioning. A civilised human being
is he who feels for the sufferings of  others
and therefore according to me this Bill for the
prevention of cruelty to animals is a
humanitarian Bill both for the animals and for
human beings. It is of great importance as well
for India. That is what I really feel. This is a
measure to help humanity to make ourselves
more decent people than we are.

This is all I have to say. I am afraid I have
kept you and kept the hon. Minister for a long
time. I pray and hope that the hon. Minister
will not give way too easily and that he will do
the very best that he possibly can, because to
me the provisions contained here are the least
while according to many others we have been
too favourable to animals. Whatever this may
be, may this Bill be the beginning of a great
movement in this country which will justjjy
the pride that we have in the past, which will
justify the name that we have, the name of
Asoka whose symbol is above you, which will
justify the teaching of the great teachers of
humanity who have been born in this country.
Let us hope that it will bring happiness to all
living creatures. And let me say with Pandit
Kunzru that I would personally rather die
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than live at the cost of the suffering of
other creatures.

SHRI M. P. BHARGAVA:
Pradesh): Sir, I move:

(Uttar

"That the question be now put."

The question was put and the motion
wag adopted.

SHRI S. K. PATIL: Mr. Deputy
Chairman, I am grateful to the hon.
Members who have taken part in this
discussion—as many as 21—for the
interest that they have created in this very
important subject, for the wealth of
information that they have given and for
the wise criticism that they have offered.
I said at the very beginning that this is by
no means an ideal Bill. It is impossible
for any Government to bring in ideal
Bills. If it were open to me, surely I
would have gone as near Shrimati
Rukmini Devi as I possibly could but I
won't bring my own sentimentalism into
this matter because we have got to be
practical where legislation is concerned.
Now, as I said in the beginning for the
last 70 years, since 1890, we have been
operating an Act—The Prevention of
Cruelty to Animals Act —but it was
contended here that that Act was not
operated. Hon. Members who said that
were wrong; they were talking without
their book. The Act may not have been
operated in villages and other places but
in very many places, especially in big
towns and cities, the Act was operated.
Again the fact that it was not operated
does not mean that the Act was bad. It
only means that we have got really to
energise ourselves and do something very
serious in this matter. It is precisely for
that reason that this Bill is brought
forward. I am not a believer in one thing
that we can create kindness for animals
by passing one or even a hundred
measures. It has got to be done outside
this Bill but the Bill was necessary so
that it could serve as some nucleus round
which we can build up tradition, build up
practices so that in time to come we can
improve upon this Bill, amend

181 RSD—S5.
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it, and what has been left out today can
also be included. And I can assure my
hon. friend, Shrimati Rukmini Devi, the
one person who has taken so much
interest in it, how very grateful I am-to
her sentiments because it enables the
Government to do something which has
been long delayed. I am equally greatful
to Dr. Kunzru for the very able
explanation that he hag given of those
particular clauses that were contended in
this House. Now, I would not go into
those details, or into emotional things,
because the time is running fast and I
must bring this to a close quickly so that
the Bill may be passed here—everybody
is anxious that this should be passed—
and also in the other place so that it will
become an Act soon and so that we can
start setting up the Board and other
things and begin to function.

Before going to the criticisms Member
by Member, I shall first go to those very
important clauses which have been very
hotly debated in this House and give my
reaction to them, the Government's
reaction to them and show how we want
to treat them. There are people here—
quite a number of people—who spoke
that this Bill, especially clause 29,
interfered with the religious practices of a
particular community, that is, the Muslim
community. I would not read this
particular clause because it will take
time; everybody knows it That clause
refer, to presumption as to guilt in certain
cases. As you know, for cruel killing
some penalties have been laid down in
this Bill but this particular clause 13 not
for the prevention of that cruel killing but
it connects the evidence to the act of
criminality. It has nothing to do with
cruel killing. That is covered by another
clause. But naturally our Muslim friends
thought—they have got the right to think
and I have no quarrel with them—that
possibly by some stretch of imagination
it could mean or it could be interpreted in
a court of law or by those who have got
the responsibility of executing action
under that particular clause that it might
cover the halal way of killing also
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[Shri S. K. Patil.] because there the skin is
not separated from the head. That was the
charge and I could quite understand it. I began
by saying the other day that during the last 70
years that the old Act had been there not a
single case anywhere—I am not talking about
the villages but even in towns and cities where
this Act operated—has come to a court of law
where that particular section was used against
a particular community, and particularly the
Muslims. But even then if the Muslim friends
want, to make assurance doubly sure, a
hundred times sure, I can make it clear by
having something in the Act itself that it is
none of the intention of Government to
interfere with any religious practice of the
Muslims. We shall protect these religious
practices in every manner possible.

SuBl KAILASH BIHARI LALL: What
about other religions?

SHRI S. K. PATIL: They do not have such
practices. I do not think so.

There is an amendment that has been given
by my hon. friend, Mr. Bhargava, which I
have decided to accept but I am now trying to
improve upon it if the House would permit
me. That is amendment No. 17. That
amendment was:—

"That at page 10, for lines 34 to 38, the
following be substituted, namely:—

'(e) the killing of any animal for food
in a manner required by the religion or
religious rites and usages of any race,
sect, tribe or class."

SHRI M. P. BHARGAVA: That is
amendment No. 18 and not 17.

SHRIS. K. PATIL: Yes; you are right. It is
No. 18.

Now, if you come to page 10 of the Bill,
the relevant clause reads:—

[ RATYA SABHA ]
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"(3) Nothing in this section shall apply
to—

(e) the commission or omission of any
act in the course of the destruction or the
preparation for destruction of any animal
as food for mankind unless such destruc-
tion or preparation was accompanied by
the infliction of unnecessary pain or
suffering."

4 pP.M.

Now, we want the deletion of that clause and
instead use this:—

"(e) the killing of any animal for food in
a manner required by the religion or
religious rites and usages of any race, sect,
tribe or class."

Now, I shall come from clause 29 back, in
order to explain to you how it applies to
clause 29. Clause 29 says:—

"If any person is charged with the
offence of killing a goat, cow or its
progeny contrary to the provisions of
clause (1) of sub-section (1) of section 11 .

Then alone he will be charged. Therefore,
here is a reference to clause (1) of sub-section
(1) of section 11. If you come to clause 11,
you will find that sub-clause (1) says—it is
cruelty to animals:—

"(1) needlessly mutilates any animal or
kills any animal in an unnecessarily cruel
manner;"

The word 'unnecessarily' is not there, but I am
accepting the amendment in order to have it
there. If it is in 'an unnecessarily cruel
manner', then it comes within the purview of
this Bill. But that again is covered by the
exceptions that have been given, that is:—

"(3) Nothing in this section shall apply
to—
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'(e) the killing of any animal for food
in a manner required by the religion or
religious rites and usages of any race, sect,
tribe or class."

