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Sir, I also beg to lay on the Table,
under sub-section (2) of section 7 of
the Employees’ Provident Funds Act,
1952, a copy of the Ministry of Labour
and Employment Notification G.S.R.
No, 362, dated the 16th March, 1960
publishing an amendment in the Em-

ployees’ Provident Funds Scheme,
1952. [Placed in Library. See No.
LT-2063/60.]

ANNuAL REPORT (1958-59) OF THE
NatioNaL ProJecks  CONSTRUCTION

CorproraTION LimiTED, NEW DELHI AND
RELATED PAPERS

Tue DEPUTY MINISTER of IRRI-
GATION anp POWER (Sur1 J. S. L.
Hatar): Sir, I beg to lay on the
Table, under sub-section (1) of sec-
tion 639 of the Companies Act, 1956,
a copy each of the following papers: —

(i) Second Annual Report of the
National Projects Construction Cor-
poration Limited, New Delhi, for
the year 1958-59, together with the
Auditors’ Report and the com-
ments of the Comptroller and Audi-
tor-General of India thereon.

(ii) Review by Government on
the working of the National Pro-
jects Construction Corporation
Limited for the year 1958-59. [Plac-
ed in Library. See No. LT-2067/60
for (i) and (ii).]

THE BOMBAY REORGANISATION
BILL, 1960-—continued

Mgr. CHAIRMAN: We shall now
resume the discussion on the Bombay
Reorganisation Bill. The Minister
will answer at half past two. All the
discussions should be over before
lunch.

Dr. H. N. KUNZRU (Uttar Pra-
desh): Mr. Chairman, the subject
that we are discussing is the respon-
gibility of the Home Ministry but I do
not find any representative of the
Home Ministry. ’

Mg, CHAIRMAN: But Shrimati

[ RAJYA SABHA ]

Violet Alva, the Deputy Minister, is

therem,; .

§
Y
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Dr, H N. KUNZRU: Oh! I see. I
did not know that we were going to
have the privilege of having her here

as the representative of the Home
Ministry in this debate.
Sir, T am not happy that Gujarat

and Maharashtra have decided to have
their own separate States, It still
seems to me that it would have been
in the interests of both had they con-
tinued to work together but the dis-
satisfaction in both these regions
with the existing State made it almost
imperative for the Government to
take account of the public feeling and
separate it into two States. This feel-
ing that existed in both the States,
particularly in Maharashtra, was to
no small extent due to the mistakes
made by the Central Gov-
ernment itself. Sir, the States Reor-
ganisation Commission recommended
that the Bombay State should consist
of the areas formerly included in it,
that is before the reorganisation, and
certain new areas, Marathwada, Sau-
rashtra and Kutch. The Central Gov-
ernment decided to break up this re-
gion into three States, Maharashira
without Bombay, Bombay as a Cen-
trally administered unit and Gujarar.
Naturally, there was great dissatis-
faction in Maharashtra over this ar-
rangement. But the Home Min-
ister . . .

Mr. CHAIRMAN: Another Minis-
ter is coming.

Dr. H. N. KUNZRU: But he seems
to have come as if he was not in the
least concerned with this debate.

Tae MINISTER or STATE IN THE
MINISTRY oF HOME ATFFAIRS
(Serr B. N. Datar): I was in the
other House, Sir. I had to be in the
other House; I had to answer ques-
tions there. S

Dr. H. N. KUNZRU: I did not com-
plain, Sir, of the absence of my hon.
friend but he came in such a way as to
make us feel that he was not in the
least concerned with what was going
on here.
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Sarr B. N. DATAR: That is a wrong
impression, Sir.

Dr. H. N. KUNZRU: When the
States Reorgamisation Bill was under
discussion, our Home Minister who
seemg to have a short memory for
inconvenient facts charged the Com-
mission with not having stated clearly
that Bombay should not be a Centrally
administered territory and the inac-
curacy of this statement, which it was
not difficult to point out, was shown
by me when I got the opportunity to
speak during that debate.

Now, Sir, in connection with this
Bill, the Home Minister stated in the
Lok Sabha:—

“The States Reorganisation Coni-
misgion had suggested that the State
of Bombay gs it existed today should
continue but that Vidarbha which
formed part of this State should re-
main a separate unit. This proposal
of the States Reorganisation Com-
mission did not receive a warm re-
ception or even a cold one It was
almost rejected.” - 5

Now, Sir, I have to make two ob-
servations with regard to this state-
ment. Vidarbha did not form part
of the Bombay State and the Com-
mission did not recommend that
Vidarbha or Maha Vidarbha should
be excluded from the Bombay State
as it was. Vidarbha formed part of
the Madhya Pradesh State and all
that the States Reorganisation Com-
mission said was that Vidarbha
should not be included in the new
Bombay State. Again, I think the
Home Minister has very quickly for-
gotten the facts in asserting that the
recommendation of the States Reorga-
niisation Commission was almost re-
jected. Sir, the Government itself
did not reject the recommendation of
the States Reorganisation Commission
in this respect. When it first propos-
ed to cut up the Bombay State into

three States, it did not include Maha '

Vidarbha in Maharashtra. It was
only‘subsequently that it did so, and
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enlightenment has come to it sudden-
ly without sitting under the Bodhi
tree, and it found that the exclusion
of Vidarbha, keeping Vidarbha apart,
would be neither in the interest of
Vidarbha nor in that of the rest of
India. Although it had not been offi-
cially acknowledged, 1 think it was
freely said when the States Reorga-
nisation Bill was under discussion that
the Government of India offered

Bull,

Maha Vidarbha to Maharashtra in the -

hope of appeasing it, it thought that

Maha Vidarbha would be regarded as

a kind of substitute for Bombay and
that the keen desire of the
rashtrians for the inclusion of Bom-
bay in Maharashtra would be allayed
by this step. But anybody who knew
Maharashtra could easily understand
that such a step would never fulfil
the purpose for which it was taken.
The Maharashtrians could not be so
foolish as to regard Maha Vidarbha
as a substitute for Bombay. It was
under these circumstances that wis-
dom dawned on the Government of
India, and it decided to make Vidar-
bha a part of the Bombay State. As
regards the public feeling in Maha
Vidarbha, it will be clear to anybody
who reads the newspapers published
in that area. Even now, we know
what dissatisfaction exists with the
decision of the Government of India
in Maha Vidarbha. The Congressmen
there had to agree to what the Gov-
ernment of India proposed because
the High Command used its bludgeon
to compel compliance with the deci-
sion of the Government of India. But
for this, the position in Maha Vidarbha

would have been much more difficult-

than it is today.

Sir, this is the history of the ques-
tion which again, because it was in-
convenient, has been forgotten by
our Home Minister. :

Now, Sir, I .should like to say a
word about the debate that took place
in the Bombay Legislature on this
Bombay Reorganisation Bill. "It was
marked by a dignity and restraint
which is not very often to be seen im

Maha-

v
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connection with questions affecting
more than one State. The
Minister himself set the tone, and I
am glad to say that his example was
foliowed by the other members. The
Chiet Minister, before the debate be-
gan made g statement of policy, which
was meant to satisfy Maha Vidarbha,
Marathwada and the city of Bombay
with regard to their future. It was a
wise statement and I welcome .
What was said in the course of the
policy statement with regard to Maha
Vidarbha and Maharashtra was really
an acceptance of what 15 popularly
known as the Nagpur Pact. The ac-
ceptance was not complete and it
could not be expected to be complete
because no Government could agree
that Ministers should be chosen from
the different areas in proportion to
‘heir population. But as regards the
other points, I think they have been
accepted; it has been decided or
rather 1t has been promised that in
accordance with the recommendation
of the States’ Reorganisation Com-
mission different development boards
will be created for
and Marathwada. 1 do not remember
whether the statement in regard ‘o
the creation of special development
boards covers Bombay also, but in
any case it covers Maha Vidarbha
and Maharashtra.

Surt AKBAR ALI KHAN (Andhra
Pradesh): You mean Marathwada.

Dr. H. N. KUNZRU:
Vidarbha and Marathwada. Sir, nor-
mally such an undertaking would
have been quite enough. But we
know that the Bombay Government,
after the States’ Reorganisation Bill
was passed, divided the area under
its control into divisions and appoint-
ed a divisional development council
for each division. But so far as I
know, this arrangement has not given
satisfaction; perhaps these councils
bave not been able to achieve much
in the way of the economic develop-
nent of the areas for which they

Yes, Maha

Chief |

Maha Vidarbha
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were formed. I suggest therefore that
although the Chief Minister has
agreed to the establishment of deve-
lopment boards in accordance with the
recommendation of the States’ Re-
organisation Commission, the matter
should continue to be looked into by
the Central Government. It is the
Central Government that is responsi-
ble for the quinguennial economic
development plans. It should be in-
terested therefore in the development
of every area, and it is not too much
therefore to ask that it should keep
an eye on the under-developed areas
not merely of the Bombay State but
of other States also so that what may
be called the black regions in the
country may disappear and all parts
of every State may be fully and
harmoniously developed.

There is one more point, Sir, that
I should like to refer to before I sit
down; the point in which I am in-
terested is that relating to the
amortization of the Public Debt of
Bombay, as it is at the present time.
The extent of Gujarat’s deficit was an
important point that was considered
by the Bhattacharyya Committee, but
as the representatives—official repre-
sentatives, if I may say so—of Guja-
rat and Maharashtra could not come
to an agreement on this point, both
Shri Chavan and Dr. Jivraj Mehta
sought the intervention of the Home
Minister, and the Home Minister took
Shri Rangachari as his adviser. Now
Shri Rangachari—if my hon. friend,
Shri Datar, has got a copy of Shri
Rangachari’s statement. will he be
good enough to have it passed on to
me? I have found it, Sir, in my
papers.

(Interruption)

What Shri Rangachari said on this
point was this:

“For debt amortization the figures
in respect of the Public loans at
present actually being amortized by
the Bombay Government were taken
and the share of Gujarat calculated
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on the basis of the Public Debt
liability estimated on the basis of
the Bhattacharyya Committee Re-
port.”

Now my enquiries show that what is
meant here by the words, “Public
loans”, is the open market loans;
they have been taken into account
but not the loans taken by the Bom-
bay State from the Government of
India. The Bombay State, contrary
to the practice of other States [
think, created sinking funds for some
loans taken by it from the Central
Governmment But even these were
disregarded by Shri Rangachari, and
what was taken into account by him
was only the liability of the Bombay
Government with regard to the
amortization of the open market
loans., The principle underlying this,
I understand, 1s that the Finance
Commission does not take Into ac-
count obligations that are not legal,
and as it is pot laid down in any
law that sinking fund should be pro-
vided by the State Government for
loans taken from the Central Govern-
ment, the Finance Commission does
not recognise the responsibility of
any State for the repayment of its
loans when it arrives at a decision
with regard to the apportionment of
the revenues of the country between
the State and the Central Govern-
ment.

