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had been the original recommendation of the 
Commission, if the Commission had not 
drawn a red herring across the path and 
diverted the attention of every one in this 
country, perhaps this question of a bilingual 
State of Bombay would not have arisen. And I 
have not yet understood what was the 
consideration which weighed with the 
Commission finally for not recommending two 
unilingual States in their report. (Time bell 
rings.) Is my time over? I will take only two 
minutes more to finish. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Please wind up. 

PROF. HUMAYUN KABIR: Since 
the time at my disposal is very limited, 
I would only say that now that a final 
decision has been taken, we want that 
there should be no further disturbance. 
Now that the entire country, in a sense 
all the people through their representa 
tives in the Parliament have supported 
this new decision, it should be given a 
trial. It    should      be     given      a 
chance and nothing should be done which 
might in any way disturb the atmosphere and 
leave any room for uncertainty. Whatever 
leads to uncertainty or any possibility of 
change at this stage in bound to have further 
repurcussions make for uncertain and unstable 
conditions, and things may happen for which 
every one of us may be sorry and ashamed 
hereafter. 

PROF. N. R. MALKANI (Nominated) : The 
whole speech has been against that decision as 
far as I can understand. 

PROF. HUMAYUN KABiR: No, Sir. 
Then I have singularly failed in convey 
ing my impressions..........  

PROF. N. R. MALKANI: I think so. 
PROF. HUMAYUN KABIR: Unilingual 

States should have been the recommendation 
of the Commission, but that stage has now 
been passed. We are now at a stage when a 
final decision has been taken and this final 
decision should not be upset in the interest of 
tranquility of the country. I would appeal to 
my friends from Gujarat who at the moment 
are opposed to this decision. The main ground 
of their opposition seems to be that whereas in 
the bilingual State recommended by the States 
Reorganisation Commission, they would have 
been approximately 38 or 40 per cent, with a 
Marathi population of 54 or 55 per cent,    
today in the    new Bombay 

State, they will be only about 34 per cent, of 
population with about 68 per cent, of 
Marathis. It is the reduction in their position 
which seems to have disturbed them most. I 
would appeal to all my friends in Gujarat that 
they have been in the fore front of the national 
struggle in the past and not only today. They 
know that it is not numbers alone but quality 
that counts. If a minority has the requisite 
character,—and the Guja-ratis have shown 
that character in the past—if they show that 
vision and devotion they have always 
displaced, and if they can merge their interest 
with Greater Bombay out of a sense of unity 
for India. They will play a most important part 
in the Greater Bombay State and Bombay 
may in that way start a new era in Indian 
politics. 

SHRI V. K. DHAGE: What is your 
assessment of public opinion at the moment 
in Gujarat ? 

PROF. HUMAYUN KABIR: I have not 
been there and I could not give any assessment. 
I wish I had more time, but since Mr. 
Chairman you have asked me to fiish, I will 
only end with this appeal to my frineds in 
Gujarat. 

PETITION ON THE STATES REOR-
GANISATION  BILL,   1956 

SHRI KISHEN CHAND (Hyderabad) : Sir, 
I present a petition signed by nearly six lakhs 
of people of Gujarat asking for a separate 
Maha Gujarat State. The bundles of 
signatures are with  me. 

THE    STATES    REORGANISATION 
BILL,  1956—Continued. 
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DR. P. SUBBARAYAN (Madras): Mr. 
Deputy Chairman, I am afraid the issue of 
Bombay has taken so much time both in the 
other House and in this House that there are 
many other things which may have been put 
in and which people are not aware of. I wel-
come tne bilingual State of Bombay because I 
am one of those who feci that the number of 
States in our Union should be five or six and 
no more. But unfortunately we have brought 
up the people ourselves with the idea of lingu-
ism, and linguism has played such an 
important part that it is very difficult to 
retrace our steps at the present time. 

1 P.M. 
As I said, Sir, during the discussion on the 

States Reorganisation Commission's Report 
everybody seemed to be for his own language 
and none for the country as a whole. That is 
the position in which we find ourselves today. 
I am really sorry that a person of Mr. Morarji 
Desai's standing has had to undergo a fast 
because of the happenings in Ahmedabad. I 
hope the situation there will change and it will 
be possible for Mr. Desai to break his fast, if 
not today, at least tomorrow. I hope the people 
of Gujarat will listen to him and understand 
the advantages that might come, not merely to 
Gujarat, but to the whole of India by having 
this bilingual State of Bombay. I look forward 
to the Zonal Councils accomplishing really 
what has been accomplished in the case of 
Bombay, if not now, at least after one general 
election is over, I hope we will have States of 
the size of both Bombay and Uttar Pradesh 
which will learn to get together and see for 
themselves the advantages of union. 

Now, Sir, with regard to the Southern 
States, with which I am intimately connected, 
I look forward to Mysore, Madras and Kerala 
being united together into one State, say after 
the first general elections. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : On whose 
behalf do you speak? 

DR. P. SUBBARAYAN: I speak on behalf 
of the people of the South whom 1 know 
much better than you ever can, because you 
don't come to the South except for some noise 
that you wish to make. But I do not think you 
know the people of the South as well as I do. 
Linguistically and in every other way, they are 
connected together, and I feel a time may 
come when the South may act together as the 
West is going to act today. That is my point. 

AN HON. MEMBER : What about Andhra ?    
, 

DR. P. SUBBARAYAN : Sir, my friend 
behind asks : What about Andhra? They have 
only just gone away, and I would make an 
appeal to them to come back, and I know that 
they will come back one day, because the 
Andhraites and the Tamilians are more 
connected together than even the Malaylees 
and the Kannadigas. We must never forget the 
fact that there are over 30 lakhs of Andhraites 
residing in the present State of Madras, spread 
over the whole State from the district of 
Chinglepet to the district of. Tinnevelly. So, 
we know our Andhra friends very well 
because we have lived with them as brothers. 
Especially in the Coimbatore district with 
which I am closely acquainted, I can say 
without fear of contradiction that there is no 
question of Telugu or Tamil. There the 
Telugus consider themselves even more 
Tamilian than the Tamilians themselves, if I 
may say so. 

Then, Sir, I feel that the change with regard 
to the Zonal Councils is rather a strange one. I 
am surprised that Mysore has been added on 
to the Western Zone. In every sense, Sir, 
Mysore is more intimately connected with 
Madras, Andhra and Kerala than with 
Bombay. There are many probelms existing in 
these four States which the Zonal Councils 
may solve. Mysore, bein? in the Southern 
Zone, will be of advantage not only to itself, 
but also to the other three Southern States 
with the ultimate object of the establishment 
of a single State in the South. Therefore, Sir. 
from every point of view I feel that Mysore 
should be in the Southern Zone. I hope the 
hon. Minister will consider this point 
seriously, because only a small amendment 
will be necessary in that case. Originally,    
Mysore    was in the 
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Southern Zone. That was even approved by 
the Joint Select Committee. 

Now, Sir, there are one or two points more 
which I would like to make with regard to my 
own State of Madras. It looks strange no 
doubt to say anything after having pleaded for 
a multi-lingual State. But the hon. Members 
will understand that the rights of a particular 
linguistic State should be considered on its 
merits when once the State was established. 
Those rights should not be thrown away 
merely on the plea: "Oh, you stood for a 
multi-lingual State. Why are you pleading for 
this thing now?" 

SHRI H. C. DASAPPA :     Are    you 
referring to Devikulam and Peermede ? 

DR. P. SUBBARAYAN: NO, no. Mr. 
Dasappa, you are very much mistaken. 1 have 
given up the hope of that hopeless task. I am 
referring to the Shen-cotta taluk. Originaly, as 
recommended by the States Reorganisation 
Commission, the whole of Shencotta was to 
be added along with the other four Southern 
taluks of Travancore-Cochin the Madras 
State. I do not know what has made the 
Government decide that that part of Shencotta 
should belong to the Travancore-Cochin 
State. How this decision was arrived at, I do 
not know. But as originally drafted, the Bill 
only talked of Puliyara hill Pakafi. The hon. 
Home Minister has tried to convince me how 
this change from the 1st of March to the 1st of 
July 1956 has come about, but in spite of all 
the explanations that have been given to me, I 
have not been able to understand the reason 
for the change. I will have to admit that the 
Madras Government are not free from blame 
in regard to this matter. They seemed to have 
just shut their eyes and assented to whatever 
notification was to be published. But fortu-
nately at this stage they have woken up, and 
the Chief Minister of Madras has written to 
the Home Minister here about the difficulties 
that might arise if the change that has been 
made is adhered to. I therefore think, Sir, that 
it is only right and proper that the whole of 
the Shencotta taluk should belong to the 
Madras State and not to the Travancore-
Cochin State. The property on the hills are 
owned by the people in Shencotta which has 
now been transferred to Madras. 

LasUy, Sir, I would mention one thing before 
I close.  I am not quarrelling with 3—16 R. 
S./56 

it, but I must say that one seat in the Council 
of States, which we were entitled to and 
which was agreed to by the Joint Select 
Committee, after a great deal of discussions, 
has been taken away now because of the 
creation of the new bilingual State of Bombay 
on the ground that places could not be found 
for all the members. Therefore, one seat has 
been lost to us. I am not quarrelling with this 
decision, but I am only pointing out this thing 
in order to show that Madras has accepted this 
loyally because we feel that having a multi-
lingual State is always a good thing and it 
deserves this sacrifice from us. Thank you, 
Sir. 

SHRI RAGHAVENDRARAO (Hyderabad) 
: Sir, the measure before the House is of far-
reaching importance. Leaving history aside, 
never before during the decade following 
partition was there a measure of such serious 
consequences affecting millions all over 
India. Of course, in course of time people will 
adjust themselves. Nothing is everlasting in 
this world. I feel, Sir, that the day on which 
the States Reorganisation Commission was 
set up will go down in the history of India as 
one of not a very happy memory. The Com-
mission's claim for emotional integration has 
practically turned out to be a mental 
disintegration all over. It has unwittingly 
created State rivalries and political passions 
all over India. It has made us narrow-minded. 
Even an eminent person like C. D. Deshmukh 
seems to think only in terms of Maharashtra 
or Kolaba and not in terms of the national 
interests of the interests of India as a whole. 

And today a person of the eminence of 
Shri Morarji Desai, on whom the mantle of 
Gandhiji and Sardar Patel has fallen, thinks in 
terms of Gujarat only. 

Sir, the present Bill, based on such 
confused and contradictory report, has 
naturally fallen prey to linguistic division, 
with the exception of Bombay. On one hand it 
advocates linguistic division, and on the other 
it advocates a bilingual Bombay. Such a 
partiality for Bombay has been the cause of 
much unworthy and untoward happenings 
during the last ten months. Thus sidetracking 
all other States, Bombay became the pivotal 
and explosive point round which the country 
and Parliament began to revolve all" these 
months. The interests of the country demand 
that uhere should 
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[Shri Raghavendrarao.] 
be uniformly one kind of States. There should 
be either unilingual States all over India or 
there should be bilingual States all over India, 
especially in the South. Along with Gujarat-
Maharashtra, there should be Andhra-
Karnataka or Tamilnad-Kerala. The same 
accumulated wisdom of the 180 Members of 
Parliament and the High Command could also 
have equally achieved such a merger of 
different States even in other parts of the 
country. 

As one coming from Hyderabad, which has 
even a trilingual aspect, I know that the 
people in the countryside there, who have 
roots in the soil, are simply perplexed. What 
such disintegrated areas are going to achieve 
which they could not achieve by continuing in 
the existing set-up is difficult to understand. 
How these disintegrated areas will fare in the 
new set-up seems to be nobody's concern. 

In respect of Hyderabad, the Bill seems to 
have lost its directions and the right course of a 
bilingual State. After all, Hyderabad is a 
bilingual entity. Census records show that in 
areas like Hyderabad, Adilabad, Aurangabad, 
Osmanabad, Gulbarga or Raichur, one out of 
every four is bilingual. India is one, having the 
same culture and history. Any division in the 
name of language and the like is nothing but 
artificial. Whatever may be the reason, for over 
six centuries long before the coming of the 
Moghuls and the Nizams, the Deccan region 
had a common united life. The people of the 
Deccan have lived and suffered together 
during the' great upheavals in history. They 
naturally feel that just when freedom has 
come, they are being dismembered and 
deprived of the joys of a united life in their 
march to freedom and progress. 

Deccan or Hyderabad, by whatever name 
you may call it, has evolved, whether in rural 
or urban areas, a common social and 
economic outlook and a way of life, which may 
not be easily understood unless one lives in the 
life of Hyderabad. This linguistic redistri-
bution could have waited till the completion 
of our various Plan periods. The accent now is 
on industrial development and not on 
agricultural development, which perhaps was 
dependent on linguistic homogeneity. 

There seems to be no consideration at all 
for the administrative inconvenience that may 
be caused in these disin- 

tegrating areas. Moreover, how far the 
Services will fare in the changed situation 
seems to have received no consideration at all. 

Taking into consideration these over-
whelming factors, there is need for a detached 
view and for allowing the status quo to 
continue as was one in the case of Bombay. 
Bombay which staked so recently and so 
heavily with a hundred lives over the so-called 
linguistic division found back its life with the 
return of the status quo. What the people 
really want is continued progress and 
continuation of their existing life not anything 
which would upset their social and economic 
life. Redrawing of the map could not therefore 
be a half-hearted or hurried measure. 

Under such circumstances, instead of 
solving the vexed problem of boundaries of 
the new.set-up, the Bill has left this problem 
unsolved. By not solving this problem now, the 
Bill is creating more problems for the future. In 
the matter of linguistic disputes, the main 
trouble is not over the bulk of the language 
areas but over the disputed borders. The so-
called claims and counter-claim's whether in 
Baster, Burhanpur, Belgaum, Kolar or 
Kasaragod or Saraikella or Balia or Purnea, 
have been allowed to go on. Why this short-
sighted policy of creating linguistic minorities 
in border areas which in course of time may 
threaten to grow into a monster, frorn^ 
reservation to separate representation? 

If a bilingual State is a national solution of 
a national problem, why then this monopoly 
only for Bombay? Let this be extended to 
other and more truely representative areas like 
Hyderabad, Mysore and the like. If a bafling 
problem, nursed on hatered and violence, 
could find recognition as a national problem 
requiring a national solution, we do not know 
which is the right course and which is not. 
There is a feeling that the forces of anarchy 
and chaos, which preceded the birth of Andhra 
or the setting up of the States Reorganisation 
Commission, could alone be ultimately 
successful in realising linguistic ambitions and 
nothing else. The violent course which even 
the saintly Sabar-mati has taken is but a 
pointer in that direction. 

No doubt, on the map of the nation.Bombay has 
a proud place.    No    onedenies its    services to 
the    nation andnobody will grude it its 
Chaupatty, ori  Bori  Bunder  culture,   but  
Hyderabad, 
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compared to it, is a sort of miniature India in 
all aspects. Sir, please allow me to read a few 
lines from the Census Report. 

"It would not be an exaggeration to 
claim that no other part of India has played 
such an important role as the areas now 
constituting Hyderabad State in drawing 
the northern and southern people together 
and weaving their cultures into a common 
pattern. The claim is equally applicable to 
the mingling of the ancient Aryan and 
Dravidian civilisations, and to the bringing 
together subsequently of the cultures 
represented by the Moghul and 
Vijayanagar dynasties. Thus, what is 
remarkable about the State is not merely 
the existence of a large number of 
languages in sufficient numbers but also 
the extent to which they have influenced 
one another." 

To deprive us of such a State Is to deprive 
the country of a heritage. 

SHRI B. M. GUPTE (Bombay): As I rise to 
speak on this Bill, the first thought that comes 
to my mind is that even in this age of science 
and rationalism, the days of miracles are not 
altogether past. Now a political miracle has 
taken place in the resurrection of the bigger 
bilingual Bombay State after a lapse of ten 
months. As I was coming from Poona for the 
current session of the Rajya Sabha, a friend 
suggested to me, "Why not go back to the 
bigger bilingual State proposal ?" I said, "Do 
not think of it. That proposal is dead and 
burried—burned fathoms deep in the sea." 
But scarcely a week had lapsed, when that 
dead body not only floated to the surface but 
was alive and kicking. A remarkable rally of 
opinion in the Lok Sabha gave a new birth to 
it. No wonder people were surprised and 
bewildered for a time. No wonder Gujarat was 
shocked, because Gujarat was mentally quite 
unprepared for such a turn of events. 
Maharashtra was equally unprepared but then 
the case of Maharashtra was different, and 
therefore Maharashtra received the news with 
mixed feelings. On the one hand, there was a 
sense of disappointment and on the other, 
there was a feeling of relief. 

The disappointment was at the liquidation 
of their long-cherished dream of a unilingual 
State and the relief was at the avoidance of 
the severance   from 

Bombay. So naturally, the result was that the 
people of Maharashtra were mostiy silent. 
There was neither rejoicing nor any protest. 
That was because, as I said, there were two 
contradictory feelings. For years, we 
Congressmen have been dinning into the ears 
of the people, the slogan of linguistic 
provinces. Naturally therefore, Maharashtrians 
entertained for many years the dream of a 
Samyukta Maharashtra with Bombay as its 
capital. Of course, at one stage the 
Maharashtra Provincial Congress Committee 
itself suggested this bilingual solution, but that 
resolution was passed under exceptional 
circumstances, by way of a compromise, as the 
second best solution and not as the best 
solution. And if that resolution had been 
adopted and accepted by others at that time, 
many ugly events that took place in Bombay 
and Maharashtra would have been avoided. 
Unfortunately, that was not to be and it is no 
use crying over spilt blood now. At any rate, 
after that passing phase of bilinguism, the idea 
of a Samyukta Maharashtra reasserted itself in 
Maharashtra. Then it was that a situar tion 
suddenly arose in which the Maharashtrians 
saw the melting away of their dream before 
their very eyes, especially at a time when that 
dream, except for the tragic exclusion of 
Bombay City, was about to be realised. At 
such a juncture they saw the melting away of 
their dream and naturally there was keen 
disappointment. But there were no 
demonstrations. There were no protests. The 
people were silent. You may ask, why they 
remained so, why, when they were so keen on 
a unilingual State they were silent: The 
explanation was, as I said, that they were 
relieved of one fear—the severance from 
Bombay was avoided. So they were relieved 
by that solution to that extent. Even then 
people might wonder why mere avoidance of 
the severance from Bombay should make 
those people accept this bilingual solution. 
The explanation i though they were 
passionately attached to the idea of Samyukta 
Maharashtra, far more passionately they were 
attached to Bombay and they hated severance 
from Bombay. That is the reason why they 
accepted the bilingual solution in silence and 
they silently acquiesced in that solution. And 
that is why there was no demonstration, nor 
any protest, nor any rejoicing. Of course, that 
was the position and that was the feeling of 
the Maharashtra people in general. But as far 
as Maharashtrian parliamentarians were 
concerned, their situation was different. They 
were near 
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[Shri B.  M. Gupte.] 
the seat of decision and they actually ielt the 
irresistible force of predominant public 
opinion as voiced in the Lok Sabha and in the 
Congress Party meetings. Whatever their own 
feelings and their opinions were, they felt this 
irresistible force and they pledged their co-
operation for the success of this great 
experiment. I wholeheartedly reiterate, that 
pledge. We are committed to make that great 
experiment a success. 