If you would permit me to say, this
is a little roundabout way to come to
the same thing. 1 could not have
accepted any amendment to clause 29,
because clause 29 for that purpose is
not a substantive clause. It is only
a clause that connects it to something
else, that it is a proof, it is an evidence
that if anybody is found in possession

of a skin attached to the head, then
the presumption is that he must have
done an act of cruelty. Therefore, it
refers back to clause 11 (1) which
says, anybody who unnecessarily
inflicts pain, even while killing, and
to that an exception has been added

that if he has killed it for any religi

ous purpose, it is not an offence.
Instead of doing that, it would be
better to my way of thinking—there

I go to the old Act, where there is a
better provision—if that can be intro
duced, which serves the same purpose
and gives complete guarantee not only
to Muslims but to everybody, in a
clause, which is independent, so far
as religious practices are concerned.
If you come to Chapter VI, at page 17
of this Bill, it says 'Miscellaneous.'
'Miscellaneous' covers many things. If
you begin by adding clause 27A at
the very beginning of 'Miscellaneous'
that: s

"Nothing contained in this Act shall
render it an offence to kill any animal in a
manner required by the religion or religious
rites and usages of any community;"

then, it is a much better way of doing it.
Because in one clause, coming after these
penal  clauses, separately it  says,
notwithstanding anything that has gone
before in these five chapters:

"Nothing contained in this Act shall
render it an offence to kill any animal in a
maimer required by the religion or
religious rites and usages of any
community."
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SHRI NIRANJAN SINGH: I wanted to say
one thing: Not only community, but tribe
also.

SHBI S. K. PATIL: No. I am not going to
tribe.

SHHIMATI RUKMINI DEVI
ARUNDALE: If it is mentioned, then it is
going to encourage most horrible cruelties,
because I know personally that, for example,
in Hyderabad in a certain place they were
killing goat* by beating them to death. I
know it.

SHRI S. K. PATIL: We cannot provide for
everything.

SHRIMATI RUKMINI DEVI ARUNDALE:
If the Muslims object to the Bill as far as halal
is concerned, why can't we also?

SHRI S. K. PATIL: That is true. I do not
want to bring Muslim halal in an Act. I am
doing this in order to avoid that. There is no
other way of doing it. If you put that, it is
maimed. I would appeal to Shrimati Rukmini
Devi Arundale that it is not by mere Acts or
by the mere letter of the law that we can
change society. I am equally anxious.
Although I may not be as anxious as Shrimati
Rukmini Devi, surely I am anxious that this
should be done. But let us proceed in a
methodical manner, in a practical manner.
The susceptibilities and sentiments of the
Muslim community have got to be respected.
I assured them even at the stage of the Joint
Committee that I was for giving that
assurance. But as they say, Ministers come
and Ministers go. Therefore, the assurances
remain where they are. But the letter of the
Act will be there. Therefore, I am further
fortifying it or supporting it by the letter of
the law, by adding a clause which is 27A, as |
have said. It will be re-numbered:

"Nothing contained in this Act shall
render it an offence to kill any animal in a

manner required by the religion or
religious rites and ways of any
community."



2513 Prevention of Cruelty

[Shri S. K. Patil.] I am merely saying
this because I dreaded that this kind of
interpretation might be put. Why don't
you put Muslims? That is rather danger-
ous.

SHRI B. B. SHARMA (Uttar Pradesh):
In a nutshell you are taking away by one
hand what you are giving by the other
hand.

SHRI S. K. PATIL: I am quite sure I am
doing nothing of the kind. It is
impossible to get that kind of fool-proof
law that you require. This is a country
which has got so many religions, so
many practices. We have got to find our
way very tactfully and very cleverly, at
the same time appealing to the hearts of
the people and not merely to the letter of
the law saying that this should be done. I
think that should solve the question better
than anything else.

Having said that, another thine that was
objected to was sub-clause (f) of clause
9. Clause 9 deals with the functions of
the Board. In that there is a function
which is:—

"(f) to take all such measures as the
Board may think fit. whether by means
of propaganda or otherwise, to
eliminate the sacrifice of animals . . ."

When this particular clause was added,
the word "or otherwise" did not exist. I
became a little doubtful as to what the
meaning of the words "or otherwise" is,
because in law you should not put words
which again have got to be interpreted by
somebody. Now, that was the trouble. It
was pointed out to me and I was a little
doubtful about the words for fitherwise'.
Propaganda has to be carried on. whether
by the Government of India or the Board.
I personally feel that it is the right of any
committee, any board, to carry on
propaganda. But that was put there and
that became a kind of thing which was
objected toby people.

[ RAJYA SABHA ]
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Even some of the articles of our
Constitution were pointed out to show
that perhaps goes against the provisions
of those particular articles. Particularly
article 25 of our Constitution says:—

"Subject to public order, morality
and health and to the other provisions
of this Part, all persons are equally
entitled to freedom of conscience and
the right freely to profess, practise and
propagate religion."

It may perhaps be said that it is far-
fetched. Because it was pointed out, I had
to consult law and I had to consult many
things, because I did not want, in the
initial  stages, any trouble, any
misunderstanding about it. If a section of
the community has a right to practise and
propagate their religion, as Islam has got,
it has to say halal is the only method by
which this should be done. I hope they
would not propagate it, but possibly they
have got the right under the Constitution
and it could be, by some stretch of
imagination, argued that the Board means
the whole State. The State represents
India. It spends the money from the
public exchequer of India. So, that
particular part of it perhaps could be
conceivably brought under it. I am not
going so much into the law now, but
there may be people who may argue one
way or the other, whether it comes or not.
I am of this opinion, of the very firm
opinion, that it is not by legal quibbling
that we can advance the cause of animal
welfare. Surely, if that propaganda ha;
got to be done, that propaganda has got to
be done not so much by a corporate board
but by acting together, by hundreds of
institutions, to which I, Shrimati Rukmini
Devi Arundale and many of you belong.
Nobody stops anyone from d°mg that.
But surely so far as the inclusion of that
particular thing is concerned, it subjects
us to a kind of doubt which has been
raised by that article of the Constitution.
Therefore, 1 consulted legal opinion on
that subject, which
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the Government is bound to consult,* and I am
told that it would be much better if that clause
does not find a place here. That does not mean
that Shrimati Rukmini Devi or anybody should
be aghast that that does take away the right of
any individual to do any propaganda, but
surely everything that the Board does is propa-
ganda. Whatever it is, it has been found that
that particular sub-clause, sub-clause (f), might
perhaps go against that particular article of the
Constitution. The legal opinion that I have
consulted is like that.

SHRIMATI RUKMINI DEVI ARUN-DALE:
Can you use the word 'education' instead of
the word 'propaganda'?

SHr1 S. K. PATIL: Is it necessary? My
point is this. I am looking at it with the same
kind of scrupulous care with which she does
look at it. It does not prevent any substantive
action of that Board. One feels it because it
has now come and it is going. Therefore, the
omission is causing this anxiety. But it is
nothing of that type. Even if it did not exist, it
would not mean anything, because the powers
of the Board are so wide. It is not because
powers are given to the Board, but it also
depends on the personnel of the Board. It does
not simply come in because we have so
provided in the Act. So, when these things are
taken away, I submit that perhaps 90 per cent,
of the criticism that has been levelled that we
are trying to do anything that will interfere
with the religious practices or things of that
kind will disappear.

MRr. DEPUTY
want to omit 9(f)?

