
821 States Reorganisation [ 1  MAY 1056] Bill, 1956 822 

THE     STATES     REORGANISATION 
BILL, 1956—continued 

Mn. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Now we go 
back to the discussion on the States 
Reorganisation Bill,  1956. 

SHRIMATI LILAVATI MUNSHI (Bombay): 
Mr. Deputy Chairman, since the last debate in 
the Rajya Sabha on the Report of the States 
Reorganisation Commission took place, much 
has been said on the subject in Parliament and 
outside. However, so far as I can see, no new 
or original arguments have been advanced by 
the protagonists of either side. The same old 
arguments and the same old, old accusations 
are repeated and with ycur permission, Sir, I 
shall summarise them in this way. 

The question is asked: Does Bombay 
belong to Maharashtra? One side says it does 
and the other side says it does not. 

Is Bombay, geographically and historically 
part of Maharashtra? Again one side says it 
does form part of it and the other side says it 
does not. 

Who depend more for their sub-sistance on 
Bombay, the Gujaratis or the Maharashtrians? 
To this question, both sides give arguments 
which suit them. But the truth is that not only 
Gujaratis and the Maharashtrians, but many 
others depend on the city of  Bombay. 

Will the streets of Bombay decide the 
issue? Well, attempts have been made to get 
it decided that way. 

Will the Prime Minister give way to 
violence or pressure tactics? Some say he 
must and others say that he must not. 

Sir, so far as I am concerned I am a 
Bombayite and j like to remain a Bombayite. 
Bombay is not going away from India and if 
it is centrally administered, all 
Maharashtrians, all Gujaratis as well as all 
the other DeoDle   who   are   staying   in   
Bombay 

today, will continue to live there. earn there 
and will be at liberty to send their earnings to 
their families-who may be living in 
Maharashtra or Gujarat or any other part of 
the country or even outside the country. But 
the chief thing is that no group will 
discriminate or dominate over the other. And, 
Sir, in my opinion, in many respects, that 
would be better for the Gujaratis, the 
Maharashtrians and all the others concerned, 
in the absence of a bilingual State, than being 
a part of one linguistic group or a State. 

I do not want to repeat all the arguments 
against the claims of Maharashtrians because I 
had an opportunity of doing so last time when 
the debatte took place here on the subject. No 
new factors have come to light, except threats, 
threats jf resignation, violence and 
misbehaviour, although the last is disclaimed 
by the leaders. Sir, the leaders themselves do 
not commit violence. They merely make 
speeches showing the way, suggesting that this 
will happen and that will happen, meaning 
what should happen;, and then they become 
very pious and say that they did not preach 
violence. Then the question is, who incites the 
masses? I have no quarrel with the other 
political parties, because they are here to fight 
the Congress Government and the Congress 
Party in every possible way, and this provides, 
them an opportunity to do so. But when such 
things are done by Congressmen, i am most 
certainly pained. 

Sir, Congressmen in Maharashtra said that 
they will not fight the elections as 
Congressmen if the city of Bombay is not 
given to them. Having incited the masses, 
probably they cannot go to them. Or is this a 
clever device to impress upon the Prime 
Minister so that the High Command: might 
submit to these threats? 

If the high commahd submits to them, they 
promise to be good Congressmen but if the 
high command decides things impartially, 
they will' be sullen and threaten to quit. I can 
tell you this that if the high command1 
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[Shrimati Lilavati Munshi.] tfves way to 
pressure tactics, it will >e difficult for it to 
resist such tactics inywhere else. What will 
happen in Drissa which is ready for trouble? 
Vhat will happen in Bengal? What jvill 
happen in Bihar and in many ither places? 
As soon as people in >ther areas find that 
the high com-nand can be coerced, mischief 
will ne let loose everywhere. If the Maha-
rashtrian Congressmen say that they vill not 
fight the elections unless you concede their 
demand, Orissa can say the same thing that 
unless you jive Seraikella' they will not 
fight the jlections. It will really be a sad day 
for India if such tactics are allowed to rule 
the day and you will be doing wrong to 
those people who, against Iheir wishes, 
accepted the decision of Ihe high command. 
People of Vidarbha people of Telangana, 
people of Punjab nnd others accepted the 
decision given by the high command for the 
sake of discipline, not because they were 
willing to merge themselves with some 
others. What about them? Would they not 
feel that they should also have stood out? If 
violence and threats could alter the 
decisions of the high command, where will 
be the rule of law? 

There are always two sides to every 
question. To the leaders ol Samyukta 
Maharashtra, the prosperity of Maharashtra 
is paramount but not the prosperity of 
Gujarat. The cause of the poor people in 
Maharashtra is sacred but not the cause of 
the poor people in Gujarat; they are not even 
to be mentioned. The Gujaratis are capitalists 
and Jews who are to be suppressed. With the 
exception of a handful of capitalists in 
Ahmedabad, the poor people in Gujarat are 
as numerous as they are in Maharashtra. In 
Maharashtra also', there are capitalists. Are 
they even mentioned here? Maharashtrians 
must have a territory wherever they are in a 
majority; wherever they are not in a 
majority. they must have it too as the single 
largest group. Even where they are in a 
minority they must have it and force people 
to  learn  their  language. 

Take Umbergaon. This is what if happening 
there. Take Dang. This ia what is happening 
there. They are poor people but their cause is 
not pleaded. Nobody knows about them even. 

Now, coming to the language, what will be 
the language of Bombay if it goes to the 
Maharashtrians? In Bombay today, all the 
Indian languages are spoken and schools are 
run in every Indian language for almost every 
language group. Once Bombay goes to 
Maharashtra, the language of the State will be 
Marathi; the language of the High Court will 
be Marathi; the language of the University 
will be Marathi. It will never remain a State 
where people from ajl parts of India speaking 
different languages will get a fair deal. 

The leaders of Maharashtra are masters of 
effective language and epithets. We have seen 
it here, day in and day out. They are also 
masters of propaganda and know how to press 
their point if necessary even at the point of 
the bayonet. If anybody speaks his or her 
mind which is not ta the liking of the leaders 
of Sam-i yukta Maharashtra, the leaders will j 
try to brow-beat the person by abuse I I have 
known in Bombay the protagonists of 
Samyukta Maharashtra threatening the wife 
and children and even the property of any 
person who dares to speak against the claims 
of Samyukta Maharashtra. Nobody knows 
whether his wife wiH come intact or whether 
his children will come intact. You know, Sir, 
in Bombay people live in mixed localities. 
The telephone will ring giving threats. The 
letters will come giving threats. If a 
prominent Marathi lady speaks against 
women's molestation, she is abused in the 
Marathi papers and she ls threatened with 
disclosures of invented secrets about her. One 
can always say that she had so many lovers 
and it will be very difficult tc go and refute 
such an argument. It is not very easy for any 
such person to go to the courts and get 
redress. On 



825 States Reorganisation      [ 1 MAY 1956 ] Bill, 1956 826 

account of such tactics, naturally people get 
scared but if any one dares to speak against 
such tactics ana against the misbehaviour of 
the masses, they abuse these people and 
threaten them. The art of bullying is used to 
perfection. 

Then there are threats of strike, picketing, 
morchas, adjournment motions, etc., which 
we are seeing. 'We are seeing some of the 
picketing here also. It has come to Delhi even. 
I ask this august House, are we here to be 
carried away by threats or by such tactics? Or 
are we here to decide "this issue 
dispassionately and do justice to all our 
countrymen? Are we going to be carried away 
in this way? Are we going to throw those who 
did not use pressure tactics to the wolves? 
This is a. very grave question. 

The judgment of the three Commissions is 
against giving Bombay to Maharashtra. The 
sound judgment of our elder statesmen also is 
for the "keeping of Bombay as a separate unit. 
Sa far, Bombay was not a unilingual Staie and 
so, no single group could discriminate against 
or dominate over others. Even now, when the 
Gujaratis -and the Maharashtrians will be 
separated, Bombay City will remain bilin-
,'gual and nobody will be able to dominate 
over the other. The protagonists of 
Maharashtra say that they speak in the name of 
justice but then justice should be for both, not 
for one side or the other. Justice should be 
done to 'both the Gujaratis and Maharashtrians 
•and the Centre should hold the scales •even 
for both. They cannot sav that "the decision of 
the high command could be just only if it is 
according "to their wishes and not otherwise. 
There should be some finality. Nobody wants 
to be unjust to the Maharashtrians; on the 
contrary, the high command has taken great 
pains to satisfy the leaders of Maharashtra. 
"They had even p e r s u a d e d  Vidarbha to 
join with Maharashtra although it was 
reluctant to So so. I should say to the Maha-
rashtrian leaders, "By your words and 
41 RSD—2 

deeds you should inspire confidence in the 
others. Some of you have quoted Vinobhaji 
but you leave away one important proviso and 
that is that you should get Bombay only with 
the consent of the Gujaratis, consent not by 
coercion but by love". You know, Sir, what 
sort of love is shown to the Gujaratis. That is 
self-evident and I need not go into that 
question. When you quote Vinobhaji, do you 
always follow him in everything, in whatever 
he says? How many of you do' that, may 1 
know? If we submit to threats and pressure 
tactics of this kind, very soon we shall see the 
disintegration: of the whole of India. Those 
who believe in violent agitation will know 
that by pressure tactics, threats a'nd violence 
they can get everything and we shall be unjust 
to the people who loyally abide by our 
decision qnd shall lose their confidence. 
There is one more thing in the Bill about 
which I should like to say a word. Only five 
seats are given to Bombay in Parliament. 
Bombay's population is double thai of Delhi 
which gets four seats according to the Bill. 
Bombay is not less important and the people 
of Bombay are a live democracy. Bombay has 
not been allowed to be a State and so .it will 
not have any legislature and so 1 think, Sir, 
that it would be fair if 8 seats are given to the 
city mi Bombay. I hope, Sir, even at this late 
stage better sense will prevail and the leaders 
of Maharashtra will act up to the saying, "Do 
unto others what you like to be done unto 
yourself." 

Thank you very much. 

SHRI B. C. GHOSE (West Bengal): My 
main purpose in intervening in this discussion 
today is to bring to the attention of the 
Members of ^hts House the case of the much-
suffering and much-sinned against State of 
West Bengal. Bombay has monoDolised the 
discussion on this subject. 1 hrfv< no quarrel 
with Bombay Members for having stolen the 
limelight, for 1 im convinced that they have a 
reasonable case. The more I have heard the 
discussion on    the Bombay    issue,    tb* 
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[Shri B. C. Ghose.] more      am  convinced   
ol   the   claim of Maharashtra to the Bombay 
city. 

SHRI V.   K.  DHAGE   (Hyderabad): 
Hear, hear. 

SHRI B. C. GHOSE: Just now we found 
Shrimati Munshi arguing the case against the 
inclusion of Bombay in Maharashtra. I am 
afraid there was not one single argument that 
was advanced against it. i do not intend to say 
that anybody should be coerced into m*king 
any decision, but the tact whether there has 
been violence or not, does not, to my mind, 
affect the merits of the case. The merits of the 
case should be considered as they stand. The 
very f?.ct that the Government and the 
Congress High Command hav.e been 
reconsidering this case from time to time 
shows that the claim of Maharashtra to 
Bombay cannot be just brushed aside, and I do 
hope that prestige will not stand in the way of 
coming to a reasonable, equitable and 
satisfactory decision on this issue. It has 
however to be remembered that injustice has 
been done not merely to Maharashtra but to 
other parts of India £s well for example, to 
Orissa and to West Bengal. The disappoint-
ment and discontent of the people there are as 
wide and as deep as they have been in the case 
of the people of Maharashtra in regard to 
Bombay. It is not my purpose here to repeat 
(he arguments that I advanced when the 
S.R.C. Report was under discussion to show 
how the Commission had not done full justice 
to the claims of Bengal. Now that is past 
history. Then the Commission's 
recommendations were out and the 
Government also came to certain decisions 
modifying the recommendations of the S.R.C. 

As you know, Sir, the people of Bengal 
were extremely dissatisfied not only with the 
recommendations of the S.R.C. but more so 
with the decisions of the Government of India 
further truncating the territory which was to 
be given to Bengal. At that moment, Sir, 
came this proposal—I do not know 

how you would describe it, whether it is 
merger or union or amalgamation or whatever 
you call it. From the outset it was apparent that 
the people of Bengal were a'gainst that 
proposal. The-question was how were they 
going to apprise the authorities that the people 
of Bengal did not favour the proposal. It has 
become a fashion today Sir, for people, who 
themselves had resorted to that ta'ctics in 
former times, to decry Satyagraha or hartal 
even though they are most peaceful. I would 
ask the hon. Minister to indicate the ways and 
means by which the people who were 
dissatisfied with; Government measures may 
ventilate-their grievances and may carry con-
viction to the authorities that what they want to 
ventilate is the true-state of affairs, is what the 
people want. The Satyagraha that has been. 
going on in Calcutta has, as everybody knows, 
been peaceful. The Ha'rtals that took place 
there were the most successful ever witnessed 
in India. When these facts were brought to the 
notice of the Government, the Government said 
that they were not satisfied and that they felt 
that not only the people acted under a 
misconception,, which is a different matter, but 
that these demonstrations did not reveal the 
wishes or the temper of the people. The fact 
that 10,000 people have so far courted arrest 
and have been imprisoned is sought to be 
explained away. The fact that there have been: 
demonstrations and hartals is also sought to be 
explained away. The fact which carries weight 
with the Government is what the Chief 
Minister of . West Bengal says, whether he 
carries-the support of the people with him or 
not. It has to be realised that the West Bengal 
Assembly was elected in 1952 on issues which 
were vitally different. If the Government had 
only stated that they would democratically 
ascertain the wishes of the peoole as to whether 
they were ir Jalvour of this proposal or not, 
certainly there wo-jld have been no Satyagraha, 
no Hartai. It has become a fashion, as I said, to 
condemn these practices as it i* becoming   the   
fashion   to   condenu* 
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unilinguism as an enemy of the people or as 
endangering the security and integrity of the 
eountry. Nothing could be farther from the 
truth, Sir. Unilinguism does not in any way* 
endanger the unity or the security of the 
country as the partition of Andhra from 
Madras did not. 1 think there has been better 
relationship after that partition. 

Now, Sir, the fact about the Bengal 
situation is this that certain proposals were 
adumbrated—what the proposals were the 
people were not told in detail. Now could you 
think of any measure in a democratic country 
about which the people are not taken inlo 
confidence and at the same time they are 
asked to support? I afsk the hon. Minister here 
to tell us in precise terms as to what is the 
proposal that has ever been put before the 
people to which they were asked to signify 
their support. Now, whatever that may be, 
there was a merger proposal once. Then thsrt 
was diluted to a union. Now it has come to a 
loose union. I do not know what it is, what the 
contents of the proposal are, and it is 
extremely surprising that when the Chief 
Minister of West Bengal returned to Calcutta 
after he was last time in Delhi and he was 
asked about the fundamentals on which he 
had come to an agreement with the Chief 
Minister of Bihar, he said, he was not going to 
give any details at that moment and that it 
would be only after the 2nd of May, by which 
time the by-election results would be out, that 
he would take the people into confidence. 
Could you conceive, Sir, of anything more 
undemocratic? Why should the people of 
Bengal be denied the right of knowing what 
the proposals are, particularly if there was any 
agreement on fundamentals. Probably there 
was no agreement on fundamentals and the 
Chief Minister .was bluffing the people or, if 
there was any agreement on fundamentals he 
had no right to keep them away from the 
people so that the people could discuss the 
proposals and give their opinion.  That  also,  
Sir,  is past 

history. Today you might have noticed that 
both the President of the West Bengal Pradesh 
Congress Committee and the Chief Minister 
of West Bengal have demanded that the terri-
tories of Bihar and West Bengal should be 
redemarcated in accordance with the decision 
of the Central Government on the 
recommendations made by the S.R.C. 

12 NOON 

SHRI B. K. P. SINHA (Bihar): Sir, May I 
know the relevance of ths remarks of the hon. 
Member because this Bill contains no 
provisions about Bengal  and Bihar union? 

SHRI B. C. GHOSE; There is reference to 
that if the hon. Member will refer to the 
Objects and Reasons. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: His 
complaint is that even the recommendations 
of the States Reorganisation Commission 
have not been accepted. 

SHRI B. C. GHOSE: If he refers to 
page 56 of the Bill to which, I am 
sure, he has not referred ................ 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That is all 
right.    You go on. 

SHRI B. C. GHOSE: It says here, "in 
view of the proposals for amalgama 
tion  of Bihar  and  West     Bengal ............... " 
I say that this is a mis-statement of facts. 
There is no proposal for the amalgamation of 
the two States. The Chief Minister of West 
Bengal has stated that there is no such 
proposal and the last proposal that he had put 
forward was one of a loose union. I was going 
to say that the Chief Minister of West 
Bengal—let alone the President of the West 
Bengal State Congress—has demanded that 
the territories of the two States should be 
redemarcated and it appears that nothir. - is 
now going to happen in regard to this 
proposal of merger or amalgamation because 
already the two Congress Presidents-of Bihar 
and West Bengal have started quarrelling. It 
has now become absolutely clear what was 
the purpose which underlay 
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[Shri B. C. Ghose.] ' that proposal. On the 
Bihar side it was their wish and hope that 
there should be no redemarcation of the 
territories of the two States; on the West 
Bengal side it was their fear— hon. Members 
may not agree with me —of the rising force of 
the Opposition parties and it was the hope that 
the United State would give a permanent 
majority to the Congress. Now, anything 
which is approached with a political motive or 
is not based on sound foundations or on good 
logic can never carry conviction with the 
people and that is what has.happened in this 
case as well. Sir, I want a clear and categorical 
answer from the hon. the Home Minister as to 
what the intention of the Government is with 
regard to West Bengal today now that the 
amalgamation proposal has completely fallen 
through and the Chief Minister of West 
Bengal has demanded that a redemarcation of 
the boundaries should forthwith be done. That 
is the first question that I should like the hon. 
Minister to bear in mind. 