I am deeply distressed at the happenings in 
Gujarat. Of course, I condemn violence as we 
Maharashtra Congressmen condemned the 
ugly events in Maharashtra and in Bombay. 
But that is not enough. Even so, the 
happenings in Gujarat are a warning and a 
challenge to us. We must remember that. We 
shall crush violence, we shall suppress 
violence and we must do that. But we cannot 
ignore the feelings of a large mass of people. 
We cannot altogether shut our eyes to the fact 
that there is widespread discontent in Gujarat. 
The people there were not prepared for that 
kind of news and I certainly sympathise with 
them. That only shows the magnitude of the 
difficulty of our task. The people have to be 
weaned away from the idea of a unilingual 
State. I personally do not think—and even at 
this stage I may frankly confess that I am unre-
pentant—that it was in any way wrong to ask 
lor unilingual States. But I do say and I do 
admit it that the bilingual solution is the better 
solution, that it is a better organisation, 
provided, of course, that one important 
condition is fulfilled. I am not saying 
something new today. At the time of the States 
Reorganisation Commission, along with three 
of my friends, I submitted a memorandum to 
the Commission and even in that 
memorandum I stated that a bilingual or a 
multi-lingual State was a better sort of 
organisation, provided one important condition 
was satisfied, and that condition was that there 
should be a sufficient fund of good will and 
understanding amongst the component parts. If 
there is not that understanding, then the 
bilingual State becomes a nuisance and a 
danger. Unfortunately in the past that 
condition was not fulfilled and even the States 
Reorganisation Commission has- admitted that 
a multi-lingual State could not command the 
adequate loyalty of its constituent members. 
So there is no doubt that though that solution 
was a better one, the surrounding 
circumstances were such as would 

not conduce to its successful implementation. 
I know that in the past circumstances were not 
favourable because at that time everybody 
was looking forward to reorganisation and the 
prospect of a unilingual State was dangling 
before their eyes. Now that upsetting factor 
has gone and now finally, at least for the time 
being finally, the idea has been abandoned 
and the bilingual State is decided upon. 
Therefore, that upsetting factor having gone, 
there are now brighter chances for the 
successful working of the bilingual State. 

As far as we Maharashtrians are concerned, 
we are determined to make this decision a 
success. We want to abide by this national 
solution. I say this in all sincerity and as proof 
of our sincerity I may point out that our 
attitude will be in the interest of Maharashtra 
itself. After the trials and tribulations of the 
past few months, we have seen that our 
solution of a Samyukta Maharashtra with 
Bombay as its capital is not easily attainable to 
us, so we shall voluntarily accept this solution, 
because if we discard this second best solution, 
we shall have to go to the third best and that 
entails severance from Bombay which we 
abhor and detest. So in all sincerity we are now 
bound to try for the success of the bilingual 
State and I assure our friends that we shall do 
our utmost to make it a success. But we alone 
cannot make it a success. Our Gujarati friends 
also have to co-operate in the task. Here, I 
would certainly express my great admiration 
and I would congratulate the Gujarat Congress 
Members because they have shown 
extraordinary courage and tact is not asking for 
any safeguards. I admire their courage and 
tact. But it must be remembered that this 
message has yet to be carried to the masses 
and therefore, the responsibility of our Gujarati 
friends is great. I realise also our own 
responsibility. I realise that the responsibility 
of Maharashtrians is even greater, because we 
have to justify the faith that has been put in us. 
We have also to create the conditions where 
we can assure the minorities that their interests 
are safe in our keeping. We shall do our utmost 
to do that. I personally can assure Gujarati—
and it has been sufficiently stressed and 
assurances have already been given—that 
Maharashtrians will not take undue advantage 
of the dominating position they occupy in the 
State. But at the same time, I submit there 
must be co-operation    from    the other 
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side also. I shall request my Gujarati friends 
to start the work well. They should start 
without any suspicion or distrust. Let us from 
the very outset, avoid petty bickerings and 
petty understandings. Once we begin to 
entertain such feelings of suspicion and 
distrust, these feelings will grow into a 
turbulent torent and painful separation will 
become the inevitable result. Therefore, I 
appeal to them to extend their hand of co-
operation to us. 

We must also remember that a unique 
opportunity has been given to us, and a great 
responsibility has been placed on us. 

In the past, bilingual or multilingual States 
were formed in a fortuitous manner but today 
a bilingual State is being planned deliberately 
and its fate is being entrusted to our care. By 
our success, we can make history and we can 
give a lead to the rest of the country. 
Therefore, I appeal to my hon. friends to co-
operate with us sincerely in the great and 
noble endeavour. Let us by our sincere efforts 
and co-operation, write one more glorious 
chapter in the inspiring history of Mother 
India. 

JANAB M. MUHAMMAD ISMAIL 
SAHEB (Madras): Mr. Deputy Chairman, 
when people were agitated and anxious about 
the transfer of an area of a particular State to 
another, when they were feeling anxious 
about theii position in a State speaking a 
different language, the Ministers and the 
spokes-men of the Government here as well as 
elsewhere pointed out to them, to these 
doubters, the recommendation made in the 
Report of the State Reorganisation 
Commission regarding the safeguards that 
were proposed to be provided foi the 
minorities. People have been entertaining 
high hopes about these safeguards but, as 
matters stand at present no minority Minister 
is thought of, sta-tutory boards have been 
declared undesirable, the appointment of a 
Commis sioner for the minorities has beer 
rejected as not feasible and any provi sion for 
giving powers to the Presiden has been 
adjusted as uncalled for. Hov then are the 
safeguards to be implement ed? The whole 
matter has ended witl the use of the good 
offices of the Gov ernor and the option of 
considerini whether or not a special officer 
shoul< be appointed for the minorities. Thi is 
the nature of the safeguards tha have been 
provided in this Bill as wel as  in   the   
Constitution    (Amendment 

Bill that is yet to come     before the House. Sir, 
when the spokesman of the Government  were  
talking  about  safeguards,    about ample 
safeguards    and about abudant safeguards that 
they were going to provide for the minorities, 
people were expecting a grand,   solid    and a  
dependable     elephant  but   now  the whole 
thing has ended in a cat sitting on a wall.    
Nothing tangible    can    be expected  to come 
out of these provisions which can never be 
called safeguards. If safeguards  are to  be    
there,     they should    be    definite,    
mandatory    and enforceable. At present there 
are already certain   provisions   in   the   
Constitution intended  for giving safeguards to    
the minorities.   But   how   they   have   been 
administered in the past is a matter of history. 
Take, for example, the case of Urdu.  Urdu  is  
a language that stands as  a  demonstration  of 
the  remarkable creative genius of the country.  
It was born and bred up in this country and it 
can stand comparison with any language, not 
only of our country but of the whole world   in 
the matter of   the volume and quality of the 
literature that is  existing  in   that  language and 
also in its capacity of expressing human 
thought even delicate shades of thought.    This 
language is being spoken by very large 
numbers of people in certain States of the 
country and in certain other States there  are  
substantial  numbers  of people who speak the 
language. I may say, Sir,  that  there  is no  
single  district  in any part of the country where 
there are not families who are not speaking 
Urdu as their mother-tongue. That is the posi-
tion of this language and naturally, people 
wanted that safeguards provided for them in  
the    Constitution    should    be implemented.    
How    they    have    been implemented  
particularly in U.P.  is    a fact known to all of 
us. There have been meetings, conferences and 
other gatherings which have passed resolutions 
urging upon the Government to give effect to   
these   provisions.   There   have   been 
deputations   to  the   authorities   on   this 
matter and there was, above all, monster 
petition signed by twenty lakhs of people 
which was submitted to the President urging 
him to take action under article 347 of the 
Constitution. Nothing has come out of all these 
efforts. Article 347 of the Constitution provides    
that the   President  may,  on  demand,  direct 
that the language spoken by a substantial 
number of people in a Slate shall be   
recognised   by   the   Government  of that State 
for use in the administration for purposes 
which may be specified by him. How could this 
demand be made 
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by the people, excepting in the ways which 
the people have adopted so far? I understand 
that tomorrow there is going to be a Urdu 
march in Lucknow to the State Legislature 
organised by the All-India Motamar-e-Urdu 
supported by many parties irrespective of dif-
ference in political ideologies. In all these 
ways the people have expressed and are 
expressing their views and yet these 
safeguards are not being implemented. Then, 
Sir how are these safeguards which are being 
provided for in the present Bills, going to be 
implemented any better than the existing 
safeguards have been? If they really mean 
business and want lo give safeguards and give 
satisfaction to the people concerned, these 
safeguards should be, as I have said already, 
definite, concrete and enforceable with a 
machinery for such enforcement. There must 
at least be a statutory minority board. The 
objections to such a board are stated to be 
these. It is said that it may lead to vexatious 
claims. Whether a claim is vexatious or not is 
a matter of opinion. Anyway, by shutting out 
this demand, this asking and this claim, you 
cannot shut out the discontent of the people. 
Ignoring certain claims and demands of the 
people is no way to deal with the question you 
cannot suppress them. If it cannot be 
expressed this way, if the disease is not 
tackled in the proper manner, it is sure to grow 
more and more and will not do any good to 
anybody. Again, it is said that such a 
machinery may lead to the minorities 
constantly looking to the Centre, and that it 
will affect the autonomy of the States. What if 
the people look to the Centre? What you want 
is national unity. This automatically provides 
a national vision. People lifting their eyes to 
the Centre is not a deleterious thing. It is not a 
thing which is undesirable. Everyone should 
really wish for such a prospect. Speaking of 
State autonomy, Sir, are there not already 
provisions in the Constitution which touch on 
what are called State subjects ? What about 
the subjects enumerated in Lists I and III of 
the Seventh Schedule of the Constitution? 
What about Acts like the Essential Goods Act 
and the Inter-State Sales Tax Act which have 
to come? The subject matter of these Bills and 
these provisions are not more important than 
the minorities consisting of human beings. 

Sir, as I said, the grievances cannot be 
solved or resolved by ignoring them. It is 
much better to hear them, to listen to them and 
then to try to satisfy them in as reasonable a 
manner as possible. If real and effective 
safeguards are not provided and if the fears of 
the people are not allayed thereby the 
settlement of border disputes will become still 
more difficult, because the people who are 
being transferred from one State to another 
will not be satisfied because their position will 
not be secure in the other State speaking a 
different language. 

Sir, now speaking of the border disputes, I 
think a border commission or commissions are 
necessary for the solution of the problems that 
are being created by the reorganisation and 
also those that are already existing in the 
country, but the objection against it is that the 
people will always be thinking of these border 
disputes; and that they would not fix and 
concentrate their attention upon the second 
Five Year Plan and the economic development 
of the country. Sir, T think the truth is the 
other way. If you take courage and appoint 
these border commissions, telling the people 
definitely that whatever these border 
commissions will decide shall be final, and 
after making people understand this position if 
you set these border commissions on their 
work, then the States will know, the people 
will know, that the matter cannot be dragged 
on ad infinitum and it must be settled 
somehow. The matter will in this manner be 
settled much sooner than would be the case if 
you leave it, as suggested, to negotiations 
between the States and people and to mutual 
agreement and to the Zonal Councils, which 
are purely advisory and which are simply 
another name for negotiation amongst the 
parties. Therefore, Sir, I suggest, I urge, that 
border commissions should be established for 
the liquidation of as many disputes as possible 
that will arise now as a result of the 
reorganisation and those that are already 
present in the various States. 

Sir, now speaking of these border disputes 
further, I would like to refer to one or two 
matters. First I would refer to the question of the 
islands Amindivi, Minicoy and Laccadive on 
the west coast of Southern India. They have 
been put in the list of Part C States by the Bill 
before us. It is a very backward community that 
is living there and on a previous occasion I 1   
have argued that these islands must be 
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included in the State of Kerala, because they 
are culturally, economically, traditionally and 
in every other manner related and are akin to 
the people of Kerala but now I find, Sir, that 
they are brought under Central administration, 
and even then they are not given any shred of 
democratic right; they are not given any 
representation in the Houses of Parliament. 
That is rather cruel for these people, who 
already are backward to be deprived of every 
democratic right in this manner. They must be 
either included in the Kerala State or, at the 
minimum, they should be provided with a 
representation in both  the  Houses of 
Parliament. 

Now coming to Kasaragod taluk there has 
been some discussion about this matter in the 
other House as well as here. In Kasaragod 
taluk the majority are Malayan-speaking 
people, but there are certain people who 
would like that part of Kasaragod taluk that 
lies north of the Chandragiri and Paya-swani 
rivers to go with the Mysore State. That won't 
be fair because even taking the portion which 
lies to the north of these two rivers, it is 
Malayalam in nature; about 56 per cent, of the 
people speak Malayalam only about 9 per 
cent, or so of the people are Kanna-digas, and 
the rest of the people the other elements of the 
people, too, want this territory, the whole of 
Kasaragod taluk to go to Kerala. Therefore, 
Sir, the Commission was right in recom-
mending this to be added on to the Kerala 
State. One of my hon. friends who spoke the 
other day in this House said that no 
organisation wanted the north of Kasaragod 
taluk to be added on to Kerala and yet he 
wondered why this has been now put as part 
of Kerala State. I do not know wherefrom he 
got this information. The people concerned 
have given expression to their views and 
moreover, whether they have given expression 
to their views or not, the facts are there, which 
nobody can ignore. Therefore from every 
point of view the whole of Kasaragod taluk 
must go to Kerala State. The claim that the 
northern Kasaragod taluk should go to 
Karnataka has no legs to stand upon. 
Therefore one hon. Member in the other 
House went out of his way and resorted to an 
extraneous argument. He said that the Mop-
lahs who formed part of the population north 
of the Chandragiri and Paya-swani rivers 
wanted to go to Kerala for consolidating the 
Muslim    League. 

Even if it were so, what is the wrong with it, I 
cannot understand. But the fact is the Moplahs 
as well as the other people want these to go to 
Kerala and the Moplahs, the Muslims, have 
only supported the majority and therefore, Sir, 
it won't be fair to unsettle what is put in the 
Bill. 

{Time bell rings.) 

One or two minutes more, Sir. 
MR, DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It is time. 

You have to close. Please wind up. 

JANAB M. MUHAMMAD ISMAIL 
SAHEB: Thank you, Sir. 

SHRI V. S. SARWATE (Madhya Bharat): 
Mr. Deputy Chairman, this States 
Reorganisation question has raised a number 
of controversies and consumed our energies 
for the last so many months. Much of this 
energy could have been better utilised towards 
constructive work, but at this stage when we 
are arriving at finally solving almost all the 
questions it would be more futile, more 
wasteful to be discussing who were to blame 
for all this waste, whether the Government or 
the Commission or somebody else. That is a 
futile waste now when the Bill is before us in 
the last stage of discussion. Therefore I would 
suggest that it would be better and more to our 
benefit to see to this side of the question that, 
after all, we have come to certain solutions 
most of which have given satisfaction to a large 
majority and that in the last of the solutions, 
namely that for Bombay, our sense of 
demorcacy has prevailed and we have found a 
solution which, it is hoped, would satisfy and 
give the largest measure of satisfaction. 
Unfortunately, at this moment, the feelings in 
Gujarat are tense and bitter. As one of our 
previous speakers explained, one of the 
reasons is that this solution of a bilingual State 
has come so suddenly, has come after a long 
period during which hopes of a unilingual 
Maha-Gujerat were fostered and developed 
and when all were looking forward to this 
Maha-Gujarat, this suddea reverse solution of 
a bilingual State has not been properly 
appreciated. There may be one or two other 
reasons which may also account for this 
present dissatisfaction. One may be this. There 
may be apprehension that being in a minority, 
the Gujaratis might suffer in this bilingual 
State. The second reason may be that 



1831 States Rtoganh-iiiori [RAJYA SABHA] Bill, 1956 1832 

[Shri V. S. Sarwate. ] 

the benefits from the bilingual State had not 
been properly explained to the people.    Now,  
the  Maharashtrian leaders have   one   and   all     
assured   that   they' would  see  that no  
advantage is taken of this majority by the 
Maharashtrians. That should,    in    a    way,    
satisfy the Gujaratis    but    there    is    a    
primary responsibility    on    us    too,     on    
the Parliament,   in   this   matter.   We   have 
taken a decision and accepted a solution in 
which a large region of the country has  been 
placed    in a permanent minority. So let us see 
if there can be any  safeguards    or  assurances    
which could be given and which would satisfy 
the Gujaratis and make them reconcile 
themselves    and  accept this    bilingual State. 
This is the responsibility which is placed on us 
when the Gujarati leaders, one and all have 
agreed to the solution suggested by a large 
majority, after making full well that they 
would  be in a minority. I, for one, admire their 
feeling of discipline, their sense of courage and 
their sense of unity in    expressing their  views  
and  sticking  to  one  solution. This has been 
rare in many other parts.  These  qualities  
should  in  themselves  make the  Gujaratis  
quite  confident of maintaining their position in 
the bilingual   State.   Probably   things   there 
may take some time to settle. Sir, our 
sympathies  at  the moment go to  Shri 
Morarjibhai who is a man of extreme ability, 
integrity and  honesty and    we certainly wish 
that his fast comes to an end  speedily,  
successfully  and  happily. Probably some of 
us can help in finding out a solution of this 
problem; if so, we should do the utmost to give 
this help. In the future set-up, as a speaker 
from Maharashtra just now said, there would 
be, I am sure, co-operation from    both sides, 
hearty co-operation, unstinted and sincere co-
operation  so that the  future bilingual 
administration may be successful and may set 
a lesson to the whole country. But during this 
interval many unhappy   events  have  
happened;   there have been casualities and 
losses. Some of these losses are irreparable; 
many a life has been lost owing to firings. We 
mourn them but we cannot undo those things; 
we cannot repair   those   losses. But there are 
certain other losses, which it might be possible 
to repair. I would give   only   one   illustration.   
The  major loss has been,  as probably would    
be admitted by all, the loss of the Finance 
Minister.  The last incumbent was Mr. 
Deshmukh.   Everybody  would  acknowledge 
that his administration of the fin- 

ances of the country has been uniformly a 
successful one and that it had mainly 
contributed to the successful fulfilment of the 
First Five Year Plan. The nation wanted him 
for the Second Five Year Plan also but he has 
been lost to us. If we are sincere when we say, 
"let us forget and forgive", does it not behave 
us to explore every means to see whether this 
loss could not be now repaired ? That is 
probably due to us as much as to the nation as 
a whole. 