CHAIRMAN: You

SHRI S. K. PATIL: Yes, I can tell my
Muslim friends that things cannot be done by
compulsion but can always be done by sweet
persuasion. I can give you an exanrole. Some
examples have been quoted, but I can
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tell you my own personal example in the City
of Bombay. I am connected with slaughter
houses and all that, because I happened to be
connected with that organisation for almost a
quarter of a century where millions of animals
were killed. I appealed to my Muslim friends
not regarding this halal way of killing, but the
subject was beef. I said to them, "look here,
although you can eat beef, if you find that
millions of people, who are your brethren, who
stay side by side with you, are hurt really by
your eating that beef, is it not proper for you
that you yourselves should come and say, 'We
are prepared to do this sacrifice for your sake,
we will not eat that'?" Similarly, is it not possi-
ble for the Hindus to give up eating pork? Pork
is not the only meat. There is any amount of
other meat. After all you have heard from
Shrimati Rukmini Devi as to how those pigs
are treated. It is very dangerous to eat that
pork. I tell you that in the public meetings
where thousands and lakhs of people gathered,
not one but a series of public meetings, the
Muslim leaders came forward and said, 'here
we are ready. We shall not do that. We will
stop it by voluntary action if it pleases the
Hindus and thereby brings about communal
amity.' I am not a vegetarian. If I do not eat
pork, it is simply because I know it hurts the
sentiments of millions of people. I resist that
temptation. What is possible for a humble man
like myself is possible for millions of people. I
am merely saying this not because it has any
reference to this Act. Let us not quibble about
what we find in the laws. If we go a step
further, we will find that humanity is larger
than the Act itself. If they behave in a manner
by which this thing can be done, possibly there
will be no objection. Nobody will force them
to do or act in a particular manner. Surely it is
our duty to see that the protection of the
animal becomes as perfect an accomplished
fact as possible in this country. But for that
they should voluntarily come forward and co-
operate in this noble work.
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[Shri S. K. Patil.]

Having said that, I will now come to
one thing to which my friend, Raj-kumari
Amrit Kaur, took objection, and she
wanted some kind of guarantee in that
connection. It is in connection with
clause 15. That clause says-.

"Committee  for  control  and
supervision of experiments on *nimals.
If at any time, on the advice of the
Board, the Central Government is of
opinion that it is necessary so to do for
the purpose of controlling and
supervising experiments on animals, it
may, by notification in the Official
Gazette, constitute a Committee
consisting of such number of officials
and non-officials, as it may think fit to
appoint thereto."

Then again, the words to which she took
objection were 'for the purpose of
controlling and supervising experiments
on animals'. Now the two things have got
to be separated. I can understand what is
at the back of her mind, and it is that any
scientific research or investigation ought
not to be interfered with. If that is the
objective of hers, I am one hundred per
cent, with her. But that is not the purpose
of this Bill. In fact the whole framework
of this Bill has been so designed that
there should be no obstruction
whatsoever, even in the slightest degree,
to scientific research, because it is so very
necessary for the welfare of mankind.
Whether some of the humanitarians go
the whole hog with that proposition or not
does not matter. What is sought to be
done here in the name of experiments and
other things—I am not talking of doctors,
and I agree with Dr. Gour in

Many of the things that he said. Doctors
are the kindest of persons.

ter all it is a profession that makes a man
kind. I am not attacking them that they
are doing it. But sometimes there have
been some kinds of research, and the
research process could be improved upon
so that you can get the same result
without being cruel. Therefore, she was
afraid that
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if there was a Committee of laymen who
were not experts, who were not
technicians, who were not doctors,
who were not scientists, then there was
a danger. I give her the assurance that
the Committee will very largely, if not
wholly, consist of technicians, doctors,
etc., so that there should not be the
slightest fear that we are interfering with
research, etc. But why is it necessary?
Not that immediately it has got to be
appointed because the advice of the Board
has got to be sought, and after the advice
has been received and if the Government
feel that the time has come when
such a Committee should be appointed,
then it will be appointed. Surely the
Government has got to control and
supervise on the advice of that
Committee. Suppose the Committee
comes to the conclusion that certain
things should be avoided and certain things
should be done—it is a distinct possibility,
and it is a Committee of technicians and

people who themselves make
research—then surely the  Committee
could control and supervise. It is very

necessary indeed. Supervision has no
meaning unless somebody controls it. 1
supervise a thing and find that something
is wrong as a result of that supervision; if I
have no right to control or perfect or stop
the thing, then surely it has no meaning.

SHRI N. R. MALKANI: The function
of the Committee is not only to supervise
research but also to see that excessive
pain is not inflicted during research. It is
a double function Committee.

SHRI S. K. PATIL: Sometimes we
carry things from the sublime to the
ridiculous.

SHRI N. R. MALKANI: There are two
functions of the Commiittee . .

SHRI S. K. PATIL: I have heard Prof.
Malkani. I am really grateful for his great
sentiments. What I am saying Is that this
Committee is not going to do that work.
A committee of three or four people is
not going to"
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go round and find out things. They are to
suggest ways and means and advise the
Government, if necessary. Nobody need
be afraid, especially after the assurance |
am giving that the Committee shall be
composed of men who are experts and
technicians, who are research people
themselves. You must understand the
Government which is so anxious to do
this thing. The first thing that we should
do is to trust the Government because it
should be implemented. The idea is not
that we do something by which these
things could be made null and void.
Therefore, I would beg of her that she
should first try to wait a little. If after the
experience of a year or two she really
find that any objection is being raised,
then surely I promise to look into it,
whether I am a Minister or not, the
promise of a Minister given at the time
when the Bill is being debated upon
carries some value. I am merely trying to
do this in order that the maximum co-
operation that is very much needed for
such a Bill should be forthcoming.

RAIKUMART AMRIT KAUR: I accept
your assurance with thanks. I am only
concerned with the teaching aspect.

SHRI S. K. PATIL: I do not go into all
that, because these are matters, whether it
is the big animal or the small animal,
which, as I said, range from the sublime
to the ridiculous.

Everybody went in to the definition of
the word 'animal'. Some said that there
was some greater definition. About this
definition I tell you that hundreds of
people who are experts in defining things
have considered this subject, not only in
this country but in other countries too. It
is not so very easy to define an animal
because, unfortunately, a human being is
an animal, out of perhaps millions of
animals that you are thinking of. And
what a poetic description of it was given
by Mr. Tajamul Husain as to how the fish
would come out and how it would be
asphyxiated and how it would die and so
on and so forth. 1
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thought that after that he would never
touch a fish in his life. Therefore, this is
not intended, because we have defined
'animal’ in a particular manner. You have
got to have two conditions. Unnecessary
pain must not be inflicted upon anything
being an animal. But suppose it is a scor-
pion. It is very necessary that it has got to
be killed. I mean, it does not come under
the definition of animal. There is the
wasp; there is the scorpion. I can quite
understand that superstition. There was
some story. I do not know whether it
actually happened or it was just a story,

SHHIMATI T. NALLAMUTHU
RAMAMURTI: I said it actually hap-
pened.

SHRI S. K. PATIL; I think that it did
happen. It was a good story. It made us
laugh. These are some 01 the
superstitions from which people suffer
and they should not be there. But that
does not mean that the scorpion should
not be killed or that the wasp should not
be killed. This is really a kind of
necessary killing that one has got to do; it
is not an unnecessary infliction of pain.
Therefore, let us not go in for including
all the five hundred animals in that
definition. The one simple definition that
occurred is given. If anybody at any time
feels after the passing of this Bill that a
better definition can be devised to define
that word 'animal', the Government will
be prepared to accept it, and therefore,
we need not be in any particular hurry
about it.