Sir, the way in which this question has been 
tackled so far shows trie Government's utter 
disregard to public opinion in that part of the 
country. The Government was hoping that a 
few by-elections would indicate the trend of 
public opinion. If that is so. that also is now 
almost over. One of the by-elections to the 
local Assembly has been over and the result is 
also out. In that the Congress has been 
defeated. In the other by-election also, 
although it was a constituency where there 
were 40% of non-Bengali votes, indications 
are that the Congress is likely to lose. Will the 
Government take these facts as sure evidences 
of the people's wish and desire and now say as 
to what their intentions are with regard to 
Bengal? 

The second question that I should like to 
ask the hon. Minister is this. When will the 
arrangements with regard to West Bengal be 
completed? The Home Minister had stated 
that the reorganised States will be brought 
into beinn on the 2nd October.    Will 

he adhere to that date so far as West Bengal is 
concerned also or will there be any changes? 
If so, when does the Government intend to 
bring in a Bill in regard to West Bengal and 
Bihar? I do not think it will be possible in this 
session but will it be done in the August 
session. When does the Government of India 
intend to circulate the proposed Bill to the 
States concerned? I do not want to say 
anything more on Bengal. These are the two 
questions to which I should like a direct 
answer and I repeat them. 

Firstly, I want to know whether the 
Government of India agree that the decision 
that they have taken on the States 
Reorganisation Commission's 
recommendation will stand, now that the 
amalgamation proposal has been dropped. I 
may here add that West Bengal is liot satisfied 
with that recommendation. West Bengal feels 
that she has been very shabbily treated and her 
just claims had been ignored both by the 
Commission and the Government of India. 
However that may be, the question that I 
asked and the answer that I wanted was in 
regard to the recommendations of the 
Commission and the decision taken by the 
Government. The second question is, when 
will the readjustments in regard to Bengal take 
place? 

Sir, there were many other matters to which 
I wanted to refer but as you expressed a desire 
that I should cut my observations short, there 
are only two or three things that I should like 
to ask the hon. Minister. One is in regard to 
the Zonal Councils. The Zonal Councils can 
be a machinery for doing much good, but one 
possibly has to suspend judgment today until 
one has seen it working for sometime. One 
thing can be stated that the distribution of the 
States does not seem to be very rational 
because some of the States which were 
interlinked had been assigned to different 
zones. 

Secondly, I wish that Andaman and 
Nicobar Islands should have been included in 
the Eastern , Zone. Although that is union 
territory and 
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is administered by the Centre, those islands 
are closely associated with West Bengal. Even 
today the High Court of Calcutta has 
jurisdiction over Andaman and Nicobar 
Islands and there is also the question of refu-
gee rehabilitation. A very large number of 
East Bengal refugees have been sent over to 
Andaman and Nicobar Islands for 
rehabilitation. It would be in the fitness of 
things if these islands were also to be repre-
sented on the Eastern Zonal Council. 

I feel, further, that provision should be 
made here for the rules of procedure for 
conduct of business by the Zonal Councils. 
Everything seems to have been left to the 
Zonal Councils themselves. It may not 
function properly unless the Central 
Government were to lay down the rules of 
procedure for the conduct of business in those 
Councils. 

Finally, I should like to draw-the attention 
of the hon. the Home Minister to certain 
observations which were made by the 
Commission in regard to safeguards for 
linguistic groups. In particular, I would refer 
him to the two recommendations made by the 
Commission. One was in regard to instruction 
in their mother-tongue at the primary school 
stage subject to sufficient number of students 
being available and this the Commission 
recommended should be done on the lines of 
the provisions contained in article 347 of the 
Constitution. I should like to know what the 
Government intends to do or has done in this 
matter. 

Similarly, in regard to the recommendation 
about domicile tests in force in certain States 
which operate to the disadvantage of the 
minority groups, the Commission had recom-
mended that the Government of India should 
undertake legislation under article 16(3) of 
the Constitution in order to simplify and 
liberalise the requirements as to residence. I 
should also like to know as to what the Gov-
ernment intends to do in this regard. 

I hope that the hon. Shri Datar would 
convey tb 2 ruptions that I had asked to the 
hca. iie Home Minister so that I can get a 
categorical answer. If he wants I may repeat 
the two questions to which I wanted answers 
from the Home Minister. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: They will be 
conveyed to him. It is not necessary. 

SHRI B. C. GHOSE; If 1 may repeat the 
points on which I wanted answers from the 
Home Minister were these. (1) Now that the 
proposal for amalgamation, which is referred 
to in this Bill, has been completely dropped 
and further the Chief Minister of West Bengal 
has demanded a redemarca-tion of the 
boundaries of West Bengal based on the 
decision of the Government of India taken on 
the recommendations of the S.R.C., what do 
the Government propose to do? (2) What will 
be the time when the redistribution of 
territories of West Bengal and Bihar—which 
we hope will take place—will be given effect 
to? 

DR. B. R. AMBEDKAR (Bombay): Mr. 
Deputy Chairman, the storm centre of the 
debate on this Bill as I see it from the papers 
is the position assigned to the City of 
Bombay. As is obvious from the Bill this City 
which was a premier city in the civic affairs 
of this country has been brought down to the 
level of Andaman and Nicobar Islands—what 
has been described in our Constitution as the 
territories of India. That means that these 
territories and now the City of Bombay will 
not have any Legislature or Executive. 
Nobody in his widest dreams' could have 
conceived of such a madness. A city which 
has been in the forefront of India, which has 
taught politics to India, is now placed on the 
level of the Laccadive and Maldive Islands 
and the Nicobar Islands. I am sure that the 
Government which has fostered this proposal 
must have the strongest reasons, 
incontrovertible reasons, in order to justify the 
decision that they have taken. There have 
been contestants to the claim for 
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[Dr. B. R. Ambedkar.] the City of Bombay. 
There are the Maharashtrian who claim that 
the city belongs to them. There are our Guja-
rati friends; I do not know on what basis they 
lay their claim, but they claim a kind of an 
easement over the city. They say that they will 
not allow the city to go into the possession of 
the Maharashtrians and the quarrel is going 
on. It has been admitted by no less' a person 
than Mr. Morarji Desai that Bombay belongs 
to Maharashtra. I have read his speech which 
he delivered to the Gujarat Maha Pradesh 
Congress, or something like that, in which he 
categorically made this statement that Bombay 
belongs to Maharashtra. If that is so, I am 
quite unable to understand what objection 
there can be for the city of Bombay to be 
given to Maharashtra. Under the British 
regime when citizenship was common, any 
man could go anywhere and reside and the 
local people could not object. Under those cir-
cumstances various people from various 
Provinces have gone to cities located in other 
Provinces. They built up their interests and 
have lived there for generations. But in the 
redistribution that we are now making, I have 
not seen anybody—non-Madrasi living in 
Madras—raising objection to Madras being 
given to the Tamilian. Calcutta is equally a 
cosmopolitan city When I was the Labour 
Member, I had often to visit Calcutta in order 
to see the labour conditions there and I found 
that the Bengal people did not call the people 
living in Calcutta as 'Bengali'. Their word was 
"Calcut-tiya". These are "Calcuttiyas". That 
ehows that they were not part of Bengali 
population, and it is a huge population. 
Notwithstanding this, our friends, the 
Congress Party people, have never raised any 
objection; nor the "Calcuttiyas" have ever 
raised any objection to Calcutta being handed 
over to tbe Bengali/ My first question to my 
friend, Mr. Pant, is this. If Calcutta can- go to 
Bengali and Madras can go to Tamilian, what 
objection is there for Bombay to go to 
Maharashtra? That, I think, is a fundamental 
question which he must 

satisfy the Maharashtrians about. Yes, it is 
said that there is in Bombay a Gujarati 
population which amounts to not more than 15 
per cent, and that the Maharashtrians do not 
form a majority of the population. It is said 
that that is the reason which vitiates the claim 
of the Maharashtrians over Bombay. I wonder 
whether there are any cities in this country 
where the foreign population in the city is not 
15 per cent, and the position of Bombay, it is 
said, by reason of the fact that 15 per cent, are 
Gujaratis is in a sense peculiar. How is it 
peculiar? One can give any number of 
illustrations to show that our cities are always 
a mixed quarter. No city can claim to have a 
uniform population of its own. And if 
notwithstanding this fact the other city can 
claim to belong to West Bengal, I am quite 
unable to understand why Bombay City 
should not make a similar claim. There are 
some people who have said that Bombay 
never belonged to Maharashtra. Wel). I am 
surprised at the knowledge of those who made 
the statement. I am very much surprised. Who 
were the first inhabitants of Bombay? They 
were the kolis—the fishermen—and do the 
fishermen say that they are not 
Maharashtrians? I would like any one to go 
and make enquiries and find out what is the 
opinion of the kolis who were the original 
inhabitants of Maharashtra. If those ladies and 
gentlemen who have indulged in these wild 
allegations want to know a little bit of its 
characteristics, I should like to tell them that 
even before the Portuguese acquired Bombay, 
Bombay belonged to a dowager queen called 
Lakshmi Bai and the Portuguese took it as a 
tenancy from her. It did not even belong to the 
Portuguese. The Portuguese never conquered 
it. They took it. The poor queen subsequently 
could do nothing. Ultimately, it was 
transferred to the British as a- dowry to the 
wife of Charles II. It was so small that the 
dowry was not more than £10. That was 
because Bombay was what I shall call a place 
occupied by a few kolis. I have got with me 
the original print of the original Bombay when  
it transferred itself    from the 
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Portuguese to the British. Therefore, 
historically, geographically and logically—
the logic which we have applied to other 
cities—I cannot see how .anybody can 
dispute the claim of the Maharashtrian to 
have the city to themselves. 

Of course, there is a wide difference of 
opinion between myself and the rest of the 
Maharashtrian. The rest of the 
Maharashtrians want Bombay as part of a 
United Maharashtra. Now, I am very much 
against this United Maharashtra. I do not 
understand why Maharashtrians should want 
a United Maharashtra and I am sure about it 
that in tfc»-course of future history, we are 
not going to war with U.P. nor are we going 
to war with any of the northern territories like 
Rajasthan. Why do you want a United 
Maharashtra? I am at 3£d with 
Maharashtrians that Bombay belongs to 
Maharashtra. On that, I will fight tooth and 
nail. There can be no doubt on that point at 
all. And therefore I had suggested that the 
Government might give Bombay a separate 
status as a City State and call it the 
'Maharashtra City State' so that it will be part 
of Maharashtra and at the same time, it will 
enjoy the status of an 'A' class State. But 
since the Government, for some reason 
which it is very difficult for me to 
understand, is going to reduce the status of 
Bombay City to that of the Nicobar Islands, I 
tell them right now that I will reverse my 
position and fight with them along with the 
rest of the Maharashtrians. Now that is what I 
want to say about Maharashtra. 

With regard to the question that the 
Maharashtrians in Bombay City do not form 
a majority, I like to clear that idea. I think 
that there is a lot of misunderstanding. Some 
census figure has been dug out which said 
that the population of Maharashtrians In 
Bombay is 46 per cent, or something like 
that. Therefore they are not in a majority. 
Sir, it is a complete misunderstanding. Any 
man who knows the census operation, who 
knows statistics and who knows the peculiar 
statistics of Bombay City would pay no 
attention to that figure. 

The census figure records the state of affairs 
on a particular day on which the census is 
taken. It does not indicate the common state 
of affairs. What happened on a particular day 
is taken as the typical example, but it is not 
typical at all. Secondly, the important point to 
be noticed is that Bombay City is one of the 
cities which is most subjected to immigration 
and emigration. Unfortunately, in the year 
1941 when the new census was taken, the 
Government of India, in order to shorten their 
labour, did not repeal the immigration and 
emigration report figures for the year 1931. 
But if one were to go into the figures given 
on immigration and emigration in the census 
of 1931, he will find what violent changes 
there are in the immigration and emigration 
position. I do not think that even the non-
Maha-rashtrian population which appears to 
be in a majority is permanently there in a 
majority. Most of them come for seasonal 
labour. If they happen to be there on the day 
of census, their existence is recorded as 
'residents of Bombay'. On the next day, they 
might as well leave for their native places, 
because they have made enough money for 
their living. In j these circumstances, can 
anybody \ accept the census figures as true ! 
figures of the citizens of Bombay? I ; deny 
that conclusion altogether. I j have been a 
student of the census statistics. I have studied 
them considerably. I know what they mean. 
Therefore, the claim that these figures show 
that the population of the Maharashtrians is 
less is absolutely ambiguous, if not bogus. It 
has no value. It only indicates what happened 
to be on a particular day on which the census 
was recorded. 

Now, I have said that I did not agree with 
the majority of the Maharashtrians, if I may 
say so, that there should be a united 
Maharashtra. My contention is that there 
should not be. I am going to say the same 
thing about U.P., about Rajasthan and about 
these huge Hindi reptile provinces, which 
have been looming large before us. I 
shudder to see U.P. standing before me in 
that shape. 
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SHRI H. P. SAKSENA (Uttar Pradesh) :  
God save your soul. 

DR. B. R. AMBEDKAR: DO not pray for 
my soul. I have no soul. I am a Buddhist. 
Nobody need take the trouble of praying for 
my soul. I do not believe in God. I have no 
soul. I have spared you that trouble. 

Now, I am susprised, I must say, that the 
Commission should have retained U.P. as it 
is, should have retained Rajasthan as it is, and 
should have linked up the two provinces of 
Vindhya Pradesh and Madhya Pradesh into 
one. 

SHRI K. S. HEGDE (Madras): Madhya 
Bharat. 

DR. B. R. AMBEDKAR: What does this 
mean? I have made a little calculation. The 
area of U.P. is 1,14,323 pq. miles. Its 
population is 6,32,54,118. Bihar: The area is 
70,368 sq. miles; its population is 
4,02,18,916. Madhya Pradesh: Area is 
2,01.633 sq. miles; its population is 
3,28,46,971. I know I have to deduct 
something here for Vidarbha. Rajasthan: Area 
is 1,28,424 sq. miles; population is 
1,52,97,979. The total area is 10 crore sq. 
miles and population is about 15 crores. 

SHRI T. PANDE (Uttar Pradesh): Ten lakh 
sq. miles. 

DR. B. R. AMBEDKAR: That does not 
matter very much to my argument. 

The question that requires to be dealt with 
in my judgment is a very serious question. 
Are we to have one State for one language, or 
are we to have one language for one State? If 
this question had no political consequences, 
nobody would bother about it, but the trouble 
is that this question has very serious political 
consequences. In the United States, the 
population of the various ftates differs. In 
some States it Ia small, and in some States it 
is big. But the Americans do not mind it, on 
account of the fact that the Stales have equal 
powers. The Lower House has the same 
power as the Upper House, and all the States 
have equal representation in the Upper 

House without reference to popu 
lation. In the Senate they have equal 
representation. Here, what is the- 
position? Under our Constitution, 
there is no such equality at all. Every 
State has not the same power, and 
the Upper Chamber has no powers at 
all, so far as finance is concerned. It 
may happen—it is very likely—that 
the States in the northern area may 
combine together on an issue on -which 
the southern States of India do not 
agree. What is likely to happen in 
that event? In that event, the north, 
if I may say so, will over-ride every 
proposition in which the southern 
States are interested. If that happens, 
I fear that there may be civil war. I 
may be using some exaggerated senti 
ment, but such a thing has happened. 
It has happened in the United States. 
In the United States the origin of the 
Civil War was this inequality of 
power. In the earlier stages it was 
agreed that up to a certain latitude 
the slave States might exist but that 
there would be no slavery above that 
latitude. It happened, I believe, that 
California was at one time a territory;, 
it was not a State. It was later on 
decided to make it a State. The 
Southern States quarrelled, because 
thoy felt that if California became a. 
State, it would acquire the power of 
voting and that it would change the 
balance of voting. Notwithstanding 
that, the Northern States decided to 
convert California into a State. 
Thereby they got a majority of vot 
ing, and then with this majority of 
voting, they decided not to have sla 
very in the United States at all, which 
affected the political and economic 
interests of the Southern States. At 
once, the Southern States resisted. 
They said, 'We would not remain part 
of the Union, if you are going to exer 
cise that power for the abolition of 
slavery.' Then, there was the Civil 
War. There are people here who fear 
the influence of the northern people. 
One important example you could 
recently see was ................  

SHRI KAILASH BIHARI LALL (Bihar): 
Because the Southern States-wanted slavery. 
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DR. B. R. AMBEDKAR: The hon. Member 
is right. Mr. Rajagopalachari had long been 
expressing this fear that this Union will break 
down. 

HON. MEMBERS:   No. 

DR. B. R. AMBEDKAR: There are plenty 
of slaves who keep it up. 

SHRI R. U. AGNIBHOJ (Madhya Pradesh): 
Independence is kept by the united people, 
not by slaves. Therefore this country will 
have its independence through unity and not 
through slavery. 

DR. B. R. AMBEDKAR: I am very glad to 
have your assurance. 

SHRI R. U. AGNIBHOJ: Thank you. 