As regards the open market loans,
the legislation regarding them ex-
pressly provides for the creation of
sinking funds. This responsibility,
therefore, has been taken into ac-
count, but the other responsibility
which is not legal has not been taken
into account.

12 NoonN

My hon, friend to my left wants

to know how much it is. All this
has been calculated by the Bhatta-
charyya Committee I cannot off-

hand tell him what the debt owed
by the Bombay Government to the
Central Government 1is. ..

!
|
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This may be a good reply so far as
1t goes. But when a State is going
to be divided into two States, and we
&know that one of the States is going
to hbe a deficit State, 1t is rather hard
oa 1t that its responsibility for the
repayment of the Central loans should
not be taken into account. So long
as there was one Bombay State it
did not matter what the practice of
the Bombay Government was because
the entire burden had to be borne by
it; whether it meant provision by
stages for discharging its liabilities
or discharging it by one step did not
matter to the other section of the
State. But when the State 1s going
to be divided into two parts, I think
that we can fairly ask that the liabi-
lity of the State Government to the
Central Government should also be
taken into consideration. 1 should
like to know whether apart from the
reason that I have given, there was
any other reason which led to the:
decision that has been arrived at.

There 1s )ust onhe more observation
that I want to make before sitting
down. When the new Bombay State
was formed, i1t was understood that
an effort would be made by the Bom-
bay Government to see that the State
Lagislature met at least once at Nag-
pur. But this hope has not been ful-
filled. I am sorry to say that the:
importance of Nagpur as a city has
consequently declined; it has deteriu
rated a great deal since the inclusion
of Maha Vidarbha in the Bombay
State. The statement of policy made
by Shri Chavan is excellent, but I
hope this matter too will be kept in
view by the Central Government.
From the past record of Shri Chavan
it seems to me that he is desirous of
satisfying all the arcas included in
the Bombay State. This gives rise to
the strong hope that the policy that
he hag now enunciated will be fully
carried out. It will do neither him
nor Maha Vidarbha any harm if the

. Central Government also continues to

take an interest in this matter. If
these two things are done—that is, if
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the Legislature meets there at least

once a year and the Ministers sit

there for some time—I am sure that

some of the dissatisfaction that exists

in Vidarbha will disappear,

1 cannot say whether even the
undertaking given by Shri Chavan will
satisfy the people of Maha Vidarbha
pecause they know that their resour-
ces are adequate to enable them to
function as a separate State. But it
1s part of statesmanship, Sir, to do
whatever is possible now both by the
Central Government and by the State
Government to see that the old dis-
satisfaction does not continue at least

in the intensity in which it exists
today.
Sgrt ANAND CHAND (Himachal

Pradesh); Mr. Chairman, I want to
raise a point of order. Under Rule
220 of our Rules of Procedure it is
the duty of the Secretary ‘“to cause
to be prepared a full report of the
proceedings of the Council”. I have
seen the proceedings of the Council
in the uncorrected report of yester-
day. 1 wish to submit to you that I
do not find any mention of my speech
therein. I wanted to know why that

was Sso.
\

Mr. CHAIRMAN: We sometimes
use our discretion also. When our
Members of Parliament exceed limits
of decorum and decency we some-
times use our discretion.

SHRt ANAND CHAND: May I sub-
mit in that connection that when I
was making my speech the Vice-
Chairman was in the Chair, and at
that time no question arose that there
was anything in it which was in any
way indecent or unpardonable

Mg, CHAIRMAN: If it contains
words which are indecent, unparlia-
nentary, improper or having a refe-
rence to other people who are not
1were , .,

Bombay Reorganisation [ RAJYA SABHA ]
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Suart ANAND CHAND: That s
exactly what I was saying. Some ex-
ception was taken to what I was
saying about certain head of a State.
But subsequently another Member
from Bihar spoke of the leader of
the Swatantra Party in the most
derogatory terms. I would submit
that should also be expunged. He
called him

MR. CHAIRMAN: I have here five
sp_eakers and we have only Aty
minutes. Ten minutes each.

{1 A fawaadfe (g
¥3q) : FRONE  wemw wRNEy,
=y fomiaram faw gk ame
8 | ag aga &) Wy & Wk S
& #% awm 3 gaem, Twg &
aafomae wsa &1 qE s ow
ST IgW A T gfgnar feard o
AT g A AZE AT FY )

[Mr. DEpuTy CHAIRMAN in the Chair.]

HIF FIE AT T Fo0AT AT
T TG Fi FT AT 97 ) e &
T ¥ g 9aT w=t a¥g A 7wt w0
T S TE F AqA 97 7y 99
gt awar #1 aww &

Y TR g A, & F1 &
ITE  WIET J, TF TN AGAT 9T
Ay Bt | R & ¥ § Aar
foregivr smvm % wa awsar frar s
AT FTF 5/ 79 BN F7 Fagrar
IIATTF AT E 1 O g FvArEr
# gRT QU A1 A7 <@ ¥ a7 I
IEEF ¥ W SyIET wrEr AN )

faeg e e w2ew Formfargsia
FT HAAT HAT 4T A« S¥aqE F graee
#FE wrom vy § 1 owa agH
Tt F FHLT 41 F0 weratest
F, 38 A ¥ I FY graegFar gy §
o9 5 o AW A e w0 0w A

-
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Trear s fawre faar & fF gmat
T GAT AT € | FF "EA AT
{1 oy € fr I arvaa: faareae g
T IAEY I FISfAA AT ATAT AT
IFAT § WY 98 IS qg H dFAT
2 1 sufad ¥ [T qe § ag
warer ¢ fo w9 AT TSaT F a9
3g a1t ¥ fae=g w7 faar @ a9 o+
waEt &1 ggt grew # ar fadr o
R & SqreT fAaRRag 7 a9 T 9O |
T FAEAAGNIA T aF4 g i gl
FT TRIST AT AT I AT gATR I1ZH
fafaee< qg& ot a1 g fafaee< 97
St 1 zw qfEFT s A g9 7 A
987 g Iad g7 F1% A waEw
o1 fadt #1 fga @ wafegg s 9@
ar ff g 7R qETa §F @A H
e fear s a1 e fqar 9w
I9 gAA g0 F AR ARG T AT
qftfeqfs S93 gma @t O I9F
Y HTE W R FTAGHT | HT T
F 3@ Aar o T AR A 9T TS

HEAT FAN TZAT AR § Al AT W
Aqeat & I¥ w9 F fomy

gafau ag g sfeq A & f&
AR e FqAT+E 7, a1 g fafaex
qq St § fedr sl ed & fag s
g & qger Y el ) AT Y
ey faamz @ 59 o7 1 e @Y @
WI | A FIOT IT QWA AT ATAT-
IO 1 a7 e a5 ¥ Sw gwg &
wrat w1 faatw 9 g s | SER
arz mifegriz § e ¥ QAT
AT W AWTE 7 FAGT F& GLEFTEF
qma 7T fF oF e qv =" F4T 97 )
wq  FraTEw our g1 7ar § fE foas
FTIN FEE F1 31 AL A faga e
AT HFAT & | AT F W AR
g frsmatAagi s A E I
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TE§ | HF agt F AW H oo faea &
#1E qaaz TG ¢, T FHiT M HE g
froq a8 | e @1 ag @@ a7 fF gy
AT I GHT &, ST HIT Aqeat A
dar fF 59 79 #1 g fAFe gear &,
gl FAm A favg How wm g @
IFA Aoy qgafa 2 €1 o qrfF-
Yz ®E dgdr I 2 T IWA g9
fedt aw s ¥ mar s sfgd
fret dad #1 Iy § qEY aww @
arfgd | g ww 91 fF 9w g
q 39 A7 F A @y @y | Afw
T qGI FT Q@ &G I oW,
agl & aFt § OF A9T R g T,
a9 1 78 faw o v @ AT
% @ fawr #1 gfew v war §
qR Y Fav g9 a<g #v afcfeafy ard
g I§ oA A ¥ qurd T §

wfaw & @ ¥ w3
e ¥ 7g Fg g 5w faww
T oI A far | F e g
ff wfawg & oY g9 /A T
g SaF ot ow & 01 ANRE § AT
gy W wd § § WH g F
T T e | T FF A AT
¥ FENTTA D IA AN TG TS A0
1 F9 &1 T g fF 9w e @y
e aE ¥ WHA § AT T T
Ay & FTAT AR A fE aRe
FANW, S AT I T fRR
a7 fadet 9 | T9AE WA a|
& iy oy afgd frad goelt a1 R
frrer ol A 7 Fopeft & S oo
g fear s arfed | 9w SErATy
@ 3l # oAg ‘parting as |
friends”’-3y arfosi Y A& ALETASE
T T & aw & q g
oifeq | ot gy M2 wANR @ AW
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[ nrrpew faomafia)
T :r‘rwsf»’fﬁrér 7 ag feq

AgH 7 I@ §dw W/
iz faar g 9o 3w ag § WA
¥ Amar @wT =SOfEd | & A war g
f& ¥ FA 7T It o w=E
g # faure F4M )

FATE W ¥ VINTEIE FT /AT
THRT AT AR A Fwear g g
W FT A TS AT § 7 FY AT H
FETC R ] W =y am
T owwTaTdy TSErT & qEr
fagtaa: ==y 1o Qv g &1 WA
T F A X, TG, T, TR, qY,
TeNA, WAT, AT, AT, IGHE
T AME Y AT ;X AY T T w4y
IAMF AR @A G ? @ I
TAYT TEATHT F IR R, A3 FEIA
F Uo7 F U G & THE A
TR 3T { A ST 4 F 7T AN &
T T A GO 4 7 T AT Ay 4y )
T 98 AT GHT 3T HT T & faaT®
g fF et w0 F oF § wmer &
AT W T § AR gAA ATGT G
¥ W @ @ gwa g ) ag wafa
T Al g, T I g wo Tifegd
Y 5 &Y TAT § g &Y Y T ], W Wi
iy gy STfge | gwer ag |
Fot w1fed fF Tow gwiew # T @Y
T g, IW 79 AR faw ¥ o
Frgifaa 70, W fa= gy o < g
w15y & 78 § 3 o199 § faww @

|
i
!
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T UeT FT Pq AAGT FT | T X
|9 AR HqIAT FIG § | T I G,
Fomw Fg FAAT F@r g &
THY FEET F AF FAR T F WK
TSy WY F F | Aq F1E T4 faor
A & QI F a1 § gAT aTHA
&Y gram, o9y g7 v aa §