Then, Dr. Gour referred to the
students. What we have done in clause
17 is in cases where the experiments are
performed in any institution, the
responsibility is placed on the person in
charge of the institution, the dean or the
superintendent or whatever is his title,
and in cases where the experiments are
being performed outside an institution by
individuals, we see that they are qualified
and that the experiments are performed
on their full responsibility Surely, there is
no intention that any-
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[Shri S. K. Patil.] body or any officer
will go to the place where the
experiments are going on and catch a
student because he is doing it in a
particular manner. No. When instructions
have got to be conveyed, the intention is
that everything cannot be put into the
clauses of this Bill, but that the head of
the institution, whether it is the dean or
the superintendent or whatever may be
his name, is conveyed those instructions.
Possibly, he is a man who is a technician.
(Interruption). Therefore, I do not think
there is any difficulty in that description.

i would appeal to you. Sir, and as I
said—and I again repeat . . .

Dr. R. B. GOUR (Andhra Pradesh):
May 1 draw the attention of the hon.
Minister to the fact that the Committee,
according to this clause, will lay down
certain rules? Now, the rules will be
conveyed to the head of the institution.
There is no doubt about it. But the
students will come under the mischief of
clause 20 of the Bill. If any person
contravenes an order of the Committee or
commits a breach of any condition
imposed by the Committee, the head of
the institution will not come; the manager
or the proprietor or the principal of the
college will not come. The person who
will come under this clause obviously is
the student who is conducting that
experiment That is point No. 1.

I may also draw the attention of the
Minister to the fact that students conduct
experiments at home also because they
have got the things with them . . .

SHRI S. K. PATIL: Clause 20 does not
come there, because, as I said, under
clause 17 when the instructions have got
to be conveyed, they have got to be
conveyed to the head of the institution,
and I do not think that the idea seems to
be that everybody wants to punish
everybody under this Bill. Surely, it is
not the case. But when you enact an Act,
then surely,
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clauses are there which are penal clauses.
The idea is not to punish everybody. I
hope there would be no case of
punishment and that everybody will
behave according to the context of this
Act and therefore no such difficulty will
arise. But the intention is not that the
individual students are to be taken and to
be punished; not even the principal is to
be punished. But suppose later on
someone in a million shows a contu-
macious disregard of any instructions that
are issued in this behalf, then it would be
a worthy case for trial, but I am not
expecting that. Therefore, beyond that
there is nothing at all that is contemplated
in this.

There are many things which have
been said. I have decided to accept some
of the amendments tabled— maybe, they
are verbal amendments, small
amendments, here and there that Mr.
Bhargava has given notice of. Barring
that, I would say that as Shrimati
Rukmini Devi Arundale and Kakasaheb
Kalelkar have pointed out in their
speeches, our Bill should be something
which is worthy of the rich heritage and
the great traditions that this country has
got. I do not claim that this Bill goes to
that extent but, surely, if you compare it
with the Bills that are elsewhere so far as
the contents—not how many clauses are
there, etc.—and the purpose and the
objective of this Bill are concerned, I
dare say that it is a much better
improvement upon the existing ones
anywhere else in the world. We are now
going, howsoever slowly, in a positive
direction which we have chalked out. If
we succeed and if we implement the
various provisions of this Bill, a time will
come when we shall improve upon it and
wherever we find that there is difficulty,
that can be set right. But let there' he
some beginning which is really
countrywide which is caused by the
passing of this particular Bill because
under clause 40 whatever the provisions
of the old Act which are touched upon by
this particular Bill may be, they will
become obsolete as soon as this Act
comes into force.
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With these words, Sir, once again 1 appeal
to the House, 'Let us do something in our
generation so that we shall live to see that it is
done well, so that posterity will be really
richer by the experience that we have given
them?

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The question
is:

"That the Bill to prevent the infliction of
unnecessary pain or suffering on animals
and for that purpose to amend the law
relating to the prevention of cruelty to
animals, as reported by the Joint
Committee of the Houses, be taken into
consideration."

The motion was adopted.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We shall now

take up the clause by clause consideration of
the Bill.

Clauses 2 to 8 were added to the Bill.

Clause 9—Functions of the Board

SHRIMATI CHANDRAVATI
LAKHANPAL: Sir, I move:

1. "That at page 7, lines 25 to 29,
for the words 'in connection with
slaughter of animals so that un
necessary pain or suffering, whether
physical or mental, is eliminated in
the pre-slaughter stages as far as
possible, and animals are killed,
wherever necessary, in as humane a
manner as possible’ the words ‘'on
adoption of  suitable methods of
making animals unconscious before
slaughter so as to render them
insensible to pain or suffering’ be
substituted."

SYED MAZHAR IMAM  (Bihar): Sir, I
move:

2. "That at page 7, lines 30 to 32
be deleted."

(The above amendment also stood in the
name of Shri Mohammad Ali).

SHRIMATI MAYA DEVI CHETTRY
(West Bengal): Sir, I move:
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12. "That at page 8, after line 9, the
following be inserted, namely:—

"(j) to advise and assist animal welfare
organisations to supply animals on hire
or otherwise to persons in need of them
when their animals are incapacitated for
work by reason of illness or for any other

reasons'.
The questions were proposed.

SHRl  AMOLAKH CHAND  (Uttar
Pradesh): Sir, I may point out that there
cannot be any deletion of clause 9, because

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No, no. It is
only about sub-clause (f) of clause 9—it is
about the omission of clause 9(f). (To Shri S.
K. Patil). So, you accept amendment No. 2?

SHRIS. K. PATIL: Yes, Sir.

Dr. R. B. GOUR: Then my amendment
No. 24 goes, if No. 2 is accepted.

sitwelt et e A,
T Wiz &(§) 9w & & fafa
#1 fadw o 7wt 9 7 w7
TAT WA B | AR o oY Wy g
¢ ®IT & 4 7 a7 " fw gt
TATET Zr3a9 § T 1 A15 F7 A7
foE T AT § ag Mo & g
g W Frer fadgangel @ sl G
frgaar & wamae fear smoawar @,
T AT GFAT & | AL AHEAZ 7 Faw
TET UTI F | AT FHEY TEA TEO Ay
4 IuF ot T 9w F ey
g fo o 0% wmr i fs s
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o, wawas w3 fgmr s 1 afesd
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SHRIMATI MAYA DEVI CHETTRY: I
think, Sir, this amendment is a very
simple amendment and it should be
considered. It seeks to add:

"to advise and assist animal welfare
organisations to supply animals on hire
or otherwise to persons in need of them
when their animals are incapacitated
for work by reason of illness or for any
other reason;".

When the Government is going to set up
this Animal Welfare Board, this Board
should take care of these diseased
animals and give good animals for work
in exchange. This should be treated as a
humanitarian service for the poor people,
who suffer, who on account of their
animals getting diseased cannot use them
for work, or for other reasons. So I think
the Minister would accept this
amendment.

SHRI AMOLAKH CHAND: Mr.
Deputy Chairman, one thing is not clear
to me. I agree that the hoc Minister will
be moving an amend ment in the form of
New Clause 27A to respect sentiments,
religious rights, customs, etc.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We are
now on clause 9.