Then, Sir, I would refer to one or two more 
points. One is that of Zones. Personally, I 
would endorse the suggestion made by an 
hon. Member from Madras that Mysore 
should be joined to the Southern Zone. I also 
think that it would be better. I also suggest 
that Rajasthan should be joined to Bombay 
and be in Western Zone. There will be one 
more advantage in this. A big part of the 
country which is a Hindi-speaking area will 
be associated with a non-Hindi-speaking area 
which in itself is a good thing. There are 
certain questions of non-Hindi-speaking 
people which the Hindi-speaking people may 
come to understand and appreciate ?nd both 
together, may be able to solve them. Therefore 
my suggestion is that Mysore should be taken 
away from Bombay and joined to the 
Southern Zone and Rajasthan should be taken 
away from the Northern Zone and joined to 
the Western Zone. As the latter suggestion 
will have the advantage of bringing the Hindi-
Speaking and non-Hindi-speaking people 
together, it should be considered by the hon. 
the Mover. 

The other thing to which I would wish to 
draw the attention of the hon. the Mover is 
this. There are still many many smaller 
questions left open, like those of Karwar, 
Belgaum etc. It has been#said that the Zonal 
Councils would solve these questions. I am 
afraid that would not be the case. It is very 
rare that people when thev are given an 
advantage, will be prepared to forego it. So, 
when a strip of the country is given to any 
part, that part would be the last one to part 
with it. In the Zonal Councils we expect that 
what has been given to Mysore would be 
given up by Mysore and that would come over 
to Bombay. That is against human nature. 
Therefore-as the last speaker has said, 
boundary commission is necessary with this 
condition that—let there be no misunder-
standing on this point; let it be clearly 
understood—whatever the findings    of 
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the boundary commission, they will be 
accepted by all even, by Parliament itself. 
And the Boundary Commission should 
consist of such persons as High Court Judges 
and others as would guarantee impartiality. So 
that is the second question. 

The third question—a general question—to 
which I would like to draw the attention of the 
hon. the Mover is the question of the rights of 
minori-• ffes. It is said—and rightly too—that if 
we appoint a special officer to see that the rights 
of minorities in any area are safeguarded, the 
minorities do not try to coalesce, to mingle 
themselves or to make themselves one with the 
majority. To some extent this is true; but to a 
greater extent it is also true that the majority are 
seldom in a mood to do justice to the minorities. 
Sometimes in their overwhelming sense of 
security and dominance, they treat the minorities 
with utter contempt and negligence. {Time bell 
rings). Therefore it is necessary that some special 
officer should be appointed and their rights 
preserved. 

2 P.M. 

SHRI M. D. TUMPALL1WAR (Madyha 
Pradesh) : Mr. Deputy Chairman, when we 
are discussing this Bill in this House, it pains 
us to know that our leader, Mr. Morarji Desai, 
is continuing his fast in Ahmedabad. We take 
this Bill as a final seal put on the States 
Reorganisation controversy. We cannot say 
and I do not think anybody is in a position to 
say that there is any ajaouat of satisfaction 
over these arrangements and it is not expected 
also. 

[THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRIMATI SHARDA  
BHARGAVA)  in the Chair.] 

When there is a surgical operation of this 
type, nobody is pleased and everybody is hurt 
and under the circumstances, none can say 
that he is satisfied or he is completely 
dissatisfied. The great headache in the States 
Reorganisation Bill or the States 
Reorganisation controversy was about 
Bombay. Bombay, Maharashtra and Gujarat, 
that was a great question, a very complicated 
one, which could not be solved so long as the 
Members of Parliament did not take the 
decision in their hands. There was no 
satisfactory solution which could be reached 
amicably. There are many reasons—
historically, culturally, politically and 
economically. As far as   the 

present bilingual Bombay State is concerned, 
it could be said that materially and 
economically, it has become a progressive 
State, a rich State with all potentialities of 
progress in every field. But when we look to 
the feelings of the people of different regions 
comprising that State we see that there is no 
satisfaction anywhere. In Vidarbha also people 
have accepted the decision of Parliament, but 
they have not expressed satisfaction that they 
are satisfied with the solution. In Maharashtra 
aiso the people say that that is the oniy next 
best solution, but they also are not satisfied. 
When we go to Gujarat, the Chief Minister of 
Bombay, who has got the capacity and power 
to ease the situation with strength, has decided 
10 undergo a fast in the Gandhian way. We are 
sure that his moral influence and the penance 
he has undertaken will ease the situation and 
everything will run all right. Whatever it may 
be, some decision had to be taken and it has 
been taken, though it is in the Lok Sabha. The 
Lok Sabha has passed this Bill and I am sure 
this Bill will be passed in this House also as it 
has been passed by the Lok Sabha. So, once a 
decision has been taken, it is the duty of the 
country every citizen of the country, to make 
that decision a successful one As the hon. Mr. 
Kunzru has said the people have the right to 
carry on agitation against any decision of 
Parliament, though it is a sovereign body. But 
that agitation should be within the limits of the 
Constitution. And if some of the citizens or 
people belonging to any region want to carry 
on agitation within constitutional limits, they 
have a right to do so. But we cannot tolerate, 
this Parliament should not tolerate, any act of 
violence or breach of the Constitution or law 
and order. If that takes place anywhere, it is 
the duty of every Member of the House to go 
to the spot and explain to the people that they 
have got a right to carry on agitation cons-
titutionally; they can get the decision of 
Parliament changed by constitutional means, 
by vote, but not by blow or blood. That we 
have to explain to the people, and not harp on 
the weak points of the people and lead them 
astray. 

Having said so much on the general side of 
the Bill, I have to refer to some of the 
boundary disputes. Though the Select 
Committee has made some arrangements and 
there it is said that they are final—and they 
are really final —yet the hope is created in 
everybody's mind that the boundary question 
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shall be reopened if there is mutual 
agreement between the parties concerned. We 
have tried our level best to arrive at a mutual 
agreement, but not with very great success. 
And that feel-that this State or that State is 
suffering on account of this boundary dispute 
shall prevail. That feeling has to be stemmed. 
As Mr. Sarwate has said, I would suggest that 
a boundary commission with high power 
should be instituted by the Government of 
India, with final powers. Its recommendations 
shall be treated as final. They should be 
accepted by the States concerned. Thev should 
be accepted by Parliament also. No 
controversy should be allowed on that issue. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN (Hyderabad) : 
Why Commission? Why not arbitration? 

SHRI M. D. TUMPALLIWAR: Yes, 1 may 
suggest arbitration also. I have no objection to 
it. But some such agency should be instituted 
by the Government of India and it should not 
be allowed to vest in the hands of the parties 
concerned, because we have found the parties 
who are gainers do not come forward with 
co-operation; parties who have suffered seek 
and go on begging for co-operation. That is 
the scene we have seen so long and, 
therefore, I want that this boundary issue 
should not be left to the parties concerned. 
The Government of India should at a proper 
moment—I do not make any haste about it—
take the question in hand and appoint one 
commission or institute arbitration and decide 
that issue once and for all. 

Then, as far as the rights of minorities are 
concerned, I am of opinion that the feeling of 
minority should be as far as  possible,   
removed.... 

SHRI B. B. SHARMA: Liquidated. 

SHRI M. D. TUMPALLIWAR: Liquidated 
from the minds of the people. Nobody should 
feel in this country that he belongs to a minority 
or he belongs to a majority. Steps should be 
taken to that end and not to perpetuate the 
feeling of majority and minoritv. That T say 
about all—Christians, Mohammedan, Harijans 
about all thesf people. I can say that steps 
should be taken to liquidate all kinds of 
majority and minority feelings, group feelings 
communal feelings and all that. So long  I 

as we allow this controversy to go on— 
I belong to that community and my 
interests are not safe and injustice is 
being done to me..........  

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: What about 
the linguistic minority? 

SHRI B. B.    SHARMA:    You    can 
create any number of minorities. 

SHRI M. D. TUMPALLIWAR: About the 
linguistic minorities I can say that . our Prime 
Minister has said times without number that no 
language shall suffer in future because every 
language has got an administration in its region. 

So every State has got an administration 
in its own language, and in that way a 
language has an administration of its own. 
So, that language shall not suffer on any 
account. Fortunately in India we have not 
got one language. We have got so many 
languages. Hindi is said to be not the 
National Language but one of the National 
Languages, and' it is only to be used for 
inter-State purposes by the Government of 
India, not by every State for every purpose. 
Every language has got great prospects in 
the future set-up of the administration of 
India, and hence I do not fear or entertain 
any apprehension on the ground' that this 
language shall suffer or that language shall 
suffer. I shall request my friends here and 
also outside not to entertain any such 
feelings of minorities and majorities. 
Whatever be the provisions made in the Bill 
for the minorities, I support those provisions 
for the present, but ultimately we should 
create such an atmosphere, such cir-
cumstances that the provisions provided for 
in this Bill should be felt to the unnecessary, 
useless, and people should feel that 
everybody is an Indian, that everybody has 
an interest in the development of India, not 
an interest in this region or in that region or 
in this community or in that community. 

Lastly, I will tell my friends in Gujarat 
that when the question of this bilingual 
Bombay came before me, for some time I 
did not sign myself and I had asked my 
colleagues not to be a party to this 
proposal. When I was asked "Why are you 
against this proposal? It is a national 
solution of a national problem and you 
must support it. You had always been 
supporting such national solution.", I said 
"Yes. I had always been." But at that time I 
expressed my fear about this bilingual 
State, not on my own account but on 
account of the 
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Gujaratis: I said I am coming from a bilingual 
State and in that bilingual State of Madhya 
Pradesh there are two groups, Marathi people 
and Hindi people. Practically, whether one 
language nas suffered or another language has 
suffered, whether there was oppression or no 
oppression, where there was injustice or no 
injustice, that is quite a different thing. There 
cannot be any controversy. But there has been 
a feeling among the Marathi people that they 
are being dominated by the Hindw-people. In 
lact it might not be so, but there was such a 
feeling prevalent among tne Marathi people. 
In bilingual Bombay the Marathi people will 
be in an overwhelming majority and the 
Gujaraii people will be a small minority. So, I 
said "We do not want to be a party to the 
suppression or, what may be called, the 
oppression of any friends of ours/' That was 
my idea, that was my object in not agreeing to 
the solution very readily, but when I saw that 
all Members of Parliament are eager to solve 
the problem in that way, I did not offer any 
resistance. As you all know, I have eot the 
solution accepted by the people in Nagpur 
Pradesh, and in Vidarbh.i Pradesh also the 
people have accepted the solution as 
presented by the Parliament. 

At this stage when Gujarat feels dis-
contented about this bilingual State, they have 
not made it clear whether it is on account of 
their being in a perpetual minority. But people 
say that they fear that. 1 assure them on 
behalf of the people of Vidarbha and other 
people also, that they should not entertain any 
fear of that type. We shall be one nation and 
we shall rise above all petty considerations 
and, as is expected of us, we shah really 
behave like the sons of the country, thinking 
of the country, and we shall respond to the 
call  of the nation. 
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SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY (Mysore) : 
Madam Vice-Chairman I give my support to 
this Bill, although I do not agree with some of 
the provisions, particularly with some of the 
provisions relating to my State. I consider that 
it is too late in the day now to say that this Bill 
should not have been taken up at all, that the 
Government should not have taken up the 
question of the reorganisation of the States at 
all. Although I was one who was not for the 
Government tackling this problem at this 
stage, now after they had appointed a 
Commission, received their report and framed 
Bill, to argue that Government should not 
have laid their hands on this is an argument 
which, I consider, is too late to be made now. 

In considering this Bill, some of the hon. 
Members have laid the blame for all that has 
happened at the door of the Government. I 
humbly   wish to 
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suggest that I do not agree with it. After the 
occurrence of an event, we become too wise 
and we look back and say that that thing 
should not have been done, this thing should 
not have been done. But what is exactly the 
share of the Government in this? Nobody can 
pretend not to be convinced with the sincerity 
of approach of the Government in solving this 
problem. Nobody can say that Government 
have foisted any decision on anybody. In fact, 
the only blame that can be laid at the door of 
the Government, if at all any blame can be 
laid at their door, is that the Government has 
erred on the right side; it is certainly not on 
the wrong side. We can understand the blame 
coming from those quarters who are there 
always to blame the Government. As for their 
patriotism and the Tightness of their stand, the 
country knows what it is. Just consider the 
two fasts undertaken now, one by Shri Morarji 
Desai and the other by Shri Gopalan. The 
bona fides of these people is quite clear. 
Whereas Shri Morarji Desai is fasting in order 
to end the trouble.... 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: He is fasting, 
according to our information, because people 
would not listen to him. 

SHRI M.   GOVINDA   REDDY:.... 
the leader of the Party to which my friends 
belongs is fasting not to end the trouble but 
because his treatment in the jail is not good. 
In such an issue like this, which is so vital to 
the country, if a man is fasting because his 
treatment jfi the jail is not good, well.... 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: On a point of 
explanation, the hon. Member is 
misrepresenting facts. He is not fasting on 
account of his treatment in the jail. 

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY: I have not 
yielded. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRIMATI 
SHARDA BHARGAVA) : You will get your -chance. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: If certain 
allegations are made, I must correct them 
when they are wrong. 

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY: This time 
has to be cut off from the time allotted to me. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: You may cut off 
as you like. I shall protest every-time when 
such incorrect statements are made in the 
House. 

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY: It   is 
not an allegation that I am making. This is a 
thing which has appeared in the papers that 
Mr. Gopalan is fasting not because he wanted 
to end this trouble but because his treatment 
in the jail is not good. If all the papers have 
lied, I cannot help it. 
m 
(Shri Bhupesh Gupta rose to speak.) 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRIMATI 
SHARDA BHARGAVA) : He has not yielded. 

SHRI  M.     GOVINDA     REDDY:   I 
have not yielded. There will be other people 
speaking from his side. They can correct me 
if I am wrong. 

I can understand criticisms coming from 
that side, but criticism came also from very 
respected gentlemen like Pandit Kunzru. He 
said, if I remember aright and if the House 
remembers aright, that Government handled 
this case very badly. Well, as I said, after the 
event, it is easy for anybody to be wise. About 
the report of the Commission itself, there is 
not one opinion. There are several opinions in 
the country, and perhaps there are as many 
opinions as there are parties in this country. 
So, is it correct to say that the Commission 
was wrong in submitting the report it did ? In 
the light of certain circumstances and in their 
best light they have submitted the report. They 
were justified in the light of the evidence 
submitted to them in drawing the conclusions 
which they drew. We may differ from their 
conclusions but we cannot say that they have 
handled the case very badly. So, also, it is not 
correct to say that Government have handled 
this case very badly. Let us see what the 
Government has done. In fact, the 
Government was earnest in seeing that as far 
as possible there was voluntary agreement, 
that the parties mutually agreed. So, can 
anybody lay any blame justifiably at the door 
of the Government that Government was 
undemocratic or that Government was 
arbitrary? 

I would like to make some observations 
which I regretfully note, had fallen from the 
lips of my honoured friend Shri Deogirikar. If 
the House remem- 
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[Shri M. Gonvinda Reddy.] bers, Shri 
Deogirikar said that Government should have 
been careful in constituting the Commission, 
and that whenever they constitute a Committee 
or Commission, they should take into it men 
who have touch with the masses. Though 
nobody would differ from that principle that 
such a complaint should have been made by 
him, I sincerely regret. When the Commission 
was constituted, the House will remember that 
there was no difference of opinion about the 
personnel of the Commission. In fact, the 
constitution of that Commission was 
welcomed throughout the length and breadth 
of the country, and now to say that it should 
have been composed of people who were not 
theoreticians or academicians but of people 
who were in touch with the masses is 
something which is not quite fair to the 
Commission. In fact, although he did not 
direct remark on this Commission, it was very 
clear that he was not satisfied with the 
personnel of this Commission. 

Another suggestion which Shri Deogirikar 
made and made very lightheart-edly was that 
this Government would do well to send a 
delegation abroad to see how those people 
control revolts, rebellions and disturbances of 
this sort. I regret very much that he made that 
remark. It should not have come from a friend 
like Shri Deogirikar. He made it in a very 
light-hearted mood. I can understand his 
feelings. We have all undergone suffering, 
although I do admit that he has suffered much 
more, that his friends in Maharashtra have 
suffered much more. 

Well, it is quite open to us now at this stage 
to say that the Government was wrong in 
handling the Bombay issue. Well, as the 
country has realised it and as any sensible 
man who has known the situation in the 
country and the serious implications of the 
problems that we are handling would realise, 
nobody can say that Government has light-
heartedly treated this question or that it has 
unjustly decided this case. What the 
Government has now done is only to set its 
seal of approval for a move which the 
majority of the Members of Parliament have 
sponsored. I do not, therefore think that any 
accusation can be laid at the door of the 
Government. In fact, I am very pleased that 
the Government, without differing from the 
opinion of the majority of the Members of 
Parliament, have agreed to 

an easy solution which was put forward and 
thus shown to our friends over there, that it is 
out and out democratic, that it is perfectly 
democratic. 