DR. B. R. AMBEDKAR: Now there are 
plenty of things one can imagine on which the 
issue may be between the north and the south 
and if that happens and if the matter is taken 
to bloody conclusions, well, all the efforts that 
we have made in order to bring about unity 
will have been in vain. I therefore suggest that 
the United Provinces should be cut down into 
three provinces. Bihar should be cut down 
into two and Madhya Prakesh also should be 
cut down into two. 

SHRI R. U. AGNIBHOJ: You snould have 
600 States. 

DR. B. R. AMBEDKAR: Nothing is lost. It 
does not affect the linguistic principle at all. 
They all have the same language. What does 
it matter if U.P. is divided into three States, or 
if Madhya Pradesh is divided into two? 1 see 
no difference at all. My friend Mr. Pant, I 
remember to have read once his statement, 
had stated that he would have no objection to 
dividing the U.P. but- he has never said a 
word about it in the course of the debate nor 
has he voluntarily suggested this self-sacrifice 
on his part. But I give a warning, I know the 
House is not going to listen to me, but it is 
my duty to say what 1 feel. With 

regard to Marathwada, I have ve?y strong 
feelings and I very vehemently resist the 
United Maharashtra. 1 can speak more 
authoritatively auout the Maharashtra than 1^ 
can speak about other areas. What has been 
the state of affairs of the United Maharashtra? 
In Maharashtra 1 find that only the Marathas 
from the Sa'tara district or that area are able to 
capture political offices. The rest of the people 
are just where they are. I do not understand 
how a Minister drawn from Satara can have 
any interest in, for instance, the Ratnagiri 
district. I do not think any Minister has ever 
visited the Ratnagiri district. 

AN HON. MEMBER:  So many have. 

DR. B. R. AMBEDKAR: For the sake of 
drawing allowances, I think. Not for doing 
service. 

AN HON. MEMBER: Still they have 
visited. 

DR. B. R. AMBEDKAR: Areas and i«reas 
are completely neglected. What inleiest has a 
Maratha from the Satara district in the 
Ratnagiri district? What interest can a 
Brahmin for instance from Mahavidarbha 
have in the Satara district? I do not quite 
understand this mentality of huddling 
together, is it like Bharat Milap? When Ram 
came from Lanka, Bharat embraced him. 
What for—for brotherly love and affection. 
Nothing more than that. Why not allow such 
areas to develop their own interests, to pay 
attention to their own interests? Besides, as 
my friend Mr. Pant knows—I may be 
wrong—I suppose he is the last of the 
veterans. Who will succeed him—can he tell 
me? Who will succeed him as a Minister? I 
don't see any body. Certainly I don't see 
anybody in the rank and file of the Congress. 
If any Minister of the towering personality of 
my friend Mr. Pant has to be looked for, it 
would have to be someone outside the Cong-
ress ranks.    I am sure of that. 

SHRI H. P. . SAKSENA:    You,    for 
instance. 
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DR. B. R. AMBEDKAR: I shall die pretty 
soon. Don't enrol me. This •country, by this 
kind of thing, is going to dogs. Our primary 
concern is to raise and train p&liticians so that 
they can learn to take responsibility upon their 
own shoulders. We ought not to sit tight on 
one thing tor ever. We ought to allow other 
people to take responsibility while we are alive 
so that if they commit any mistake, we may 
rectify it in time. If you have U.P. -divided 
into three provinces, yew will have probably 
30 ministers trained in ihe art of 
administration, while if you have one, you will 
have just 10 ministers—nothing more than 
that. The same thing wiH happen in Bihar and 
the same thing will happen in these big 
provinces. Therefore, in my judgment, •there 
is a great disadvantage to this country in 
keeping these large provinces as they are. My 
friend may perhaps listen to this argument if 
he does not listen to the other. His argument, if 
I have heard correctly, is 'Oh! in a country 
where Ram and Krishna were both born, do 
not divide it.' That is the argument, i think, he 
used sometimes. But that is not an argument of 
a statesman. Now Sir, I was saying about the 
Marathwada people, I mean the 
Maharashtrians, that the same thing is true of 
this Maharashtra. Maharashtra, except for a 
few Brahmins, is politically not upto the mark, 
X am sorry to say. I am not speaking with any 
personal venom of any kind. I know very well 
that J have had my lull share of public life and 
I do not desire to compete with any one for 
more. But I like that my State should be well 
administered and in order that it may be well 
administered, it must have competent people. 
Now in a united Maharashtra you will not 
have more than five or six ministers. Some of 
them may be Brahmins and some of them may 
be non-Brahmins. Is that "oing to be enough 
for the future of Maharashtra? Here you have a 
territory called Marathwada which has just 
been released from the reins of the Nizam. But 
you have only to just go •mr) see the area in 
order to see its wretchedness,    the   condition   
of   the 

people, with no clothes, hardly any food, no 
education. There is no primary school even 
there. I was told that there was one primary 
school in which there was only one chair and 
all the teachers ran early in the morning in 
order to capture that chair so as not to allow 
any other teacher to sit on it. i like to know 
whether this most backward area which has 
no irrigation, no food, no clothes, no school or 
anything of that kind, will fare better? For 
some reason or other, the Nizam spent all his 
love and affection on other people, not on 
Marathwada. I like to know whether my 
friend Kaka Gadgil, if he became the Chief 
Minister of United Maharashtra would pay 
attention to the condition of the people of 
Marathwada or whether he would pay his 
attention to Poona and its inhabitants. Let us 
not talk nonsense. Let us see plain things as 
they are. Why not allow Marathwada to have 
a separate province or State and let 
Marathwada rule itself? It knows its interests 
best I have been connected with Marathwada 
for the simple reason that I established a 
college there. But it is not a flourishing 
college and I am every year bear ing a huge 
loss. I know that the Marathwada people 
would look after themselves much better than 
any of the Bombay people who talk about 
them. Particularly there is no education there 
at all. There is the danger that Marathwada 
may be attached to the Poona University. God 
only knows what will happen. 

SHRI B. B. SHARMA (Uttar Pradesh) :   
So you  believe in God? 

DR. B. R. AMBEDKAR: I cannot hear 
what you say. If you want a reply from me, 
you must talk audibly. 

SHRI B. B. SHARMA: Whose God is that? 

SHRI JASPAT ROY KAPOOR (Uttar 
Pradesh): Don't hear inconvenient questions. 

SHRI B. B. SHARMA: Who is your God? 
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DR. B. R. AMBEDKAR: To me the people 
are God. 

Sir, in the case of Marathwada it is 
absolutely necessary that they should ttave a 
separate autonomous body to *ook after their 
education and they should not be tied down 
hand and foot to the Poona University. We 
won't have that at all. 

There is one other point to which I would 
like to refer. As I have said, t may be wrong, 
but 1 have a feeling that there are many holes 
in this federation and it may crack. We are a 
cracking society. We have no union. We have 
no unity and any time this whole thing may 
crack. Therefore, we should, in time, take steps 
to see that it does not crack. I suggested one 
way and that was to reduce the northern pro-
vinces to smaller areas so that the southern 
people may not suffer any heavy pressure. I 
also suggest another remedy and that remedy 
is to have two capitals for this country. I 
suggest that Hyderabad should be made the 
second capital of India. You can have your 
Delhi and for some seasons it may be good. 
But you must have a capital in Southern India, 
where people may feel that their Government 
is nearer to them. I suggested at one time that 
Hyderabad 6hould be made the second capital 
of India. It is one of the most beautiful towns 
that I have ever seen in India. It has got all the 
necessities and amenities which a capital may 
require. All that may be necessary would be to 
have a sort of Legislative Assembly and 
Council of State. If that is done, then the 
people in the South with whom I have had 
many talks, would feel that their Government 
is nearer, that it is not so far away as Delhi. 
Delhi to the Southern people is a kind of a 
foreign territory. It is hot and they do not want 
to stay for long. I hope my hon. friend will 
take these points into consideration. 

Sir, I am not in a condition to speak very 
long, nor have I got many other points to urge. 
But there is one thing that I would like to say. 
I had hoped that this Report of the S.R.C. 
would 

have been placed before, not merely the party 
people, but generally before all, and they 
should have obtained the common advice of 
all the citizens of India and should have given 
effect to their decision. Sir, it was my hope 
that what we would settle now, we would 
settle for ever, because it is a very foolish 
thing for a gardener to plant a tree today and 
to uproot it tomorrow, to see whether it has 
taken root. That way the plant will never live. 
I cannot help reminding my hon. friend of the 
statement of Tom Paine that whatever is 
wrongly settled is never permanently settled; 
it has to be resettled. If you are going to settle 
these things with the help of your party, 
remember that your party is not perpetual. 
You can see the signs of waning even now 
before your eyes. 

If whatever you do you do without the 
consent of the Opposition, I have not the least 
doubt about it that when the Opposition 
would come into power, they would uproot 
the thing and replant it. Such a thing would be 
most dangerous for us.   Sir, I have done. 

SHHT C. P. PARIKH (Bombay): The hon. 
Member made an incorrect statement when he 
said that Shri Morarji said at any time 
categorically that Bombay belongs to 
Maharashtra. I think the hon. Member should 
make such statements with a sense of res-
ponsibility. 

DR. B. R. AMBEDKAR: It is in the 'Times 
of India'. 

SHRI H. N. KUNZRU (Uttar Pradesh) : Mr. 
Deputy Chairman, I should, first of all, like to 
say a few words about the manner in which the 
problem of the reorganisation of States has 
appeared to the public to have been handled by 
Government. All through, that is, since the 
publication of the Report of the States 
Reorganisation Commission, the impression 
has been created that it was not the Gov-
ernment but the Congress organisa tion that 
was dealing with the Report. I know that there 
was a sub-com-1   mittee of the  Cabinet     
appointed to 
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[Shri H. N. Kunzru.] 
consider this matter but the fact re 
mains that so far as the public is con 
cerned it heard much more of the 
sub-committee appointed by the Work 
ing Committee of the Congress than 
of the Cabinet sub-committee 
appointed to examine      (the 

recommendations of the States Reorganisation 
Commission. There is no doubt three eminent 
Cabinet Ministers were members of the sub-
committee appointed by the Working Com-
mittee, the Prime Minister, the Home Minister 
and the Education Minister but it is, I think, 
very regrettable that Government proceeded in 
such a way—the prominent Ministers con-
nected with the Government proceeded in 
such a way—as to create the impression that 
the problems raised by the Report of the States 
Reorganisation Commission would be 
considered and finally decided by the 
Congress organisation. Take even, Sir, the 
Communique issued by Government on the 
16th January. That too appeared only to be a 
replica of the decisions—was a repetition of 
the decision—arrived at the sub-committee 
appointed by the working Committee of the 
Congress. It can no doubt be said in theory 
that the Government considered every 
question with due regard to the interests of all 
the sections concerned but I think that any one 
who has carefully followed the daily press and 
knows the things that appeared about the 
Report of the States Reorganisation Commis-
sion will agree with me that rightly or 
wrongly, the public is under the impression 
that the Congress organisation was the final 
arbiter in the matter. 

There is another thing that I should 
like to draw the attention of the House 
to in this connection. The sub-com 
mittee of the Congress Working Com 
mittee consulted—and quite naturally 
consulted—only the Congress 
organisations but neither the Cabinet sub-
committee nor the Government as a whole, so 
far as I can judge from what has appeared in 
the newspapers, invited    non-Congressmen    
to    meet 

them in order to express their points of view. 
Now, in many matters there-might not have 
been any difference of opinion between the 
people belonging, to the Congress and those 
who did not but taking into account the fact 
that a sub-committee appointed by the 
Congress Working Committee, containing 
three eminent Cabinet Ministers was 
considering the Report of the States 
Reorganisation Commission on. behalf of the 
Congress, it was, 1 think, not merely desirable 
but necessary that Government should have 
invited non-Congress individuals, 
organisations and institutions to place their 
views before the authorities. I am not aware 
that any such action was taken  by  
Government. 

SHRI JASPAT ROY KAPOOR: Is there any 
bar on any party presenting its views before 
Government? 

SHRI H. N. KUNZRU: We must take things 
as they are. The manner in which the problem 
has been, handled required, in my opinion, for 
the satisfaction of the public, that non-
Congressmen should have been invited by the 
Government to offer their views on those 
recommendations, of the States 
Reorganisation Commission in which they 
were interested. 

SHRJ JASPAT ROY KAPOOR: The Akali 
Dal presented its views. 

SHRI H. N. KUNZRU: It was invited to do 
so by no less a personage than the Prime 
Minister of India. 

SHRI JASPAT ROY KAPOOR:   The 
invitation was open to all. 

SHRI H. N. KUNZRU: I cannot ga on 
dealing with persistent interruptions. 

SHRI    JASPAT     ROY    KAPOOR: 
Especially when they are inconvenient. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The hon. 
Member need not take note of those 
interruptions. 

SHRI H. N. KUNZRU: I am thankful to 
you for your  advice. 

I should like to say a word about the 
drafting of the Bill. Under articl? 
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4 of the Constitution, matters referred to in 
articles 2 and 3 can be dealt with by means of 
a Parliamentary statute. Now, such a statute 
must make the necessary amendments in 
Schedules I and IV. The First Schedule 
contains a list of the States and territories of 
India arid the Fourth Schedule deals with the 
representation of the various States on the 
Council of States. Now, what has been done is 
that the Schedule has been altered mot by the 
States Reorganisation Bill but by the 
Constitution Amendment Bill. According to 
article 4, that matter ought to have been dealt 
with by the States Reorganisation Bill and I 
think there is still time for the rectification of 
the mistake that has heen made in this 
connection. There ought to be a Schedule in 
the S.R. Bill which deals with the new States 
created   by   Government. 

There is one other matter in this 
connection, which must ilsu be pro 
perly considered. Article 4 of the Con 
stitution allows only new States to be 
created or the boundaries of existing 
States to be altered by means of an 
ordinary law, but it does not permit 
the territories that are mentioned in 
Part D of the First Schedule to be 
added to it; nor does it permit the 
nomenclature to be altered. Now what 
has been done, Sir, is to make .................... 

SHRI K. S. HEGDE: Would you kindly 
refer to article 3(e)? 

SHRI H. N. KUNZRU: I have repeatedly 
referred. Sir, to articles 2 and 3. They all refer 
to States, not to territories. 

I have just said that article 4 allows 
Parliament to alter the First Schedule and the 
Fourth Schedule by passing an ordinary law, 
but it does not allow Parliament to add new 
territories to Part D or to alter their 
nomenclature. Now what has been don* by 
the S.R. Bill is t0 call certain territories Union 
territories and to  describe Bombay,    arid the    
Lac- 

cadive, Amindivi and Minicoy islands as 
Union territories. If these are to be treated as 
Union territories in accordance with the 
recommendations of the S.R.C., they ought to 
be dealt with in the Constitution 
(Amendment) Bill and not in the States 
Reorganisation Bill. Two things will have to 
be done. The Territories will have to be called 
Union Territories and then Bombay, and the 
islands I have refer-red to will have to be 
included in the category of Union Territories. 
Now the Constitution (Amendment) Bill does 
call the areas now known as Territories, Union 
Territories and it deals also with Delhi, 
Manipur, Tripura and Himachal Pradesh, 
which is quite right. But it should include also 
Bombay and the islands that I have just 
mentioned. Perhaps the best way of dealing 
with this matter will be to say in the States 
Reorganisation Bill that these areas will be 
Part C States and then to say in the 
Constitution (Amendment) Bill that, 
notwithstanding anything said in the States 
Reorganisation Bill, these States shall be 
treated as Union Territories. 

Now, Sir, I shall proceed to refer to a few 
matters in connection with the Bill. I should 
first of all like to refer to Bombay. It has been 
referred to by many other speakers, but the 
importance of the question requires that I 
should bring out certain aspects of this 
question which have not received adequate 
attention so far. According to the S.R.C. 
Bombay should have been the capital of a 
bilingual Bombay State. In that case it would 
not have belonged either to Maharashtra or to 
Gujarat. It would have served the common 
needs of them both and would have been « 
meeting ground for the people of Gujarat and 
Maharashtra. But, on account of the 
unwillingness of the Maharashtra Provincial 
Congress Committee to accept the 
recommendation of the S.R.C, Government 
tried to alter the recommendation of the 
Commission in various ways in order to give 
satisfaction to the Maharashtra P.C.C. 
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SHRI K. S. HEGDE: Do you mean to say 
that other political parties were for accepting 
the recommendation? 

SHRI H. N. KUNZRU: My hon. friend's 
remarks should be a little more  relevant than  
they  are. 

SHRI K. S. HEGDE: You are emphasising 
that it is only the Maharashtra P.C.C. that 
demanded it. 

SHRI H. N, KUNZRU: I am dealing with the case 
of Bombay. Government at first or the Congress 
organisation at first put pressure on Vidarbha to 
agree to join Maharashtra and it succeeded in its 
efforts because it really meant business. It wanted 
that Maha Vidarbha should throw in its lot with the 
rest of the Marathi-speaking area. Then the Prime 
Minister in one of his speeches said that Bombay 
was geographically a part of Maharashtra. It was 
thought, Sir, that these decisions and pro-
nouncements would satisfy the people of 
Maharashtra, but I am afraid that both the 
Government and the Congress showed there a 
complete lack of understanding of the psychology 
of Maharashtra and the demands of the people. It 
should have been plain to them that Maharashtra 
attached much more importance to Bombay than it 
did to Vidarbha. I understand from some statements 
that have been made in public that the Congress was 
SBM eu.qjepiyY Bqej\[ JI 'pqi pajnssn made to 
become a part of Maharashtra, Maharashtra might 
be satisfied with this arrangement. I do not admire 
the moral courage of those who,—if my 
information is true— V**-- having given this 
assurance to Government, did not support 
Government publicly after it had taken the step 
recommended by them, but all the same, both the 
Government and the Congress should have realised 
that. such a step could not satisfy the Maharashtrian 
and that the division of Bombay into two unilingual 
States made the inclusion of Bombay in 
Maharashtra almost Inevitable 

SHRI S. MAHANTY (Orissa):  Hear, hea*. 