SHRI AMOLAKH CHAND: I am just
pointing out a relevant thing. I
particularly refer to page 235 of the
Report of the Committee in 1957, and in
the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals
Bill, 1957—page 235 of the Report—we
find mentioned the 'Functions of the
Board' and in clause (f) under the
'Functions of the Board' we find this:—

"to take all such measures as the
Board may think fit, whether by means
of propaganda or otherwise, to
eliminate the sacrifice of animals in
places of religious worship, etc. etc."

The Joint Select Committee purposely
omitted the group of words beginning
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with 'in places of religious worship', etc.
which are mentioned in the Report, from this
Bill. Now the point I want to raise is this.
You have already, by a particular clause,
given the right to the people who want to
follow a particular type of sacrifice. That is
all right. But now you want to denude the
Board of a power, namely, of making
propaganda, of imparting education that
animal sacrifice is not a very healthy
practice. Can there be any objection to such
educative propaganda because, as you will
find, it says:—

"to take all such measures as the Board
may think fit." . ..

Now what are the functions of the Board?
The functions of the Board are to advise the
Government—

"to take all such measures as the Board
may think fit." . ..

and that would be certainly in accordance
with the provisions of this Bill, whether by
means of propaganda, or otherwise, to
eliminate the sacrifice of animals. This is a
very innocent thing and it does not come in
conflict with the proposed amendment of the
hon. Minister to include a New Clause, 27A.
Therefore, Sir, the Board should have the
power. It does not mean— supposing there is
a particular community, I exclude Muslims
for the time being .

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I think what
he said was that the mere omission of this
clause does not take away the right to do
propaganda; that right is already there.

SHRI AMOLAKH CHAND: 1 would
respectfully like to know where that right is.

Mr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It is
unnecessary .

SHRI AMOLAKH CHAND: The question
that requires to be put before the House,
according to me, is—1 may be wrong,
absolutely wrong, inmy line of thinking—
whether the
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Animal Welfare Board would be entitled to
make propaganda among people or educate
the people thai animal sacrifice is not
essential.

Suri SHEEL BHADRA YAIJEE: Why not?

SHRI AMOLAKH CHAND: That is what is
the scheme of the Bill as mentioned in that
Report, the scheme of Functions of the Board,
and the whole scheme of the Bill is preven-
tion of cruelty to animals, unnecessary pain or
suffering to animals. If you look to the
various recommendations and particularly if
you look to Chapter V, it deals with slaughter
of animals and animal sacrifices about which
Rukminiji mentioned that various State
Legislatures had legislations passed and asked
how you are going to reconcile both,
reconcile that legislation whereunder animal
sacrifice has been prohibited, with this all-
India Act. I think, Sir, it would be the duty of
the Board to make propaganda and educate
the people. Therefore I do not find any
contradiction between the two, and there is no
need for deleting this clause. Anyway, that is
my humble submission.

SHRIN. R. MALKANI: I wish to draw your
attention to page 66 of that Report of 1957 to
point out the Committee's recommendation in
this regard. The Committee has made many
recommendations and this, I personally think,
is the strongest, and it has no conditions
attached, it is unconditional, you may say. It
says here:

"Need for prohibiting animal
sacrifices—Almost everybody who has
submitted written or oral evidence has
strongly urged that the inhuman practice of
sacrificing animals for the purpose of pro-
pitiating deities should be put an end to as
soon as possible,"* * * * *

They make a definite recommendation lower
down, and this is the recommendation:
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"The Committee, therefore, recom-
mends that the sacrifice of animals,
including birds, in any place of public
worship or any other public place***
should be banned***"

SHRI AMOLAKH CHAND: The Joint
Select Committee has deleted it.

SHRI N. R. MALKANI: It is a very
strong and a very clear recommendation.
As a matter of fact, Sir, there are States
which have already banned it, and
successfully banned it. That is point two.

The third point is, wherever we went,
we found educated opinion very strongly
in favour of stopping this practice. And
after all the Hindu community has a
conscience, which is now rising, which is
more sensitive, which is more active, and
it wants to express itself, and I think, Sir,
it is the duty of law to allow this con-
science to express itself to the fullest
extent in the noblest manner possible.
Under this Bill, which we will be just
now passing—as the hon. Minister said
yesterday—is created an Animal Welfare
Board. It is the biggest contribution of the
Bill and the functions of the Board are
extremely important, and I do think this
should be one of the most important
functions of that Board. Sir, in the
Committee, actually I moved an
amendment and I am moving an
amendment here, which is a substantive
amendment, for banning sacrifices. Then
they said: The best way is to allow the
Board to function, to give the function to
the Board to do propaganda, to educate
public opinion. Not I alone but we were
told reliably that we had only to give a
little push to the opinion existing, to do a
little more propaganda, a little more
education, and the thing will go. It is
already crumbling; it is disappearing; we
only have got to give a little push. Of
course I know that the Muslim sentiments
are there, and I have said, not once but
ten times, not I alone, but everyone in the
House has given them guarantees, and the
hon. Minister has
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gone out of his way, to my mind, to give
them the assurances. Give thorn any more
if you want, but no community should
hinder the advance of any other
community—it is of course the majority
community—which considers itself as a
progressive community, which has
almost a religious fervour about this
matter of sacrifices. I do not see why the
progress of this advancing outlook to ban
animal sacrifices should be hindered, and
this provision taken away. By so doing I
do think that we will be hampering the
effective action of the Bill and the
functions of the Animal Welfare Board
will not be properly performed.
(Interruption.) Have as many exemptions
as you like.

SHRI S. K. PATIL: Sir, I am sorry I
cannot accept the amendment of Shrimati
Lakhanpal, and for that matter, also of
Shrimati Maya Devi Chettry for the
simple reason that though I agree with
them, I do not like the words like
"wherever necessary, in as humane a
manner as possible". These are not things
which can come in law. We are not
dealing with humanitarian institutions. It
is something different. I can quite
understand that it is all necessary. It is not
for that reason that I am not accepting the
amendment, but can you administer that
law if you say 'until modern slaughter
houses are built'? In clause 9 you would
see that we have already provided for
such a thing—

"(e) to advise the Government or any
local authority or other person in the
design of slaughter-houses or in the
maintenance of slaughterhouses or in
connection with slaughter of animals

I can quite understand that. Somebody
made a reference to slaughter houses
where stunning becomes a possibility.
But today it will remain a dead letter. I
do not want my law to be a dead letter. I
want it should function, it should operate.
Therefore, I am saying that when it is
provided for, surely those methods can
be adopted.
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With regard to pigs, somebody mentioned
that it was common knowledge. Perhaps some
methods have been found in other countries,
for instance, in America where some kind of
gas is given to the pig till such time as it
becomes unconscious after which you can kill
it. But all that can come where mass killing is
done, where a lot of money is spent, where
modem slaughter houses have been built.
Until that is done, it is a pious hope which will
not be implemented. Therefore, 1 cannot
accept the amendment, not because there is
some sentiment involved in it. Let us wait.
Rome was not built in a day. Animal welfare
is not going to be accomplished within 24
hours. (Interruption.) Whatever it is, I am not
yielding.