Now, I come to some problems which are 
concerned with my State of Mysore. One 
problem arises from the fact that we are put in 
the Western Zone. The new State of Mysore is 
in the Western Zone. Mr. Dasappa refered to 
this question, but he did not have sufficient 
time to elaborate it. Madam, if we take into 
consideration the purposes for which these 
Zonal Councils have been evolved, we cannot 
but disagree with the provision which they 
have made for Mysore. Madam these Zonal 
Councils were conceived in order to see that 
different States are brought together to solve 
their common problems. But here what has 
happened is this. In order to constitute a Zonal 
Council, Mysore has been dragged in. It is not 
to satisfy the States that this Zonal Council 
has been constituted. It was not for the 
purpose of suiting Bombay and Mysore, but 
because Bombay was without a Zonal Council 
and so Mysore was to be added on. I do not 
appreciate the logic of  this. 

SHRI KISHEN CHAND (Hyderabad) : 
Bombay had no partner and so it is being 
given a partner. 

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY: There is no 
basis at all to support such a provision as this. 
Madam, the Bombay State borders the new 
State of Mysore only on three districts, 
whereas the' other districts are all on the 
Kerala, Andhra and Madras borders. When 
that is the position of the majority of the 
districts, excepting these three districts, where 
is the propriety of attaching Mysore to 
Bombay, I cannot understand. On the other 
hand, there is the other reason, as was pointed 
out by Dr. Kunzru this morning, that there are 
some disputed borders between Bombay, 
Maharashtra and Mysore. Does it mean that 
they should endlessly quarrel over them? 
Moreover, there is nothing in common 
between those three districts and Bombay. 
The people in those three districts have all 
their relations and all their transactions, not so 
much with Maharashtra, as with the Karnataka 
side. So what is the point I ask in tagging on 
Mysore to Bombay? 

The other point is about the representation 
in the Council of States. Aj 
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has been pointed out, four seats have been 
given. From the sitting Members of Bombay, 
four seats have to go to four people in 
Bombay. Well, at present there are only two 
Kannada-speaking members among the 17 
sitting members for Bombay. It is perfectly 
right that these two Kannada Members should 
go to the quota of Mysore and they should 
come from Mysore. But if Mysore should 
agree to it, it would simply mean that Mysore 
should be prepared to lose two seats. That 
means to say that.... 

(Time bell rings.) 

SHRI      M.    GOVINDA    REDDY: 
Madam, fifteen minutes are not over. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRMATI 
SHARDA BHARGAVA) : Only one or two 
minutes more. 

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY: I will take 
only two or three miuntes more. 

Therefore, I say that I will not be a party to 
Mysore losing two seats. In fact, these two of 
the four seats should go to Mysore. 

The other point that I wanted to touch upon 
relates to the border question. I am not going to 
enter into the merits of these border questions, 
because I have heard my hon. friends preaching 
high philosophy, that we should not have narrow 
mentality and all that and at the end of their 
speeches they touch upon the border question, 
particularly my hon. friend Shrimati Bharathi 
here. Therefore, I do not want to commit the 
mistake that they had ^committed. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN : Shri Hegde 
started it. 

SHRI M.  GOVINDA REDDY:     He 
was only referring to one provision and Mr. 
Hegde was right when he said that the 
northern portion, north of Chandra-giri river 
should go to Karnataka. There are other 
amendments regarding Bel-gaum and 
Dharwar, Bijapur and several other areas. But 
I will not here enter into the merits of them. I 
would only say that in all these border ques-
tions, it is not language that should determine 
the transfer of the area to one State or the 
other. As a matter of fact, people in these 
border areas, know both the languages. So it 
is not language that should count. It is their 
relations 4—16 R. S./56 

that should count. With which side are they 
more related? Where have they got their 
marriage and cultural relationship? Where 
have they got their other social relationships? 
These factors should be taken into 
consideration and not language. So, on this 
question of borders, we in Mysore have an 
open mind. We have been always a reason-
able people and we are prepared to abide by 
any just settlement that is formulated for the 
settlement of these border points. We have 
restrained ourselves from tabling any 
amendments and from making any agitation 
and we have also assured the Ministry here 
and the Cabinet that we are going to settle 
these questions mutually, to the extent it is 
possible. (Time bell rings.) Just one more 
observation. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRIMATI 
SHARDA BHARGAVA) : You have taken three 
minutes. 

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY: Very well, 
Madam. 
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PROF. G. RANGA (Andhra) Madam Vice-

Chairman, I rise to support this Bill with a 
heavy heart because Parliament is today 
obliged to consider this Bill and pass it while a 
heavy gloom overhangs it. The country was 
hoping that as a result of the initiative taken 
by a large number of Members of the other 
House and by the courageous manner in 
which the Government as well as the leaders 
of the Congress Party in those two States had 
come forward to accept it, the new solution 
would be hailed not only by the rest of the 
country but also by the peoples of Maharashtra 
and Gujarat. Unfortunately, however,—and 
also unexpectedly— the people of Gujarat 
have reacted to it very badly. 

3 P.M. 

It is no good blaming anyone, but the fact 
remains that there is a sense of great 
dissatisfaction in large parts of Gujarat and 
among vast sections of the people of Gujarat. 
It has also brought to the fore the relations 
that should subsist between the leaders of the 
Government and the people in any State and 
over the whole of India. And it stands to the 
credit of the Chief Minister of Bombay and the 
Ministerial leader of the whole of Gujarat, Shri 
Morarjibhai Desai, that when he found that on 
this important but only one issue the people of 
Gujarat were inclined not only to be 
dissatisfied with the decision and the initiative 
that he had taken, but also were operated to 
resort to violence and violent activities, he   
came   to  the     conclusion  that  he 
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fProf. G. Ranga.] should be prepared to 
compete with the people in suffering, so that 
the people might be helped to weigh in their 
own minds all those points on which they are 
prepared to follow the leadership of their own 
Chief Minister and on this issue on which they 
are not prepared to follow him. And as a result 
of the emotions that are being aroused and 
evoked by this great fast that he has 
undertaken, it migh(t be possible for the 
people of Gujarat to come to the conclusion 
that, after all, however great might be their 
dissatisfaction with this decision of their 
Ministry and of their leader, it might be better 
for them, it might be wise for them also, to 
think of the various other issues on which they 
are in agreement with their Government and 
with their leader and therefore prefer to 
support their leader and their Ministry and 
accept this particularly decision and trust to 
the future to find a more agreeable solution in 
regard to tins matter, more agreeable both to 
themselves and also to the people of 
Maharashtra. This is an initiative taken by the 
Chief Minister of Bombay which, I think, is a 
kind of an experiment in the sanctions that 
democracy can forge in order to settle the 
relations between the leaders and the people 
themselves. As Mr. Morarji Desai himself had 
stated there, what else could any Government 
do but to allow the police to maintain peace 
when people in any particular area or in any 
particular place, resort to violence because of 
their dissatisfaction with any decision taken bv 
the Government ? Now he was in search of an 
alternative and this is the alternative that he 
has stumbled upon, or he had discovered. This 
is a solution that Mahatma Gandhi himself had 
fashioned over a period of 40 years in his 
experiments with truth in this country. I am 
sure. Madam, that democracy all over the 
world will feel itself grateful to Shri 
Morarjibhai Desai for having taken the 
courage in both his hands and started this 
experiment, and I trust the whole House will 
be with me in voicing our sympathy as well as 
our hope, that it would not be very long before 
he would be able to ston this fast and before 
the people of Gujarat themselves would react 
to this offer of sacrifice and suffering that he 
had made, in a favourable manner and accent 
the solution suggested by the Members of the 
other House. 

Of course, everybody would have liked if 
Maha Gujarat had come into existence, if    
Maharashtra    also came    into 

existence and both of them functioned as two 
separate linguistic States. Therefore I am not 
one of those people who are prepared to hail 
this bilingual State as a kind of a concrete 
solution. I am prepared to accept it only as an 
exception, as an experiment. I am all in favour 
of linguistic States and I am certainly happy 
that the States Reorganisation Commission 
gave so much of its-support to this principle of 
redistribution of our country mostly on the 
basis of linguism. Sir, only those people whc 
are not so very keen on the development of 
democracy, on taking democracy to the very 
people themselves, to their very doors, can 
possibly advocate a unitary form of 
Government for the whole of India or 
distribute the whole of India into four or five 
States or bring into existence trilingual States, 
bilingual States and so on. Linguistic States 
have been advocated all these years not as. a 
kind of an anti-British slogan or move, but' 
because those who have advocated, it have all 
been in favour of helping the administration to 
go as close to the people and their needs and 
aspirations as possible, and linguistic States 
alone can possibly help our democracy to 
proceed much more progressively and much 
more effectively than either bilingual or 
trilingual States. Having said this I wish to 
congratulate.... 

SHRI H. C. DASAPPA : May I 
ask......  

PROF. G. RANGA: What I have said 
does not invite any question at all. My 
hon. friend has already said what he 
wanted to say in favour of bilingual 
States. He wanted to embrace Malaya- 
lees, but they were not prepared. He 
wanted to embrace the Tamils, but they 
were not prepared. Now he is rising 
because............. 

SHRI JASPAT ROY KAPOOR:    T» 
yield to others is not a unilingual way. 

PROF. G RANGA : Now he is unhappy 
because the Government, in spite of this, have 
asked them to embrace the Maharashtrians 
and the Gujaratis, 

SHRI H. C. DASAPPA: No, Madam. 

PROF. G. RANGA: Now having said that, I 
wish to express my general satisfaction with 
the achievements of both the States 
Reorganisation Commission as well as the 
Government. We are now going to establish in 
this country a Samyukta Karnataka State in 
the 
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South known as Mysore, a Vishal Andhra to 
be known as Andhra Pradesh, Tamil Nad also 
to be known as Madras, Samyukta Kerala or 
Aikya Kerala to be known as Kerala State in 
future. In favour of this development for the 
last 40 or 45 years many great men of the 
south have been working and their dreams are 
about to the fulfilled by the formation of these 
States. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: With the 
exception of one man and that is Mr. 
Dasappa. 

PROF. G. RANG A: I am glad that the great 
Punjab State also is going to take shape, but I 
only wish that Hima-chal Pradesh also had 
come to be unified in this way. I am not 
happy that Manipur and Tripura are going to 
be kept separate from Assam, and I sincerely 
hope and trust that by the time the next 
general elections come, those two areas also 
will have come to be merged  with   Assam. 

SHRI H. P. SAKSENA (Uttar Pradesh) : 
Please say something about U.P. also. 

PROF. G. RANGA: Now I wish to come to 
U.P. I have already said earlier that I was not 
in favour of those friends who were so very 
keen upon carving out of U.P. two, three, four 
or five States. Those friends who are so very 
keen on multilingual or bilingual States 
should themselves be happy that the people of 
a big State like UTP. are themselves happy to 
remain as a united Province. 

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY: And let us 
all merge in U.P. 

PROF. G. RANGA: But at the same time I 
would like to know why it should be that U.P. 
is not proposed to be carved out into one 
separate Zone by itself and why should this 
huge, big, romantic State of Madhya Pradesh 
be added to it? 1 think it is a mistake. I am 
inclined to agree with my hon. friend, Dr. 
Kunzru, when he said that Bombay, by itself, 
should be treated as a Zone. So should be the 
case with U. P. too. 

SHRI J. S. BISHT (Uttar Pradesh): What 
would the zone do? 

PROF. G. RANGA: They may not do  
anything.  Therefore  don't mess  up 

either with U.P. or Bombay, leave them alone 
to deal with their own problems themselves 
because they are big enough. In regard to the 
other States you can think in terms of zones. 

SHRI J. S. BISHT: The zone is meant to 
iron out differences between two States. 

PROF. G. RANGA: There need be no 
difference between Madhya Pradesh and U.P. 
U.P. has got sufficient problems herself to 
solve. U.P. by common consent and by the 
initiative of their own people may come to 
take the shape of two or three States. We do 
not know. They are big enough now; 
therefore leave them  to themselves. 

I come to the Southern Zone. I would like, 
as my friend said, Mysore to be added on to 
our zone because we have more in common 
and what is more, for a very long time there 
has been agitation in the South that all the 
Southern States should come together so that 
they would be in a position to assert them-
selves in the councils of India. Now, I wonder 
whether in anticipation of any such healthy 
development, this wrong proposal of taking 
away Mysore State and adding it on to this 
bilingual State has been thought of I do not 
wish to attribute any motives but certainly I 
would like Mysore 'also to be added on to our 
Southern Zone. 

Then I come to the question of High 
Courts. It is true that the advocates practising 
in the High Court of Andhra did not want ' any 
separate Bench at Guntur but at the same time 
I would have liked the Government to 
consider the convenience of the litigants or the 
convenience of the public as a whole. Now, 
the idea of a separate Bench to be located at 
Guntur was mooted by our friends from 
Hyderabad as well as from elsewhere, not so 
much in the interests of the lawyers as in the 
interests of the public as a whole. The other 
day when the Ministers of both these States 
met, they seemed to have come to a 
conclusion that there need be no Bench at all 
at Guntur. Could not further consideration be 
given to this particular matter ? And in this 
connection I would also like to ask our 
Government to consider whether they could 
not possibly give special consideration to what 
was    said by    Dr.    Kunzru this 
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[Prof. G. Ranga.] morning in regard to the 
number of Benches to be located at different 
places in Madhya Pradesh. After all, there 
may be a case for one Bench in addition to the 
High Court in any one particular State but 
there cannot be a case for a number of 
Benches. Therefore I would like  that  point  
also  to  be  considered. 

(Time bell rings.) 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRIMATI 
SHARDA BHARGAVA) : One minute more. 

PROF. G. RANGA: I thought it was two 
minutes after the bell is rung. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRIMATI 
SHARDA BHARGAVA) : All right. 

PROF. G. RANGA: Now, it is good, 
Madam, to try to distribute the blame as 
between the States Reorganisation 
Commission and the Government and the 
public. The Commission have done their 
work, as I have said earlier too, extremely 
well. 

[MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN in the Chair.] 

And the Government too have done such 
good work that today the whole of the country 
is satisfied with the solution that we are 
having through this Bill except in the case of 
this bilingual State of Bombay. And that kind 
of dissatisfaction cannot be avoided under any 
circumstances because any measure that may 
be proposed is likely to evoke a certain 
amount of opposition. And considering the 
manner in which this question has been 
tackled so patiently, so adroitly, in such a 
statesmanlike manner during the last seven to 
eight months, ever since the Report of the 
States Reorganisation Commission has come 
to the published, we have good reason not 
only to congratulate ourselves as Parliament, 
but also to congratulate our Government upon 
the effective and satisfactory manner in which 
they have tackled this problem. And they are 
now ushering in a new age as it were, for the 
administrative reorganisation and for 
linguistic and cultural developmerit of our 
country. 

DR. ANUP SINGH (Punjab): Mr. Deputy 
Chairman, I rise to lend my general support to 
the Bill as it stands before us. I think most of 
the Members have devoted a great deal of 
time to the discussion of Bombay, Guiarat 
and Maharashtra. And I think it is quite 

pertinent to do so because at the moment that 
is the problem which is agitating our minds. I 
would like to suggest, however, that we 
should try to utilise this occasion for 
reminding ourselves about some very bitter 
and revealing truths which have been thrust 
upon us. I am sure we have all been very 
proud of the cultural unity that has always 
persisted in India in spite of what has been 
called a staggering diversity and that cultural 
unity has stood us in good stead throughout 
the ages. It has inculcated in us a certain 
common outlook spiritual and philosophical, a 
certain way of looking at things, but we are 
also painfully conscious of the fact that we 
never had that political unity and cohesiveness 
that is absolutely indispensable in the modern 
world and that has been our curse throughout 
the ages. During our fight for freedom, a 
certain amount of political unity was 
generated but as the subsequent events have 
shown, it was a kind of negative unity—anti-
British if you would like to call it—but never 
a sense of belonging to this great country, a 
sense which would compel us instinctively to 
cement our different communal affiliations, 
provincial allegiance and so on and so forth. 
And I think the one thing that this Report has 
revealed beyond any doubt is that we have to 
go a very long way before we can call 
ourselves a nation in the modern sense. And I 
suggest, Sir that anything that can be done to 
encourage that outlook, and to promote it, will 
be most welcome, I commend particularly two 
or three of the specific suggestions that were 
made by the ex-Chief Justice of our Supreme 
Court, Mr. Justice Mahajan. I cannot endorse 
all the suggestions that he has made, 
particularly the one advocating a unitary form 
of Government which has also been suggested 
by one of our friends here. I think it is not 
practical in a huge country with a lar^e 
population like India. But two or three 
suggestions that he has made. I commend 
them to this House. One of them was that the 
members of Public Service Commissions of 
all the States should be nominated by the 
President and their selection should not be left 
in the hands of the local politicians, who in 
many cases, have not shown very great regard 
for the welfare of the State as a whole. He has 
also suggested that a certain percentage—I 
think he said fifty per cent, but I am not 
particular about the percentage—-of the 
Services should also be interchangeable from 
one  State  to  the  other.   I would  also 
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like to add that we need to have more 
exchange of professors and students than we 
had hitherto. 

Sir, the other day I was discussing the 
problem of Punjab with four or five of my 
colleagues from the South and during the 
conversation I drew their attention to the great 
work that Guru Govind Singh, the tenth Guru 
of the Sikhs, had done during his time. I 
happened to mention the baptism by which 
almost overnight he transformed the attitude 
of the Hindus of that time and created a new 
dynamic pulsating life and a new community 
out of the Hindus but to my surprise there was 
only one gentleman out of the five who had 
ever heard—not about Guru Govind Singh—-
about this particular baptism which is known 
to almost every child in Punjab. I mention this 
not so much to criticise the lack of informa-
tion on the part of certain people of the South, 
or of the East or of the West, as to remined 
ourselves that we know so little about other 
States 

We seem to know a good deal about 
Europe and in some cases about Ameri 
ca, but if you were to ask the average 
graduate in the north to mention halt 
a dozen of the leading writers, poets, 
dramaticts literary figures, musicians in 
the south, I think you will be shocked 
to know that perhaps not very many 
will pass the test. So, the point that 
I am trying to make is this that through 
our educational system, and through 
many other concerted, efforts, we should 
try to inculcate the spirit of one 
ness belonging to India as 
a whole, and not belonging parti 
cularly to this region or that region, 
although those loyalties are very useful 
if they are kept within bounds. 