§ W WA F [TAT § AR AT
¥ oF AT d qg AEw 9o ¢
e w=w #Y i fagr s g oS
TZT AT G AT g W A AW G
o) AgY IA g | Aarm Fr g F
A TR AEE W AW RN OAR
e 3 5 wem g3 & wreE § S 53
qUar § g afqqw & feqmw w7
HATH § WX IJGH AT FHY § ITHT Iy
§ g foar srar arfed | agh § ag Arar
agr mrr arfgd fF wer ww aga a9
g war , e 3w 4 § afew afedw
F gfeizw &1 9 qard § Iy el q
qu fear smar =ifgd 1 faq I
HIEgA ¥ qH{ AN qg WTEATS IS
fF wer wm #Y gwEa AF A I«
g T A fufrex 3o &
W %23 & fF gW a "D 99 §,
O gNEF F | 39 a%g q§ T I
w19 faer 919 § WY 939 7 39 a9g B
qrET I3 & fF g &1 argd warnm
T @A gg g g fF wew W wr
Sy o @AT g forad afedw &
IR F TP aFATs § 9§ € F
Jedt fraer AT Fifgg 1+ 99 Y Og
AT IBAT & q9 3| 7 Avar g o qgr
F A avTd T F W § qv Afawy
F gy A & foaer & @R
TR B 7§ W wEw
I ISG G T ANT AIES 4§ HAAS
& o ST 3 a<g T 9T ISATARAT
Frgw 7 @ 71 s fafree = mam
mﬁég«ﬂmﬁmwﬁnm
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& Fgan argan g o o ATy weq
# o AIN E I AW AERAT
A g, SHFT HI1S @9 Agd 7@l §
X JGHF qQE H I F) F&W@ AT
£ WG YW FT AT W TV |
A § JT Y qg TEAT FHEAT ATZAT
& agier fomm wrs A
% TQ §EF T B AW §, TS
99 T ¥ TE€IG § qUT AW HIT
FHIFAIIT FT 49 &, 37 qF HAA
# @it A we & g7 e s
F1fgq |

Mr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We are
not concerned now with Madhya
Pradesh, Mr Vijaivargl/ya.

s Mapem  fawmaim o 319
ACETT ¥ Y g AT § B weq g3
# fom fom i 1 afe § 5 oot @
&% frar sr atfed ) ag faw qew &
Forge FAA § I fomd ww qrfean
F T § AR § wrww<ar g 5 ag
fasagr A a=g, w0 Fwr@daw ) @ faw
A TAR [ T A &) 43 9w 99
F AIg § WA F a1y @a SR aq
e g w wT fgd ey @E]
FHAFGT | AR F Y K I
faor #1 gifes @A Fav § |

Surr B. D. KHOBARAGADE (Bom-
bay): Mr. Deputy Chairman, I wel-
come, with mixed feelings, this Bill
and the decision of the Government
of India to reorganise the Bombay
_State on linguistic basis. This Bill,
when enacted, will be an eternal
monument to the triumph of demo-
cratic ideals over dictatorial and
autocratic tendencies. Sir, the bilin-
gual State was imposed on the peo-
ple of Maharashtra and Gujarat
against their wishes. When that bi-
lingual State was formed, the Chief
Minister, Shri Yashwantraoc Chavan,
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sald that this was a sort of immutable
line written on rock which could
never be wiped out. One of the
Union Ministers said that so long as
the sun and the moon shone high in
the sky this Bombay bilingual State
would continue to exist. However, we
are happy to note that the rock has
crumbled down to pieces and even
though the bilingual Bombay State is
being disintegrated, the sun and the
moon still continue to shine in the
heavens. Sir, in my opinion, this is
a great victory for democratic ideals.

Bill, I 80

Sir, yesterday an hon. Member
referred to this matter and said that
this was not the victory of democracy
but that it was the victory of mobo-
cracy. I am sorry that the hon. Mem-
ber Shri Sheel Bhadra Yajee does not
seem to understand the difference
between democracy and mobocracy.
He claimed that during the last gene-
ral elections the people of Maharashtra
and Gujarat supported the decision of
Central Government by voting Cong-
ress in power. But may I point out
to my hon. friend that he has con-
veniently forgotten the results of nine
by-elections which were all lost by
the Congress and in some of them the
Congress candidate lost even his de-
posit. The hon. Member represents
Bihar State. May I point out to him
that the result of only one election
was sufficient to change a decision?
At one time the proposal was mooted

. by the Chief Minister of Beng4l that

there should be one bilingual State
of Bihar and Bengal. When the Con-
gress lost one by-election, Dr. Roy
said that he would have nothing to do
with the formation of a bilingual
State. So, Shri Sheel Bhadra Yajee
who hails from Bihar must know that
they had to give up this idea of form-
ing a bilingual State just because of
one by-election result. In regard to
Maharashtra, the Samyukta Maha-
rashtra Samiti defeated the Congress
Party in almost all the by-elections.
That being so, why should not the
original decision of having a bilingual
State be changed now? If that deci-
sion is being changed now, is it net
the triumph of democracy? How can
it be called mobocracy? 1 could not



181

[Shri B. D. Khobaragade.]
understand the hectic frenzy in which |
the hon. Member was speaking. He '
referred to some sort of a luna.ic
asylum. I was not able to understand
whether he thought that he was in
some sort of a lunatic asylum but, Sir,
one must admit that this particular
decision of the Central Government
is nothing but the triumph of demo-
cratic forces.

Sir, I will not refer to many dis-
putable or controversial points be-
cause they have been referred to by
almost all the hon. Members. I would
refer only to a few problems relating
to Vidarbha and to the problem of
" Buddhists in whole Bombay State.
Pandit Kunzru referred to the Nagpur
"agreement and in this connection
mentioned the policy statement made
by the Chief Minister of Bombay, Mr.
Chavan. In that policy statement, the
Chief Minister had stated that they
would abide by this agreement and
further that they would try to imple-
ment the provisions of this agree-
ment., Pandit Kunzru also expressed
satisfaction over this declaration made
by the Chief Minister, Mr. Chavan. 1
am rather surprised over Pandit
Kunzru being satisfied with mere dec-
laration when he himself had quoted
one or two instances in which the
assurances given by the Chief Minis-
ter were not implemented. Just now
he said that the Chief Minister had
declared that one session of the Bom-
bay Legislative Assembly would be
held at Nagpur. But, Pandit Kunzru
himself observed later on that not a
single session of the Bombay Assembly
was held in Nagpur. I want to know
whether the Chief Minister of Bom-
bay will practise what he preaches.
There are a number of instances. I
will not quote all of them but I will
just quote one or two instances to

show in what way people from
Vidarbha are being discriminated
against. What does the Nagpur

agreement say? The first point re-
lates to the establishment of a per-
manent Bench of the Bombay High
Court at Nagpur. The second relates
to proper representation in all State
services and the third iz about the
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facilities for the admission of students
from Vidarbha in educational institu-
tions. This agreement also stressed
the need for decentralisation of admin-
istration. It further pointed out that
people from Vidarbha should not
suffer because of lack of educational!
facilities in Vidarbha and added that
people from Vidarbha should be given
admission facilities in scientific and
technical institutions situated outside
Vidarbha. These were the few salient
points in the Nagpur agreement.

What do we find today? We have
to consider the regime of Congress
Government and see what they have
done during the past three years in
regard to Vidarbha. Mr. Chavan had
declared that there would be no dis-
crimination between Vidarbhites and
the Maharashtrians. But what is
the experience? I will quote one
instance, that of Additional District
Judges. When Madhya Pradesh was

" dissolved and the Vidarbha area of

Madhya Pradesh was joined to Bom-
bay State, about 26 Additional Dis-
trict Judges were transferred to Bom-
bay,—6 permanent and 20 officiating.
The counterparts of these ADJs were
the Assistant Judges from Bombay
State. When the question of integra-
tion of services and seniority and fixa-
tion of pay came up, the Bombay Gov-
ernment framed a most arbitrary
rule which is most insulting and humi-
liating to Vidarbha judges. They
said that only an ADJ from Vidarbha
who had put in five years of service
as ADJ would be selected whereas an
Assistant Judge in Bombay, even if
he had put in only one day’s service
as Assistant Judge, would get seni-
ority over the other ADJs. What
happens is that after 1.11.1956, an
ADJ can be appointed as an Assistant
Judge only if he had put in five years
of service as ADJ whereas an Assist-
ant Judge in Bombay, even if he had
put in only a day’s service could be
immediately appointed as an Asszst-
ant Judge.

The second point relates to the age.
The Bombay Government had said
that ADJs who had completed the
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age of 45 would not be appointed as
Assistant Judges but strangely enough
this rule was relaxed in case of cer-
tain individuals.
rule was not relaxed in the case of
other ADJs from Vidarbha? The third
point relates to discrimination in the
seniority list. This seniority list was
prepared by the Madhya Pradesh
Government and accepted by the
Bombay Government by publishing it
in Civil Last on 1st January, 1957.

But strangely enough after six
months, on the 1Ist July 1957, the
Bombay Government changed this

seniority list and published another
seniority list. I do not know what the
circumstances were which compelled
the Bombay Government to change
arbitrarily the seniority list accepted
and published by them on the 1st
January 1957. They are made to
suffer such injustices and we want
them to do justice to litigant popula-
tion.

Then there is the case of the
clerks of the Bombay High Court
working in Nagpur. This House will
be rather astonished to learn that
the clerks of the same Bombay High
Court working at Nagpur are receiv-
ing less wages than the clerks work-
ing at Bombay. Why should there be
such glaring diserimination? The
other instance relates to the Social
Education Organisers working in
Development Blocks. Their pay was
fixed at Rs. 125 per month by the
Madhya Pradesh Government. But

now the Bombay Government is de. |

siring or is proposing to reduce this
scale to Rs. 75 altogether. When the
Madhya Pradesh Government fixed
this scale at Rs. 125 I do not know
why they should not be allowed to
draw the same pay, particularly
when these officers have put in three
to four years of service and rendered

invaluable service to the people and |
The Bombay Gov- !

the Government.
ernment is thinking of abolishing all
the educational facilities that are
enjoyed by the people of Vidarbha. I
do not know why.

Sa, taking all these facts into con-
sideration, T doubt whether the assur-
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[ ance of the Chief Minister of Bombay
| would be sufficient to satisfy the peo-

ple of Vidarbha. Therefore I say that-
" we do not believe in Mr. Chavan,
! however just he may be, however
hard he may be thinking and wish-
Ing that there should be some sort of
betterment for the people of Vidarbha.
I have great regard for Mr. Chavan.
But we do not believe in words
because our past experience has
taught us that we should not believe
Mr. Chavan but that we should
believe only in his deeds. Therefore,
Sir, I want this Nagpur agreement to
be incorporated in the Bill itself.