Shrimati Maya Devi Chettry also suggested
some good thing, but is it a thing that a law
should do? Should the organisation do it?
Should they keep some bulls and other things,
etc., etc.? Can I compel an organisation, for
which I am not paying hundred per cent., to
arrange for such a thing? It is the duty of the
workers of this organisation to have such
societies. There are societies which are helped
by Government. If they have such a society,
they can come to us for larger grants. I can
understand that sort of thing. But I cannot say
that by law we should arrange such a thing,
namely, providing bulls, etc.

So far as the argument that nothing would
be lost if that provision remained and
propaganda was carried on is concerned, the
Bill is not for preventing animal sacrifice
only. That is one thing. There are hundred
other good things. Prof. Malkani had
suggested several things in the Joint Select
Committee. Even on whatever remained,
legal opinion was consulted and they thought
that there was the possibility of its coming
within the purview of article 25 of the
Constitution. Therefore, I said, let us work it
and find out the practical difficulties. I
thought there was no use adding something
which might again give rise to litiga-
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tion and which might come within the
purview of article 25. For these reasons I am
unable to accept these amendments, except
amendment No. 2 which suggests the deletion
of subclause (f) of clause 9.

SHRIMATI CHANDRAVATI
LAKHANPAL: Sir, I beg leave to withdraw
my amendment.

*Amendment No. 1 was, by leave,
withdrawn.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:
question is:

The

2. "That at page 7, lines 30 to 82
be deleted.”

The motion was adopted.

MRr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:
question is:

The

12. "That at page 8, after line 9, the
following be inserted, namely: —

'(j) to advise and assist animal welfare
organisations to supply animals on hire
or otherwise to persons in need of them
when their animals are incapacitated for
work by reason of illness or for any other

an

reason; .
The motion was negatived.

MR.DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:
question is:

The

'"That clause 9, as amended, stand part of
the Bill."

The motion was adopted.

Clause 9, as amended, was added to the
Bill.

Clause 10 was added to the Bill.
Clause 11—Treating animals cruelly
SHRIN. R. MALKANI: Sir, I move:

3. "That at page 8,
the word 'beats' the
lessly 'beats' be substituted."

line 28, for
words 'merci

"For text of amendment, wide col. 2523
supra.
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SHRIMATI CHANDRAVATI
LAKHANPAL: Sir, I move:
5. "That at page 10, line 12, for
the word 'twenty-five'’ the word

'fifty' be substituted."
SHRIN. R. MALKANI: Sir, I move:

6. "That at page 10, after line 25,
the following be inserted, namely: —

'(2A) No animal shall be killed,
maimed or subjected to pain in the name
of, or for, the Hindu religion in
connection with rites or usages of any
tribe, sect or class professing the Hindu
religion."

SHRIM. P. BHARGAVA: Sir, 1
move:

13. "That at page 9, line 14, the words
'or other animal' be deleted."

14. "That at page 9, line 29, for the
word 'in a' the words 'in an unnecessarily'
be substituted."

15. "That at page 10, lines 9 and 10 be
deleted."

17. "That at page 10, line 27, after the
word 'branding' the words 'or nose-roping'
be inserted."

Dr.R. B. GOUR: Sir, I move:

16. "That at page 10, lines
the words ‘'or with imprisonment
for a term which may extend to
one month, or with both, be delet-
ted."

12-13,

SHRIAMOLAKH CHAND: Sir, I
move:

26. "That at page 10, for lines 9 and 10,
the following be substituted, namely: —

'(p) uses upon any animal any
appliance with a sharp point so as to
subject it to 'unnecessary pain or

suffering;'.

The questions were proposed.

[RAJYA SABHA ]

to Animals Bill, 1959 2534

SHRI AMOLAKH CHAND: Sir, my
amendment is very simple. Subclause (p) of
clause 11(1) on page 10, says: —

"uses upon any animal any appliance
with a sharp point except for medical
purposes;"

This might create difficulties as far
as elephants and other animals are
concerned. Therefore, through my

amendment, [ have suggested:

"uses upon any animal any appliance
with a sharp point so as to subject it to
unnecessary pain or suffering;"

This is modelled on the idea of the original
sub-clause and will remove all the difficulties
which can arise because of the passing of the
subclause as it is. I hope the hon. Minister
would consider and agree to this.

Dr. R. B. GOUR: Sir, I hope the hon.
Minister would give a very kind thought to
my amendment. Let him not be so cruel to my
amendment. For the first offence, my
amendment seeks punishment with fine of Rs.
25 only. Of course, if he does not pay, he will
be subject to imprisonment. That is a different
matter. But there should not be one month's
imprisonment along with fine or both for the
first offence. That is my feeling. I hope the
hon. Minister will kindly consider it.

SHRI M. P. BHARGAVA: My amendment,
No. 13, wants only the deletion of the words
'or other animal' in line 14, at page 9, which
have been added by the Select Committee.
After all the debate that we had, I think it is
unnecessary to have these words.

As regards amendment No. 14, it was also
there in the original Bill, 'in an unnecessarily
cruel manner', but it was deleted by the Joint
Select Committee. I think the substitution for
the words 'in a' by the words 'in an
unnecessarily' will bring in more clarity.
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Amendment No. 15 seeks the deletion of
the words;

"uses upon any animal any appliance
with a sharp point except for medical
purposes;"

There again, it was not in the original Bill. Its
deletion would take us to the original clause.
My amendment No. 17 is for the addition of
words in clause 11(3), where I want to add 'or
nose-roping'. That makes the position a little
clearer and I hope all these amendments will
be accepted by the Minister.

SHRIMATI CHANDRAVATI
LAKHANPAL: According to my amendment
I want that the fine of Rs. 25 should be raised
to Rs. 50 because it was so in the original Bill
also. The punishment should be deterrent if
you want it to have any weight. It should be
in proportion to the enormity of the offence.
If we want the punishment to have any
weight, it should be a bigger one.

SHRIMATI YASHODA REDDY (Andhra
Pradesh): I would like to support Dr. Gour's
amendment as far as the first offence is
concerned. Fine of Rs. 25 should be all right
because imprisonment will only add to
cruelty to the animal. If the owner goes to
prison, who will feed the animal?

SHRI S. K. PATIL: I am accepting
amendment Nos. 13, 14, 15 and 17 moved by
Mr. Bhargava. So far as Dr. Gour's
amendment is concerned, I am combining the
one moved by him and another moved by
Shrimati Lakhanpal. I quite understand that
for the first offence, imprisonment should not
be there. So I would revert to the original
provision which was in favour of a fine of Rs.
50 but no imprisonment. Let us have a
compromise by accepting that amendment but
no imprisonment for the first offence. The
second thing stays. This is in regard to No. 16
of Dr. Gour. I am not accepting that
amendment—I mean that the acceptance of
this meets that purpose.
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DRr. R. B. GOUR: You are accepting both?
She wants to raise the fine to Rs. 50.

SHRI S. K. PATIL: She wants Rs. 50 as fine
because she wants to make it deterrent.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You accept
both the amendments?

SHRI S. K. PATIL: How can I accept

both? 1 accept the amendment
proposing Rs. 50 as fine without any
imprisonment.

Dr.R. B. GOUR: It means both.

SHRIS. K. PATIL: Yes.

SHRI N. R. MALKANI: Sir, I beg leave to
withdraw my amendments No. 3 and No. 6.