Another very broad observation that I 
would like to make is that it is no use at this 
late stage to say that this Commission should 
not have been appointed simply because we 
are so much upset, so much agitated vexed 
about the problems that confront us. Now, to 
adopt this attitude of defeatism is only an 
escape that this thing would never have 
happened. I think the most practical problem 
to consider now is "where do we go from 
here"? We have travelled so far. We have 
made mistakes, we have compromised, we 
have mumbled and fumbled. I am quite sure. 
That is why people find it very difficult to 
find any systematic pattern or formula in this 
report. It certainly is full of contradic- 

tions and the High Command or the Centre—I 
regret to say—has also been responsible for 
creating the impression that nothing is even 
reasonably stable or permanent—this solution 
today, another solution tomorrow. They have 
been giving in, they have been looking on all 
sides simultaneously. Perhaps they had no 
other choice, but what I am suggesting is this. 
We have gone so far that we cannot retrace 
our steps. We must be practical politicians or 
statesmen if you call them and try to find out 
a workable solution which will satisfy the 
largest number of people. No solution can 
possibly satisfy all the people in all the States. 
I sometimes feel that if the claims of the 
various groups were to be satisfied perhaps 
there is not enough land in India. We may 
have to get somebody else's land to satisfy all 
the demands simultaneously. 

Now, Sir, I would like to say just one or two 
words about the regional formula in Punjab. 
There again I am fully - convinced that that 
formula with all its good points and also 
shortcomings, has not satisfied and cannot 
possibly satisfy, all the people in Punjab. There 
has been a great deal of agitation. Temporarily I 
think, it seems to have receded a bit. s There is 
less breaking of heads and throwing of stones at 
each other, but there is a good deal of 
dissatisfaction and under-current of 
dissatisfaction in Punjab which might again 
etupt any time. But one thing about the regional 
formula to which I would like to draw the 
attention of this House is, that thf people of 
Punjab have not been explained in simple terms 
as to what precisely the formula is. There has 
been very ineffective, very inadequate 
publicising of the formula and I was surprised to 
know that even some of the leaders of the 
Hindus and Sikhs have not had the time—they 
have been so busy chasing each other, running 
each other down-to carefully study the formula. 
There is a very current ioke in Punjab, which I 
would like to share with my colleagues here, to 
the effect that when somebody asked a member 
of the Jan Sangh why he was so agitated about 
the regional formula, did he fully understand the 
implications, and did he study the terms of the 
formula, he said "I have not had the time to 
study it." But the reason why I am particularly 
worried is that our Akali friends seems to be 
very happy about it." And the same question was 
asked of an Akali gentleman, why he was 
pleased with the formula.    The 
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[Dr. Anup Singh.] answer was "I am not 
particularly sure as to what this formula has 
given to the Sikhs, but since the Jan Sangh 
people as a group are so worried about it or 
agitating against it, there must be something 
that we people have secured out of this 
formula." It is no exaggeration when I say that 
the people have not been given any idea as to 
what the formula really stands for. I commend 
that formula, Sir, because I think it is the only 
feasible, workable compromise. The Central 
Government had to choose, had to evolve a 
formula, choose a compromise between the 
two extreme points of views. One wanted 
Maha Punjab including Himachal Pradesh 
which was recommended by the Commission. 
And I personally think and I hope that this 
will be accepted. I think in the larger interests 
of Punjab and in the interests of the country as 
a whole, Himachal Pradesh should be merged 
with Punjab and PEPSU. But unfortunately 
the people of Himachal Pradesh, we are told, 
did not want to come in. So that had to be 
ruled out. The second demand put forward by 
Master Tara Singh and his colleagues was a 
Punjabi Suba, in which—no matter what they 
said—we think the real motive was that they 
wanted to raise the percentage of the Sikhs 
vis-a-vis the Hindus. Some natural suspicions 
and misgivings were there and that had to be 
ruled out. The present fqrmula is feasible, is 
workable and I think, meets the situation 
because it has kept the integrity and the unity 
of Punjab intact. There will be one Legislature 
one cabinet, one high couit one public service 
commission and one governor. It has divided 
the whole area into two regions in one of 
which Punjabi will be the language up to the 
higher secondary grade and Hindi in the other. 
These regional committees have" the powers 
which are ordinarily given to municipal 
committees and district boards. I have no time 
(p enumerate and catalogue all the subjects 
that have been allotted to them, but 
development, education, sanitation and things 
like that, in which the people of the local 
region naturally know more about than people 
from outside are there. And the formula 
stipulates that normally the advice of these 
regional committees shall be accepted by the 
cabinet. But in case there is any dispute, the 
Governor will arbitrate and his decision will 
be binding and will be accepted. I think that if 
this formula is worked out in good faith with a 
sense of responsibility and trust, there    
should  be no    friction in 

Punjab. As I have said in the beginning, I 
personally would like to see a larger Punjab 
and I do hope that this goondai-sm that we 
have painfully witnessed in the last lew weeks 
here and there in Punjab and elsewhere would 
be a thing of ihe past, and I would also like to 
invite our young people, particularly who have 
been exploited by the partisans of various 
programmes. I was particularly pained the 
other day when I went to Amritsar. {Time bell 
rings.) I saw about three hundred young boys 
hardly about the age of ten, carrying on this 
demonstration, shouting slogans, very 
provocative and very abusive and very 
communal. I was pained to see that. because I 
had visualised what type of citizens, what type 
of Punjabis these boys are going to make 
when they grow up. And I would, therefore, 
request and appeal to the leaders of all the 
communities not to exploit our young children 
particularly, and not to mislead our gentle 
womenfolk, who in certain cities, have also 
been found guilty of very provocative and 
very abusive language. Thank you. 

SHRIMVTI YASHODA REDDY (An-dhra): 
Mr. Deputy Chairman, this is one of the most 
important legislations passed by Parliament 
and this will go down in the history of our 
Parliament as one of the most important 
legislative functions ever undertaken by it. I 
am one of those who adhere to the principle of 
reorganisation of States on linguistic 
principles. We all know that India was divided 
into different States and provinces not because 
of any rational or scientific basis ; but just 
because of administrative convenience and 
military strategy the British divided our 
country. And this need for the reorganisation 
of the States on a better principle was felt 
even then. For the first time in the history of 
our National Congress, in 1920, it was 
accepted that States should be reorganised  on 
the linguistic  principle. 

Of course nearly thirty years have passed 
and it is only now that we have tried to 
reorganise the States on some basis. This was 
because various Commissions and Committees 
did not want to stress this linguistic principle 
and they wanted to give thought to 
geographical contiguity, economic self-
sufficiency and administrative convenience 
also. Now we have come to the conclusion in 
spite of everything, that the best basis is the 
linguistic basis. Many languages are spoken 
in India and each language has got a separate 
culture of its own. a separate    heritage of its 
own    and    a 
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separate literatuer of its own. People speaking 
different languages have separate cultures. 
When such is the case, when it is the desire of 
the people to have separate States, 1 see no 
reason why reoganisation should not be based 
on that principle, as long as the unity of India 
and the economic development of India are 
not hampered. As a matter of fact I feel that 
the several States or Provinces are like the 
several limbs of human body which when 
grow in strength and stature give strength to 
the whole body, viz., the State. When they are 
fully developed, the entire body will develop. 
Many people have advocated bilingual or 
multilingual States. I, for one would prefer 
unilingual States. I feel, Sir, that when these 
unilingual States have attained their full 
stature and have developed to their full 
capacity, then the country might be divided 
for the sake of administration into 
geographical units like Dakshina Pradesh or 
Uttar Pradesh. But not now and until then, 
they should be given a free and to develop 
themselves and strengthen the country as a 
whole. 

As a representative of Andhra, Sir, I 
wholeheartedly welcome the provisions of the 
Bill to enlarge our State by the addition of 
Telangana districts of Hyderabad. Though we 
are supposed to be imotional, I am very glad 
to say that we have achieved our object of 
Visala Andhra then taking any recourse to 
violence, and without creating disturbances. 

AN HON. MEMBER : They began there. 

SHRIMATI YASHODA REDDY: That was 
before. That is not the position now. I would 
like to congratulate both my Andhra leaders 
and Telangana leaders for the peaceful way in 
which they have settled the question and I am 
glad that they are having Andhra Pradesh 
today. On behalf of Andhra I would tell my 
Telangana brothers that all their interests will 
be guaranteed and safeguarded. They will 
never feel sorry for having joined Andhra. 

Sir, I crave the leave of the House for 
making a few other observations. Andhra did 
not get a square deal in this connection. Our 
desire to have all the Telugu-speaking areas 
has not been' granted. Many of them have 
been retained in other States—for instance, 
Kolar in Mysore, the Telugu-speaking areas of 
Krishnagiri   and  Hosur  taluks  in     the 

Madras State, the Telugu-speaking areas of 
Bastar in Madhya Pradesh, Bellary in the 
west, and Parlakimedi, Koraput and Raigarh 
in Orissa. If I may be permitted to say so, the 
States Reorganisation Commission did not do 
enough justice to Andhra. Though they 
accepted that Kolar in Mysore and other areas 
in Orissa are predominantly Telugu-speaking, 
for other reasons they have given them to 
other States. Whereas they have said that 
Bellary should go to Andhra, I see no reason 
why this Bill should not implement that 
recommendation that Bellary should be given 
to Andhra. 

SHRI H. C. DASAPPA: The Kolar people 
were not anxious. 

SHRIMATI YASHODA REDDY : Kolar was 
given to Mysore on the principle that there is 
an industry there, there is the Kolar Gold 
Mine which is aided by the Mysore 
Government. On the same principle on the 
same analogy, I ask whv Bellary should not' 
be given to Andhra. The Tungabhadra project 
is there. That analogy should be followed here 
also. However, I know I cannot get an inch of 
land from the Home Minister now. But I say 
all this with the hope that the future powers, 
whether they be the Boundary Commission or 
the Zonal Council, they will take into 
«onsideration these facts and do justice to 
Andhra. 

About the border disputes, our Home 
Minister has said categorically that no 
Boundary Commission will be appointed and 
that the Zonal Councils should look after the 
border disputes also. But will these Zonal 
Councils have any effect? Will they be 
dispassionate? But we are surrounded by self-
interested States like Maharashtra, Mysore, 
Madras and Orissa. As far as Andhra is 
concerned, I humbly request the Minister to 
reconsider the matter just because Andhra is 
peculiarly placed, surrounded by self-
interested people all round. Some justice 
should be done to Andhra. 

AN HON. MEMBER : They may take away 
from Andhra. 

SHRIMATI    YASHODA    REDDY: I 
concede there are some taluks which are not 
Telegu areas and if they come to a rational 
understanding, we are ready to settle matters. 
But I want justice to be done by having some 
independent disinterested body to settle these 
border disputes. 
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[Shrimati Yashoda Reddy.] 
Then, coming to the question of High 

Court, my hon. friend Mr. Ranga was saying 
that he wanted a Bench for Andhra either at 
Guntur or some other place. I do not see any 
good in having a Bench. Why cannot we have 
one High Court for Andhra? We have had one 
High Court for the whole of Madras before. 
Now Hyderabad is certainly situated, both for 
the Rayalaseema people and Circar people. 
There is no reason why we should not have 
another High Court for Andhra. I have read in 
the Indian Express of the 16th, that there will 
be one High Court in Hyderabad with a full 
complement of fifteen Judges, with no Bench 
anywhere. I am very glad that it has been 
decided to have one High Court for the 
Andhra State at Hyderabad. I hope Hon. 
Minister will say whether the report is true or 
not in his reply. I sincerely request him that a 
full complement of fifteen Judges, should be 
appointed immediately so that the arrears 
which are pending might be disposed of. 

• 
And then there is the question of an Upper 

House. I do not know the reason, but Andhra 
has been somehow treated differently 
everywhere. I do not know whether they have 
got any soft corner for us or not. I do not 
know what is the criterion they adopt for 
giving an Upper House. For Bombay they 
hav% given an Upper House. For Madhya 
Pradesh they have an Upper House I am sure 
that both the Andhra and the Telangana 
people have unanimously demanded an Upper 
House. I want to know what prevents them 
from giving Andhra an Upper House. I hope 
the Home Minister will consider this. They 
want to wait till we get this Andhra Pradesh. I 
do not think there is going to be any 
difference of opinion. Our unanimous opinion 
has already been placed before the Union 
Government. 

I do not want to say anything more about 
the other States. Enough has been said about 
the other States. In conclusion, I congratulate 
the States Reorganisation Commission and 
the Congress High Command for the way in 
which they have dealt with this huge question 
and come to a speedy decision. I know all of 
us are not satisfied—1 mean nothing can 
satisfy all the people. 

AN HON. MEMBER : Specially Andhras. 

SHRIMATI YASHODA REDDY: Why 
Andhras? Andhras have got the courage 

to express themselves. We do things in a 
democratic way. We don't want to resort to 
underhand methods. We want to express 
ourselves and get what we want. 

As a representative of Andhra I can assure 
the House that we, being one of the biggest 
States of India and with our vast natural 
resources, hope to become one of the most 
important States and lead the nation to peace 
and prosperity. Thank you, Sir. 

SHRI A. DHARAM DAS (Uttar Pradesh) : 
Mr. Deputy Chairman, it was never thought 
that the language controversy would be given 
such great importance and prominence and 
that it would be fought with such a great 
vehemence that it would divide friends of 
long standing into deadly enemies as though 
to get slices of territories for the exclusive use 
of linguistic groups was the be-all and end-all 
of our life. 

However, there is some ground for 
rejoicing that the Bombay conflict which had 
grown so large and out of all proportions, 
assumed its normal size in a dramatic way. 
We should congratulate the Maharashtraians 
and Gujara-tis for their arriving at the agreed 
solution now embodied in this Bill. We should 
be thankful to the parties which initiated the 
compromise formula, and also to the Lok 
Sabha and the Government for giving such a 
beautiful ending to such a tough problem. 

Sir. I am in favour of multi-lingua) States 
of large sizes, and I am glad to find that we 
now have three large States in India. It is 
hoped that we shall have a few more such 
State in the near future. Much has been said 
on the details of the provisions contained in 
this Bill by those who were directlv concerned 
with the areas in dispute. My State is not 
affected by these provisions, and I shall 
therefore deal with the more general aspects 
of the question of the reorganisation of States. 

I might submit at the very outset that I have 
alwavs been against the redistribution of States 
on a lingusitic basis. Stales should, as far as 
possible, be multi-lingual except in cases 
where an overwhelmingly large section of the  
people speaks one language, and linguistic  
minorities  are  infinitesimally  small. 

In the first place, during the last 15ft years 
the interests of all the people of 
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almost all areas within respective States nad 
become more or less identical in almost all 
spheres of life, and there was no special 
urgency for disturbing the equilibrium which 
the society had obtained by adjustments over a 
long period of years. People should not have 
harassed the Government with their demands 
from almost all over India. We should have 
waited for 10 or 15 years more. There was no 
use wasting the time of the nation on this 
unproductive programme with which the 
masses feel  little concerned. 

What do the masses care into how many 
States India is divided? What do they care on 
what principles the States are reorganised? 
They don't care even into which districts a 
State is divided or sub-divided. What they, 
are concerned with is, how to improve their 
social and economic conditions and their 
immediate environments. They want more 
food, more clothing, better shelter and other 
necessaries of life, and it is to that end, that 
we should have directed all our energies. 

The redistribution of areas is only a menas 
to an end, and it should be so designed as to 
make it more convenient for the Government 
to help us enjoy, to a fuller extent and in all 
walks of our national life, the benefits which 
the State is able to provide for us. Secondly 
Sir, the reorganisation of States on a linguistic 
basis sharpens differences and brings into 
prominence discrimination between one 
citizen and another. It is more the narrowness 
of outlook and interest, limited to small 
groups and areas, than anything else, which 
prompts us to ask for the creation of States on 
the basis of languages. It necessarily 
encourages fissiparous tendencies, and is likely 
to give rise to evils, akin to those in the case 
of communalism, to the disadvantage of 
linguistic minorities. During the British 
period, we were labelled in the field of 
politics as Hindus, Muslims, Christians, 
Sikhs, Parsis etc., and we swore by religion. 
We are now being asked to be classified on a 
linguistic basis, and we now swear by 
linguistic States. 

Thirdly, Sir, there is another reason why 
language is not an essential factor to be taken 
into consideration in the reorganisation of 
States. The general socio-economic picture of 
the world is that some sections of the people 
are in fortunate positions while others are in 
unfortunate conditions. Whether we go 

to villages, towns, States or countries, we 
shall find the same story everywhere. 

It is acknowledged—though it is not often 
practised—by civilised people of the world 
that one of our human responsibilities in this 
life is that a common standard of living 
should be evolved by us all so that the 
unfortunate people in the backward countries 
may also be lifted to higher social and eco-
nomic standards of life and rhey may also be 
made free from want of food, clothing, shelter 
and other necessaries of life and may enjoy a 
common standard of human rights and 
privileges This is one of the reasons why they 
have been talking about 'World Government' 
so that the needs of the people of 
underdeveloped countries may also be looked 
into, and the existing social and economic 
disparties between one nation and another be 
reduced. 

The problems of our masses are also 
.similar, that is to say, how to eliminate the 
disparties obtaining in the socio-economic 
structure of our villages and towns? Certain 
sections of the people there are scrambling for 
wealth and position, and they have invented 
shortcuts for becoming rich quickly at the cost 
of the masses. They do not acknowledge any 
responsibility towards their fellow-men. 
Whether we go to villages or towns, we will 
find the same thing everywhere. We will find 
helpless millions struggling for existence and 
some others exploiting the existing conditions. 