SHRI H. N. KUNZRU: Sir, in January last 
some events happened in Bombay which 
every well-wisher of Maharashtra and India 
must regret. Those events have served only to 
widen the gulf between the Maharashtrians 
and the non-Maharasht-rians. I think that we 
cannot too-strongly condemn those leaders or 
those persons, whoever they may be, who 
followed a course of conduct which drove 
people with less education and understanding 
than themselves to-follow a violent course. 
But Government also must accept its responsi-
bility for what happened in Bombay. After the 
weakness and the want of understanding that it 
had shown, it cannot throw the blame for what 
happened in Bombay entirely on others. It 
itself must also accept a part of the 
responsibility for the deplorable happenings of 
January last. We hear that discussions are still 
going on with regard to the future cf Bombay, 
The Prime Minister has said ad infinitum that 
no decision can be regarded as final. It is quite 
possible therefore that Bombay may be includ-
ed in Maharashtra now or after the expiry of a 
prescribed period. But if such a step is not 
taken. I think though the Government may 
make it appear that it cannot yield fo force, it 
will only be delaying what is inevitable. If the 
Government want to reconsider the decision 
that they have already arrived at, they have 
only two alternatives open to them—either the 
acceptance of a bilingual State or the transfer 
of Bombay to Maharashtra. I do not think that 
there is a third course open to them. 
Maharashtrians, it seems, will be satisfied for 
the present if they are allowed to treat Bombay 
as their capital In practice. Well, the need for 
such a course is obvious. Unless Bombay is 
made the de facto capital of Maharashtra; the 
rivalry between Nagpur and Poona will pre-
vent the people of Maha Vidarbh* and the rest 
of Maharashtra from working      together      
amicably.   This 
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may seem to the Government to be the easiest 
course to follow; if so, they ought to realise 
that this will hasten the day when Bombay 
will have to be made a part of Maharashtra. 

Now, I should like to say a word 4bout the 
Punjab. We understand that an agreement has 
happily been arrived at at present between the 
different sections of the population there but I 
think it has been officially stated that 
Himachal Pradesh, though it will be al Central 
territory for»some time, cannot remain in that 
position indefinitely and that ultimately it wiH 
have to be merged in the Punjab. Now, I 
should like to know what the Government 
means by saying that ultimately Himachal 
Pradesh should be included in the Punjab. Can 
they prescribe any period after which 
Himachal Pradesh will become a part of the 
Punjab or is this thing to be left indefinite to 
be settled in the course of Ave, ten or fifteen 
years or even longer? I find that in the 
Himachal Pradesh Vidan Sabha it was stated 
by the Chief Minister that their effort would 
be to amalgamate Himachal Pradesh with 
Jammu a"nd Kashmir. Now, statements like 
these do not seem to me to be very desirable. I 
am sure the Government themselves therefore 
realise the desirability of dealing with this 
matter in such a way as not to create more 
misunderstandings. 

I should like to refer here to the 
recommendation made by the States 
Reorganisation Commission with regard to 
the creation of certain all-India Services. No 
change in the Constitution is needed to create 
these Services. Under article 312 of the 
Constitution Government can with the 
support of the Council of States create new 
all-India Services, T should therefore like to 
know what decision Government have arrived 
at with regard to this matter. Are they still 
examining the question along with the Gov-
ernments of the States or have they dropped 
the matter altogether? I hope that they have 
not dropped it because 

I it is necessary when reorganising the { States 
to take such steps also as will draw them closer 
together. Certain steps must be taken in order 
to strengthen the unity and solidarity of India 
and the proposal with regard to the creation of 
certain all-India Services. 1 think, is one of 
those things that will keep the Union 
constantly before the public and make it realise 
that the States are only parts of this larger 
whole. 

So much has been said about Zonal 
Councils that although I had intended to refer 
to them, I shall not say anything about them 
on this occasion. Experience alone will show 
their utility but it must be recognised that 
whatever zones may be created, every State 
will have some relations, economic and other, 
with neighbouring States even though they 
may not be in the zone to which it belongs. I 
think it is desirable that if questions that are 
likely to cause friction between the States or 
questions of common interest should be 
speedily and amicably settled then the 
Government have to devote more attention to 
this question than they have so far done. 

Take the case of the U.P. There are certain 
economic matters in which the U.P. and 
Madhya Pradesh are deeply interested. But it 
must also be realised that there are common 
economic interests between the U.P. and the 
Punjab. The creation of Zonal Councils, 
therefore, will not enable the settlement of all 
questions between States that are close neigh-
bours of one another. 

There is one other matter that I should like 
to refer to. The Zonal Councils will have a 
staff of their own. Now, I have heard some 
competent people, people with experience of 
administration, say that unless proper 
vigilance is exercised, people who are about to 
retire may be employed by the Zonal Councils 
and it may become a place where virtually 
retired officers ot Government—say retired      
Accountant      Generals   and 
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[Shri H. N. Kunzru.] other persons—may 
be able to get employed. If it is desired that 
the Zonal Councils should work properly, I 
think that this matter will have to be kept 
constantly in view. 

There are two other matters that I should 
like to refer to before I reply -to what was said 
by Dr. Ambedkar with regard to the supposed 
antagonism between the north and the south 
and the remedy proposed by him. I find from 
clauses 46 and 110 of the Bill that the Judges 
of the abolished High Courts and Members of 
the abolished Public Service Commissions 
have been differently dealt with. The 
Chairmen and Members of the Public Service 
Commissions that are to be abolished will—
they are assured—be so to say re-employed. 
No such assurance has been given with regard 
to the Judges. . I think some caution in this 
respect was necessary It may not be desirable 
to nominate all the existing Judges of •the 
High Courts that are going to be abolished as 
Judges of other High Courts. But some 
assurance ought to be given to them that they 
will be re-employed. At present Government 
can simply say to a Judge who has been 
serving, say, for five years that it has no more 
use for him. Now, ft may be very difficult for 
him, if he was a lawyer, to resume his practice. 
I think, therefore, that Government, without 
going so far as to re-employ the Judges of the 
High Courts that are going to be abolished as 
Judges of other High Courts, should say 
something which will make them feel that they 
will continue to be employ-*d in some 
capacity or other. 

Then, the second point that I should like to 
deal with is the manner in which the finances 
of the two States of Gujarat and Maharashtra 
are going to be dealt with. So far as can be 
.seen, both will be deficit States. But it has not 
been said in the States Reorganisation Bill that 
their deficits will be met from the surplus of 
iJombay.   Now, I know that provision 

has been made in the Bill for making ways and 
means advances to the new States. I also know 
that the Finance Commission will, consider 
this matter and that a final settlement of this 
problem will be possible only after a 
consideration of its recommendations. But the 
consideration of the Finance Commission's 
recommendations will not have been 
prejudiced had provision been made for 
meeting the deficits of Maharashtra and Guja-
rat. There is one matter in this connection 
which seems to have been overlooked by 
^Government. Maha Vidarbha which in future 
will be a part of Maharashtra is believed to be 
a surplus area. I do not know whether the 
Government, in making ways and means 
advances to the Maharashtra State, will 
consider the surplus of Maha Vidarbha to be a 
part of the ordinary revenues of the 
Maharashtra State. If this is done, it will create 
great dissatisfaction in Maha Vidarbha. I think 
it is part of statesmanship—after having 
compelled Maha Vidarbha to join 
Maharashtra—to make it feel that its surplus 
will be used for its own development. Gov-
ernment may make large development grants 
afterwards. But let not an imppession be 
created initially that even for a short time the 
surplus of Maha Vidarbha may be used to 
meet the deficit of the new State of Maha-
rashtra. Even if no alteration is going to be 
made in the provisions of the Bill, 
Government ought to make a public statement 
to reassure the minds of the people of Maha 
Vidarbha on this point. 

Lastly, I should like to refer to the Services. 
This question was referred to by one of the 
speakers yesterday. It has been stated in clause 
107 "that the conditions of service applicable 
immediately before the appointed day to the 
case of any person who is required under this 
section to serve, as from that day, in 
connection with the affairs of any State shall 
not be varied to his disadvantage except with 
the previous approval of the Central 
Government."       Now,      what ls tb* 



857                 States Reoraaraisation                    [1 MAY 1956 Bill, 1956 858 

significance of these words "with tne , 
(previous approval of the Central Gov-
ernment"? Suppose an the States of Mysore 
and Travancore-Cochin, if the existing scales 
of salaries are iraised so as to reduce the gap 
'between the scales in force there and the scales 
;in force in the territories that will be 
transferred to them, will the Central -
•Government be satisfied and recom-anend to 
the President that the protection contained in 
the proviso that I have read out ought not to be 
continued? I say this because the Chief 
Minister of Mysore has je-tferred to this matter 
explicitly. I 'do not think it necessary to go, 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN    (Hyderabad) : 
Same salary. 

SHRI H. N. KUNZKU:: I mean he has (hinted 
at the possibility of what he calls a 
compromise between the higher scales   
outside   and   the   lower   scales ;in Mysore. 
Now, as this is not!merely a distant 
possibility, but a probability, 'I think it is 
necessary for Government to state their 
position clearly on this vital point.   I hope, 
Sir, that the pro-'tection   that   has  been   
given  to   the public servants in the areas that 
are going to be transferred to other States hrfs 
done a great deal to reassure them, if this 
reassurance is continued,    the new States 
will have the benefit    of having a contented 
body of      public servants whose existence,    
zeal    and integrity will be    necessary   for   
'the complete     integration    of the     new 
States.    But  if  discontent  is  created among 
an appreciable section of meritorious  public  
servants  whose  future may be endangered 
for no fault    of their own, it will be as 
harmful    to the States concerned as it will be 
to the  Central      Government itself.     1 
hope that the Home Minister will be able to 
say that the protection contained in the 
proviso is real and that ^Government  do not  
mean  to  depart 'from it. 

The question df promotion to highergrades 
may require consideration. Butthere ought to 
be no yielding on   the part of the    Central    
Government in 
-41 R.S.D.^3 

regard to this incremental scales provided for 
the services concerned. 

Now, Sir, j shall say a word about what Dr. 
Ambedkar has said regarding the differences 
between the north and the south and the 
remedy suggested by him. He seemed to think 
that it was the States Reorganization 
Commission that created differences or 
intensified differences between the northern 
and the southern States, This is far from being 
a fact. Look at the recommendations made by 
the States Reorganization Commission with 
regard to the Southern States. It is under its 
recommendations that the State af Mysore 
will be enlarged and its population will be 
doubled. The Commission cannot, therefore, 
b*. accused of having followed a policy of 
Balkanisation in the south. Again take 
Andhra. The Commission recommended that 
five years after effect has been given to its 
proposal about Telangana, it should be 
merged in Andhra. That merger is going to 
take place immediately. This means that the 
population of Andhra which is at present 
about 2 crores will become three crores. It 
will thus be seen that the charge brought by 
Dr. Ambedkar against the Commission both 
in his speech and in a pamphlet written by 
him towards the end of last year is not based 
on facts. 

Now, I come to the Northern States. Dr. 
Ambedkar called the population of Northern 
India a reptile population. I do not know 
whether he meant only to be offensive or used 
these words in a special sense. If he meant 
only to be offensive, I can forgive him 
because of the sad condition of his health. But 
as regards the remarks made by him in 
connection with Madhya Pradesh, he seemed 
to be labouring under a serious misappre-
hension. The total population of the new State 
of Madhya Pradesh will be about 2:6 crores 
which is the population of West Bengal also. 
It will thus be seen besides that the new State 
has been created for economic reasons which 
have been stated in the Commission's   
Report.   It   cannot   be 
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[Shri H. N. Kunzru.] said by any person 
who has any regard for facts that the 
Commission recommended the creation of a 
new State of Madhya Pradesh in order to 
consolidate the North vis-a-vis the South. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: Bilingual 
Bombay and Gujarat. 

SHRI H. N. KUNZRU: I am going to say  
that.   I will just refer to it. 

Now, Sir, take the case of Bihar and U.P. 
Bihar has a population of about four crores. 
But the Commission recommended the 
creation of a bilingual State of Bombay with 
almost the same population. That again gives 
the lie direct to the accusation that the 
Commission tried to break up the south into 
small bits while increasing the size of the 
northern States. Sir, such changes as have led 
to the breaking up of large States are due to 
the insistence of the people there and not to 
any Machiavellian designs on the part of the 
Commission. 

Now a suggestion made by Dr. Ambedkar, 
for the evils that he sees, is the breaking up of 
U.P. into three States and of Bihar into two 
States. Now, this means that each new State in 
U.P. will have a population of about 2 crores. 
Andhra may have a population of 3 crores. 
Some other States may have a larger 
population. The new State of Tamil Nad will 
have, I think, a population of almost the same 
size. But U.P. must be broken up into three 
States. Why? Because it has done nobody any 
harm as yet. I have heard a good many 
arguments in favour of the division of U.P. 
into two or more States. But none of those 
who placed such a proposal before the 
Commission ever bothered to come to grips 
with the common economic problams between 
the various parts of Uttar Pradesh particularly 
its western and eastern parts. 

If they were familiar with the river  
systems  and  with  the      canal 

systems of U.P., they would see how 
impossible at least how undesirable it was even 
to suggest the breaking up of U.P. into a 
number of States. We are already realising the 
difficulties of having a number of States 
connected; with the same fiver valley. Having 
these difficulties before us, we should not 
deliberately create States in such a way as to 
give z-ise to new problems of this character. I 
do not think the remedy suggested by him is of 
the slightest use. It must be remembered, that, 
whatever the Constitution, of America or any 
other country may say, the party system that is 
in force-in democratic States has completely 
altered the significance of those legal 
provisions which gave protection to. small 
States or to certain communities. So long as 
each State or eacb community regarded itself 
as a separate entity, these legal provisions; 
afforded real security, but when, parties cutting 
right across States and communities came to be 
established, these legal provisions ceased to 
have any meaning whatsoever. Whether you 
take America or Australia or any other country, 
it is found that people vote not according to the 
States from which they come but according to 
the parties to which they belong; If this-matter 
were properly understood, E am sure that much 
of what is said! about the size of certain States 
or about equal representation for States in the 
Council of States will cease to have any 
meaning whatsoever. India is not in the 
position in which America was in the 1780s. 
There was no party system in existence in 
America then, but in India there is a full-fledg-
ed party system. It is therefore completely 
unrealistic to place before us-the constitutional 
provisions of America or of Australia and ask 
us to follow them in completely altered 
circumstances. I do not think I need say more 
than this about what fell from my hon. friend. 
Dr. Ambedkar i have given a great deal of 
thought to this matter, and it was only after a 
careful examination of all the factors involved 
that, as a member of the States Reorganisation 
Commission, I came to  the  conclusion  that,   
if  w«- 
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wanted to assure the States, both big and 
small, of their future, it had to be done not by 
means of constitutional provisions but by the 
course of action followed by the important 
political parties and by the governments that 
might follow one another. 
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SHRI MAHESH SARAN (Bihar): Mr. Vice-
Chairman, I am glad that this Bill is going 
before a Joint Select Committee, because I 
feel that there are certain matters which do 
require a little more consideration. Sir, this 
question of linguistic provinces is a good thing 
in its own way, but if it becomes a craze, then 
it does more harm than good to the country. 
Some people forget that the primary consi-
deration in forming linguistic provinces must 
be the security, the unity and the economic 
prosperity of India and every separatist and 
disruptive tendency must be suppressed and 
we should also bear in mind that language can 
not only be a binding force but it can also be a 
separatist force. Sir, people know what ugly 
incidents occurred because some people 
wanted to have provinces of their own choice. 
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Can   reorganisation    of   States    come 
through violence and threats? 

With these few preliminary remarks, I wish 
to make the following suggestions. I take up 
the question of Bombay first. Sir, Bombay 
City is essentially a cosmopolitan, multi-
lingual city. The population is a mixed one 
and Maharashtrians are not in a majority. It is 
one of the great cities of India and it has been -
built up by the labours of all kinds of people 
and communities, therefore, it should not be 
attached to a purely linguistic State. I, 
therefore, welcome the reconstituted State of 
Bombay as suggested by the Sub-committee. 
But •our Maharashtrian friends did not like 
that recommendation and most unpleasant 
things happened with the sole intention of 
forcing the hands of the Government. Such 
tactics should not be allowed to thrive. This is 
a point which I wish the Government and the -
Joint Select Committee to take into 
•consideration. If our Maharashtrian 'friends 
want a State of Marathi-speaking people, then 
let them have it, but they should not attempt to 
have Bombay City where they are not in a 
majority. They should accept the formula 
presented before them. 

There is an other point which I wish to 
make, namely, that Bombay City should have 
the privilege of having a Legislature. The 
people are advanced ;and they are well-versed 
in administrative matters. Therefore, to take 
away that right from them and place them 
under the Centre, is, I think, a retrograde step. 
I would very humbly submit that this portion 
of the pro-<posal should be deleted and they 
.should get a Legislature. 