184.

Pandit Kunzru stated that we can-
not incorporate in the Bill any provi--
sion about the proportion of Ministers
to be selected from one particular
region. I do understand and follow
his contention and agree with it. I
is a constitutional matter. But what"
about the other provisions? What
about the provision for setting up a
permanent Bench of the Bombay
High Court at Nagpur? What about
giving representation in the services?
What about securing admission to
Vidarbha students in different educa-
tional institutions? What about hav-
ing at Nagpur offices of Heads of all
departments? All these provisions
could be incorporated in the Bill. T
would therefore recommend to the
‘ Joint Committee that it should go into
i all these matters and see that suitable
5 provisions are incorporated in the Bill
itself.

services or the provision of education-
al facilities will not solve the prob-
lems of Berar. There must be definite
plans for economic development of
Vidarbha also. Pandit Kunzru also
referred to this fact. He said that
there are enormous resources available
in Vidarbha which if fully utilised can
make Vidarbha a viable State.

J
I Mere giving representation in the
|
}
I
!

{ Dr. H. N. KUNZRU:
. a viable State, :

It is already
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Suri B. D. KHOBARAGADE. I am
" only referring to his speech. I sub-
mit that if resources are fully utilis-
ed, 1t can be a viable State. 1 ask,
in spite of the two development plans,
in spite of the regime of the Bombay
Government of last three years what
_has been done for economic develop-
ment of Vidarbha? Not a single
major project has been included in
the first or the second Five Year Plan.

Surt M. D. TUMPALLIWAR (Bom-
bay): Does the hon. Member want a
separate Vidarbha State?

Surt B. D. KHOBARAGADE: 1
‘want that the Bombay Government
.should pay heed to all these demands
and grievances of the Vidarbhites.
Now, I do not know what happened to

the Wainganga project. We heard a
lot about Wainganga project. We
were told that this project would |

.change the face of Vidarbha. It was
given up. Then there are coal mines,
there are huge deposits of manganese.
bauxite, iron ore and there are big
and thick forests. But nothing is
done to exp oit these natural resources
of Vidarbha, and to make Vidarbha
an industrial area. So merely giving .
some representation in the Services
- would not be sufficient; Bombay Gov- i
ernment should look to the economic |
and industrial development of Vidar- |
bha also :
%
[

Lastly Sir, I would only refer to
,one more problem, the problem of
the Buddhists in the whole Bombay |
‘State and not merely of Buddhists in |
new Maharashira State. !
T am happy to note that the Chief |
Minister of Bombay has referred in t
his policy statement that the first pro- |
blem that he would like to solve after }
the formation of the Maharashtra |
‘State is about granting facilities to !}
the Buddhists. But as I have already
--stated, mere assurances are not suf- l
ficient. 'This particular policy state- |
ment made by the Chief Minister must [
.be incorporated in the Bill. It must
‘be stated in this Bill that the Bud-
dhists who are in large number in
"Maharashtra and Gujarat also will be ;
- -given all educational and economic |
facilities, services facilities and other |
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facilities. Sir, I must state here that
there are a large number of Bud-
dhists in Gujarat also and as there
has been a categorical statement by
the Chief Minister of Maharashtra,
there must be a similar categorical
statement by the would be Chief
Minister of Gujarat, if not from the
hon, Home Minister here, that all
these facilities which are guaranteed
by the Constitution and which are
being enjoyed by the Scheduled Castes
and Scheduled Tribes will be given
to the Buddhists from Maharashtra as
well as from Gujarat. Sir, a mere
change of religion has not changed the
circumstances, the educational and
social conditions of the Buddhists and
any refusal to give facilities to the
Buddhists is against the provisions of
the Constitution. If I may read out
article 15 and article 46 of the Consti-
tution, it will be clearly seen that the
Buddhists also should get all these
facilities. Article 15(4) states:

“Nothing in this article or in
clause (2) of article 29 shall prevent
the State from making any special
provision for the advancement of
any socially and educationally
backward classes of citizens or for
the Scheduled Castes and the Sche-
duled Tribes.”

This article refers to socially and edu-
cationally backward classes. Just
because we have changed our reli-
gion, it does not mean that we have
and educationally
advanced Now, article 46 says . . .

Mr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You
can take this up when the Report of
the Scheduled Castes Commissioner
comes up for discussion.

Surr B. D. KHOBARAGADE: There
is a policy statement by the Chief Min-

| ister of Bombay that he will solve the

problem of the Buddhists first imme-
diately the Maharashtra State is estab-
lished and that is why 1 am referring
to this guestion. Now, article 48
reads:

“The State shall promote with
special care the educational "and
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economic interests of the
sections of the people . . .

In this clause also there is reference
to the weaker sections of the people
and the Buddhists, I must submut, in
spite of the change in their religion
.are still weak and they are backward
cducationally, financially and econo-
micaily. Therefore I would 1ecom-
mend that the Joint Committee shoutd
go into this matter and see whether
the policy statement made by the hon.
Chief Minister, Mr. Chavan, can be
incorporated in this Bill so that all
these facilities could be extended to
the Buddhists. Sir, I would only say.
as we are parting now, let us part in
a spirit of

SHr1 M. D. TUMPALLIWAR: We
are not parting.

Ser1 B. D. KHOBARAGADE: ‘W¢’
means Maharashtrians and Gujaratis.

Sari  SHEEL BHADRA YAJEE
{Bihar): Here we are for the whole of
India; not Bombay and Gujarat alone.

Surt B. D. KHOBARAGADE; 1
know that but the hon. Member was
‘referring only to Bihar yesterday and
one Iriend just now referred to the
problems of Madhya Pradesh only. So
when the people of Bombay are part-
mg, let them part in a spirit of friend-
ship and let there be integration, emo-
tional integration, of the people of
Vidarbha, Maharashtra and Marath-
wada.

Suri AKBAR ALI KHAN: Mr.
Deputy Chairman, while we are dis-
eussing one of the last measures of
. reorganisation, some friends here and
some veteran Members like Dr.
Kunzru have referred to the past his-
tory and expressed their dissatisfac-
tion. I feel that if there has been any
omission or any mistake, the respon-
sibility rightly rests on the Parlia-
ment as a whole and I for one would
assume full responsib‘lity. If it was
a mistake, it is our responsibility; it
1t was anything creditable, it is ours.
Having that in view, the experience
of the last four years has convinced

8 R.S.D —3.
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weaker | the peop.e who are intimately connect-

ed with the affairs of Gujarat and
Maharashtra that it would be in the
best interests of all concerned that
this linguistic principle should be ex-
tended to its logical conclusion so far
as Bombay State is also concerned.
There have been many, like my friend
Mr. Yajee and others, who did not
agree with or fully approve of linguis-
tic reerganisation but it is too late in
the day now to say whether if is right
or wrong. If I may be permitted to
say, the Commission, of which Dr.
Kunzru was in my humble estimation
the most prominent member, has
itself accepted linguistic division of
the States.

Dr. H. N. KUNZRU: It did not in
its Report accept this principle.

Surr AKBAR ALI KHAN: It re-
commended ultimately that it should
be divided on a linguistic basis except
Bombay. I was only referring to that.

Mgr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I do
not think they have said so. Tt is only
one of the considerations.

Dr. R. B. GOUR (Andhra Pradesh):
Sir, they did not say so in so many
words but in effect they wanted to
divide even into sub-divisions,

Dr. H. N. KUNZRU: It was explain-
ed during the discussion on the Stateg
practically
every State was a linguistic State
before the Commission started its
work and it could not in view of that
change the character of those States.
The only cases where it intervened mn
order to bring about new groupings
were Hyderabad and Madhya Pra-
desh.

Sari AKBAR ALI KHAN: And
regarding these too, the same princi-
ple was extended. I submit, Sir, that
the way the Bombay Legislative
Assembly and the Bombay Legislative
Council have dealt with this ma'ter
recently is very graceful and dignified
end I am sure here also in both the
Houses we will do likewise. In view
of all that has happened, let us passg
this Bill; let us not go into this ques-
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[Shri Akbar Ali Khan.]
tion as some of our friends on the
side opposite have done. A few vil-
lages this side or a few villages that
side or some financial adjustment this
way or that way

SarI B. D. KHOBARAGADE: Not a
few; hundreds of them.

Sgri AKBAR ALI KHAW: When
we are dealing with bigger things, let
us behave like big men,

Dr. R. B. GOUR: Why do you say
opposite? We are to your right,

Surr AKBAR ALI KHAN: I am sure
Dr. Gour and his friends and those
who sit with him take every opportu-
nity for creating some difficulty even
if a measure that was advocated by
them is brought by the Government.
So we feel happy when he opposes
because then we feel that we are doing
a good thing; otherwise he won't
oppose it.

Anyhow, I submit that we here give
our best wishes for the success of this
Bill and we do hope and pray that
both these States will grow and pros-
per and that they will keep up the
same brotherly spirit which they had
while they were in one State.

In this House the cause of Vidarbha

has been advocated by no less a per-
son than Dr, Kunzru and later by
Mr. Khobaragade. But nobody has said
" anything about Marathwada. The
people of Telengana and Marathwada
lived together for centuries and I feel
that the Nagpur Pact and the assu-
rance that has been given by the able
Chief Minister, Shri Yashwantrao
Chavan, will be fully implemented. I
agree with my friend who spoke last
when he said that the Joint Commit-
tee would give due consideration to
some of these facts and it would be a
good thing if they are incorporated in
the Bill also, I know that there has
. been a genuine grievance and no one
knows more about it than the Home

Bill, 1960  rg9c

i Minister and the Home Ministry. Sc
far as the Services are concerned, some
of the instances that were given by my
friend apply in a greater measure to
the people of Marathwada. I do hope
that not only the new Government in
Bombay but the Home Ministry also
will see that the people of Marathwada
in all these matters get 2 fair deal.
They do not want anything else but
a fair deal,

Sur1 N. R. MALKANI (Nominated) :
A generous deal to backward areas.

Surr AKBAR ALI KHAN: I welcome
it, So far as the position regarding
appeals is concerned, the people from
Nanded district have to go to Hydera-
bad and to Bombay. Similarly, they
have to go to Aurangabad, which is
about ten hours’ train journey and then
again go to Bombay. It would be in
the interests of the administration of
justice and it would give satisfaction
to the people of these areas, if an
appellate Bench of the High Court is
| established at Aurangabad, Auranga-
bad is a historical place, It nas been
in the old days the centre of the then
Government of India. And the famous
Ellora and Ajanta caves, of which the
whole of India is proud, should be
given importance, which is in this area.
I do hope that all these matters will
be taken into consideration by the
members of the Joint Select Commit-~
tee. Now, when we are having these
new States, let us hope that all these
areas, particularly the Marathwada
area, get due consideration in all
these matters, particularly so far
as economic development is con-
cerned. I have no doubt that the
assurance given by the Chiet
Minister and reptated by the Home
Minister in his speech while introduc-
ing the Bill would be fulfilled.