The exploiters do not see whether others 
speak the same language or belong to the 
same religion or are their own nationals. Do 
we find a Christian blackmarketeer exploiting 
only non-Christians, or a Hindu 
blackmarketeer exploiting only non-Hindus, 
or a Muslim blackmarketeer exploiting only 
non-Muslims? No. They exploit everybody 
and make no discrimination on grounds of 
religion, language or sex. Even the exploiters, 
to whichever linguistic groups they may 
belong, are found to be one in their mutual 
interests. When the Government enhances any 
duty by, say, two pice in the rupee, the trader 
raises the price by two or three annas per 
rupee, not only for the customers belonging to 
other linguistic groups, but also for those 
belonging to his own linguistic group. By the 
reorganisataion of States on a linguistic basis, 
it will be more the people of his own 
linguistic group who will be at his mercy,    
and 
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fShri A. Dharam Das.] subsequently, the 
less fortunate people of his own linguistic 
groups will be the victims of his insatiable 
desire for wealth. Thus the reorganisation of 
States on a linguistic basis will not solve the 
real problem of the masses, but on the other 
hand, it may aggravate it. 

Sir, ours is really a human problem. It is 
that of securing for others what we want to 
secure for ourselves, of exerting ourselves to 
the utmost to raise the standard of living not 
only of ourselves but also of others, so that 
poverty may be banished from our midst, and 
every citizen, whatever be his linguistic 
affiliations, may be free from the want of 
necessaries of life, and may be able to enjoy a 
common standard of human rights and 
privileges. This will be a Socialist pattern of 
society. And the problem of the masses can be 
solved not by driving a wedge between the 
linguistic majorities and minorities, but by 
their integration into one social entity, with a 
view to securing and ensuring their mutual co-
operation in the great task of the 
implementation of our national development 
programmes. It is no use wasting our time on 
grouping people together into linguistic com-
partments. We have remained in similar 
compartments for a long time. 

Sir, I may be allowed to give yet another 
reason. When two or more linguistic groups 
have to live together and work together in all 
spheres of life of a State for the successful 
discharge of their duties and responsibilities 
and the fuller enjoyment of their rights and 
privileges, it will be necessary for them to 
merge themselves into one social 
commmunity for all practical purposes. In all 
such cases, the real problem before us should 
be how to make the separate social entities of 
various linguistic groups sufficiently flexible, 
so that in the common interests of all the 
groups, and especially in the interests of the 
nation as a whole, there may be a social 
integration of all linguistic groups in the State 
and a gradual blending of their different 
cultures. 

Sir. the undemocratic and unpatriotic acts 
committed by some sections of the people 
during the unconstitutional agitation against 
the recommendations of the States 
Reorganisation Commission have been very 
disgusting. Apparently, the spirit of linguism 
and parochialism has become so aggressive, 
and it has made people so exclusive and so 

self-centred that it has come into conflict with 
the principles of democracy and national 
patriotism. It is not unoften that we have 
come across people obsessed with parochial 
fanaticism to such a great extent that they 
rejected democratic methods of peaceful 
persuasion for changing the views of others, 
and did not hesitate to resort to violence in 
forcing their will on the will of others. 

In the heat of passion they had forgotten 
their normal duties to the motherland and their 
responsibilities to their human kind and had 
no compunction in breaking one another's 
head. And yet they swear by democracy, and 
level the charge of undemocratic acts against 
the Government. As a matter of fact, all the* 
actions taken and procedures adopted by 
Government were entirely democratic, and it 
is some sections of the people themselves who 
had mutilated democracy almost completely 
out of recognition and had violated democratic 
principle at some of the most important stages 
of the work connected with the reorganisation 
of States. 

Experience has shown that whenever 
sectional interests of such people have come 
into conflict with the larger interests of the 
nation, patriotic spirit has receded into the 
background. Such a behaviour is bound to 
endanger the unity and security of the Union, 
and embolden some nations in their aggres-
sive designs against us. Such people will ever 
be ready to betray their country and 
countrymen for petty gains to themselves. 
Yet, they also swear by patriotism. 

Such an attitude should be revolting to our 
patriotic mind, because a true patriot will be 
prepared to sacrifice his personal or sectional 
interests for the broader interests of the 
nation. This is what the nation demands of 
every true patriot, and this is the end for 
which we should be prepared to stake our all 
in a truly patriotic spirit. What good will it do 
to us, if we gain all that we want for the 
reorganisation of our respective States but 
lose the unity and security of the country? No 
patriot will ever like to be in that position, nor 
anyone here should sit idle and see with 
equanimity our country being weakened and 
disunited. 

With these few submissions, Sir, I support 
the Bill. 
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA : Mr. Deputy 
Chairman, a bilingual Bombay through bullets 
and a blood bath, is how the formula that has 
been evolved will be characterised by the 
historians to come. I only have a few minutes 
at my disposal and I do not wish to go into the 
details of the Bill. I would only like to say a 
few words on the question of Gujarat and 
Maharashtra, but let me begin my speech by 
paying our tribute to those brave sons of 
Gujarat who have fallen in defence of our 
national unity, in defence of a cause for which 
generations of Indians have fought and are 
still fighting today. We also send our 
profound sympathies and condolences to the 
families of the bereaved. We know that the 
only consolation to them is that their children 
and their near and dear ones have not died for 
a cause which is in vain. 

Mr. Deputy Chairman, in parliamentary 
politics, we are accustomed to hypocrisy and 
double dealing, but never have we known such 
colossal bungling being passed on with such 
great fanfare as a national solution. A 
bilingual State of Bombay is by no means a 
national solution, judged by any standards 
you like. In the first place it is not a national 
solution because it goes against the traditions 
of our country during our freedom movement 
and against the ideals and principles for which 
we have been fighting all these years. 

Now, the Prime Minister may change his 
mind. Many a Prime Minuter has changed his 
mind many a time, but die ideals for which 
people fight continue to remain and will 
survive. Even the report of the States 
Reorganisation Commission and the Bill 
based on it which we have before us for 
discussion have recognised the validity of the 
demand for linguistic States in India. With 
just one exception we find that in almost all 
other cases the linguistic principle was 
accepted by the States Reorganisation 
Commission in practice, and the Government 
had no alternative but to yield to it. Therefore, 
I say that this solution on that score, is not a 
national solution. Then, judged from the point 
of view of those who are directly concerned, I 
mean the people of Gujarat and Maharashtra, 
the people of Gujarat have rejected it as 
clearly as anything could be rejected. Now, it 
is no use shedding crocodile tears and it is no 
use making moral and pontifical speeches 
here. The fact is that there in 

 

the streets of Gujarat, in the fields of Gujarat, 
in the factories of Gujarat, millions of people 
are declaring themselves against this bilingual 
State, are declaring that they do not want this 
bilingual State. 

SHRI B. B. SHARMA: Sir, only one 
question. Is my hon. friend prepared to 
suggest to the Gujaratis to give up their 
claims for Bombay? 

SHRI BHUPESH^ GUPTA: You talk 
to your Gujarati friends there. 

SHRI B. B. SHARMA : If you are...............  

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order, order. 

SHRI BHUPESH    GUPTA:    If you 
waste my time, you will be doing an injustice 
to me after your injustice to the Gujaratis. 

Mr. Deputy Chairman, we have got all the 
papers here sent by Mr. Gopa-lan to me. Here 
is the translation of a pamphlet issued by about 
a hundred Congressmen of Gujarat, declaring 
themselves to be against the bilingual State. It 
means that they want two separate States, 
Maha Gujarat, in their case. Shri Trikamal 
Jamnadas Patel and Shri Krishnalal 
Chimanlal Shah, President and Vice-President 
of the City District Congress Committee and a 
whole list of names is there. Many 
Congressmen from the Village Congress 
Committees and so many other Committees 
are resigning in protest against this because 
this has been a gross injustice. Then, Sir, 
there is a whole bundle of memoranda written 
by people and handed over to Mr. Gopalan 
before his arrest. They indicate that the people 
of Gujarat are opposed to this bilingual for-
mula. Signatures have been collected and are 
being collected against this bilingual State. 
On the 13th some two lakh students and the 
public came out to protest against this 
bilingual State, and to pay their homage to the 
martyrs of Gujarat. Now Morarjibhai is fast-
ing. I am sorry he is fasting, 4 P.M. I wish 
him good health. Why is he fasting ? He is 
fasting not because he wants to purged some-
thing, or because Gujarat has committed a sin. 
Gujarat has committed no sin before the 
world. It is only because these people,    true 
to    their spirit    of 
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[Shri Bhupesh Gupta.] Bardoli satyagraha, 
have risen and want to unsettle this bilingual 
proposal. That is quite clear here. Mr. Deputy 
Chairman, today Mr. Morarji Desai is fasting 
because he did not get an audience to listen to 
him. But we will publish the photographs that 
we have collected from that place. No one 
was there and naturally therefore, he thought 
that fasting would probably be a face-saving 
device. But still I wish him well and I do not 
want any personal harm or injury done to him. 
I wish him strength and good health. But I 
would also like to see him give up his support 
to this bilingual State, which the people have 
rejected. 

Mr. Deputy Chairman, we have been told 
many things today. But here is a paper from 
Gujarat called Sandesh— a Gujarati paper—
of Ahmedabad and in its issues of August the 
21st, 1956 it says as follows. 1 am giving here 
the English translation of it: 

"That the people did not go to hear Shri 
Morarji Desai was not due to the threats 
given by anybody. Neither did they want to 
insult Shri Morarji Desai. They did it in 
order to peacefully demonstrate their 
opposition to the imposition of the 
bilingual State on them and in order that 
the city might not again be embroiled in 
disturbances. That was one way of 
demonstrating the wishes of the people and 
the people adopted this method. When this 
is the situation, it is not correct to say that 
there was an atmosphere of terror in the 
city. The statement of Morarjibhai is not 
correct." 
This is what has been said by Sandesh, a 

Gujarati paper which I have brought here for 
hon. Members to see. Therefore, let us free 
ourselves of the idea that the Gujarat people 
are supporting this decision. They are opposed 
to it and the mere fact of a few Congressmen 
giving their support to it, in the Provincial 
Congress Committee, does not make the thing 
acceptable to the people. On the contrary they 
are protesting by their behaviour against this 
decision and they are fighting for the ideal for 
which they have all along been fighting. I ask 
myself: If Gandhiji had been with us now, 
would it not have grieved him to see these 
Congress rulers ordering the policemen to fire 
on the people ? To shoot them down from 
within  the precincts of the Congress? 

We have got the report that the police opened 
fire behind trees and inside the Congress 
precincts. Would Gandhiji have liked it? We 
have known Gandhiji. When there was trouble, 
turmoil and struggle in Noakhali, he rushed to 
that place and risked his own life. He did not 
send for the police. He did not ask for military 
intervention. When there was trouble and 
rioting in Calcutta, Gandhiji did not want the 
army or the police to be called out. But here 
we have in this report in the Statesman that 
150 troops were employed to drive through the 
streets of the city, that the military march 
started at 2 p.m. and lasted some three or four 
hours. Why? Was Ahmedabad in a state of 
seige? Or was it being attacked by an enemy 
from outside? For three hours the armed 
forces were marching through the streets of 
this city of Gujarat. Why? I ask you this 
question. It is no use talking about non-
violence and preaching like false prophets. 
You know you do not believe in non-violence 
any more than in serpent believes in non-
violence. It is no use cooing like a dove when 
serpents are abroad attacking the people. 

Mr. Deputy Chairman, the bilingual State 
decision has been rejected and so the 
Government will have to bow to the people. 
They are in duty bound to do so. 

Some people sponsored a document in the 
lobbies of Parliament. But the nation does not 
live in the lobbies of Parliament. The Party in 
power can get signatures and they got them. 
That does not make it a national decision, for 
the simple reason that it has not been accepted 
to the other political parties. The P.S.P. for 
instance, has not accepted it. The P.S.P. is 
acutally fighting in Gujarat. 

SHRI JASPAT ROY KAPOOR: The 
leaders of the P.S.P. have accepted it. 

SHM BHUPESH GUPTA: Well, I do not 
wish to say anything about the P.S.P. leaders. 
Here are the reports in the press that the 
P.S.P. as a party in Gujarat is fighting against 
this bilingual State proposal and I have not 
come across any statement from the P.S.P. 
leadership or their executive that they have 
accepted it. Perhaps some leaders have signed 
the thing. 

AN HON. MEMBER : Some of the top 
leaders. 
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SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: If some 
Congressmen signed another document, does 
it mean that the Congress has accepted it? 
Mr. Deputy Chairman, it is a fact that the 
P.S.P. has not accepted it. I ask you then how 
this decision is a national one? I tell you it is 
against tradition and it is unacceptable to 
Gujarat and also to Maharashtra. I may also 
submit that the political parties in this 
country and three parties in Parliament have 
not appended their official and formal 
signatures to the solution that the 
Government have proposed. Then how is it 
national? It is at best a one-party solution 
postulated as a national solution, because 
they have succeeded in collecting some stray 
signatures. This is the worst type of hum-
bugging of the people. Why try to humbug 
the people? The people of Gujarat have called 
"off the bluff and you should remember that 
the whole of India will call off the bluff. 

SHRI B. B. SHARMA: Will not 
the ......  

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order, 
order. Go on, please. . 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: No, I like 
interruptions, as I also make interruptions. 
But the only thing is, you should give me 
more time. I welcome them. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please go 
on. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Therefore, 1 
say this matter has to be reconsidered. If 
anybody is responsible for all this bungling, 
for this mess, for this trouble, it is the 
Government of India, first and foremost. 
They have been vacillating from the very 
beginning. It did not know its own mind. It 
did so many things. First it was to be a very 
good bilingual State. Then suddenly it was 
said that Maharastra and Gujarat States 
should be separate. Then came the City State 
and then the Centrally administered State. 
And then suddenly we find as from a sort of 
magic, a sudden change of mind. This is 
what they have done. I may tell you, Mr. 
Deputy Chairman, that in Ahmedabad, on 
25th October, 1955 the Gujarat Congressmen 
also passed a resolution claiming a separate 
Gujarat State and this resolution they are 
recalling even now and they want that 
resolution to be implemented. But now we 
find that these people in Delhi have changed 
their mind and the people in Gujarat are 
protesting against it, even though the Pradesh 
Congress Committee had passed this 
resolution. 

Mr. Deputy Chairman, much has been 
said about our Party and other Parties 
creating trouble. I tell you that the 
Communist Party will be among the 
people when they are attacked. They shall 
stand by the people, give them succour 
and relief and encourage their cause which 
you are trampling under your feet. It is no 
use making insinuations. We sent four of 
our Members of Parliament because we 
thought that at this hour of trial, it was our 
duty, it was our privilege to stand by the 
fighting people of Gujarat for a cause for 
which we have all been fighting all |   
these years. 

Mr. Deputy Chairman, there is no use 
trying to-traduce the Communist Party, to 
throw insinuations at them. We all know 
what are fighting for. 

Mr. Deputy Chairman, as far as 
Maharashtrians are concerned, the Sam-
yukta Maharashtra Samiti has made it 
known that it is opposed to this and in 
Gujarat this movement is going on today. 
So it is clear that as far as the people are 
concerned, they are opposed to it, both 
Maharashtrians and the Guja-rati people. 
Sir, you will remember that I asked a 
question yesterday, of the President of the 
Maharashtra Pradesh Congress Committee 
whether he thought that this bilingual 
formula was acceptable to the people. He 
fumbled and all that that great 
Maharashtrian leader could say was that it 
was acceptable to the Congress. He could 
not say that it was acceptable to the people. 
He did not have the courage to do that, 
because he knew that that statement would 
be contradicted by millions of 
Mahrashtrians in his own homeland. We 
know that the nation has rejected it. 

SHRI JASPAT ROY KAPOOR:    All 
vain hopes. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: And now 
you are adding insult to injury by calling 
this a national solution. I call it a national 
provocation of the worst type. You have 
provoked the people of Gujarat. You are 
responsible for some of the incidents that 
have taken place. This is a matter which 
the people of Gujarat are fighting 
democratically and peacefully, true to their 
traditions and we must recognise their 
struggle. 

And we must recognise their struggle. I 
appeal to the Government even at this late 
hour to yield to the will of the pec- 
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[Shri Bhupesh Gupta.] pie. Their sufferings 
are far more supreme than all the Parliaments 
in the world today. It is no use trying to talk 
about Parliament's authority. The will of the 
people has authority to make and unmake 
Parliament today and that will of the people 
has been so clearly expressed. Parliament's 
authority will be established and enshrined if 
you yield to that will and if you change your 
mind. Whatever authority Parliament derives, 
it derives it from the people; the authority that 
Parliament acquires is from the service of the 
people. Let us remember it and let us not 
spread fantastic and fatuitous deceptions 
about the authority of Parliament. We are not 
building in our country Fascist Grand 
Councils; we are building a Parliamentary 
democracy in which the will of the people 
alone is supreme. 
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[Dr. W. S. Barlingay.] cerned were the 
problem  of Bombay and the problem of the 
Punjab.  Mr. Kunzru, a very honoured 
Member of this august House, was of the 
view that so far as the States Reorganisation 
Commission was concerned, they had handle 
the problem  beautifully,  but so far as the 
handling of the problem by the Government 
was concerned, he said that it was tragic. Sir, 
I can assure you that I would not have taken 
up this point and supported the Government 
had it not really been for these remarks of 
Pandit Kunzru whom I honour and respect as 
one of   the most selfless men in    this 
country. If you ask my humble opinion my 
opinion is just    the other    way. I thought 
that so far as the States Reorganisation 
Commission was concerned, if I may say so 
without any offence to the very respectable  
persons of    that Commission, at any rate, so 
far as these two problems were concerned, it 
was a case of muddling through. As a matter 
of fact, I hold very strong views on the whole 
Report but I am not going to give vent to my 
opinions for the simple reason that it is no 
use now going over the same ground. But 
now so far as the Government is concerned, I 
must take this opportunity of paying a tribute 
to the singular patience which the hon. the 
Home Minister has shown in the whole 
affair.    He has    shown    extraordinary 
patience and balance of mind which has 
rarely been shown by any statesman in this 
country. 