Next I come to the question of Bengal and 
Bihar. Sir, I come from Bihar and so I feel it 
my duty to publicly say that so far as Bihar is 
con-cerned, we welcome this merger move. As 
a matter of fact, it came from the Chief 
Minister of Bihar who was very keen that 
there should be a -merger. Merger is no new 
thing, for Bengal and Bihar were together even 
^before.   But merger with reservations 

is a thing which nobody would like. It should 
be pure and simple merger. That certain 
territories should be transferred from one to 
the other is a thing which is not liked by the 
people of Bihar. All the difficulty has arisen 
because months have passed and nothing has 
come out of the conferences of the two Chief 
Ministers. This has created a lot of confusion 
in the minds of the people. 

We should not allow people to remain in 
suspense because suspense creates all sorts of 
difficulties and Government must realise that 
this matter should be decided once and for all 
and as quickly as possible. 

I now come to Madhya Pradesh, the 
Madhya Pradesh that is to be formed. 
I welcome very much this proposition 
but there is one point which has to be 
taken into consideration. If the peo 
ple of Vindhya Pradesh want to 
merge with Uttar Pradesh ....................  

DR. R. P. DUBE (Madhya Pradesh): If 
wishes were horses, beggars would ride? 

SHRI MAHESH SARAN: If they wish to 
join Uttar Pradesh, I do not think anybody 
should have any objection. This has been the 
opinion expressed by the people as well as by 
the Assembly of Vindhya Pradesh. If the 
whole of Vindhya Pradesh cannot be merged, 
then at least Baghelkhand which is 
geographically, economically and culturally 
similar to Uttar Pradesh may be merged with 
Uttar Pradesh. Uttar Pradesh is a purely 
agrarian State and is deficient in mineral 
resources. By merging Baghelkhand area, this 
deficiency will partly be - made up. I suggest 
that thisi is a good idea and as far as possible, 
attempts should be made to merge the Baghel-
khand area with Uttar Pradesh. 

DR. R. P. DUBE: Who will have the 
mineral rights? Will the State have tt or the 
Centre? I can say for the information of the 
hon. Member that the Central Government 
will look after the exploitation of these 
minerals. 
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THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI P. S. 
RAJAGOPAL NAIDU) : Let there be no 
interruption, Dr. Dube. Let the hon. Member 
proceed. 

SHBI MAHESH SARAN: So far as 
Himachal Pradesh is concerned, I hold the 
view that States and Territories should be 
compact ones; one portion of a State should 
not intervene in another State or Territory. 
Now, so far as Himachal Pradesh is 
concerned, I had the occasion to go to Simla 
many times and this is what I find. We get 
down at Kalka which, of course, belongs to 
Punjab as also upto a distance of three miles. . 
From there to Dharampore, a distance of five 
miles, belongs to Himachal Pradesh. From 
Dharampore to Solan belongs to PEPSU. 
Then the eight miles from Kandaghat to Solan 
belongs to Himachal Pradesh. From Solan to 
Soghi, a distance of six miles, belongs to 
PEPSU and from Soghi to Simla belongs to 
Himachal Pradesh. This state of affairs should 
now cease to exist. You cannot have things in 
this way. When you are re-organising the 
States, you must try to create compact areas 
which could be easily administered and where 
there will be no difficulty. There is another 
point regarding Himachal Pradesh to which I 
wish to refer. Although Simla proper belongs 
to Punjab, the seat of the Himachal Pradesh 
Government is there, while the capital of 
Punjab is at Chandigarh. As the people of 
Himachal Pradesh carry on all their major 
activities in Simla, I do not see why this small 
territory of Simla should not be given to 
Himachal Pradesh. These are the few remarks 
that I wanted to offer so far as Himachal 
Pradesh is concerned. 

There is one more suggestion that I have to 
make. Let us go forward and not backward. 
Those areas which enjoyed self-Government, 
that is to say, States which had Legislatures of 
their own, should continue to enjoy that 
privilege. Do not dissolve those Legislatures; 
do not make thenr Territories without any 
responsibility. We 

learn and go* oni learning. It is not ass if we 
learn, something and then we-are asked to go 
back and start with the alphabet. Therefore, 
my suggestion is that you may, for 
convenience, keep any name you like but 
those-areas which enjoyed self-government 
before should continue to enjoy that-right, 
especially in the case of Bombay, as I have 
already said. You« want to have it as a 
Centrally administered territory without any 
Legislature there. All this is not going forward 
but is going backward. Therefore, my 
submission is that careful consideration must 
be given to this aspect of the question. 

Now,    I     am    against     temporary-
arrangements;    I hear    that in    some-cases 
this re-organization is an experiment for five 
years or for ten years* It must    not be  so.    
When we    arena-organising States, let us do it 
on a< little more permanent basis. Let there-
not be a feeling amongst the people that after 
some time it may be that things  will   change.    
This  feeling  of uncertainty creates    trouble 
and efficient administration becomes absolute-
ly impossible.    Whatever you decide, decide 
it on a permanent basis.     Of course, I do not 
say that it should be-permanent for ever but it 
should bean arrangement    which can    only 
be-changed    by    very    special    reasons! 
because, r have a feeling that our people  are 
being perplexed by different statements in the 
press, statements by-the Chief Ministers and 
things of that sort.   People feel bewildered and 
they do not know what is going to happen-
When    you    are    re-organising    the-States, 
let the people have the feeiing" that what you 
are doing now is on a permanent basis and that 
easily there-will not be any change.    You 
know that this re-organisation of States haff 
entailed a lot of suffering to some people:   it  
Has created bad  blood.    Elements which  are 
not  desirable have joined together in order to 
create disturbances.    For God's  sake, I would 
appeal to the Home Minister.  «ot to-allow 
such occurrences to be the order of the day;   If 
you db not make thing* permanent, 1 am sure 
you will have* 
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trouble when you intend to have a change a 
little while later. So, my submission is that 
the Joint Select Committee should sit down 
and go into this Bill clause by clause, go into 
the different aspects of the question and see 
that one view unduly does not predominate 
the others. All the aspects should be 
carefully considered and we should try to 
build a beautiful, strong and united India. 

Thank you, Sir. 

SHEI P. N. SAPRU (Uttar Pradesh): Mr. 
Vice-Chairman, we have heard eloquent 
speeches on the States Reorganisation Bill 
from Dr. Ambedkar and Dr. Kunzru. As Dr. 
Ambedkar is not here, it would not be right 
for me to take up for answer what he said 
and as my time is limited, I shall not go into 
the interesting questions which he raised. 

This question of States Reorganisation has 
been discussed in the country in an 
atmosphere of heat and passion. It has 
proved to be highly contentious and has even 
led to trouble, as was hinted at by a leader of 
the Maharashtrian party in a speech where 
he said that it would be fought out in the 
streets of Bombay. Now, it is a tribute to the 
skill and statesmanship of the Prime Minister 
and the Home Minister that passions have 
cooled down and we are discussing it in a 
comparatively calm atmosphere. 

A casual reader of the Constitution would 
go away with the idea that the term "States" 
occurring therein refers to sovereign State in 
the sense that the States of the United States 
or for the matter of that even the States of 
Australia are. In point of fact the word 
"States" used with reference to the units of 
our quasi-Federation, which has a strong 
unitary bias, is a misnomer. Some other 
suitable word or the expression "Provinces" 
should have been used for the word "States". 
These States did not frame their Constitution. 
Their constitution can be changed, altered 
and amended in the manner indicated in the 
Constitution 

by    Parliament.   The   boundaries   ot. these 
States can be changed by Parliament in the 
manner indicated by the' Constitution.    Even 
the States can be made to disappear if we so 
desire by a change    in the Constitution.    They 
are merely administrative units with-limited  
powers   and,   therefore,   their-status fe not that 
of States in the sense  in which that term is used 
in political terminology.   The reason for the uni-
tary bias of our Constitution is quite apparent. 
The Constitution was framed just after the 
partition of the country and we were 
apprehensive of the-fissiparous tendencies which 
had played havoc in the past in our national! life.    
Now, Mr. Vice-Chairman,  it is possible to carry 
this fear of fissiparous tendencies    gaining    
strength    3 little too far. j think within limits thi 
linguistic principle is all right.    I say "within 
limits" because there are other-considerations 
which have also to be-borne    in    mind—
economic viability, geographic  contiguity    and     
possibly historic associations and if these con-
siderations are borne in mind, it will be found 
that the States Reorganisation Commission did a 
good piece of job.   I shall not go into all the 
controversial issues dealt with by the States 
Reorganisation    Commission's Report. Take, 
for example, Bombay.    It suggested a bilingual 
State for the Maha-rashtrians   and   Gujaratis.    
Unfortunately  that recommendation was not 
acceptable  to the    parties  concerned, and the 
position today is:    What are we to do with 
Bombay?    Now, when you are faced in life with 
a position like that I think it is best to draw 
inspiration from First Principles. The moment 
you depart from First Principles you take a 
wrong step and   a wrong  step  taken  to-day  
may   have vast repercussions so far as the future 
is concerned.    The fact of the matter is that 
Bombay belongs to the hinterland of 
Maharashtra.   Bombay is vital for the economic 
life of Maharashtra and  so  far  as  Bombay  is  
concerned the    majority of   the working   class 
population  in    Bombay city    are all 
Maharashtrians.    Gujarati capital may have 
contributed to the building up of" Bombay.   
Parsi capital may have con- 
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[Shri P. N. Sapru.] tributed to the building 
up of Bombay. European capital may have 
contribut-ed to the building up of Bombay, 
but it is the toiling workers in the factories of 
Bombay who constitute the backbone of 
Bombay's population. 

SHRI KISHEN CHAND (Hyderabad): 
There the workers are mostly the Bhaiyas of 
Uttar Pradesh. 

SHRI P. N. SAPRU: Speaking quite frankly 
my stand on this question is that Bombay 
should go to the Maha-rashtrians. 
Unfortunately the Maha-rashfrians have 
spoiled a good case by the violence of 
statements. Unfortunately they have spoiled a 
good case by indulging in a language which 
they should have better avoided, but I hope, 
Sir, that now that tempers are cooling down a 
way will be found by 

< our wise Prime Minister and our wise Home 
Minister to settle this controversy about 
Bombay. Let the people of Bombay be given 
an opportunity in some way or other to decide 
the issues for themselves. It is rather tragic to 
think of Bombay as a Central enclave, like the 
Andamans and the Nicobar islands, for we 
cannot forget that Bombay is one of India's 
two foremost cities. Bombay has made great 
contributions to the cultural life of this 
country; it has made contributions to the 
economic life of this country; it has made 
contributions to the political life of this 
country, and surely a city of the size and 
magnitude of Bombay cannot be treated for 
all time as    a 
-Central enclave. As a matter of fact I 
remember to have read the Prime Minister 
suggesting a city State for the people of 
Bombay, and that would have been a much 
better solution. But, in any case some solution 
which satisfies the aspirations of the people of 
Bombay and which gives scope for "their 
political expression should be found. 

I shall come now to the question of the Punjab.   
It is a tribute to the marvellous statemanship    
of    our   Home Minister and our Prime 
Minister that -we have solved   the   problem 
there. 

Tribute is also due to the moderation 
exercised by the Akali and other Sikii leaders 
in regard to their claim for a Punjabi-speaking 
State. I think the Commission's case for a 
Punjab integrated with Himachal Pradesh was 
rather a weak one, and I am glad that that has 
not been accepted. Himachal Pradesh has a 
distinct culture of its own. It is a backward 
area and it is right that it should be Centrally 
administered. The Regional Committees 
which the Bill visualises will give some 
assurance and some protection to both the 
communities, the Sikhs and the Punjabis, to 
help them to develop both Hindi and 
Gunmukhi because as far as I can understand 
the position, it is not a battle of languages that 
we have in the Punjab; it is a battle of scripts. 

Then, Sir, from the Punjab I shall proceed 
to the question of Zonal Councils. Now, Sir, I 
have read the provisions in regard to the 
Zonal Councils with care. I think the idea 
behind these Zonal Councils is a good one 
and if we are going in for economic planning 
and for social planning, it is desirable that 
from time to time our Chief Ministers and our 
Chief Secretaries and other Ministers should 
meet and confer on questions of common 
interest affecting a particular zone. There are, 
however, one or two dangers  which  have  to    
be avoided. 

These Zonal Councils are of an advisory 
character. My first point is this. Is it necessary 
for us to make a specific provision for them in 
a complicated Constitution? Ours is the most 
complicated Constitution in the world; it is 
the biggest Constitution in the world. Is it 
necessary for us to overload the Constitution 
by provisions for such advisory councils 
which can be constituted by an Executive 
Order or by agreement among the States? 
That is a point which i hope the Joint Select 
Committee will consider. 

Another question is this. We do not know 
how these Zonal Councils may develop in 
future.    These Zonal 
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Councils might come to regard themselves as 
competitors with the Centre and the Centre 
may have to put up with the pressure of an 
entire zone. That is a danger which will have 
to be guarded against. 

The third thing I would like to say -in 
regard to these Zonal Councils is that not only 
should the work of ^economic planning and 
social planning be entrusted to them but also 
educational planning in its higher aspects 
because I think there is a case for the 
reorganisation of university education on a 
regional basis in this country. .So that question 
too should be taken up by these Zonal 
Councils. 

I shall now venture to make a few remarks 
on the provisions of the Bill relating to High 
Courts. The House will agree with me that the 
reputation of our High Courts should be very 
•dear to us. They are the bulwarks of 
Democracy. Personal freedom depends largely 
upon the way they function and it is af 
importance that the men who are appointed to 
our High Courts should be lawyers of ability, 
of integrity, of character, of independence. 
Now, I do not doubt for a moment that in 
Mysore, in Kerala and in Rajasthan you can 
get a good number of judges on the salaries 
which you are offering but then you are doing 
away with the distinction between Part A and 
Part B States. Just consider what the attitude 
of the judges of Part A States will be towards 
those in Part B States or how the mind of a 
Part A judge will work when a judgement of 
Kerala or Mysore or Rajasthan is jrited.   
(Interruptions.) 

For several years I was a Judge of the High 
Court and it used to be a principle with me—j 
do not hesitate to say so here publicly—not to 
look into cases from Part B or Part C States. 
We never looked into them. If such judgments 
were cited, it was generally asked, 'can't you 
cite cases from Madras, from Calcutta, from 
Bombay    or     from     Patna?"     Tliat 

mentality ought to be made to disappear; and 
it will not go unless ano until these High 
Courts are brought to the same levei as the 
other High Courts. And that you cannot do 
unless you pay your High Court Judges in 
these States the same salary as is allowable to 
Judges of other High Courts. The hon. the 
Home Ministei was sympathetic to this point 
of view. In fact, he was almost apologetic in 
the reference he made to this difference. He 
said that the position is that the State 
Governments do not want to pay more. They 
can get good 
and ........... (Time bell rings.) I shall be 
finishing very shortly. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI P. S. 
RAJAGOPAL NAIDTJ): You have already 
exceeded your time.    Please wind up. 

SHRI P. N. SAPRU: The Home Minister 
was quite apologetic about it. So let us now 
try and persuade these States to fall in line 
with the other States so far as salary is 
concerned. Let us even impose a decision if 
they are not agreeable. 

The last point which T wanted to make—
and it is important that I should make it—was 
with regard to the transfer of judges, j do not 
like this provision about the transfer of judges 
at all. I am not in favour ot compensatory 
allowance but that is neither here nor there. 
The compensatory allowance has some 
restraining effect, that is all. The point is the 
Judges should not be looked upon as Civil 
Servants. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI P.S. 
RAJAGOPAL NAIDU): It is there in the 
Constitution. 

SHRI P. N. SAPRU: The provision for 
transfer is there but i say that I am not in 
favour of that. Whatever is in the 
Constitution is not binding upon me. I can 
express my personal opinion. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN    (SHRI P. S. 
RAJAGOPAL NAIDU) : Is it your view that j the 
Constitution should be amended? 
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SHRI P. N. SAPRU: I think the provision 
about the transfer of judges is fundamentally 
from a juristic point of view based on a 
wrong principle. A Judge is appointed to a 
court; a Judge is not a Civil Servant. He 
should not be treated as a Civil Servant. In the 
interests of judicial independence thought 
should be given to this question of transfer of 
judges. 

Sir, one last word and I have finished. And 
that is with reference to Delhi State. I make a 
reference to Delhi State because I was' born in 
Delhi. We have connections with Delhi and \ 
greatly regret the disappearance of what is 
called democratic rule in Delhi but the States 
Reorganisation Commission's 
recommendations were in strict accordance 
with the principle which governs the Govern-
ment of Capital cities in all the important 
capitals of the world, as for instance, Paris, 
London, Washington and Canberra. 

Sir, my time is up and I have nothing more 
to say except to express the hope that this Bill 
will come to us in an improved form. Sir, i 
thank you for allowing me some more time. 

 

SHRI   B. B. SHARMA:    Would    he please 
agree to a plebiscite? 

SHRI RAM SAHAI: No.    I have got the 
Proceedings (Interruption.) 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN    (SHRI P. S. 
RAJAGOPAL NAIDU):  Order, order. 