SHrI SONUSING DHANSING
PATIL (Bombay): The past neglect of
Marathwada should alsp be taken inte
consideration.

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: I think,
Mr. Patil, even in your area there are
many parts that have been neglected,
Now, we have-to build a new State
and let us see that all those who are
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weak and who have had in no way
those advantages get all those advan-
tages in the new State. So, my
request is that the Home Ministry
should also always bear in mind that
all these parts get a fair and just
deal. Thank you.

Serr M. P. BHARGAVA (Uttar
Pradesh);: Mr Deputy Chairman, I had
no intention of taking part in this
debate, because most of the points have
been touched upon and it serves not
much purpose by speaking at the fag
end of the debate. I must first congra-
tulate the Chief Minister of Bombay
on the courageous manner in which he
advised the High Command that the
experiment of bilingual Bombay—
which as you know was brought about
at the last stages of the States Reor-
ganisation Bill discussions before 1957
—had not succeeded. He had the
courage to say that the experiment had
not succeeded, although he tried his
best to administer the State as well as
he could and although he tried to bring
together the people of Maharashtra
and Gujarat and make them forget all
that had happened in the past, It was
very courageous of him and I hope that
the House will agree with me that we
must pay our tributes to him on this
occasion.

Next, I want to congratulate the
Congress President
Dr. R. B, GOUR: The Congress

President is not here in the House.
How can he congratulate him?

Surt M. P. BHARGAVA: There was
a mention about the nine-man com-
mittee, about which people have al-
ready spoken in the House. I must
congratulate her for the courageous
manner in which she tackled the pro-
blem. I refer to the former President
of the Congress. She formed the nine-
man committee, which went thread-
bare into this question and after talk-
ing to the people concerned in Gujarat
and Maharashtra
present Bill. Tributes are also due to
the Bombay Legislative Assembly and
the Bombay Legislative Council, which
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discussed the whole question in a very
graceful manner. They considered
every aspect of it and made certain
amendments here and there, which 1
hope the Joint Select Committee will
take note of.

I will be failing in my duty if I do
not say something about the remarks
of Mr. Sheel Bhadra Yajee, who made
those remarks when he was speaking
on the Bill yesterday.

Mr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Those
remarks have been expunged.

t
Surr M. P. BHARGAVA: Then, I
need not go into them. Thank you.
When they do not form part of the
proceedings, it is none of my husiness
to reply to him.
1
Dr. R. B. GOUR: Such remarks can
be made only about the Communist -
Party.

Mr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order,
order. ,

SHrr M. P. BHARGAVA: Have I not
the right to speak about my own col-
leagues, if I do not agree with them,
or is it only my privilege to speak
about Members opposite? (Interrup-
tion).

Mgr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Any-
way, it is not on record.

Surr M. P. BHARGAVA: Now, com-
ing to the Bill, much has been said
about Vidarbha. My hon. colleague,
Dr. Kunzru, has pleaded for Vidarbha
and I do agree with him to some
extent, but not to the extent he has
made out the case. Now, what is
Vidarbha? Vidarbha is four districts—
Buldana, Yeotmal, Amaravati and
Akola. This is real Vidarbha. There
are four other districts which are in
Nagpur. They are not Vidarbha. The
idea of Maha Vidarbha or Nag Vidar-
bha, as they sometimes call it, is this.
Nag Vidarbha is on'y taking the first

brought about the | three letters of Nagpur to satisfy the

Nagpur people for Nag Vidarbha.
Now Nag Vidarbha, or Maha Vidarbha
consists of eight districts. Can four'
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district of 37 lakhs of population form
a State? If you make a comparison,
Darbhanga is one of the districts of
Bihar. 1t has 37 lakhs of population.
In my own State there are districts
with 30 lakhs of population. Even if
it is granted that Maha Vidarbha forms
eight districts, what is the population?

Surr B, D. KHOBARAGADE: What
Pandit Kunzru has referred to is
Vidarbha of eight districts and not
four, districts.

Sart M. P. BHARGAVA: I am
coming to that, have patience. This is
the position. The population is 74
lakhs or 75 lakhs at the most. It has
no resources. It has been made out
that it is very rich in minerals, this
and that, that they are all there. But
has this area as at present of eight dis-
tricts enough finances to govern its
own affairs? No. Now in those eight
districts the language is Marathi. In
Maharashtra it is Marathi. On what
basis do they demand that Vidarbha
should be a separate State? As far as
development work is concerned, I
understand that :1n Bombay in all the
six regions there are different Develop-
ment Councils, and they have, as far
as I know, carried on their work very
efhciently, and there should be no fear
on the part of anybody as far as
development work is concerned that
the good work of development will not
be continued in Vidarbha areas also
even in the new Maharashtra State.
Mr. Chavan, the Chie? Minister, has
given assurances, and he means those
assurances, His tenure of office as
Chietf Minister has shown that he
means what he says. It is not an as-
surance for the purpose of assurance,

Dr. R. B." GOUR: Does the hon.
Member mean that other Chief Minis-
ters do not mean what they say?

Sarr M. P. BHARGAVA: That may
be a presumption which you may
draw. I do not mean it and you can-
not put any words in my mouth.

Sarr B. D. KHOBARAGADE: What
about the instances that I have quoted?
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Srrt M. P. BHARGAVA: I am com-
ing to that. Mr. Khobaragade is very
anxious about that. Probably he has
forgotten who is the Chairman of the
Integration Committee in the Bombay
State. It is one Mr. Wankhade, who
comes from Vidarbha, under whose
chairmanship questions of integration
of services and other things have been
decided. What grievance can Mr.
Khobaragade have about the work of
a Committee whi~h is presided over
by a man from Vidarbha? If he is a
man from Bombay or Marathwada or
Saurashtra, I can understand his grie-
vance, but here is a man from Vidar-
bha who presides over the Committee.
Well, you cannot have it both ways
that Nagpur is part of Vidarbha for one
reason and that it is not part of Vidar-
bha as far as another reason is con-
cerned. You can have it only one way.
Either Nagpur is in Vidarbha or it is
not in Vidarbha. That is about integ-
ration.

Now, a lot has been said about areas,
a village here or a village there, dam,
this and that? You are sending the
Bill to a Select Commitiee where 43
Members chosen from both the Houses
would be sitting and would be scru-
tinising the whole Bill clause by
clause. Let us have the patience to
see how the Bill comes back from the
Select Committee rather than making
all k nds of premature remarks thas
this is being done or that is being done,
that this princiole has been violated
or that principle has been violated,
that one yardstick is used at one place
and another yardstick is used at an-
other place. I do not see that we have
any ground to complain at present.
As far as areas are cdncerned, as far
as financial matters are concerned,
they will all be gone into by the
Select Committee, and when the Bill
comes back from the Select Committee,
we will have another occasion to
scrutinise it, and if any of us feel that
there are certain things with which we
do not agree,.we will have an oppor-
tunity to say about them at that stage.

Now, one thing to which I must make
a mention and to which I want to draw
the attention of the Select Committee
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is about the very high feelings regard-
ing the names in the Bill. It has been
said that one State will be called Bom-
bay and the other will be called Guja-
rat. But the Maharashtra people want
it to be called Maharashtra. I do not
see that there should be any difficulty
for the Select Committee to accept the
name Maharashtra for that area if that
pleases the people concerned.

AN Hox. MEMBER: What
Mysore?

about

* Surt M. P. BHARGAVA: That ques-
tion was considered by the people con-
cerned and ultimately they came to
the decision that it would be called
Mysore, They decided like that. Why
do you want to have a complaint about
a matter which was decided amicably?

Dr. R. B. GOUR: The Bombay As-
sembly accepted an amendment

Surt M. P. BHARGAVA: I wanted
only to draw the attention of the Joint
Select Committee. Now so many
things have been done about this Bill
and they have agreed on so many
points. I hope that in the Select Com-
mittee they will agree on some more
points and that it may be possible to
have everything settled amicably.
When the final decision has been taken
that Maharashtra and Gujarat are to
form separate States on linguistic
basis, the efforts of this House, the
efforts of the Select Committee and the
efforts of everybody concerned should
be to see that this bifurcation is as
smooth and as cordial as it can be, and
nothing should be said or done which
will estrange their feelings, The
feelings ran quite high sometimes.
Fortunately they have calmed down
and things are moving in the right
direction. Our effort should be to see
that things are done gracefully and
that the bifurcation comes off in a very
smooth manner. I am sure with the
past traditions which both Maharashtra
and Gujarat have—-Gujarat had the
good fortune of giving us the Father
of the Nation and one of the strongest
Home Ministers which we have had,
jt has very high traditions, and simi-
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larly Maharashtra has had very high

traditions—when these two States
come into being, they should serve
as ideal States and would be
instrumental in bringing develop~

ment to the country as a whole.

I must say one thing, and that is, in
future any other such demand should
be strongly dealt with. We have had
enough of disintegration, if I may say
so, because of linguistic considerations,
and we must not allow any further
fissiparous tendencies to develop.

Dr. R B. GOUR: Except one
demand, and that is partition of Uttar
Pradesh.

Serr M. P. BHARGAVA.:
with that if you can have it.

1 agree

+ Surt H. P. SAKSENA (Uttar Pra-
desh): The land of Rama and Krighna
cannot be divided.

SHrR1 M, P. BHARGAVA: With these
remarks I commend the Bill to the
Joint Select Committee, and I hope it
will be a much better Bill when it
emerges out of the Select Committee.

Mr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The re-
ply will be at 2-30.

The House
2-30.

stands adjourned till

The House then ﬂdjoumeé'
for lunch at one of the clock,

The House reassembled after lunch
at half past two of the clock, Mr.
Derury CHAIRMAN in the Chair.

Surr B. N. DATAR: Mr, Deputy
Chairman, I am obliged to the hon.
Members of this House for the almost
unanimous support that they have
given to the provisions of this Bill.

Sar1 SHEEL, BHADRA YAJEE:
Question,

Surr B. N, DATAR: If the hon.
Member had waited for a minute, Y
would have replied to him.
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Ser1 AKBAR ALI KHAN: He said
“almost”.