Now, so far as the problem of Bombay is 
concerned, I cannot help looking at it from the 
point of view of the place from which I have 
come. I come from Nagpur. Look at what the 
States Reorganisation Commission has    done. 
First of all, they argued that the existing  
Madhya  Pradesh  must  be  broken up. Now it 
is very important to remember that this present 
Madhya Pradesh was  a  bilingual  State.  What  
was the argument that they gave? I hope I am 
not misrepresenting any facts. The argument 
that they gave was that there was some sort of 
enmity between the Hindi-speaking people on 
the one hand and the   Marathi-speaking     
people   on  the other and that they could not 
get on together. That was the main reason for 
breaking up the very good existing province  
of  Madhya  Pradesh.   We  have now  returned   
again   to  the     bilingual principle,  may be  
on  a higher level, may be on a different level, 
but we have undoubtedly returned to the very 
same principle.   Now,  can it be  argued,—if 

this priciple of bilingual had not worked in 
Madhya Pradesh according to the States 
Reorganisation Commission",    an opinion   
which   is   absolutely  wrong,— that  in   
Bombay    this  principle  would nevertheless 
work ? On the other hand, if it does work now 
or if it will work in this new Bombay State, 
why could it not work in the existing Madhya 
Pradesh ? What was the reason for breaking up 
a very good State, a bilingual State and 
throwing the  citizens  of Nagpur in  a State of 
turmoil, uprooting them from their present 
calling and from their present homes? As a 
matter of fact, now as it turns out, if we have a 
big bilingual  State,  which  is  a very  
desirable thing  according  to  me,  with  
Bombay as the capital, what will happen to 
Nagpur ? Sir, although I come from Nagpur, I 
can assure you that I am not worried about 
Nagpur. If Nagpur has to be sacrificed   in 
national interests by all   means do it. What I do 
suggest is that what is at the bottom of all this 
mischief that is going to be done to Nagpur is,    
I must say with all respect to Dr. Kunzru the 
States Reorganistation Commission could not 
really fathom the real feelings of the people of 
Madhya Pradesh. Then the Commission went 
from    one mistake to another. First of all it 
tried to break up the existing bilingual State of  
Madhya Pradesh.  The other piece of muddling 
through was that it proposed a smaller 
Vidarbha. Now, again the Commission  
misjudged the feelings of the  people.   
Because,  why  did  people support the 
proposition that there should be a splitting of 
the existing Madhya Pradesh? The real reason 
was that some people  thought   that   if 
Vidarbha being a  Marathi-speaking  State  
were  joined to   the   other   Marathi-speaking     
parts, then it will be a very good thing from the  
point  of  view  of  democracy  and from the 
point of view of administrative convenience. 
That was the only reason. But then the 
Commission created a small Vidarbha and 
again advocated a split, that is to say, between 
Vidarbha on the one hand and the    rest of the 
Marathi-speaking people on   the other. That  
was the  second mistake  of the Commission. 
Then it proposed a smaller bilingual 
Bombay—again as mistake, the third mistake. 
Because after all why did  the  people of 
Vidarbha  agree  to join Maharashtra? Because 
they thought —not from anti-national point of 
view I    can assure you—that it would    be 
better not to have a division of Maharashtra. 
The people of Maha Vidarbha are very 
patriotic as their conduct has 
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shown. They are prepared to sacrifice their all 
for the sake- of national good; there is no 
question about that. But then what did the 
Commission do? As a matter of fact, hon. 
Members will remember that I was one of the 
first to suggest on the last occasion when this 
Bill was originally mooted that since there 
was the proposal to separate Vidarbha from 
the Hindi-Spoking areas of the present 
Madhya Pradesh, it would be better to join it 
to Maharashtra and Gujarat and make a 
bigger bilingual State, as we are proposing 
today. Now, when I reflect on this I find that 
after all it would have been very much bet-
ter—and what was there to prevent the 
Commission—for the Commission to have 
made two very good alternative proposals in 
regard to this. 

What was there to prevent them from 
doing it? It was all a question of imagination. 
The States Reorganisation Commission was 
appointed to pronounce a judgment on the 
basis either of logic or reason or on the basis 
of psychology of the people. But I am very 
sorry to say that the judgment that they pro-
nounced was absolutely wrong. That showed 
that so far as this question was concerned they 
did not prove to be men of judgment at all. 
Now, when I reflect back, I ask myself a 
question: Would it not have been after all a 
better solution to have the proposed Madhya 
Pradesh and have in addition Maharashtra and 
Maha Gujarat? That would be one solution. 
Or in the alternative, if they had insisted on a 
smaller bilingual State of Bombay as was 
suggested by the States Reorganisation 
Commission, they should have suggested that 
instead of breaking the present Madhya Pra-
desh, along with one bilingual Bombay, there 
should be another bilingual Nag-pur province. 
And so far as Madhya Bharat and Vindhya 
Pradesh were concerned, they could have 
been formed into a different State. What was 
there against these proposals? But they did 
not propose them. And what was the logic 
behind it? The logic was that the Hindi-
speaking people quarrel with the Marathi-
speaking people. They have no confidence in 
one another. Sir, I must say that there are 
several respects in which this Commission 
has done no good to this country. 

MR. DEPUTY    CHAIRMAN:    Dr. 
Barlingay, States Reorganisation Com-
mission's Report is not under discussion. It is 
the Bill. 

DR. W. S. BARLINGAY: I am   not 
speaking irrelevantly. I have been a student of 
logic and I have been a lawyer all my life. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It is the Bill 
that has emerged from the Select Committee 
and the Lok Sabha that is under discussion. 

DR. W. S. BARLINGAY: With all respect 
to you, Sir, I will confine myself to    this 
States Reorganisation Bill. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:    You 
have   only   about  four  minutes  time. 

DR. W. S. BARLINGAY: I will finish, I 
have always finished before time. There are 
certain aspects of the Bill to which I will 
draw attention. 

MR.  DEPUTY CHAIRMAN :   Yes. 

DR. W. S. BARLINGAY: The Com-
mission talk of safeguards for the minorities. 
This is again a matter which has got to be 
considered in a very deep way. I suggest with 
all respect to the framers of the Bill and to the 
States Reorganisation Commission—very hon-
oured gentlemen—that if you sow suspicion 
you will reap only disruption and nothing else. 
That is the main point. There are in this 
country no minorities. There should be no 
privileges to anybody. We are all citizens of 
the same State. There is no question of giving 
more privileges to one and no privilees to the 
other. I therefore, suggest with the greatest 
humility that so far as these safeguards for 
linguistic minorities and so on are concerned, 
it is something which ought nsver to be 
supported. 

Then, there is one other thing which I 
wanted to say. This creation of Bombay State, 
if T may say so, is the case of a part 
swallowing the whole. Normally it is the 
province which would create its capital and so 
on and so forth. In this case, it is the capital 
which has created a province—part swallowing 
the whole. It is a very curious case of the 
consequences of over-urbanisation. If names 
can reveal the administrative or economic 
policies of the State, I would say that it is 
wrong to call this province Bombay State. It 
ought to have been called Paschim Pradesh, 
because so far as the name Bombay is 
concerned, it emphasises the fact that it is 
Bombay which is the most important thing in 
the whole State. It lays no emphasis on 
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[Dr. W. S. Barlingay.] the people, 
especially on the rural people. Why not call it 
Paschim Pradesh? What is there in the name 
Bombay? After all a time will come when we 
will have to do away, if necessary, with 
conglomerations in urban areas like Jiombay. 

{Time bell rings.) 

SHRI H. P. SAKSENA: Foreigners know 
India by Bombay. 

DR. W. S. BARLINGAY: Then I want to 
take only one point and will have finished 
and that is, with respect to the High Courts. It 
has been argued, I understand, that as far as 
possible High Courts ought to be located only 
in one place. Now, so far as Nag-pur is 
concerned, I wish to plead that Nagpur has 
been a place of a High Court, a place where a 
very important High Court is located for a 
very long time. And if at least a Bench is not 
now stationed at Nagpur, it would be a very 
very hard thing for Nagpur. In this con-
nection, all that I wish to srty is this, because 
I have no time, it is one of the most important 
principles of democracy that just as there 
ought to be an equitable distribution of 
money, of the entire financial resources of the 
country amongst all its various parts, amongst 
all the men equitably as far as possible in the 
same way I suggest that so fai as social 
intellect is concerned- il ought to be 
distributed as widel} as possible in the 
various parts of the country. And in this 
respect we oughl not as far as possible, to go 
by traditional values. We ought to probe 
rathei deeply into the fundamental values thai 
ought to govern a democratic State and if you 
look at it from that point of viev\ I think the 
Home Minister will readil} agree that, as far 
as possible, the present set up, the set up of 
the High Court in Nagpur, ought not to be 
disturbed because that will really uprooi some 
very important sections of the people, some 
important families in Nagpur 

With these words, I thank you. Sir. 
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SHRI JASPAT ROY KAPOOR: Mr. 
Deputy Chairman, Sir, I am happy   lo have   an   
opportunity   to  speak  today because I find that 
almost every member who has spoken today or 
at least an overwhelming majority of the mem-
bers have all spoken in favour of bilingual or 
multilingual States, and    some have even gone 
to the extent of suggesting that we should have 
a unitary system of Government in this 
country— a democratic unitary system, I 
suppose, and nothing other than a democratic 
unitary    system.    I    am    happy,    Sir, 
because, while on other occassions I used to 
find my voice a lonely voice in supporting  
bilingual States,  today  I    find that  I  am  in 
the company of  almost everybody who has 
spoken, barring of course my hon. friend Mr.   
Ranga and also Mr. Bhupesh Gupta, both of 
whom have again reiterated their faith in uni-
lingual States—Mr. Ranga for   the reason  that  
it  was  in no  small  measure due to his efforts 
that Andhra was created, and Mr. Bhupesh 
Gupta for      the reason that he would always 
like    this country to be disintegrated    and to 
be split up.  Sir, I do not know whether my 
friend Prof. Ranga, is feeling 5 P.M. happy in his 
heart of   hearts for having created Andhra, 
because that posionous seed that was sown then 
has grown into such a venomous tree today. It 
was indeed a sad day for this country —as my 
hon.  friend, Mr.  Deogirikar, who  is  not  here  
now,   said  the  other day—when Andhra was 
created on the basis of linguistic  States. Well,  
Sir,    I would have   expressed   my    
jubiliation over this measure, even though it 
were in a    limited    measure,    but    for the 
unhappy  incidents  in  Gujarat  and  the 
disqueting news of    Mr. Morarji Desai having 
gone on fast.    We are all very anxious  for him,  
but    we are pround of him at the same time. He 
has undertaken this fast for a very noble cause 
not  only   for  the    unity  and  integrity of the 
country, but also to teach to the people of 
Gujarat to shun violence and adhere to the 
priciple and practice of non-violence  as 
preached  by the great Father of the Nation, 
Mahatma Gandhi. We wish him succes and 
good luck in his noble mission  and efforts,  and 
we 

hope and trust that very soon he wiO have 
occasion to break the fast, coming out 
triumphantly from this ordeal and restoring 
goodwill and amity and shanti in the whole of 
Gujarat, and setting a good example for the 
rest of the country to follow. 

Sir, there is always a bright spot in the dark 
clouds. As they say, there is always silver 
lining to the dark clouds and I look upon this 
present solution of the Bombay affair as a 
silver lining in the otherwise dark horizon of 
this country, dark horion so far as the ques-
tion of reorganisation of States is concerned. 

SHRI    BHUPESH    GUPTA:    Why 
should the horizon be dark when stars like 
you shine? 

SHRI JASPAT ROY KAPOOR: The 
horizon is dark not because of darkness over 
there, but as I have already said, dark horizon 
only so far as the reorganisation of the 
country is concerned on the basis of 
unilinguism. I hope and trust that now that 
wisdom has dawned on us—it is better that it 
has dawned on us even at this later stage, and 
it has dawned on us in a very vivid form —we 
shall see before long that the entire country is 
divided for administrative purposes into five 
or six big States based not on linguism, but 
based on the unity of the country. Sir, today I 
find that my voice is not a lonely voice, but it 
is the voice of almost the entire Rajya Sabha. 

Sir, this question of reorganisation of States 
indeed was a difficult and a delicate one, but 
then the one way to solve all difficult and 
delicate problems is to take our stand on 
certain definite and fixed fundamentals, and if 
we do that, then we are bound to come to 
correct decisions and correct conclusions and 
results. There is surely something wrong in 
what we have been doing, for otherwise who 
could have anticipated a few months ago or a 
year ago that there would be such a huge 
turmoil in the country on the question of 
reorganisation of States? Surely there is 
something wrong somewhere, and it is time 
for us to consider calmly and solemnly as to 
where we have erred. One would wonder how 
it was that the notion went abroad long long 
ago that the Congress stood for unilingual 
States in this country. We nowhere find it 
recorded in the minutes of the Congress 
proceedings that the Congress was ever for 
unilingual States. 
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SHRI S. N. MAZUMDAR: YOU have 
made a discovery. 

SHRI    J ASP AT ROY    KAPOOR: I 
ha»e made no discovery. The discovery is 
made by those who have been proclaiming 
from the housetops that the Congress was 
for unilingual administrative States. 
(Interruption.) I do not know where my 
hon. friends on the right, or for that matter 
anybody else in this country, came to know 
that the Congress was for unilingual States. 
It was for unilingual Congress provinces no 
doubt, but for entirely a different reason. 

SHRI S. N. MAZUMDAR: We have not 
to go very far. The S.R.C. Report is there 
which mentions the Congress stand on this 
question. 

SHRI JASPAT ROY KAPOOR: No-
where has it been laid down categorically 
or specifically, or even by imple-cation, in 
any resolution that we should have 
unilingual States for administrative 
purposes. (Interruption). Sir, like my hon. 
friend, Mr. Bhupesh Gupta, I love to be 
interrupted, but then I must hear what the 
interruption is. There is something common 
between me and Mr. Bhupesh Gupta, and it 
is this that both of us are, I think, hard of 
hearing, though, of course, he is my elder 
brother in this respect, for he hears very 
much less than I do. 

Sir, what I was submitting was that the 
Congress was at no time committed to the 
principle of unilinguism. When it came to 
recording its views definitely the Dhar 
Commission recorded that the formation of 
unilingual States was against the interests of 
the country. Then we had the J.V.P. 
Committee's Report. That Committee has 
still more specifically enunciated that 
unilingual States are not in the interest of the 
country and our aim should be to have 
bilingual and multi-lingual States. Later on, 
when it came to the setting up of the States 
Reorganisation Commission, the terms of 
reference of that Commission are clearly 
indicative of the direction that the question of 
lingu-ism should not be considered to be a 
major question by the Commirsion itself. And 
in the Report of the States Reor-gainsation 
Commsision on page after page, you will find 
their view definitely enunciated that linguism 
should be shunned as far as posible. But 
unfortunately, and partly fortunately too, 
when they came to record their definite  I 

conclusions, in a number of cases, they yielded 
to the view of linguistic States, an in the case 
of some States, of course, they suggested 
formation of bilingual States, two such 
instances being of Bombay and Punjab. Sir, I 
wish the Government and we all had accepted 
the recommendations of this States Re-
organisation Commission, as they were made 
at that time, so far as both Bombay and 
Punjab were concerned. It is no use now 
crying over the past, but then, Sir, we must 
even at this stage, take stock of the things in 
their true perspective, so that it may serve as a 
true guide for us in the future and we may not 
commit these mistakes again. Even at this 
stage, Sir, we should rectify the mistakes that 
we have committed so far. 

Sir, I have forgotten to mention one thing 
which is more important than any other, 
namely, that ultimately at the last stage, the 
Amritsar Congress passed a resolution very 
strongly advocating the formation of bilingual 
and multilingual States and bigger and yet 
bigger States. 

Best of all came the proposal of the union 
of Bengal and Bihar. The nation represented 
as it was through the delegates to the Indian 
National Congress. .. . 

SHRI S. N. MAZUMDAR: That is your 
trouble. You think the country is the 
domestic affairs of the Congress. 

SHRI JASPAT ROY KAPOOR ..................  
decided that we must have bilingual States 
multi-lingual States and bigger States. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: What happened 
to the merger? 

SHRI JASPAT ROY KAPOOR: That being 
so, I see no reason why this decision should 
not have been implemented. That resolution of 
the Amritsar Congress proceeded from the 
S.R.C. recommendation and many other 
recommendations like those of the J.V.P. 
Report, the Dhar Committee report and the 
great integrating action of Sardar Vallabhbhai 
Patel when he brought about the integration of 
Princely India. I would like on this occasion 
to pay a tribute to the Princes of India who 
willingly gave up their kingdoms which they 
had established by force of arms. They gave 
them up willingly and smilingly for the unity 
of the country and 
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[Shri Jaspat Roy Kapoor.] the greater 
interests of the country, and it is indeed a 
sorry sight to see that many Congressmen 
even—let alone the Communists and others 
who want to disrupt the country for their own 
gains —fight for a few acres of land here and 
there. I would like to express my gratitude to 
the Princes in this connection for setting a 
different and higher example for us to follow. 

SHRI S. N. MAZUMDAR: Give them 
nominations for the election. 

SHRI JASPAT ROY KAPOOR: 1 would 
therefore have been happy if even at this late 
hour the States of Bombay, Punjab and other 
States were formed not on a linguistic basis 
but on the basis of the unity of the country. I 
cannot understand why Vidarbha should have 
been taken away from Madyha Pradesh and 
should have been tagged on to Maharashtra. 

DR. R. P. DUBE: Because they wanted it. 

SHRI JASPAT ROY KAPOOR:    In 
that case, Madhya Pradesh would have 
continued to be a bilingual State and so also 
Bombay. 