*Amendments, No. 3 and No. 6, were, by
leave, withdrawn.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The question
is:

5. "That at page 10, line 12, for the word
'twenty-five' the word ‘fifty' be
substituted."

The mlotion was adopted.
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The question

is:
13. "That at page 9, line 14, the
words 'or other animal' be deleted."
The motion was adopted.
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The question
is:

14. "That at page 9, line 29, for
the words 'in a' the words 'in an
unnecessarily' be substituted."

The motion was adopted.
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The question
18:
15. "That at page 10, lines 9 and
10 be deleted."
The motion was adopted.

*For texts of amendments, vide cols.
2532; 2533 supra.
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MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The
question is:

16. "That at page 10, lines 12-13,
the words 'or with imprisonment for
a term which may extend to one
month, or with both,' be deleted."

The motion was adopted.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The
question is:

17. "That at page 10, line 27, after
the word 'branding' the words ‘or
nose-roping' be inserted."

The motion was adopted.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr.
Amloakh Chand, do you press your
amendment?

SHRI AMOLAKH CHAND; Sir, I beg
leave to withdraw my amendment No.
26.

'Amendment No, 26 was, by leave,
withdrawn.

MRr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The
question is:

"That clause 11, as amended, stand
part of the Bill."

The motion was adopted.

Clause 11, as amended, was added to
the Bill.

Clauses 12 and 13 were added to the
Bill.

Clause 14—Experiments on animals

SHRIN. R. MALKANI: Sir, I move:

8. "That at page 12, after line 9, the
following proviso be inserted, namely:

'Povided that no surgical opera-
tion on animals shall be performed
without administering anaesthetics.'

*For text
col 2533 supra.
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Sir, I plead that it should be accepted
by the Minister.

The question was proposed.

SHRI S. K. PATIL: I am not accepting it
Sir.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The
question is:

8. "That at page 12, after line 9, the
following proviso be inserted, namely:

"Povided that no surgical opera-
tion on animals shall be performed
without administering anaesthetics.""

The motion wag negatived.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The
question is:

"That clause 14 stand part of the
Bill."

The motion was adopted. Clause
14 was added to the Bill.

Clauses 15 and 16 were added to the
Bill.

Clause 17—Duties of the Committee and
power of the Committee to make rules
relating to experiments on animals.

Dr.R. B. GOUR: Sir, I move:

19. "That at page 13, line 19, after
the word 'rabbits' the word 'frogs'
be inserted."

SHRIMATI MAYA DEVI CHETTRY::
Sir, I move:

20. "That at page 13, after line 26,
the following be inserted, namely: —

'(i) that research and other efforts
directed towards discovering suitable
alternatives to animal
experimentation are encouraged and
supported and such  suitable
alternatives as may be discovered
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are used to replace experiments on
animals as soon as possible."

Dr.R. B. GOUR: Sir, I move:

27. "That at page 13, lines 20 and 21 be
deleted."

23. "That at page 13, line 25, after the
word 'tha.' the words 'as far &s possible' be
inserted."

29. "That at page 13, line 32, after the
word 'Committee' the words 'shall be so
made in consultation with the Indian
Institute of Scientific Research and' be
inserted."

The questions were proposed.

DRr. R. B. GOUR: It should not be difficult
to accept No. 19 because in the list, I only
want to add 'frogs'.

SHRI S. K. PATIL: For the sake of amity,
we shall have 'frogs'.

Dr. R. B. GOUR: Amendment No. 27 is for
deletion. Experiments are not performed
merely for acquiring manual skill. Sometimes
it is necessary also, to teach the holding of
knives. So I do not think you can force any
scientific institution. If you add 'as far as
possible,)’ I have no objection, otherwise
delete it. It is difficult for a teaching
institution to abide by this because you have
to teach holding of knife. You must con-sifier
that point. Regarding suitable records to be
kept, it should be 'as far as possible' suitable
records should be kept. I do not know whether
students will be asked to do this. Again I have
to base my argument on that, whether they
will be asked to keep them. If it is to be done
by the Institute or the Principal, then I have no
objection as they can keep suitable records but
if the Minister is quite sure that students will
not be called upon to keep the records, then it
should be amended by the words 'as far as
possible'.

Regarding the rules this Committee is
going to make, I want that they should be
subject to the approval of the Indian Institute
of Scientific Research. That is necessary
because
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even if this body is composed of experts, it is
quite possible that they are liable to commit
mistakes. So all these rules must be made in
consultation with the Institute. The clause
says:

"All rules made by the Committee shall be
binding on all individuals performing
experiments outside institutions and on
persons in charge of institutions in which
experiments are performed." My amendment
is:

"All rules made by the Committee shall
be so made in consultation with the Indian
Institute of Scientific Research and shall
be..."

The rules are important and they will have to
be proclaimed by the Institute.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Shall we sit
for a few minutes more and finish this? 1
hope the House agrees.

(No hon. Member dissented.)
5P.M.

SHRIMATI MAYA DEVI CHETTRY: Sir,
my amendment is:

"That at page 13, after line 26, the
following be inserted, namely: — '(i) that
research and other efforts directed towards
discovering suitable alternatives to animal
experimentation are encouraged and
supported and such suitable alternatives as
may be discovered are used to replace
experiments on animals as soon as
possible.""

Sir, this is a very reasonable amendment,
because even the Committee has
recommended that special efforts should be
made to develop suitable alternatives to
animal experimentations and to the extent that
the systems of medicines other than the
modern system need not rely on animal
experimentations, they deserve encourage-
ment. Therefore, I say this Com-mittee has
recommended it and so this amendment that |
have moved is a reasonable one. Therefore, I
commend amendment No. 20 for the
acceptance of the House.
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SHRI S. K. PATIL: Sir, this whole
Committee is being appointed for that

purpose and it is going to consist of experts,
technical men, doctors and so on and I think
we should leave it to them rather than try to
dictate something from here as to what they
should do. The pu pose may be all right, but it
is the business of this Committee to do that
and therefore I am not accepting the
amendment.

I am accepting amendment No. 19 which
seeks to include frogs also.

Next I accept amendment No. 28 moved by
Dr. Gour, though I would' like to point out that
there is a slight mis ake in that amendment.
Instead of having the words 'as far as possi-ble'
not in line 25, but in line 20.

DRr. R. B. GOUR: I accept that correction,
Sir. It should be in line 20 and not in line 25.

Mr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: So the
amendment will read as follows:

"That at page 13, line 20, after the word
'that' the words 'as far as possible' be
inserted."

SHrRI S. K. PATIL: That is acceptable.
The others are not.

Dr.R. B. GOUR: What about the
:ules being approved by the Indian
Institute of Scientific Research or being
made in consultation with that Insti-

tti

SHRI S. K. PATIL: No, we do not have
anybody ouiside that.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The
question is;

19. "That at page 13, line 19, after the
word 'rabbits' the word 'frogs' be inserted."

The motion was adopted.

MRr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:
'ion is:

The
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20. "That at page 13, after line 26,
the following be inserted, namely: —

'(1) that research and other efforts
directed towards discovering suitable
alternatives to animal experimentation
are encouraged and supported and such
suitable alternatives as may be
discovered are used to replace
experiments on animals as soon as
possible."

The motion was negatived.