’

Sarr B. N, DATAR: That is why I
said “almost.” I know, Sir, that my
hon. friend, Shri Yajee, spoke in a
manner which, in my opinion, was
entirely unfortunate. 1 am referring
t0 the argument that he had made,
that this was a disease and that this
disease ought to be got rid of as early
as possible. Sometimes, in the course
of the vehemence of our arguments we
use exaggerations but there is a limit
also to exaggerations, and I did not
relish the manner in which my hon.
friend wanted this Bill to be thrown
into the waste paper basket. In fact,
after taking into account all the cir-
cumstances under which the States
Reorganisation Bill was passed
after taking into account also the man-
ner ih which very vigorous attempts
had been made to maintain the biling-
ual State of Bombay with great effort,
when it was found that there were cer-
tain difficulties in the way and that
emotional integration was not forth-
coming, then naturally a realistic
spirit required that we ought to go
back upon what we had done before,
It was under these circumstances that
this question was reopened, and I am
happy that a number of hon. Members
have given their tribute and admira-
tion to the Chief Minister of Bombay,
t0 Dr, Jivaraj Mehta and to their
Cabinet, for the wvery dignified
manner, for the very fine approach,
in which this question was raised and
has happily been solved now. So we
ought to take into consideration these
‘eircumstances., And as an hon.
Member rightly put it, it was a ques-
tion of division between brothers in
a way, and whenever there is parti-
tion, then naturally we ought to
part with the greatest of goodwill
and with all grace. That was the
reason why this question of the
bifurcation of the Bombay State was
vaken in hand. In fact, as my
friend. Shri Deokinandan Narayan,
put it very emphatically yesterday,

and.

some hon. Members opposite, or some

of their parties, had been carrying on
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an agitation for Maha Gujarat on the
one hand and Samyuktha Maharashtra
on the other, &nd ultimately, a stage
came naturally when they could not
proceed further at all. Therefore, it
must be said to the credit of those
who took this matter in hand that
they had a very proper and a liberal
solution to all the questions that had
been raised. It is against this back-
ground that the Chief Minister of
Bombay took the lead, and the ques-
tion was taken through various
stages. There were certain points,
which required a proper solution—
and I might add-—-magnanimous solu-
tion as well. Now, we had the States
Reorganisation Commission’s Report.
We accepted that Report to the
largest possible extent. We made’
deviations only where they were
absolutely essential. We accepted
their principles and we had the
States Reorganisation Act. We are
trying our best to see to it that along
with the reorganisation of States we
have a proper atmosphere and we:
have what is known as emotional in-
tegration. There are difficulties here
and there. Some hon. Members
pointed out that still in respect of
services and other things, matters
had not been solved. It is true that
we are trying our best; the State
Governments and the Centre together
are trying to face all these problems,
and a number of them have already
been solved. Under these circums-
tances, when it was considered neces-
sary that the bilingual State should
not continue, then naturally after
taking a realistic view of the whoie
affair, the question had got to be re-
opened, especially for the purpose of
satisfying the people of the localilies
concerned. That was the reason why
this question had to be raised, and
if my hon. friend, Shri Sheel Bhadra
Yajee, considers the whole question
in a cool manner, I am quite confi-
dent that he would not have given
out such choice epithets. T would not
say anything further but that was
what he did so far as this very
honest attempt at settling the dispute
between these two people is concern-
ed.
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Sir, it was against this background
that this particuiar Bill was brought
forward. A number of hon. Members
‘raised certain, questions. They want-
ed that we should go the whole hog
s0 far as their own requirements, or
a8 it is sometimes called their de-
mands, were concerned, which they
wanted to be conceded. Now, in all

such matters, there are certain mat- !

fers in which there are certain cri-
teria laid down by the States Re-
organisation Commission, which we
have generally accepted. But in all
these cases, it is more important to
accept what is known as an agreed
formula. It was for this purpose that
certain arrangements were made on
an ad hoc basis with the full agree-
ment of the parties concerned. It is
true that at earlier stages there were
certain important leaders of both
these people who came forward and
carried on the work with all the good-
will that the Home Minister could
extend towards their negotiations. Sc.
Dr, Jivaraj Mehta, the hon. Shri
Chavan and the Home Minister to-
gether, they went into all the aspects
of the case with a view to coming to
a proper, agreeable, and may I add
also, magnanimous solution. Only
where it was necessary that the advice
of experts should be taken, that also
was done, and thereafter the matter
did not rest there, It did not rest only
at the party level, though the parties
very happily carried on the work so
far as the earlier stages were concern-
ed ’Then naturally the matter had
to come to the Government and when
it came to the Government, they had
to eonsult the Bombay Legislature in
this respect. Therefore, the President
referred this Bill to the Bombay Legis-
lature, and it is a matter of great
satisfaction. Tt augurs well for a
country where unfortunately there
are disputes, there are variations in
conditions. But all the same may I
point out to hon. Members here that
in spite of a varietv of conditions, in

spile of a variety of opinions and in
spite of potentialities for distrust or
disruption here and there, India is for-

tuneie in having, as leaders of public !
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opinion, persons who know the high-
est interests of the country and they
test everything from this particular
point of view? That is the reason,
Sir, why—as was pointed out to this
hon. House by the Home Minister
yesterday—the Governor of Bombay
has paid his unstinted compliments to
what was done in the Bombay Legis-
lature. You will find, Sir, that in the
Bombay Legis ature we had Gujarati
Members and we had Maharashirian
Members also. They carried on their
work for a number of years, and when
the time of parting came, as some-
times it has to even in the case of
private families, then we have to part
with goodwill, and as was rightly
pointed out by one hon. Member yes-
terday, we have to part with a feeling
of charity, with a feeling of grace
and, much more, with a feeling of
magnanimity also, and I pay my tri-
bute to the hon. Members of the Bom-
bay Legislature, who all spoke only
with a desire to usher in the two
States of Maharashtra and Gujarat in
as auspicious, in as helpful and as
constructive a manner as possible.
That is the reason why we have al-
most the unanimous support of the
Bombay Legislature, the Bombay
Council and the Bombay Assembly.
They discussed the question in all its
aspects, in one House for five days
and in the other House, I believe, for
two or three days. Whatever it is,
all the aspects were considered and
the greatest point that we have tw
note in this connection, apart from
the discussion that followed the
States Reorganisation Commission Re-
port, is that here we are having what
is known as an agreed solution on,
naturally, an ad hoc basis. There
were certain points raised by hon.
Members about various other things,
but may I point out that what we
depended upon was the agreement
between the great leaders of Maha-
rashtra and Gujarat in the first ins-
tance, and thereafter, this agreement
has been accepted more or less in toto
by the Bombay Legislature? So far

as the Bombay Legislature is concern- .
ed, Sir, they are, naturally, the repre-
sentatives of the people; they have
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been elected on adult franchise and
therefore may I point out here, Sir,
that they reflect the public opinion
in all the areas concerned and there-
fore what was done initially by cer-
tain leaders was accepted by the Bom-
bay Legislature and here we have
now come with a view to seeing that
the Bill is passed into law after it
has been fully looked into by the Joint
Select Committee? Under these cir-
cumstances, Sir, I was very happy to
find that, on the whole, most of the
hon. Members here made very good
suggestions. They justified a so how
this particular action was warranted
and how it had been taken after con-
sidering all the aspects of this case.
1 was very happy, Sir, that my hon.
friend, Shri Deokinandan Narayan,
referred to a number of questions
raised, and my task has been lighten-
ed to a very great extent because he
replied to every point seriatim, and
therefore I would not like to go over
the whole ground again except to
point out that in such cases we have
to accept the agreement, especially
when the agreement has been approv-
ed of, when the seal of sanction or
approval has been placed on it by no
less a body than the Bombay Legis-
lature. The Bombay State, as we
are aware, is one of the premier
States of India and therefore it was
that there the opinion was expressed
in such a dignified manner and every-
body agreed that here was a Bill
which has to be ‘accepted because,
thereby, new conditions, what may
be called a congenial atmosphere, a
helpful atmosphere, would be ushered
in both the States of Maharashtra
and Gujarat. That is how we have to
approach this particular question. Now
some hon. Members raised the ques-
tion of Bombay, raised the question
of minorities, raised other questions
also. But in this connection, Sir, may
I point out that the States that are
being formed are not—as Dr. Kunzru
rightly pointed out—only on the basis
of language—though language has to
be taken into account to a certain
extent—because, here, we cannot have

[ RAJYA SABHA ]

what can be called water-tight com- !
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partments comprising areas where
you have only one language; that is
neither desirable nor  possible be-
cause, after all, there are peop e speak-
ing different languages and even
now, even after 1956, every State has
to look after the interests of the lin-
guistic minorities in as satisfactory
and—may I add—as generous a man-
ner as possible. It is for this reason,
Sir, 1 appreciated what my hon.
friend, Mr. Chinai, said yesterday, and
he said that in Bombay city there
were eight lakh Gujaratis living—my
impression is that the number is still
larger—all these years and added that
their lot was naturally cast with the
future Maharashtra State. That is
how it has to be, and he also assured
us

Dr. R. B. GOUR; Gujaratis
Madras also.

are in

Surr B, N. DATAR: And he alse
assured us that the industrial deve-
lopment of Maharashtra S.ate was
the concern—may I add, was the pri-
vilege—of all the people—whichever
language they spoke—living in the
new Maharashtra State. Similarly,
also in Gujarat there are a number
of areas where there are Maha-
rashtrians, in Baroda, for example.
Even in Ahmedabad there are a num-
ber of Maharashtrians and all .these
people have to cast their lot on'y with
the local people; they have, as much
as possible, to identify themselves
with the local interests and not con-
sider that their interest lies or their
welfare lies only in the implementa-
tion of safeguards, That is a privi-
lege; that is a task for those who
speak the majority language, but they
have to extend the largest measure of
generosity so far as the minorities are
concerned. Therefore, Sir, minorities
will remain, and there are—as an
hon, Member rightly pointed out—far
in the interior of Maharashtra, a num-
ber of Gujarati traders. They are
carrying on their work unhampered
for hundreds of years. That is India’s
genius and India has a unity in spite
of apparent diversities here and
there, and so far as these diversities
are concerned, they only enrich omx
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public life, and I am confident that
the approach that some hon. Mem-
bers from Gujarat have made to this
particular question is the right ap-
proach and there need not be any
fear because one hon. Member said
that there was likely to be a flight of
capital. I do not think there would
be any flight of capital, much less a
flight of certain communities.

SHrr N. M. LINGAM (Madras): It
is only a flight of imagination.

Sart B. N. DATAR: Yes, it is a
flight of imagination.

Dr. R. B. GOUR; Capital does not
fly; it penetrates.

Surt B. N, DATAR: Whatever it is,
we require private capital; we require
also the public sector, and all have to
carry on their work for the develop-
ment of these two areas. I would not
enter into other questions except one
or two.