I also see no reason why the State of 
Hyderabad should be disintegrated in 
the manner in which it has been done. 
I entirely agree with my hon. friend, 
Mr. Akbar Ali Khan who was unhappy 
ever it, but I am unhappy over it for 
entirely different reasons. I am not 
proud of the history of Hyderabad as 
Mr. Akbar Ali Khan is, because the 
history of the recent past of Hydera 
bad has been an ignominious one, but 
still I would have been happy if that 
State had not been disintegrated, 
because in that event it would have been 
a multi-lingual State. As I am making 
this suggestion, I am not unmindful of 
the atrocities committed by the State 
of Hyderabad on the Arya Samajists 
not very long ago; I am not unmindful 
of the treacherous conduct of Mir Laik 
Ali and Razakars; I am not unmindful 
of the fact that Hyderabad wanted to 
integrate with Pakistan. But despite all 
that, since I would prefer to draw a 
curtain over them, I would like the 
State of Hyderabad continue at least in 
a different name. The name may have 
been  ̂ "ff^pfr      or STgWft 
T33T or something like that. It would have 
been an ideal multi-lingual State for others in 
tha country to follow. 

Lastly—I would not take more than a 
minute—I would have been happy if the 
recommendations of the States Reorganisation 
Commission had been adopted by the 
Government in respect ot jeunjab, and a 
Punjab along with Himachal, without the 
Regional Councils, had been brought into 
being. I da not want to take up that 
controversy now, that it has been settled by 
compromise, but surely that is not an ideal 
thing. The ideal thing would have been a 
united Punjab along with Himachal, for 1 see 
no reason why our Sikh brethern should 
consider themselves to. be something separate 
from the Hindus. I would very much wish that 
hereafter the Sikhs and the Hindus should- not 
be called as such but that the Sikhs shouldi be 
called Sikhs Hindus and the rest should be 
called non-Sikh Hindus. It is an axiomatic 
truth that the Hindus so-called and the Sikhs 
so-called' are blood and flesh of the same 
Hindu community. The Sikh Khalsa was born 
in defence of Hinduism and they are the sword 
arm of Hindus. The Sikhs have been doing 
very well all the world over. I would beg my 
Sikh brethern to continue to consider 
themselves part and' parcel of the Hindus and 
not be afraid! of them. Should they do so, 
even this Regional Council would work 
admirably well. 

DR. R. P. DUBE : Mr. Deputy Chairman, I 
rise to support this Bill. Though I had.no 
intention to speak on this Bill, the opinions 
expressed by some of my hon. friends have 
made me get up and put things in the right 
perspective. I personally think that we have 
had such debates on the States Reorganisa-
tion—it has been going on for nearly ten 
months now—that the less said on it, the 
better it will be. Let us cry a halt to this and 
let us not talk about things which cannot be 
changed. The best thing is to have it as it is. It 
has come from that House, and let us pass it 
as it is. Cry a halt to all controversy. 

Now, I should like to say a few words about 
my two friends. One of them said that our 
people want to fight and gave them the name 
of Ladaku, I ask, Sir, who starts the fighting, I 
cannot understand. It is they who are fighting, 
and not we, because I can say that our pro-
vince is the only province that has taken the 
recommendations of the States Reorganisation 
Commission in toto. And not only that, the 
Commission had recommended Jabalpur for 
the capital of the province, but then the 
Govern- 
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ment and the leaders decided that Bhopal 
should be the capital, and we have not said a 
word against it. I cannot understand why my 
friends from Vindhya Pradesh are saying in 
season and out of season that they are being 
treated badly. If you have come in, please 
come in without any prejudice. If you come 
with prejudice, naturally you will find that 
anything and everything that has been done 
for you is something bad or prejudicial to 
you. Please for God's sake do not create 
trouble where there is no trouble. There is 
already a lot of trouble in the world. Please 
have some pity on our leaders. Let the people 
live peacefully. There is at least one who is 
starving today for other people's wrong. 

SHRI V. K. DHAGE: Why one man? There 
are so many starving. 

DR. R. P. DUBE: So many people may say 
that they are starving, but there is only one 
man now who is doing it. I would sacrifice 
two crores of my countrymen for the sake of 
that one man who is starving today. 

SHRI S. N. MAZUMDAR: Wonderful 
democracy. 

SHRI S. MAHANTY (Orissa): He is not  
starving;  he  is  fasting. 

DR. R. P. DUBE: When you say that he is 
fasting, it means that he is starving. Anyway, 
I want to tell my friend who has been in the 
Congress for a very long time, even who was 
probably in the Congress long before T was 
born even. "Please do not go on talking in that 
fashion. Do not say that you have been 
victimised." My friend, Captain Awadesh 
Pratap Singh, and my colleague Shrimati 
Krishna Kumari, said that we used to formerly 
say that they are 'dakus'. Now, we will say 
that they are ladakus'. They say that they have 
been victimised because three offices have 
been given to them, eleven offices have been 
given to Gwalior and nine to Jhansi, Indore, or 
something like that. But why talk about these 
things? There is only one Madhya Pradesh. 
Then my friend said that Jabalpur has 
everything. But I say that Jabalpur has got 
nothing. We just got a high court with four 
benches. That is what Jabalpur got. As my 
hon. friend Shri Kunzru said we have four 
benches. We got nothing else. You in 
Vindhya Pradesh got at least three offices.    I 
hope    my    hon. 

friend has been reading newspapers—I 
am sure he does, but he would not 
admit it now—from the papers he will 
find that they have divided- the offices 
according to the accommodation avail 
able. Their location has been done 
according to the accommodation and 
the buildings available. There was 
nothing else in it. Government did not 
want to spend money unnecessarily. 
Otherwise ......  

CAPT. AWADHESH PRATAP SINGH: 
While crores of rupees are being given to 
other places, Rewa gets not a single pie. But 
there is lot of accommodation there. Even then 
offices have not been located there. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order, order, 
let him continue. 

DR. R. P. DUBE: I would personally 
request my hon. friend that instead of talking 
in this House and creating trouble like this, he 
should go round and ask the leaders. I am 
perfectly sure that my Chief Minister who has 
done the whole thing so beautifully would 
listen to him. He cannot get things by fight-
ing, he has to get things by reasonable means. 
He has seen how the whole thing has been 
done. His Chief Minister was also there with 
all the Chief Ministers and they consulted 
each other. This has not been done by one 
man. All of them, all the four Chief Ministers 
sat down and decided Ihe whole matter. 
Maybe Captain Awadhesh Pratap Singh was 
not there. I am very sorry that he was not 
there, because if it had been decided in his 
Chief Ministership then he would have been 
satisfied. But these things have happened 
now. His Chief Minister was there and so he 
cannot possibly say that things have been 
done without his consent. 

CAPT. AWADHESH PRATAP SINGH: 
But the President of the Congress Committee 
has already written to the High Command 
that injustice has been done. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order, order. 

DR. R. P. DUBE: I know the P.C.C. and 
his few friends. Nobody wants a change. Now 
this is a cry in the wilderness and I say the 
best thing to do is to take the decision 
gracefully. If they had gone to Uttar Pradesh, 
they would not have got anything, not a single 
office, because they have got all the necessary 
offices already properly located. 
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CAPT. AWADHESH PRATAP SINHG : 
But we are ready to go there without  any  
condition. 

DR. R. P. DUBE: Will you please sit 
down? When you, were talking I never made 
a single interruption. I am only speaking 
about the Bill. If the cap fits my friend, let 
him wear it, I don't object. 

As regards the various figures that were 
given here by Capt Awadhesh Pratap Singh 
who said that the people in the Legislature 
had voted for Uttar Pradesh I may point out 
that out of the 55 members, as many as 35 
voted for Madhya Pradesh, 11 for U.P. and 9 
for status quo. 

CAPT. AWADHESH PRATAP SINGH: 
That again is wrong. 

DR. R. P. DUBE : I have got the 
papers here with me and .............. 

CAPT. AWADHESH PRATAP 
SINGH: I too have got the papers here 
and......  

DR. R. P. DUBE: Keep them now. It is all 
finished and you can keep them with you. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order, order. 
Please address the Chair and go on with your 
speech. 

DR. R. P. DUBE: Yes, Sir. About 
Bundelkhand I may inform him that out of the 
38 members, 17 voted for Madhya Pradesh, 8 
for U.P. and 9 status quo, one was a vacant 
seat and three were absent. 

So, I say, what has happened has happened 
and so, for God's sake close this chapter. 
Come round and we will embrace you and we 
will look after you. 

(Interruption      by    Capt.      Awadhesh 
Pratap Singh.) 

Yes, we will embrace you. Why should 
Captain Awadhesh object to my embracing 
him? 

SHRI    JASPAT    ROY    KAPOOR: 
While embracing them, do    not    bite them. 

DR. R. P. DUBE: Shrimati Krishna Kumari 
said they were doomed to get nothing   no  
benefit  now   from   Rihand 

Dam. But let me point out that water never 
flows up. If you will see to the topography of 
the place, you will find that it is only a 
question of electricity and power and these 
have been promised by U.P. And full 
compensation will be paid for the villages 
submerged. 

My hon. friend Dr. Barlingay was talking 
about the division of Madhya Pradesh. 
Actually we did not want to separate, but the 
States Reorganisation Commission separated 
us. The fact is that Vidarbha people said that 
they did not want to be with Hindi-speaking 
people, but they wanted a Samyukta 
Maharashtra. A great gentleman in 1953 here 
said that it was better to remain in Hell than 
be in Mahakoshal— a great leader of 
Vidarbha. The trouble came now because you 
want a Samyukta Maharashtra with Bombay 
as the capital. That means that Nagpur gets 
nothing. Now it is a bilingual State. 

DR. W. S. BARLINGAY : I may inform 
Dr. Dube that there is a large section in 
Madhya Pradesh who are even now for a 
bilingual State. 

DR. R. P. DUBE: I am talking about old 
things. It is there in the records, I would not 
like to name the person. If he was present 
here now; I would have mentioned his name. 

DR. W. S. BARLINGAY: I know, but 
there are other people also holding other 
views. 

DR. R. P. DUBE: There were other 
views, but they also wanted a unilin- 
gual Samyukta Maharashtra. But any 
way this is what has happened now 
and ...... 

(Timg bell rings.) 
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Only two 

more minutes. 
DR. R. P. DUBE: In conclusion, Sir, I hope 

and wish and I am perfectly sure that Gujarat 
with such fine traditions, and good heritage is 
going to agree to what the leaders and 
Parliament have said. It is just possible that 
they got a rude shock because they were all 
these months hoping that they would have a 
State of their own, with Ahmedabad as the 
capital. Naturally when they were suddenly 
told that there is to be a bilingual State with 
Bombay as its capital, there was this reaction 
among them. But  I  am  perfectly  sure that 
Gujarat 
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which has all along been having such loyal and 
good Congressmen and such a good heritage, 
where patriots like Mahatma Gandhi and 
Sardar Patel have been born, that Gujarat is 
not going to let us down. I wish that every-
body should be happy and they will be happy 
in a couple of days. 

I wholeheartedly support this Bill and wish 
that once this has passed from here we will 
have peace and prosperity and all this turmoil 
and upheaval will stop. 
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MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:    Shab 
Mohamad Umair.      Only ten    minutes each. 

SHAH MOHAMAD UMAIR (Bihar): Yes, 
Sir, I will confine myself to five minutes 
because I have not got material before me as I 
did not go into the very details to find out 
faults with the Report. Some bare facts will be 
explained to you and what else can be explain-
ed by me when so much water has already 
flown down the Ganges since the Report came 
out ? Admittedly, Sir, the Report has created 
many-sided misunderstandings, actions and 
reactions. There are so many factors which are 
working since the Report has been out. I do 
not want to go into those details because it 
will not be happy and it will not be desirable 
that I should add to an atmosphere in this 
House which is already pervading this and the 
various States and the remote corners of the 
country. I want to say only this much that the 
framers of this Report, while preparing it, 
were expected to keep in view some very 
fundamental factors before them because that 
Report deals with a very important and a very 
serious matter, a matter of great responsibility. 
Therefore, they had to keep in view some 
fundamental principles before them which 
unfortunately they did not About the States 
Reorganisation Commission let me say, Sir at 
least with some degree of disappointment, that 
they from the very beginning kept the various 
fragmentary units of the country before them, 
the adjustments of certain border areas and 
certain border villages and districts before 
them and in carving out a separate State they 
had kept, a very dangerous principle of 
linguistic affinity, linguistic superiority and 
tbe principle of unilinguism before them. This 
was a very dangerous thing which, I think, is 
responsible for the creation of so much bad 
blood in the country, so much bad blood in the 
different States and so much of bad blood 
which although is not apparent, but which is 
working in the minds of the people of    the 
various States,    for 
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things which axe there. I say, Sir, the unity of 
the country ought to have been kept in view as 
the first and last letter, as the alpha and omega 
of this Commission's Report. But that has not 
been done. They picked out certain districts 
from Madhya Pradesh, they picked out certain 
districts from Maharashtra, uiey picked out 
certain areas from Assam or the borders of 
those States and wanted to adjust the 
differences of the people of those areas by 
encouraging their separatist ideas. I think, Sir, 
for the separatist mentality that is visible in 
the country today the States Reorganisation 
Commission is not less responsible. This 
States Reorganisation Commission created 
such an atmosphere, created such factors as 
gave vent to this sort of separatist tendencies 
and almost separate-State mentality among the 
people here and there. This ought to have been 
borne in mind that linguistic principle is not an 
ordinary but very dangerous thing. If this thing 
is taken into consideration once, the whole 
country will be flooded with different points 
of view and different sorts of claims and 
demands on the basis of this linguistic plan. 
This linguistic question has created lots of 
troubles not only in one country but in various 
countries of the world. Therefore the States 
Reorganisation Commission ought to have 
been very strict, very vigilant in opening the 
question of linguism, particularly unilingual 
States. Wherever they got unilingual areas 
there they have introduced the principle of lin-
guistic States and have recommended such 
States in their Report. Our country has already 
been divided and who does not know the 
havoc which has been played by that division 
of the country into two parts. It was said by 
Qaide-e-Azam Mohammed Ali Jinnah that 
Musilms are different in culture, they speak 
different langauge and as such they are a 
separate nation. I don't know if Muslims are a 
different nation in India or they speak a 
different language here—I leave aside 
religion. But for that the whole country was 
divided and split up into two parts, on the 
basis of two-nation theory. May I ask the 
framers of this States Reorganisation 
Commission Report that when to our great 
sorrow our country had already been divided 
into tw.o parts on the basis of two-nation 
theory and on the ground of language and 
culture whether they have not tried to intro-
duce a similar formula of many-nation theory 
by    recognising linguism 

and creating lingual States in the country? In 
India to-day there are not one-, not two or three 
but 222 different languages that are spoken in 
the different corners of the country.. Sometimes 
the Commission formulated their principle and 
recommendation on the basis of language, 
sometimes they adopted the basis of 
administrative convenience and administrative 
facilities. What they have accepted in one case 
they have denied in similar other place for the 
same thing. Take the case of Bihar and Bengal. I 
am not entering into this question in detail—the 
Bihar and Bengal question. But as regards one 
part, namely, Purnea, they have transferred it 
from Bihar on the basis of administrative 
facility. As regards the other part of Manbhum 
they could have said the same thing, they could 
ha*e applied the same theory but the Com-
mission did not apply that theory in the case of 
Manbhum ; they applied the theory of language 
saying that the majority speak Bengali language 
which is not the case. I am the last person to 
have any prejudice against any language and I 
am the last person, Sir, who will have any 
grudge against the inclusion or exclusion of any 
particular area or people who speak particular 
languages to any particular State for 
administrative reasons. But let me say, Sir, that 
my personal fear is that if the question of 
language is also going to be encouraged by the 
decision of Parliament which is the last word 
and the last hope, if this Parliament is also 
going to support the creation or separation of 
certain States or the transfer of certain areas on 
the basis of language it would be a tragedy. 
Barring that, i.e., language, I am prepared to 
say that any part or any area or any people  
from one part or one area of India may be 
transferred, may be given to any other State or 
States, I have got no objection to that, but if 
Parliament is going to maintain and retain this 
obnoxious, this dangerous principle of linguism 
and on the basis of language if any formula 
which has been enunciated by the States 
Reorganisation Commission in its Report is 
going to be accepted, I think we will be sowing 
the same seed which was sown by the , Muslim 
League some time back in this country and on 
the basis of which our country stands divided 
today, and that two-nation theory will not only 
be repeated, but rather that two-nation theory 
will be multiplied into many-nation theories in 
the long run, because 
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[Shah Mohamad Umair.] so many States 
will demand so many separate  entities  and  so 
many  regions will demand so many separate 
borders on the basis of language. Is it not    a 
tragedy .............{Time bell rings.)      One 
minute, Sir. I do not possess a watch and 
therefore I cannot regulate mself according to 
the movement of the same. However, one or 
two minutes more, Sir. 

Is it not a tragedy that today Shri Morarji 
Desai, that great man, that selfless man is 
going to risk his life ? It was spoken generally 
in some quarter of the country that Shri 
Morarji Desai was in favour of a separate 
Bombay City State. If it was like that, look at 
the magnanimity, look at the selflessness, look 
at the clear cut policy and open mindedness of 
Shri Morarji Desai. Whatever, might have 
transpired there before, when he came to 
know that his country 'is' in turmoil, his 
country 'is' going to be divided on the basis of 
language or linguism and that the 
Maharashtrians and the Gujarat! brethren 'are' 
going to be disrupted, who ought to have lived 
in harmony and unity, what did Shri Morarji 
Desai do? He at once—see his open-
mindedness—gave proof of his national 
greatness and accepted the principle of a 
bilingual State of Gujarat and Maharashtra 
along with Bombay. 

This greatness has been further established 
by Mr. Morarji Desai's pledge for indefinite 
fast to save the situation in the country. One of 
my friends over there ridiculed this idea of 
fast. He said that he is establishing a principle, 
an example by a Chief Minister going on fast 
and observing satyagraha. You .should know 
that Mr. Morarji Desai has got power behind 
him, force behind him and arms behind him 
but, in spite of those forces, power and 
popularity he has resorted to the peaceful and 
non-violent method of fasting in his humble 
way. It is a unique example of his greatness 
which you must follow and appreciate. With 
all this, I must say in conclusion that for 
various things and incidents which are 
happening in our country today the Report of 
the States Reorganisation Commission and its 
imprudent method are responsible more than 
any other thing. 

With these words, I support the Bill. 
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