Dr. R. B. GOUR: Sir, since the hon. Mini
tor has accepted the addition of the words 'as
far as possible' in line 20, I beg leave to
withdraw my amendment No. 27.

* Amendment No. 27 was, by leave-
withdrawn.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The question
is:

28. "That at page 13, line 20, after the
word 'that' the words 'as tar as possible' be
inserted."

The motion was adopted.

Dr. R. B. GOUR: Sir, I am not pressing
my amendment No. 29 which I beg leave of
the House to withdraw.

"Amendment No.
withdrawn.

29 was, by leave,

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The question
is:

"That clause 17, as amended, stand past
of the Bill."

The motion was adopted.

Clause 17, as amended, was added to the
Bill.

Clauses 18 and 19 were added to the Bill.
Clause 20—Penalties
Dr.R. B. GOUR: Sir, I move:
21. "That at page 14, after line 29.

the following proviso be inserted,
namely: —
*For texts of amendments, vide of

2539 supra.
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'Provided that nothing in this section
shall apply to students of bona fide
colleges and institutions who use
animals for experimental purposes in the
course of their studies.' "

The question was proposed.

DRr. R. B. GOUR: Sir, I would request the
Minister to remember this fact that even those
students who are conducting these
experiments may come under the mischief of
clause 20. It is not the head of the institution
who is going to be prosecuted for any
violation of the rules made by this Committee,
but the person who is conducting the
experiment is going to be punished under this
penal clause No. 20. It is very clear from
clause 20 here that the person conducting the
experiments will be hauled up if he is
violating the rules framed by the Committee.
Outside the institution also students do these
experiments, in their houses they catch hold of
a frog and do experiments and so on.
Therefore, 1 think the students should not be
brought within the purview of this penal
clause. Otherwise they are subject to the
clause dealing with propaganda.

DiwAN CHAMAN LALL (Punjab): Sir, are
we going to complete the work on this Bill
today?

MR, DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I think we
may sit for a few minutes more and complete
it.

SHRI S. K. PATIL: Sir, I am not able to
accept this amendment. I am sorry to say that
my hon. friend's interpretation of this clause
is wrong. I do not want students to be
subjected to this penalty and by no stretch of
the imagination can they come in, because
they are students of the institution, and as we
have said in the previous clause, it is the head
of the institution who is negotiated with. So
this fear is farfetched.
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DRr. R. B. GOUR: In that ease, | beg leave
of the House to withdraw my amendment No.
21.

Amendment No. 21 was, by leave,
withdrawn.
Mr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The

question is:
"That clause 20 stand part of the Bill."
The motion was adopted.

Clause 20 was added to the Bill.
Clauses 21 to 27 were added to Vie Bill.

New Clause 27A—Saving with respect to
religious usages

SHRIS. K. PATIL: Sir, I move:

"That at page 17, in Chapter VI, after
line 13, the following new clause be
inserted, namely: —

'27-A. Saving with respect to religious
usages.—Nothing contained in this Act
shall render it an offence to kill any
animal in a manner required by the
religior. or religious rites and usages of
any community.' "

The question was proposed.

SHRI JASPAT ROY KAPOOR (Uttar
Pradesh): Sir, I want to say a few words about
this new clause. I appreciate the consideration
that has impelled the hon. Minister to suggest
this amendment at this late stage. I am one
with him and I share his anxiety to allow for
the religious feelings of any particular
community. But may I suggest that this
amendment need not be so wide as it is at the
moment, and we may delete the last few
words 'or religious rites and usages of any
community'? After this deletion it will stand
like this:

"Nothing contained in this Act shall
render it an offence to kill any
*For text of vide
cols. 2542-43 supra.

amendment,
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[Shri Jaspat Roy Kapoor.] animal in a
manner required by the religion of any
community."

Let us respect religious feelings of any
community, but let us not go much beyond
that.

SHRI S. K. PATIL: Beyond what? What is
the fear at the back of my hon. friend's mind?

SHRI JASPAT ROY KAPOOR: I do not
suffer from any fear, Sir. [ am only submitting
that we have already agreed to delete part (f)
from clause S. Let us not go very much
beyond the very objective of this Bill. If you
go on deleting bit by bit, then virtually it will
be reduced to nothing. I do not know what
particular necessity the hon. Minister feels for
introducing this amendment with the words
'religious rites' and even 'usages'. So far as the
substantive part of it is concerned, I say, let us
respect a religion in all its details. But if you
go and want to recognise something more,
usages, customs and so on, then that is going
too far. So I request the hon. Minister not to
have the words 'or religious rites and usages'.
Sir, T have here the Oxford Dictionary
according to which the word 'usage' has been
defined as something 'habitual or customary
practice', 'marine, of wusing or treating,
treatment'. My submission is that the word
'religion' may remain but that the words
'religious rites' and more particularly the word
'usages' should go. If we do not do this, much
of the purpose of this enactment would go
away. That is my humble suggestion. Let us
respect religion in all its aspects.

SHRI S. K. PATIL: I am prepared to accept
this amendment.

The new clause will then be,

"Nothing contained in this Act shall
render it an offence to kill any animal in a
manner required by the religion of any
community."

[ RAJYA SABHA |
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SHRIJASPAT ROY KAPOOR: Thank you,
Sir. That is what I wanted.

SHRIMATI RUKMINI DEVI ARUN-DALE:
Lately a case came to my notice and I sent it
on, I think. Some people wanted to kill a goat
according to the Vedic rites by blocking all
passages. That is something which actually
happended recently. Are we going to allow
this kind of thing?

SHrRI S. K. PATIL: Therefore the hon.
Member should agree with me.

Dr. R. B. GOUR: Mr. Deputy Chairman, I
think the fears of Mrs. Arux-dale will be
allayed by what the Minister has accepted. He
is not accepting usages, conventions and all
the rest of it. He is only accepting religious
requirements.

SHrRI S. K. PATIL; I am supporting the
view of Rukmini Devi because I am taking
away customs, usages, etc. | am covering
only the Muslim community because of the
religious rite prevailing in that community.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I shall now
put to vote the amendment as further amended
by the Minister.

The question is:

"That at page 17. in Chapter VI. after
line 13, the following new clause be
inserted, namely: —

'27-A. Saving with respect to religious
usages.—-Nothing contained in this Act
shall render it an offence to kill any
animal in a manner required by the
religion of any community." "

The motion was adopted.

New Clause 27-A, as amended, was to the
Bill.

Clauses 28 to 40 were added to the Bill.

Clause 1, the Enacting Formula ana the
Title were added to the Bill.
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SHRI S. K. PATIL: Sir, I move:

"That the Bill,
passed."

as amended, be

The question was proposed.

DRr. R. B. GOUR: Only one sentence, Sir. [
congratulate the hon. Minister for the
accommodative spirit that he has shown. I
hope he will continue this.
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MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The question
is:

"That the Bill,
passed."

as amended, be

The motion was adopted.

ANNOUNCEMENT RE SITTING OF
THE HOUSE ON SATURDAY, THE
5TH MARCH, 1960

MRr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I have to
announce that the House will sit on Saturday,
March 5, 1960, for the transaction of official
business, that is. further discussion on the
General Budget.

The House stands adjourned till 11 A.M.
tomorrow.

The House then adjourned at
fifteen minutes past Ave of the
clock till eleven of the clock on
Tuesday, the 3rd March 1960.