Sir, my hon, friend, Dr. Kunzru,
brought in the question of Vidarbha.
So far as Vidarbha is concerned, I
need not enter into the quibbling of
words regarding what the hon, Minis-
ter had stated. After all there may
be inadvertence. What he meant to
say was that Vidarbha was in Madhya
Pradesh. Only incidentally or througn
inadvertence he said that it was in
Bombay. But Dr. Kunzru, Sir, is
always very careful to point out all
inaccuracies.

1 am hoping that fie does not
magnify these Inaccuracies. So far as
Vidarbha is concerned, Government’s
attitude was absolutely clear. The
States Reorganisation Commission
have given certain reasons which,
according to them, are very strong.
They stated that the eight districts of
Maha Vidarbha-—not merely four as
my hon, friend suggested in one way—
had far less population than even a
crore. All the same they recommend-

ed its formation into a separate State. :
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Dr, R. B, GOUR: But Dr. Kunzru is
opposed to the partition of such a big

Sta e as UP. I do not know why he
suggested the partition of a small
State.

Dr. H. N. KUNZRU; 1If the hon.

Member wants to know the principle
on which the Commission proceeded,
it is this. It wanted larger States
because small States do not have
enough resources for their economic
development. But in this particular -
case Vidarbha, though small, had
ample resources for its development
and it was, therefore, allowed to exist.

Dr. R. B. GOUR: Agra State also
could have ample resources.

Dr. H. N. KUNZRU: You may as
well try to divide the united brothers.
Perhaps that is your policy.

SHrt AKBAR ALI KHAN: That is
the real situation.

Dr. R. B. GOUR: That is what you
are doing in Vidarbha,

Surt B. N. DATAR: Anyway, so far
as Vidarbha is concerned, Govern-
ment’s attitude has been consistent
throughout. In the first place we did
not accept the recommendations of the
States Reorganisation for the reason
that the hon, Member has pointed out.
But as against that we have other
reasons also. One of them is that the
States ought not to be very small.

Now, in the course of the long
debate on the States Reorganisation
Bill this question was considered in
all its aspects and ultimately the
Prime Minister summed up the posi-
tion. He said:

“Once I was of the view that
there ought to be as small States as
possible. Now I have revised my
opinion because there are a number
of projects requiring crores of
rupees, requiring a large outlay—
money and resources.”

Now, if there are small States, so far
as their normal requirements are con-
cerned, they are likely to be sufficient.
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Their revenues might be sufficient.
But we have to take into account not
merely the normal administration—
we are no longer a mere administra-
tion—we are and we claim o be a
full Welfare State. Under these
circumstances, I would in all humility

point out to my hon., friend, Dr.
Kunzru, that the resources of ths
Sitate cannot be sufficient for the

welfare projects, for all the develop-
mental projects of this areas. And,
after all, Sir, the people of
Vidarbha and the people of Maha~
rashira are the same. They are
speaking the same language, And once
.upon 3 time, may I add—I would not
like to go into the historical reasons
—that real Maharashtra was 1
Vidarbha? So also in Marathwada. 1t
is from there that Maharashtrian
“influence gradually went southwards
and westwards and it came to be
called Maharashtra, Vidarbha was the
first kingdom. We have a reference to
Vidarbha even in the Mahabharata
and other things. Therefore, Sir, so
far as the cultural and linguistic
affinity of these areas is concerned, it
is one.

Dr. RAGHUBIR SINH (Madhya
Pradesh): The hon. Minister need not
dabble in the history when he does
not knew the things with certainty.

Smgt B. N. DATAR: I know it
perhaps better than my hon. {friend
does. I am even prepared to give z
leeture on the history of Maharashtra.

Dr. RAGHUBIR SINH: Vidarbha is
an older thing. Maharashira is a
much later affair,

Mr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Let us
not enter into that discussion. '

Ser1 B. N. DATAR: I was pointing
it out merely by way of argument.
Possibly the hon, Member claims to be
a historian,

Dr. R. B. GOUR: But his historical
.knowledge is confined to Malwa.

Bombay Reorganisation [ RAJYA SABHA ]
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Surt B, N. DATAR: Whatever it 1s.
. I was pointing out that so far as

Vidarbha, Marathwada and the rest of
Maharashtra are concerned, they have
a number of affinities and that was
the reason why af.er the publication
of the States Reorganisation Commis-
sion’s report, the Government took the -
stand that whatever might be the
solution, Maharashtra and Vidarbha
ought to go together.

Here, may 1 point out one thing?
One hon, friend through oversight just
now suggested that Vidarbha ought to
be a separate State. May I point out
that when Government found that
they could not accept the areas
proposed by the States Reorganisation
Commission, they always proceeded on
the footing that Maharashtra—that is,
the rest of Maharashtra-—and
Vidarbha, consisting of eight districts,
ought to go together?

As you are aware, during the debate
on the States Reorganisation Bill,
Government brought a proposal before
both the Houses t{o the effect that
there ought to be three units: Bombay,
Maharashtra and Gujarat. So far as
Maharashtra was concerned, we did
not at any time exclude Vidarbha
from Maharashtra, I have great
respect for my hon. friend, Dr. Kunzru,
But sometimes he is carried away by
vehemence. Certainly he is entitled to
it. He stated that Vidarbha was
offered to Maharashtra by way of a
desire to placate them. I am afraid
that is entirely far from the truth.
The very first step that the Govern-
ment had in their mfind was to put
Vidarbha and Maharashtra together.
Out of the three units that we have
formed, Maharashtra was one, Gujarat
was another and the Bombay {own was
the third. What we did was to
include Maharashira proper, Marath-
wada and the area of Vidarbha in
Maharashtra. That might be kindly
understood. That was our original
proposal to which we stuck all along.
We never made a distinction. We
never wanted to divide one again'st X
the other, namely, Maharashtra against
Vidarbha or Vidarbha
Maharashtra.

against |
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Under these, circumstances there
could be no question of placating any
particular area. My hon. friend was
hardly just to Government when he
stated that for the loss of Bombay,
Vidarbha was offered to Maharashtra.
That is far from the truth; that is
not correct at all. He stated that
Vidarbha opinion was very strong. I
would not like to go into that whole
guestion, But may I add here for
the information of the hon. Members
of ihis House that a large number of
hon Members of the Bombay Legis-
lature from the Vidarbha area, and
a still larger number from among the
Members of Parliament from Vidar-
bha are for the merger of Vidarbha
in Maharashtra proper? Perhaps
there is only one hon. Member, Dr.
Kunzru, and another Member to
oppose this merger. They are the
only vehement supporters of a sepa-
rate State for Vidarbha. As against
this, & large number of people are in
favour of Vidarbha being made an
organic part, as it is, of Maharashtra.

Sar:  JASPAT ROY KAPOOR
(Uttar Pradesh): There may be many
others who are silently praying for
it. [

Semi B. N. DATAR: We do not
now that.

Dr. H N. KUNZRU: And many

other< who have been gagged by
you.
Surz B N. DATAR: In the first

place prayers cannot play an active
part .. public agitation. We recog-
nise demonstrations, not prayers.
So far as the articulate public opinion
that has been expressed is concerned,
it s that Vidarbba ought to

‘ Maharashtra. Naturally he
3 p.M.  brought in the Congress also.

¥ He said that the Congress
High Command put pressure, accord-
ing 1¢ him what he called undue
pressure—and he wused the word
“bludgeon” or some such word—on
the Memhers and  therefore, their
mcrths were shut. Sir, that is
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correct at all. If the Members of
Parliament, if the Members from the

local Legislature, if they in the
largest number, almost wholly or
unanimously are in favour of the

merger of Vidarbha in Maharashtra,
iz it proper to say that public opinion
is against it? I know that there are
some friends there who are carrying
on agitation. But the question that
we have to consider, that Parliament
has to consider, is whether there is a
strong public opinion in Vidarbha
behind the demand for a separate
State. That is a very simple question,
and my categorical answer is “No”
even so far as Vidarbha is concerned.
In this connection, Sir, may I point
out two circumstances? One is that
this question was generally raised
when the States Reorganisation Bill
was under consideration. And then a
general question was raised especial-
ly about Bombay. It was contended
that when the larger bilingual Bom-
bay State was going to be formed,
there were certain areas which were
undeveloped and Vidarbha was men-
tioned. Marathwada was also men-
tioned, Then a very strong plea was
put forward that there ought to be
some statutory provision for the for-
mation of what were known as deve-
lopment boards. That was accepted
by the honourable Parliament. And
may I here invite the attention of
the House to article 371, clause (32),
of the Constitution which was put in
as a result{ of the acceptance of the
States Reorganisation Bill. There it
is stated:

“Notwithstanding anything in this

Constitution, the President may by
order made with respect tc the

State of Bombay, provide for any °

special responsibility of the Gover-
noyr for

(a) the establishment of sepa- .

rate development boards for
Vidarbha, Marathwada, the rest
of Maharashtra, Saurashtra, Kutch
and the rest of Gujarat”.

And then certain other provisions
follow. Thus you will ind that even
then the responsible and well-reasoned
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opinion in Vidarbha was that Vidar-
bha required development, that
Vidarbha had not been fully develop-
ed and for that purpose, amongst
others, it was stated that there ought
to be a statutory development board
which ought to be the special respon-
sibility of the Governor. For that
purpose this particular clause was put
in and I believe that development
boards have been established in all
these areas, This also incidentally
meets the desire of one of the hon.
Members—Mr. Chinaj I think, or was
it somebody else—who said that the
interests of Kutch should also be safe-
guarded, This is the provision that has
been made.

In addition to this, Sir, what was
known as the Nagpur Pact was speci-
fically referred to by the Bombay
Chief Minister, Mr. Chavan, when he
made what is known as a policy
decision, may I add a historic deci-
sion. Therein he referred to the
Nagpur Pact and also to the city pof
Bombay. I was very happy to find
Dr. Kunzru saying kind words about
the Chief Minister, Mr. Chavan,
because he deserves it, for the man-
ner in which the administration had
been carried on by him requires the
admiration and the help of all the
people concerned. There he stated
that there ought to be a permanert
Bench of the High Court at Nagpur
and the Home Minister yesterday
said that out of the recommendations
or amendments suggested by the
Bombay Legislature we have accepted
two. One was the naming of the
two States as Maharashtra and
Gujarat, The other was with regard
to the establishing of a permanent
Bench of the High Court at Nagpur.
And then it has been stated that
Nagpur city ought to be properly
developed. That also has been speci-

fically mentioned. Then there are
other points about Bombay also,
though my hon. friend over there

rightly stressed that he did not want
any safeguards at all. Safeguards

after all act as something like cruf- |,

ches, though it 1s the duty of the
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administration and it is the duty of
the majority party to give all reason-
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able concessions wherever possible,
and magnanimous concessions, to the
minorities. Here in this historic

 document it has been stated that the

cosmopolitan character of Bombay
city will be preserved. Apart from
all the other things, this statement
covers the whole area, not merely
those areas which are crying for
development, but also those other
areas which are still undeveloped
and which have to be properly
developed. That is the reason why I
was extremely glad to find that the
Bombay Chief Minister stated that
the Konkan district and especially the
areas of Marathwada would likewise
receive special attention, So  that
also has been done.