SHRI B. B. SHARMA: Will the hon. friend 
please refer to all the Proceedings of this 
discussion? I would like him to refer to that 
also. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN: Please leave it to 
him, whether to refer to the entire 
Proceedings or only a part of them. 
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KAZI KARIMUDDIN (Madhya Pra-Jesh): 
Sir, I congratulate the Government of India 
for solving the stupendous problems of the 
reorganisation of States. Particularly, it is a 
miracle that, when there were so many com-
plications in this matter, a Bill has been 
produced in which there is con-troversy only 
in regard to Maharashtra and Bombay and all 
the other questions have been settled except 
that of the merger of Bengal and Bihar. It is 
because of the sincerity, honesty and political 
sagacity of the national leaders like Pandit 
Nehru and Pandit Pant that these problems 
have been settled. It has been said that this is 
the time for national solidarity and national 
unity and that strifes and conflicts in our 
society are not desirable when we are faced 
with very grave dangers to the security of 
India. I assure everybody that those who are 
asking for Bombay to be included in 
Maharashtra are entirely in support of national 
solidarity, and they would be in the front line 
to defend India. 

If, in spite of all our arguments for Bombay 
to be included in Maharashtra, the verdict of 
the House is different, it will be acceptable to 
the whole country. In my opinion, Satyagraha 
in support of such a move is most 
undemocratic, because it is the national 
Government, which has taken the decision. It 
is a majority Government. Those who want to 
oppose this can defeat that patty at the next 
elections. The offering of Satyagraha in order 
to coerce the Government is most undesirable. 
It has been said that our energies should not 
be wasted in these conflicts because there is 
the Second Five Year Plan before us and that 
there are some nations who are hostile to us, 
only because we are a peace-loving nation and 
they differ from us. I entirely agree with this 
assertion that there are some nations of this 
kind. 

In view of this,, we are entirely with those 
who think that we should nol tvaste our 
energies in fighting against 

41  RSD—4 

the decisions of the Government, but it must be 
remembered that in a democracy the people are 
given the right to persuade others to their own 
point of view, and this is exactly what we are 
doing here. Freedom of speech is the backbone 
of democracy. The majority of the chosen 
representatives of the people oif Maharashtra, 
with the exception of one or two, are of the 
opinion that Bombay should be included in 
Maharashtra. Not only that, a member oi the 
States Reorganisation Commission, Mr. 
Panikkar, is reported to have said in one of his 
speeches that Bombay belongs to Maharashtra 
and that it must be Eiven to Maharashtra, and 
that the Gujaratis have only trade interests 
there and that they have not got industrial 
interests worth mentioning. In the Amrit 
Bazaar Patrika, it is reported that 'the 
Commission wanted Bombay to be a bilingual 
State for the transition period only'. The Prime 
Minister and the Home Minister and" many 
others in this House have expressed the view 
that Bombay is part of Maharashtra and that 
Bombay should be included ultimately and 
finally in Maharashtra. I agree that no 
Government can be coerced by violence. I 
condemn the acts of violence perpetrated by 
the mob and I entirely agree with those who 
disagree with such acts being carried on for 
this purpose. But in the new set up, it is most 
undemocratic to enumerate acts of violence by 
goondas and to say that a just cause has been 
spoiled. Let there be elections on this point. 
You will see that the majority of the voters will 
be in support of the fact that Bombay should 
be included in Maharashtra. Now a just cause 
to be spoiled by goondas or by riots is a very 
peculiar argument to advance. This was the 
argument that used to be advanced by the 
Britishers. There was a riot in Chauri Chaura, 
there was rioting in Bombay and it was said 
that the people were not fit to govern 
themselves. It is exactly the argument of the 
Gujaratis in Bombay. If the cause of Bombay 
to be included in Maharashtra is just, how can 
it be spoiled by goondas?   It 
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[Kazi Karimuddin.] 
people agree that it is situated in the 
heart of Maharashtra, how can it be 
separated from there? It is said, let 
Jhere be referendum regarding Bom 
bay. It is a very very peculiar Argu 
ment. Why should there have beer 
no referendum in Madras? Why 
should there have been no referendum 
In Hyderabad and why should there 
have been no referendum for the other 
cities of India and why should there 
be referendum for Bombay? It is just 
like in argument............... 

SHRI    K.  S.     HEGDE     (Madras): 
Nobody has asked for it. 

DR. D. H. VARIAVA (Saurashtra): 
Madras was never separated from the 
Province and Bombay is being separated and 
going to another State. That difference must 
be conceded. 

KAZI KARIMUDDIN: Bombay is situated 
in the heart of Maharashtra. If people from 
Gujarat have come to have a trade in Bombay, 
then have they become the owners of that 
place? Suppose if Englishmen come and settle 
and create an industrial town, can it be an 
English town? That is absolutely no argument 
that because Gujaratis have trade, because 
they are afraid, therefore Bombay should be 
denied to Maharashtra. That is absolutely no 
argument. Therefore my submission is that if 
Gujaratis feel that there is any apprehension 
from rioters, then, there is the Constitution of 
India. This is the Constitution of our country 
in which it is laid down that trade will be free, 
that every citizen of India will have a right to 
have trade anywhere, in any part of the 
country. Not only that. There are two sections 
that if the chosen representatives of the people 
do not behave properly in the Bombay 
Assembly, then the relevant provisions of the 
Constitution can be suspended and now if, for 
the action of the goondas, if, for the action of 
the mob, Bombay is denied to Maharashtra, it 
will be a great injustice because it is not the 
verdict of the people. If some 

people commit riots, if some people commit 
violence or if there is fury cf the mob, then 
how can Bombay be denied? Let Bombay be 
given to Maharashtra and if the chosen repre-
sentatives of the people misbehave in the 
Assembly and in the administration of the 
State you have a section in the Constitution of 
India that ?ven for internal violence, the 
Union Government and the President can 
supersede the State Administration. When 
these rights have been guaranteed to you, why 
are you afraid of this? When the Constitution 
guarantees the right to you, there is no 
occasion fir being afraid. 

It is further said by Dr. Kunzru that in the 
beginning the bilingual proposal was rejected 
by the Maharish-tra Pradesh Congress 
Committee. It is not so. The first suggestion 
of the Maharashtra Pradesh Congress Com-
mittee was that bilingual State was acceptable 
to them with the inclusion of Vidarbha. Now 
it has been repeatedly said on the floor of this 
House that Vidarbha was unwilling. The "• 
^solution of the Vidarbha Congress 
Committee was that Vidarbha should be 
included in Maharashtra v/hioh was not 
acceptable to Gujaratis because exclusion of 
Vidarbha was only to out-balance 
Maharashtra against Gujarat. Therefore this 
proposal was not accepted. But the delusion 
of Vidarbha in the biggest bilingual State was 
acceptable to Maharashtrians. 

Then a referendum on Bombay will be just 
like this. Supposing I "on-struct a huge 
building and allow the tenants to come and 
live on my <-ide and if there is a question of 
ownership, there should be referendum 
between the tenants and the owner. It 's my 
land and you have come and settled down to 
live as free citizens. You cannot claim 
referendum. What justice they want is like 
this. Tf I suit is filed for the possession of a 
chair—for ownership—the decree of the 
Court that they want is that the chair belongs 
to the plaintiff but it must be used by the 
defendant for 12 
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years when it will be broken. This 
is exactly the position taken by those 
people. What is the dispute? The 
dispute is that those who are capita 
lists of Bombay think that if this 
town is included in Maharashtra there 
will be cooperatives and socialistic 
pattern as early as possible and there 
fore they are afraid and want that 
they should be under the Central GovL 

ernment under the Statute. What is the 
use of keeping a city consisting of 
people who are more advanced, politi 
cally advaned, economically advanc 
ed, and from the point of view of 
education also they are advanced— 
how can these people remain without 
any representation in the Assembly? 
How can they be governed by the 
Central Government when they have 
such an advanced population? There 
fore, as Dr. Kunzru has said, now 
there is only one alternative and that 
is that Bombay should be given to 
"^hnrashtra with all the restrictions 
on trade, commerce, etc. Suppose, if 
they are afraid, in the Bill you may 
embody such provisions that the trade 
of those people will not be affected. 
When India requires the Englishmen 
to come here, Americans to come here 
and invest capital in India, the Maha- 
rashtrians are mad men that they 
should drive away the Gujaratis and 
they would welcome Englishmen and 
the Americans to trade in India. 
These are false apprehensions. There 
are different reasons for what they 
want to do. Those reasons are that 
the capitalist system or structure of 
society in Bombay should not change 
and should remain as it is for some 
ypars and they expect a socialistic 
and cooperative pattern of society 
there if Bombay is included in Maha 
rashtra.........  

SHRI R. U. AGN1BHOJ: Don't you think 
that the Central Government would have a 
socialistic pattern of society and Bombay 
would not be out of it? 

KAZI KARIMUDDIN: They will have 
absolutely no popular body 'there. They are a 
politically advanced people and they must 
have represen- 

tatives  in  the  Assembly    and    there 
must    be    an     Assembly     there ...............  
(Interruptions.) 

Therefore my submission is that there is 
absolutely no logic, no sense n saying that 
Bombay should be Centrally administered 
and what would be the effect of Central 
administration?    It means, the Maha- 
ashtrians wiH be hoping that on some future 

date Bombay is to be -"ven to them. What 
would the Gujaratis think? They will be wind-
ing up their business thinking that at =ome 
future date Bombay would b,j going to 
Maharashtra and the conflict will not abate. 
The conflict will go on. They cannot be 
reconciled by the introduction of Central 
adnr'nistra-tion. Therefore my submission is 
this. What are those reasons on account of 
which you don't want to give Bombay? It is 
because there are riots, or because some 
people have been looted or because some 
violence has been committed. For the action 
of rioters and the action of mob, Bombay 
cannot be denied to Maharashtra.     Another   
thing   that   I 
"'sh to say is about the Regional Council, for 

which people are clamouring, for Vidarbha. 
There is 8 Nagpur Pact by which our rights 
have been defined. We don't want any 
Regional Council for Vidarbha and there will 
be tight unnecessarily between Vidarbha, 
Marathwada and Bombay. We have invited 
and our terms are settled in the Nagpur Pact 
and if they are embodied in this Bill, we don't 
require any Regional Council  in order to 
have more conflicts. 

Therefore my submission is that there is no 
justification at all for Central administration 
for Bombny and it should be included in 
Maharashtra and the Maharashtrian are 
sufficiently national minded to support the 
national unity and solidarity of India. 

SHRI JASPAT ROY KAPOOR: Mr. Vice-
Chairman, being very happy at getting this 
opportunity of speaking in the genial and 
congenial atmosphere    under your    
chairmanship,    I 
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[Shri Jaspat Roy Kapoor.] 
would at the very outset like to 
express my appreciation and offer my 
sincere congratulations to the hon. the 
Home Minister in charge of the 
Bill.......  

SHRI V. K. DHAGE: Where is he? 

SHRI JASPAT ROY   KAPOOR: ................  
and to his two learned and able colleagues on 
the committee appointed by the Union 
Government to solve this problem, for the 
very able and statesmanlike manner in which 
they have dealt with this question so far. This 
achievement of theirs will go down in history 
as one of their greatest achievements. They 
have adopted a thoroughly democratic way in 
solving this question. They invited opinions 
from all quarters. They tried to persuade the 
people to come to an agreement. Where they 
failed they tried to persuade them to come 
round to their views and tried to obtain their 
willing co-operation and agreement. I was 
very much surprised this morning, Sir, to find 
my hon. friend Dr. Kunzru say that it would 
have been better if non-Congress parties had 
also been consulted. I do not know why or 
how he could think that non-Congress parties 
were prevented from placing their viewpoints 
before the sub-committee of the Government 
consisting of these three Ministers. It was 
open to anybody to go before them and place 
their viewpoints. The Akalis came and freely 
expressed their views. Any other non-
Congress party might well have placed their 
views before the sub-committee. That being 
so, that accusation of Dr. Kunzru appears to 
me to be absolutely without any foundation. 

Sir, this sub-committee of the three learned 
Ministers, as I have already stated, tackled the 
problem virtually to the satisfaction of most 
of the people concerned. Of course, it is 
impossible to satisfy everyone and if they 
failed in such an attempt to some extent, there 
is nothing to be surprised. But what they have 
suggested to us in this Bill represents the 

areatest common agreement among the people. 
Only in respect of one or two States am I 
constrained to submit that they have not given 
proper consideration and these two States are 
the States of.Uttar Pradesh and a part of the 
State of Vindhya Pradesh. I would beg of this 
House to very seriously consider the few 
suggestions , that I am going to make in this 
connection 

Sir, they say that charity begins at home. 
But in the case that I have just now referred, 
not only charity has not been extended to 
Uttar Pradesh the home of the two members of 
the Sub-committee and the constituency of the 
third member and to our neighbours in 
Bhagelkhand but even what is due to us has 
not been given to us. Let not hon. Members 
here think that if people do not agitate in a 
very rough manner, if they do not try to settle 
problems in bazaars and in the streets, they 
have simply no problem. That is not the case. 
We of Uttar Pradesh and our neighbours in 
Bhagelkhand have silently and quietly and in a 
very docile and humble manner been trying 
for the last several months to place our views-
fee--before the country, before the Govem-
ment and before Parliament and this Union 
Sub-Committee. But it seems that nuisance 
value is probably the only value that is given 
adequate consideration and that humble repre-
sentations, however just, however reasonable 
they may be, are not given due consideration. 

Sir, what is the position with regard to this 
portion of Bhagelkhand? It is an admitted 
principle that the wishes of the people shall be 
respected. What is the wish of the people of 
Bhagelkhand, which means the three districts 
of Vindhya Pradesh? If Vindhya Pradesh were 
to remain as an entire and separate entity, it 
would be an entirely different matter. But 
when you are going to abolish this State 
altogether, should not the views of the people 
of these three districts, which form about half 
the area  of Vindhya  Pradesh   and   which 
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have a population of a little less than 
naif, the population of Vindhya 
Pradesh be taken into consideration? 
Sir, times without number it has been 
said that the wishes of the people 
shall be taken into consideration and 
they will be accepted, unless, of 
course, those wishes are contrary to 
the unity of the country or to the 
well being of the country as a whole. 
But what is the case here? The view 
of the people of these three districts 
is that they should be merged with 
Uttar Pradesh. What is the harm in 
that to either the country as a whole 
or to Madhya Pradesh or for the 
matter of that, to anybody else? Are 
not these people being coerced into 
submitting to be merged into the 
State of Madhya Pradesh? Has any 
reason whatsoever been advanced as 
to why their wishes should not pre 
vail? Sir, their language is the same 
as that in Uttar Pradesh. They are 
geographically connected        with 

the people of Uttar Pradesh. So far as these 
three districts are concerned, their 
educational institutions are affiliated to the 
Agra University or to the UP. Intermediate 
Board. Then again, so far as economic 
questions are concerned, the trade and com-
merce of these three districts are very much 
allied to those in the neighbouring State of 
Uttar Pradesh. That being so, there seems to 
be no reason why, against their wishes, 
against their expressed wishes, wishes 
expressed in their Legislative Assembly, 
expressed in the Congress Committee —for 
the Congress Committees of two of these 
three districts have expressly stated that they 
want to he merged with Uttar Pradesh—this 
area be merged with M.P. Is it fair, is it just, 
is it reasonable, is it proper to make this 
present proposal? Should it not rouse the 
conscience of the hon. Members of this 
House to the fact that the wishes of these 
people are not accepted, that they should be 
forcibly asked to merge with Madhya 
Pradesh? 

[MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN in the Chair.] 

There is another reason. There are 
minerals in this part of Vindhya Pradesh.   
Of course there are enough 

minerals in other parts in Maany* Pradesh 
also which it can exploit. But so far as the 
mineral deposits in Bhagelkhand are 
concerned, they can be developed to the 
advantage of the Uttar Pradesh and 
Bhagelkhand, and also to the advantage cf the 
entire co'jj:try. If all these deposits are with 
M.P. it will take long to develop them, 
whereas if they are divided, as suggested 
between U.P. and M.P. both States will take 
up their development simultaneously and they 
will be exploited much sooner to the advan-
tage of the entire -ountry. Even without these 
Madhya Pradesh nas enough mineral deposits 
ior development. 

SHRI

R. U. AGNIBHOJ: 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order, order. 
You may continue, Mr. Kapoor. 

SHRI  JASPAT      ROY      KAPOOR: 

 
I do not know why my friend from Madhya 

Pradesh should get excited over it. They have 
got a large area of not less than one lakh and 
seventy one thousand square miles. This is a 
very important point which I would like to 
urge before this House with all the emphasis at 
my command and I would expect hon. 
Members to give very serious and sympathetic 
consideration to that. In Madhya Pradesh they 
have 1,71,000 sq. miles and what is their 
population? Their population is only a little 
over two and a half crores. What is the density 
of population? So far as Uttar Pradesh is 
concerned it has an area of 1,14,000 sq. miles 
and a population of over six crores. Just 
imagine what is the density of population 
there. In Madhya Pradesh it is 153 per sq. mile 
whereas in Uttar Pradesh it is as much as 559 
per sq. mile. Is it fair that over six crores of 
people should have land only to that extent, 
namely, 
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[Shri Jaspat Roy Kapoor.j 1,14,000 sq. 
miles, while two and a half crores of people 
should have land    to the extent of    1,71,000 
sq. miles?    Is that  fair?     (Interruptions.) 

MR. DEPUTY    CHAIRMAN: Order, 
order.    Let him go on. 