Therefore, Sir, under the circums-
tances, whatever Vidarbha wanted
has been fully provided for when
Vidarbha becomes an integral part
of the new Maharashtra State, Under
these circumstances, I believe that
what the Bombay Legislature decided
and what had been formerly agreed
upon, was the correct decision.

So far as two or three other points
are concerned, I need not go into
them, either with regard to Dangs
or with regard to certain villages in
Umbergaon or with regard to the
Ukai dam. So far as the last point
is concerned, though, whenever a
dam or a great irrigational or power
project is to be established, it need
not be a ground necessarily in all
cases, for the cession of that area to
the State which is going to be bene-
fited, still the distinguished authors
of the States Reorganisation Commis-
sion’s Report have made this recom-
mendation in para 203 of the Report

i and my hon. friend is a party to this

recommendation.

“While this has to be the broad
approach it is clear to us that where
territorial adjustments intended to
secure access to head-works or uni-
fied control over river valley oro-
jects do not come into conflict withk
other important considerations.”
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This is a very important reservation,

in my opinion, and in this particular :

case the proposal of giving certamn
villages does not come into conflict
in that way.

“it will be a clear advantage to
make provision”.

and this is Dr. Kunzru’s opinion along
with his two distinguished colleagues,

“it will be a clear advantage to
make provision for them for the
obvious reason that multiplicity of
jurisdictions hampers smooth exe-
cution of projects and leads very
often to unnecessary friction and
controversies,”

Therefore, we have to take that alse
into account. That project is going to
be executed and these villages are
likely to be submerged. Under these
circumstances, it was considered for
the purpose of what can be called the
smooth administration of this parti-
cular project, that this area ought
to be ceded to Gujarat because this
scheme, as the hon. Member rightly
pointed out, is meant for the benefit
of Gujarat. In this connection I may
add that there are some precedents.
Some time back, I believe in the last
session of Parliament or two or three
sessions back we had a small Bill
relating to the cession of certain terri-
tories on transfer of certain territories
from Rajasthan to Madhya Pradesh,
in connection with the Chambal Pro-

jeet and about 3,000 acres were to
be transferred.
A special Bill had to be brought

forward and this House agreed with
that. Therefore, Sir, when ‘larger
questions are there, it is but proper
that they should be dealt with in this
manner as the Commission itself has
pointed out.

Surr LALJI PENDSE (Bombay):
Was it three thousand acres?

Surt B. N. DATAR: Yes,

Sarm1 LALJI PENDSE: Not several
hundred miles.
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Surr B. N. DATAR: That is what
I said. I did not want to keep any-
thing from the hon. Member. They
required only that much and that
much was given. Here, the area invol-
ved is large and so a large area is
required but this does not, may I
add, affect the prosperity of Maha-
rashtra. So far as the Dangs district
is concerned, my hon. friend, Shri
Deokinandan Narayan, pointed out
yesterday that it would be of no use
at all because the whole of the
amount has to be spent over the wel-
fare or the development of the Dangs
district itself. I had the privilege of
touring that district. I found that the
tribal people living there required to
be developed properly. There were
no proper means of communica‘ion.
For years together, if not for decades
together, that area will require not
only the revenue that would come
from the forests but a much larger
amount. Therefore, it should not
be considered that there is a rich
forest area in the Dangs district and
that something is being given to
Gujarat.

SHrt LALJI PENDSE: Could that
amount not have been spent if Dangs
were left with Maharashtra? They
are two different things.

SHrT B. N, DATAR: I am only meet-
ing the argument that fertile land
was being given to Gujarat. I am
meeting only that argument.

Smrr  LALJI PENDSE: Nobody
said that. It is not a fertile land,

Sarr B. N. DATAR: In regard to
Umbergaon, there was an agreement
between the parties and, therefore,
as I said earlier, it is not a question
of delimitation on the basis of langu-
age or any other consideration. The
two leaders to the agreement sug-
gested, as I stated earlier and I would
repeat it again, on an ad hoc Dbasis
that these villages should go to
Gujarat. If certain other criteria had
been adopted, other results would
have followed or they may not have
but that was not the criteria that we

t
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adopted. We had that formula
when the States Reorganisation Bill
was before Parliament but here we
cannot go back to that principle. We
have to take a decision on ad hoc
considerations. I shall not deal with
other points but shall only say that
whenever thure is a clear agreement
and when that agreement is expected
to advance the interests of the local-
ity, then we as a popular govern-
ment, I repeat, shall have to yield
to such a desire, We proceed on
agrecment which is more conducive
to the general well-being of the
country. That was the reason why
this particular agreement was reached.

So far as the financial side is con-
cerned, I should rather 1leave the
matter to the Joint Select Committee.
Those who were taking interests in
Maha Gujarat or in Samyukta Maha-
rashtra admitted that a stage had
come wherein it was necessary for
some amount to be given for meefing
the deficit of Gujarat. That means,
that the principle of giving some
money to Gujarat on the basis that
for some years Gujarat was bound to
be =a deficit State was accepted.

Surr LALJI PENDSE: Quote the
whole truth; otherwise do not quote
at all

Surr B, N. DATAR: I am prepared
to state if the hon. Member would
wait for five minutes. Now, what
was contended by the leader of the
Maha Gujarat Parishad in the other
House was that there was an agree-
ment but that the exact quantum of
money to be paid was not agreed to.
I hope I have given the full picture.

Serr S. K. LIMAYE
No, it was not correct.

(Bombay):

Surr B. N, DATAR: Let the hon.
Member waif. What I am pointing out
is that it was accepted by all that
when the Gujarat State was formed,
it would be a deficit State for some
time. There was also a large body
of opinion, and a number of hon.
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Members here also have given expres-
sion to that opinion, that they would
far rather remain in a bilingual State
than have two bifurcated States. So,
it was admitted that if Gujarat was
to be formed into a separate
State and Maharashtra and Bombay
into another then Bombay would be
a surplus State mainly on account of

the presence of Bombay city
in that area. This was admitted. If
Gujarat was to be a deficit State,

then the whole matter had (o be
worked out as to what was the extent
of the deficit, what was the extent
of the surplus and some vie media
had to be found out. I would not, as
I stated earlier, enter into the compli-
cated questions but I shall broadly
mention the facts. The officials of
the two States could not agree. One
State wanted the deficit fo be worked

‘out on one basis while the other State

wanted the deficit to be worked out
on another basis. It was at this time
that we had the advantage of a finan-
cial expert. What he did is set out in
the note before this House and that
has been accepted. As T stated earlier.
it is an entirely complicated matter
but the principal thing related to the
debts. He made a difference between
the public debt on the one hand and
the debt to the Centre. In respect of
a public debt, as you know, a notifi-
cation is issued and there is a condi-
tion that a sinking fund will have to
be maintained. That is what is meant

by legal requirements, not that the
other thing is illegal. So far as the
debt to the Centre is concerneg,
there is no condition for creating a

sinking fund. In that connection, he
said that for the finding out of the
possible deficit of the new State that
is to come into existence, we might
take this into account. So far as the
public debts are concerned .

Sarr LALJI PENDSE/I: The hon.
Minister said that this was a com-
plicated question. He should leave
it to the Joint Committee.

SHRr B. N, DATAR: That is what I
say. The hon. Member raised thie
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question and I am merely replying
to him. (Interruption) The hon. Mem-
ber will kindly allow me to proceed.

Dr. R. B. GOUR: Are you presum-
ing what the Joint Select Committee
would do?

SuHrr B. N. DATAR: Thisis the pre-
sent position. One side hag been
placed before the House and it is my
duty to place the other side. It is
for the hon. Members of the Joint
Select Committee to take the whole
matter into account and to advise
Parliament accordingly. It is for this
purpose that I place the other side
before this hon. House. I would
therefore submit, without going into
other points, that what has been done
is on the whole extremely fair. It
has been done in the background of
cordiality and smooth relations bet-
ween the parties. It is for the Joint

Select Committee to go into the whole |

question and to make such recom-

mendations as they deem fit so far as .

the provisions of this Bill are con-
cerned.

Mr. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The
question is:

“That this House concurs in the
recommendation of the Lok Sabha
that the Rajya Sabha do join in
the Joint Committee of the Houses
on the Bill to provide for the re-

* organisation of the State of Bombay
and for matters connected therewith
and resolves that the following
members of the Rajya Sabha be
nominated to gserve on the said
Joint Committee:—

. Shri Khandubhai K. Desai,
Shri T. R. Deogirikar,

Shri K. K. Shah,

Shri M. D. Tumpalliwar,
Shri J. H. Joshi,

. Shri V. R, Pandurang.

7. Shri K. P. Madhavan Nair,
8. Shri Purna Chandra Sharma,
9. Shri Vijay Singh,

@ oo e
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10. Shri G. S. Pathalk,

11. Shri Dahyabhai V. Patel,
12. Shri Lalji Pendse,

13. Shri S. J. Desai,

14. Shri B. V. (Mama) Warerkar,.
and

15. Shri Govind Ballabh Pant.”

The motion was adopted.

‘THE SUPREME COURT (NUMBER
OF JUDGES) AMENDMENT BILL,
1960

Tre MINISTER or STATE IN THE
MINISTRY or HOME AFFAIRS.
(Surt B. N. Datar): Mr. Deputy
Chairman, I beg to move:

“That the Bill to amend the
Supreme Court (Number of Judges)
Act, 1956, be taken into considera-
tion.”

Sir, this is a very simple measure.
As the House js aware, in 1956 the
hon. Parliament passed an Act for
the purpose of increasing the number
of judges from 8 to 10, excluding the
Chief Justice of the Supreme Couxt.
Now, it is considered that there are
large arrears and they have to be
disposed of. And if the strength is
kept only at 11, certain difficulties:
arise. One difficulty is that it will
not be possible for the present num-
ber of judges to cope with this work.
Secondly, oftentimes the Supreme
Court has to form a number of’
Benches and one Bench known as the
Constitutional Bench consists of five:
judges. Therefore it was at the ins-
tance or initiative of the Chief Justice °
of India that we took this question -
into consideration. He pointed out
that if three more judges were appoin-
ted, then within a few years the
arrears would come down and then
the position would improve. Now, a

estion is likely to be asked; if for-
example, the arrears come down and
if the mumber of judges remains so°
large, what is to happen? Will it not
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