SHRI JASPAT ROY KAPOOR: Why 
is the density of population so great in Uttar 
Pradesh? It js because the dqors of Uttar 
Pradesh are open to everybody. Biharis have 
come and settled there. Bengalis have come 
and settled down there. People from Andhra 
have come and settled down there. People 
from Punjab have come and settled down 
there. People from the neighbouring States 
have come anc* settled down there. Punjabis 
in large numbers from West Pakistan have 
come and settled down in Uttar Pradesh. That 
being so, our population is ever increasing. 
Should you not give credit to the Uttar 
Pradesh that its doors have always been open 
to everybody, that it allowed its population to 
grow and without any provincialism about it? 
Now, do you want to give credit to us or do 
you want us to shut our doors against 
everybody else who does not permanently 
belong to Uttar Pradesh? When the population 
has grown, when we have allowed other 
people to come and settle down here within 
the limited space available, :s it not fair that 
you should give us some lahd? Why should 
you not? i beg of you to seriously consider this 
question and not to be swayed by the con-
sideration that our population h over six 
crores. That is exactly our problem. We have 
got such a huge population within that limited 
space. Is it not fair then that these two States, 
Madhya Pradesh and Uttar Pradesh, should 
have an equal and fair distribution of the 
available land? Is it not fair that the density of 
population in one State should not be so high 
as it is now whereas in the other it is very low' 
Is it not fair that the densely populated State 
should have a bit more of land than the 
sparsely populated State? Is it not fair? Is it 

not   just?   I   asK   numoiy   ana   in   ali 
humility. 

There is one more thing. We in Uttar 
Pradesh have been allotted, during the second 
Five Year Plan, only about 11 per cent, of the 
total amount which has been allotted to the 
various States. Our population is 17 per cent 
of the whole of India, when we wanted more 
money, we wen told, "You do not contribute 
very handsomely to the Central revenues". 
Bombay has been given a very handsome sum 
and the reason that has been given to us by the 
Planning Commis-sion is that the State of 
Bombay contributes handsomely. True, but 
when you are after the establishment of a 
socialistic pattern of society—1 ask the 
Government and the Planning Commission 
and others who are concerned with this 
affair—is it the elementary principle of 
socialism that he who earns more shouJd bf 
given more? Everybody must contribute 
according to his capacity and must get 
according to his requirement. The State of 
Bombay contributes according to its capacity 
and we must get according to our 
requirements but then we are told that we 
must stand on our own legs. We must develop 
industrially. Accepted, but then give us the 
scope, give us the opportunity to stand on our 
own legs. If you give us these three districts ol 
Vindhya Pradesh, we shall be able to develop 
our State industrially and we will be able to 
stand on our own legs. We shall not then be in 
nee') tc Leg of the Central Government to 
give us more. We are only asking you to give 
us the opportunity to earn more, to 
industrialise ourselves and then we shall not 
ask for anything more. It will be a solution of 
the problem of Uttar Pradesh vis-a-vis the 
Central Government if you let us have these 
three districts. We will develop our State 
industrially and we shall stand on our own 
legs. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Kapoor; 
there are still fifteen mo^e Members to speak 
and we have just one  hour  and  a  quarter. 
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SHRI JASPAT ROY KAPOOR: i knew 
that. In fact, when I gave my dame, there 
was only one member. I gave my name on 
Friday last. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: So, please 
wind up. 

SHRI JASPAT ROY    KAPOOR:     I 
was submitting that I was conscious of this fact. 
My humble and earnest submission is for the 
Members of this House to consider this question 
dispassionately, impartially and not to be 
swayed away by the things that haVe been said 
about Uttar Pradesh by Mr. Panikkar in his 
Report. In fact, Sir, I take my stand on what Mr. 
Panikkar has said. He has said that we are 
industrially backward. Admitted; he says that 
we are educationally backward. That too is 
admitted, he goes on to say that our 
administrative expenses are high and we admit 
that too. What is the solution for the removal of 
these difficulties? Let us have more money to 
spend on social services; let us have more 
money to spend on education and let us have 
more area so that our overall administrative 
expenses may come down from 24 per cent, to 
about 20 per cent. It is because of the various 
things that Mr. Panikkar has said about us—and 
rightly too—pointing out our backwardness that 
we want to ask you to come to our help, to our 
rescue. That is the reason why we ask you to 
give us these three districts, the people of which 
districts themselves want to unite with us. By 
this arrangement, allow us to develop our State 
industrially, have more money to spend on 
education ana all that. All the arguments are in 
our favour and the wishes of the people are also 
in our favour. I would not take much time of the 
House but would simply say • that the position 
of these three districts in Vindhya Pradesh is 
very much like that of a fair damsel, a fair and 
wealthy damsel, for whose hand there are more 
than one suitors. She wants to come over to 
UtfcR' Pradesh whereas the Madhya Pradesh 
oeople want to drag her away forcibly to their 
home.   I ask, should you bp a   | 

party to this forcible dragging away of that 
Lakshmi—the three districts of Vindhya 
Pradesh which I would call the Lakshmi of 
Vindhya Pradesh? Must she be dragged 
forcibly by Madhya Pradesh and not be 
allowed to choose her own home? 

I will not take more time lest I incur the 
Chair's displeasure but I would only submit 
one or two things with regard to the other 
States very hurriedly. There is one thing with 
regard to the State of Bombay, Maharashtra 
and Gujarat. I for one along with many other 
friends of mine, would have welcomed the 
idea of that State remaining as a composite 
entity. In this connection, I was happy to find 
today a very constructive suggestion coming 
from my hon. friend. Dr. Ambedkar, for 
whom I have very great regard. I have always 
associated him with constructive suggestions 
and he has said that the State of Bombay 
should be made a City State. If one eminent 
Maharashtrian like Dr. Ambedkar is agreeable 
to such a proposition and if this could satisfy 
the aspirations of the Maharashtrians and 
would be acceptable to the Gujaratis also and 
others in Bombay I see ne reason why it 
should not be acceptable to all of us. This is a 
suggestion worthy of consideration. 

I have one word to say with regard to 
Bengal and Bihar and that is because I have 
got a very soft corner for both Bengal and 
Bihar, having lived in these two States for no 
less than sixteen years. The whole country is 
looking up to the people of Bengal and Bihar 
to unite together so that they may set a very 
fine example to the rest of the country. So far 
as one political party—the Communist Party 
—is concerned, I am not surprised at their 
attitude. They do not like Bengal and Bihar to 
combine; they do not like to see anything 
done in this coun try which may bring about 
the unity of the country and make it stronger 
and stronger but then, so far as the others are 
concerned, I see no reason why they should 
not agree. Bengal and Bihar—even Assam 
and Orissa—were one once. At one time 
when there was 
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[Shri Jaspat Roy Kapoor.] 
partition ol Bengal, there was a hue 
and cry and the whole country was 
against the partition of Bengal, and 
now, when some people, particularly 
the Chief Ministers of Bengal and 
Bihar, want to unite, we should wel 
come it and we should help them to 
the best of our ability and capacity. 
tt is all in tbe interests of Bengal and 
not so much in the interests of Bihar 
though Bihar will also benefit. If we 
want to solve the problem of refugees 
coming from East Pakistan, if we 
want to solve the difficult problem of 
ceding some areas of Bihar to Bengal 
and so on; the only solution and the 
best solution is for these people to 
merge preferably in entirety. If they 
cannot merge entirely, then let there 
be a union of these two States. Let the 
whole country know that we in this 
Parliament are offering our best 
wishes and our best help ..................  

MR. DEPUTY  CHAIRMAN:     Your 
time is up. 

SHRI   JASPAT     ROY     KAPOOR: I am 
in the middle of a sentence. Let me complete 
the  sentence.     I do not want to take up any 
more time. 

MR.  DEPUTY  CHAIRMAN:   Please 
complete  it   and   finish. 

SHRI   JASPAT     ROY     KAPOOR: So 
the remaining portion of my sentence may 
be taken to have been sstid. 

Thank you, Sir. 

SHRI H. C. DASAPPA (Mysore): Mr. 
Deputy Chairman, I associate myself with 
all the hon. friends who have expressed their 
high appreciation of the wonderful 
statesmanship which our leaders have 
exhibited in trying to tackle this great, 
complex problem. It looked to us, Sir, at the 
beginning that this was a question bristling 
with problems and difficulties and there 
were wise men and true, who even 
suggested that this question of States 
reorganisation might be shelved for the 
moment, for some years to come and be 
taken up when times were more propitious 
for it 

Sir, it is no use now going to the past and 
finding fault with the circumstances and the 
historical background of this question and 
trying to find fault with the constitution of the 
States Reorganisation Commission. The thing 
is all over and to-day we have a Bill before us. 
And so, Sir, we have every reason to 
congratulate ourselves that by and large the 
many difficult problems and complex situa-
tions have been got over and what remains 
now awaiting our further solution after all 
forms a microscopic minority of them. So, Sir, 
I think a very good job has been done now, 
and looking at the circumstances it seems to 
me that we are launching on this great reform 
under very good auspices. 

Sir, I do not want to dwell on the controversial   
question   that   remains now, namely, with 
regard to Bombay and, to some extent, Bengal 
and Bihar and  I  think  it  would  be  a  case    
of fools  trying to enter     where     angels fear 
to tread.  I think it is best that this  matter  is   
left    to     those    very leaders  who  have  
solved  the  various ether  problems  arising     
from     these recommendations of the S.R.C. 
and we can  trust  them,  those  who  have  led 
the country in the past on successful lines. It 
will be best to trust them to solve this problem  
also.  It is  a most unfortunate thing, Sir, that 
this question   has   given   rise   to   high   pas-
sions and strong, bitter feelings which we  
hardly  ever  dreamt     of     in  the Deginning.   
If   we   take   the   kind     of fellowship   that   
existed   prior   to   our securing freedom and 
compare it with what  is now in     evidence,  it  
almost looks to me that it was unthinkable in 
those days that India could ever present a 
picture like that, of people not thinking of the 
country as a whole and practically  everyone    
thinking  of  his own  particular linguistic area.    
What has come upon us, I really find it difficult 
to understand.   Is it that we who are the 
inheritors of this great culture and   civilisation,   
who   have   come   by this   great  legacy  of  a   
united  India, who  have realised  our dream  
should be  thinking as though  we  are  aliens 
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:o one another, that one set of people 
are finding it difficult to associate 
themselves with another set of peo 
ple? I am afraid it will take a very 
long time for us to get over the feel 
ings that have been engendered to-day 
but I am sure, Sir .............  

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. 
Dasappa, my suggestion to you is that 
if we could give suggestions to the 
Joint Committee instead of generalis 
ing—because there is very little 
time—............  

SHRI H. C. DASAPPA: i do not know but 
whatever time you say I am bound to  stick to 
it. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: There are 
still about 15 to 20 speakers. 

SHRI H. C. DASAPPA: I do not Know how 
many minutes you are giving me. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: My request 
to you is that you may just give your 
suggestions to the Select Committee instead 
of again generalising on the main Report. It is 
about 10 to 15 minutes maximum. You have 
already taken five minutes. 

SHRI H.  C. DASAPPA:     You    can 
only tell me, Sir, as to when I should close. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You can take 
another  10 minutes. 

SHRI H. C. DASAPPA: The choice oi the 
subject-matter may kindly be left, to me. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Because 
it is so wide .............  

SHRI H. C. DASAPPA:  It is. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Anyway 10 
minutes more, and since there ls a large 
number of speakers, if tb* House so desires, 
we nur sit a Uttto longer, till 5-30 or 6, if the 
House is so agreeable. 

Hon. MEMBERS:    Yes.        

SHRI H. C. DASAPPA: You hav* only to 
tell me how much time but, Sir, let me 
continue in my own way. 

Sir, I was referring to this question that 
unless we get over such narrow feelings, it 
will be very difficult U find solutions for the 
problems. That is what I was going to say, and 
I have hardly found any hon. Member trying 
to welcome the conception of a bilingual or a 
multilingual State. I am just trying to find out 
what could be at the back of the minds of 
friends who are reluctant to think in terms of a 
bilingual or a multilingual State. 1 was just 
trying to make out this case that unless we 
think in terms of bilingual or multilingual 
States, we will be crystallising these 
differences between these linguistic areas and 
it will be a difficult job for us to forge a strong 
united nation. That is what I was going to say, 
and when the question of Bihar and Bengal 
merger came I felt that there was some happy 
solution there and I was very happy that they 
were thinking on those lines. And when they 
also proposed the formation of Dakshin 
Pradesh that was also a matter which some 
friends welcomed and I for my part said that it 
would be very desirable if two or more 
linguistic areas came together undei one 
Government and that would ba the best way of 
developing the solidarity and the strength of 
the country. 

Now, Sir, having said that I would like to 
say a word or two about the particular areas 
that I have in mind. Personally, Sir, It would 
be very good if Bombay city, instead of being 
a Union Territory, is converted into a City 
State tlnTil such time as these strong feelings 
are assuaged and they will be in a better mood 
to usher in the State of Maharashtra with 
Bombay. Sir, it is acknowledged on all hands 
that Bombay, if it is to go to any otner State, it 
must go to Maharashtra and therefore I 
beseech, so far as my Maharashtrian friends 
are concerned, I beseech them for a little 
patience and give a chance to our leaders just 
to create the necessary atmosphere there for a 
happy reunion 
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[Shri H. C. Dasappa.] vith   Mahanshtra.   
Patience   may    be bitter but the fruit is 
sweet. 

4PM 
' ' Instead of trying to force something on 

an unwilling people—it may be that they are 
not in a majority—it would be the path of 
wisdom for our Maharashtrian friends to just 
exercise a little patience. 

Coming nearer home, with regard to the 
State of Karnataka or New Mysore I endorse 
the proposition of my friend Mr. Hegde. Not 
that 1 am anxious to have more land but if 
that is a better way of administering the 
country. I think it would be just as well we 
had that and I do not think that our Kerala 
friends would ever be too insistent tbat a 
fraction of Kasargod taluk should not go to 
Karnatak. 

Then there is the question of representation 
of Coorg during the interim period. The 
Mysore State legislature for some reason or 
another has resolved that all the 24 members 
of Coorg need not be represented in the 
legislature on 1st October 1956. This is only a 
part of the pattern that has been adopted for 
the whole of the country that the term of these 
members who have been elected for a period 
ol five years should not be curtailed or 
abridged during this period. That is the pattern 
that is followed all over India— not 
necessarily for the new State of Mysore—and 
therefore I think it is but right that the 24 
members of Coorg should be allowed to join 
the new legislature of this new Mysore. 

As regards      Bellary, I say it is a 
question   of status  quo and I do not 
think  that  we  should disturb     the 
existing arrangement. 

Then there was the question of the-e 
Services. In the very beginning I said that so 
far as the integration of the Services was 
concerned it was bound to create trouble. I 
have got here the speech of the hon. the Chief 
Minister of Mysore. He says that if ;he scales 
of Mysore are upgraded to those of Bombay it 
may mean an additional expenditure of Rs. 6 
to fls. 7 crores.   He says—if this proviso 

s allowed to remain very serious 
financial responsibility would ensue. 
The higher pay structure that exists 
in Bombay will have to be maintained 
and the pay structures that are exist 
ing in Mysore, Coorg and Madras will 
have to be increased to that level. If 
that i^ done probably the new State 
will have to bear an additional finan 
cial responsibility of Rs. 6 to Rs. 7 
crores. And so on he goes. It may 
not be Rs. 6 or Rs. 7 crores; it may 
be even half of that but ...................... 

SHRI K. S. HEGDE: No; it won't be even 
that. 

SHRI H. C. DASAPPA: It is no u-e just 
asserting. 

SHRI K. S. HEGDE: He himself says that it 
may not be so much. 

SHRI H. C. DASAPPA: It is no 
use my friend trying to intervene and 
say -Ihat ............  

SHRI K. S. HEGDE: The Commission itself 
says that the additional cost would be about 
Rs. 1 crore. 

SHRI H. C. DASAPPA: My friend is on.y 
just now coming into the new State and he 
claims to know more about it than I do. 
Anyway, the fact is there. And what I am 
suggesting is that for meeting such 
exceptional cases the proper thing is for some 
provision.to be made in order to meet the 
situation. So I would say that if it becomes 
necessary the Central Government may for 
some period—may be a very short period—
come to the rescue of the States. This is a 
thing which one cannot easily brush aside. 

Then there is one statement made by my 
friend, Mr. Bimal Ghose and that is with 
regard to the Eastern Zone. He wanted that 
Andaman and Nicobar Islands should go to 
the Eastern Zone. Now, if the wishes of the 
people were to be taken into consideration, I 
am afraid they will not opt in favour of the 
Eastern Zone because I know something 
about them. I consider that in the matter of 
these territorial adjustments and boundary 
adjustments the best     principle     to 
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roilow is to pay due consideration for the 
wishes of the people. 

SHRI      V. VENKATARAM AN A 
" Andhra):    What about Bellary then? 

SHRI H. C. DASAPPA: Yes; I juite agree. If 
the Bellary people—all '.he firkas together—
decide to go to Andhra, I will not stand in the 
way. (Interruptions.) I know Bellary, how-
ever, better. Likewise take the question of 
Baghelkhand about which my friend Mr. 
Jaspat Roy Kapoor spoke. Now, if a small 
area of Vindhya Pradesh roundabout 
Baghelkhand desires to join Uttar Pradesh, 
who are you and I to prevent them from doing 
so? I would therefore beg of the Joint Select 
Committee and of the Government to keep 
this one sovereign principle in view that with 
regard to boundary and territorial adjustments 
Tne views of the people of the area should be 
the determining factor. If that is done I think 
most of these problems will be solved. And if 
it does affect adversely Mfeore S'ate, I assure 
you personally I will not come in the way but 
I know for a fact that it will not affect Mysore 
adversely. 

Sir, I have nothing much to say 
with regard to High Courts and all 
that. That is a matter which comes 
under the other Bill, namely, the 
Constitution      (Amendment) Bill. 
Thank you, Sir. 

SHRI KAILASH BIHARI LALL (Bihar): 
Sir, recently a friend of mine told me that my 
star does not tally. I hoped that during these 
days my star might have improved. But no: 
even today I remained sitting here for the 
whole day and I have got the opportunity to 
speak at the fag end of the day. However, I 
am thankful to God and to my stars also. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: And to the Chair 
too. 

SHRI KAILASH BIHARI LALL: Yes, to 
the Chair also if my friends insist. 

At the very outset I will request my friends 
not to interrupt me too much. I know this is a 
very contentious Bill and controversial too, 
but people have got their own views to 
express. After all we are not making speeches 
just as it occurs to us. We have certain 
proposals here and we express our views. So 
do not raise a hue and cry and do not provoke 
me because I am a sick man. I admit that the 
views that I am going to express are my 
personal views. 

Now, in the very beginning we have to see 
what is the purpose of this Biil. So far as I 
can see, the purpose is to obtain the unity and 
integrity of India, the preservation of 
nationalism, administrative convenience and 
also facilitate uniform economic and other 
development. I think perhaps you will agree 
that there was no necessity for raising this 
storm in the peaceful atmosphere of the 
country by bringing forward such a proposal 
before the country. From what I find today, I 
am reminded of a couplet in Hindi: 

 
It means that we started "to spend our time by 
taking the name of God but we are only 
collecting cotton seeds. That is what is 
happening now here. From all the speeches 
from all sides of the House we find that we 
not only do not try to consolidate but our 
intention is to disintegrate India a* much as 
ponsible. 

And you will find how things have 
happened. Even things have slipped away 
from the spirit of this States Reorganisa'.ion 
Commission. You could have very well found 
that if this was the thing in the mind of big 
persons, how could you expect the country to 
follow you and to take you at your word? We 
start in the name of integration of the country, 
but is it now a complete thing from all sides? 
Take for instance what the Members of the 
House have spoken up till now. All have 
spoken for this slice from this Province   to   
their   Province.     If   th» 
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    country is one and if we want unity, if we want 
administrative convenience and it we want 
uniform development of the country, then why 
is there so much, of eagerness,   anxiety,   to 
have this slice and that slice—give us this 
portion of the land, give us that portion of the 
land. The land is not being taken     away     by     
anybody.     So, without any sense of pride I 
may tell you  that  the  spirit  which the  Chief 
Minister   of  Bihar   has   demonstrated before 
the world, before this country, is surely to be     
appreciated by all persons.    Whereas you get 
so many things from so many quarters and in 
spite  of the fact that we have had very    bitter     
experience—Bihar had very       bitter       
experience       when Bihar      was        in    
Bengal—we said open-heartedly   the country   
is   one, we     are     prepared   to   be   
merged. We    did        not    hesitate      for      
a moment.  But now  you     see     which way 
the wind blows, how people are behaving. And 
still I was staggered to hear from those friends 
from Bengal who     spoke     this     morning        
for a      slice      that      the      Commission 
has     recommended.    Why ask     for a slice 
or portion of Bihar which the Commission has 
recommended?    Why not take the whole of 
Bihar?      The whole   of  Bihar  is   to  be  
with   you. Why are you hankering after a slice 
of land from Bihar?    Our problems will not 
be solved in the Heaven, nor heavenly   
persons   will   come   from Heaven to solve 
our problems.   After all, human beings will 
have to solve their problems—whether they 
are in Bengal, Bihar or in Delhi.    We will 
have to solve    our    own    problems. Why 
think of taking a particular portion of land 
from Bihar to Bengal? Although I had no mind 
to come down to this level, I am forced to say 
that once    you have    rejected    the high 
ideology  on  which  this  Commission was 
appointed, and if you have kicked the proposal 
of merger or union, you have no face to say: 
give me this slice  of   land   or  that  slice  of  
land. That is sealed for ever.    If you had 
merged, I had no mind to speak. But 

Decause   various    things   were being 
saia and l  was tola that  Bihar  is 
silent and silence may not be mis 
construed,  I   took   into   my head  to 
speak.       If      at      all      you    want 
to achieve the purpose for which this 
Commission was appointed, and what is 
in the minds of our leaders—if you 
want that those objects should be ful 
filled—then, don't talk in the language 
in which you have talked so far.    I 
have always told you that so long as 
we speak with our tongue in our check, 
we won't be able to accomplish any 
thing.   We will not be deceiving any 
one in this world; we will be deceiving 
ourselves.   That is what I am going to 
tell you even today.   Now, you always 
speak    about   nationalism—just   like 
once there was a cry that religion is in 
danger.    You cry that nationalism! is 
in danger.  You have to come to reality 
that such slogans as   'nationalism   in 
danger' will not deceive anybody. You 
will deceive the whole country if you 
raise the cry.   Come to the realities as 
bold men.   I am not wedded   to   this 
theory or that theory—linguistic theory 
or non-linguistic theory.   But   I   say 
that if you find something really, don't 
bury your head in the sand   like   an 
ostrich. Face it.     See     how you are 
going to solve it. From the speeches 
delivered in this House at least today— 
I have not   had   time   to   read   the 
speeches     of  so     many     Legislative 
Assemblies of different States. I think, 
perhaps  the  same trend exists  there 
also I have taken it for granted and 
I think that I will be cent per cent 
true—they  have  given  me  to  under 
stand that we    are not    helping the 
solution of the problem, but we are to 
create problems   with regard to   the 
integration of the country, preserva 
tion of nationalism, and so on................. 

SHRI B. B. SHARMA: Should Bihar go to 
Bengal? 

SHRI KAILASH BIHARI LALL: So, if you 
want to preserve nationalism, do not have two 
sorts of tongues when you speak. When you 
speak about high philosophy sometimes, of 
course, people are led away. But what 
happens ls this.   When you saw that you wen 
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m need of one common language for the sake 
of nationalism and by common consent 
throughout the   country,   you came to the    
decision...   (Interruption.) I would request you 
to hear me patiently.    There was a cry for    
one common  language     throughout     the 
country, because of the necessity    we felt for 
our internal development, for the growth of 
nationalism in our country. We could not have 
done our business long without Hindi. So, we 
decided that we should have one common 
language,   Hindi.  It was  by  common 
consent. But when it came to be   put into 
practice, you saw  that even the signboards at 
the railway stations were pulled down and they 
were wiped out. Why? The reason they found 
out was that Hindi was going to be imposed 
and our leaders said,  'don't    impose Hindi'. 
Who is going to impose Hindi? Where is the 
imposition of Hindi when the Constitution says 
that the regional language will be given free 
and full scope to develop in the region? There 
was no imposition of Hindi.   It   was only 
meant to replace English everywhere.    That 
they could not tolerate and the cat was out of 
the bag when in the very discussion in the 
Constituent Assembly we saw people,   who 
claimed to be big   nationalists,   those who 
were parading all the time their so-called    
nationalism,    saying:     Our loaves and fishes 
will suffer.   We will lose our loaves and fishes 
in the competition if Hindi is introduced.   
Then, we will not receive it.   So, I was saying 
that, if at all there was any apprehension of 
war between the north and the south, as Dr. 
Ambedkar said,     if somebody wants only 
then there will be      war        between      north        
and south.       And    this    is    bad.      When 
you   swallow   the   shares   of   others and 
somebody asks you about it, you say,  "Oh!  
you  are  talking of parochialism;   it   is  
provincialism".      But when you come face to 
face with real nationalism, then you get 
horrified and say, "Oh!    if this   is 
nationalism, we are not going to accept it."  
You say all those things.   We are discussing 
the real   things in this   Bill.   From   the very 
discussion, you will see that 90 per cent, 
people in this House have 

spoken about parochialism and fhe love of 
their provinces and their desire to have this 
slice of land and that slice of land. But who 
haa thought of the whole country? If any one 
thinks of the whole country, why should there 
be this desire to increase this province or that 
province? Of course, you will have to see to 
the administrative convenience, just as some 
friends told me that Baghel-khand, a part of 
Vindhya Pradesh, is only 40 miles from 
Allahabad whereas it is 400 miles away from 
Nagpur. Somebody said that Bhopal should 
be the capital of Madhya Pradesh. If there are 
some such suggestions— reasonable 
suggestions—they are worth considering. 

Similarly, I was going to tell—not with any 
desire to increase any territory—that there are 
many kinds of connections between Bihar and 
Uttar Pradesh. In the Gorakhpur and Banaras 
Divisions, people speak the Bhojpuri tongue 
for all purposes. They are one in their 
language, culture and customs. If they want to 
get together, there should not be any objection 
to that. This is a matter of convenience and it 
should be looked into. (Interruptions.) Yes. I 
do not say this for the love of a portion of a 
territory. That is not my desire. 

The primary consideration before our eyes 
should be the integration of the country and 
the convenience of the people. The 
democratic will of the people should prevail. 

I would not like to say anything more 
except one thing and that is also a very 
important point to be taken into 
consideration. I thought that somebody from 
Bihar or Bengal would be on the Select 
Committee. But both the States have been 
neglected. 

The Bill contains provisions about Zonal 
Councils. In my last speech made in this 
House, I talked of Purvi Pradesh, Uttar 
Pradesh, Dakshin Pradesh and all those 
things. But the purpose of the Zonal Councils 
will be 
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working. I do not exactly know their purpose. 
But I would very much suggest that it will not 
be useful for Bihar to be in the Eastern part of 
the Zone altogether. If Bihar is put in the 
Northern Zone with Uttar Pradesh, that will be 
morf-convenient to the people and it wili 
benefit them. In the Eastern Zone, the only 
States that should be are Orissa, Assam and 
Bengal. Bihar should be in the Northern Zone 
because their problems are more common with 
Uttar Pradesh than with Bengal. 

For other matters, if you are really serious to 
arrive at a solution about the integration of the 
country in a peaceful atmosphere, then you 
must find out the causes of this trouble 
growing from inside. I can tell you that the 
economic situation is surely at the root of all 
this trouble and il can be tackled only by given 
proper representation to all the States in the 
Central services. Today, many suffer because 
of this unequal distribution. In the industrial 
field, Bombay stands first: other States have 
not much. In the matter of services, Madras 
enjoys more privileges. Here in the Central 
Secretariat, you see only Madrasis and 
chaprasis. This is the proverb here. So. I say, 
"Why should it be only one State?" I am 
speaking plainly and vou should not accuse 
me of parochialism. I am only giving you a 
solution if you are really so minded to 
approach the problem and solve it. But if you 
want to conceal the evil and then wait for the 
evil day, then this canker will go on increasing 
and you will not be able to solve it. Every 
State should be given so much quota for 
services. I say that merit is not the monopoly 
of any particular State. There was a time when 
it was said of Biharis that they were not very 
good public servants. They could not become 
High Court Judges. But after separation, not 
only could Bihar give Many judges to the 
State, but several Chief Justices to other States 
also and several    Supreme   Court  Judge3.   
So 

you cannot say that merit is the monopoly of 
anybody. 

In the Assembly of old days, when I 
moved'that recruitment to the military cadre 
should be open to all. some Punjabi friends 
told ime, "The other Provinces have not got 
military traditions. How can they come in? 
They are not martial people." I said, "Give 
them an opportunity and they will come." 
They also asked, "How can Bengalis be 
martial people?" But today, our Air Marshal is 
a Bengali. Anybody given the opportunity can 
accomplish anything. 

 
I am speaking in general terms that the 

whole country is capable of beinfe moulded 
in any shape according to necessity. But do 
not grab the share of others in the name of 
supporting yourself.   That is my point. 

If you give equal opportunity to other 
States, you will see that all these kinds of 
troubles will vanish. If you grab the shares of 
others, people will find some excuse for 
complaint. That will not help nationalism. 

As my friends do not want that I should 
speak further, I sit down. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Ten minutes 
each.   Mr. M. M. Sur. 

SHRI M. M. SUR (West Bengal): Mr. 
Deputy Chairman, in considering the States 
Reorganisation Commission Report, we give 
all our attention to the redemarcation of 
territories and not keeping the main issue 
before us. namely, the building up of a 
socialist pattern of society. The redemarcation 
of territories is for the economic and cultural 
development of a particular region. The real 
objective before all of us should be that we 
should build up a socialist pattern of 
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society as quickly as possible and that will 
solve all our problems. 

The real problems are unemployment, 
sconomic inequality and social injustice so    
that    we    should    put   this redemarcation of   
territories a little in the background and be 
more realistic and with    that   object    in 
view, the Chief Ministers of Bihar and Bengal 
thought  of  the merger of    the    two States.   
Merger means that there will be no 
demarcation of territories. The two States wiH 
work as one, will try to build up the  society 
that we are aiming at, so that whatever 
resources there are in Bengal will be available 
to every Bengali and to every Bihari, and 
whatever resources there are in Bihar will be 
available to every Bihari and every Bengali.   
In a merger there will  be  no  redemarcation  
of    territories and    all the    energies of    the 
people will get diverted to that common 
objective.   It was unfortunate that a certain 
section of the people of Bengal started an 
agitation and the Government  could not find 
enough time to convince  the  population  that 
merger was the solution for all the problems of 
Bengal.   There is in Bengal a vast number of 
educated unemployed, both men and women, 
which is,    in proportion to the population, 
more than that of  any other province of India,     
and we have the refugee problem.    Taking 
advantage     of    both    the    problems 
together and taking advantage of the political 
situation, a few leaders started an agitation 
which    led    to      the imprisonment of 
several tho'usands of people.    Given time, 
these people can be convinced, and in fact   
more    and more people    are    getting    
convinced that this merger proposal is the best 
solution.    But in order to   solve   the problem 
and ease the situation, Bengal and Bihar have 
to haVe a union.    In that union, which is a 
modified form of merger, it will be necessary 
to have a redemarcation of territories so that 
the recommendations    of    the    States 
Reorganisation  Commission  are  given effect 
to.    It has been mentioned    by the hon. Mr. 
Ghose that 10,000 people have gone to jail.   I 
do not know the exact number, but I know it is 
several 

thousands, but people have gone to jail not of 
their own accord, but because they have been 
misguided. They have been told that merger 
would bring all the benefits to Bihar and 
nothing to Bengal, which is not true to facts. 
Mr. Ghose said that every case should be 
decided on merits so that, if merit is to be 
taken, then this demarcation of territories 
should take place and Bengal should be given 
a portion so that her excess population and the 
refugees could be settled in the areas 
adjoining Bengal. There should be no political 
pressure from any side in deciding about the 
demarcation of territories. The main issue 
should be the economic development and the 
cultural development of the State. If 
dispassionate views aire taken and everything 
is decided keeping in view the ultimate benefit 
to the country, then I think many of the 
problems will be solved and the disputes 
about some territories wiH vanish. I therefore 
appeal to the Committee to consider this 
Union of Bengal and Biha'r and recommend 
the redemarcation of territories also of the two 
States 

DR. R. P. DUBE: Mr. Deputy Chairman, I 
must thank you for giving me this 
opportunity, although I never wanted to 
speak. 

AN HON.  MEMBER:   Why? 

DR. R. P. DUBE: Because I did not 
want to indulge in controversies atod because 
1 was of the opinion that since the S.R.C. Bill 
has decided the issue, it is the duty of every 
citizen of India to follow the 
recommendations blindly. People talk with 
great respect and flattery that the three great 
men of ours had sat down and given us an 
excellent report, but then when they start 
talking about it, they begin criticising it. What 
is the use of saying that these three great men 
have done a good job? Why don't you follow 
them? I cannot understand Mr. .raspat Roy 
Kapoor saying that these three people, three 
good people, Cabinet Ministers, have sat 
down and discussed everything and have 
given us their 
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[Dr. R. P. Dubey.] verdict, while at the 
same time demand, 'we must get 
Baghelkhand. We are poor. We have not got 
room.' The S.R.C. ha'd not thought about it. 
The other leaders have not thought about it. 
Only Mr. Jaspat Roy Kapoor has thought 
about it. If you want to open this subject 
please open the whole thing de novo, and 
also follow up the rest of the 
recommendations. The S.R.C. has said that 
U.P. must be divided. Why don't you do it? 
Example is better than precept. (Inter-
ruptions. ) 

SHRI JASPAT ROY KAPOOR: Who 
said that? 

DR. R. P. DUBE: Why don't you wait? You 
will have your turn. 1 have the possession of 
the House, and I am not going to yield. You 
know that I rarely speak and so please do not 
interrupt. 1 cannot understand the statement 
that U.P. is poor. They have got enough. As 
my friend, Dr. Ambedkar said, if you look at 
the map, it is spreading like a reptile. Still 
they want more. I cannot understand it at all. 
My friend, who has done great Congress work 
and is one of the leaders of the Congress, Mr. 
Mahesh Saran, a learned man and a 
benefactor, said that, if there are any spots 
which are jutting into other territories, then 
they should be adjusted. Il you look at the 
mtto of the proposed Madhya Pradesh, you 
will And that Jhansi district, Hamirpur, Banda 
and Jaloan are just jutting into Madhya! 
Pradesh, but we did not demand them. 
Legitimately, they should have come to 
Madhya Pradesh. Mr. Saran also said that the 
people of Baghelkhand want to be in U. P. 
and therefore it should be given to U.P. 
Madhya Bharat wanted to be a separate State. 
Vindhya Pradesh wanted to be a separate 
province, but they did not get it. 
(.Interruptions.) You will have your time. 
Why jump like Jack in the box? I personally 
think that the S.R.C. has decided the matter. 
They have sat down and weighed everything.   
The Cabinet and   | 

the High Command have sat down and have 
had so many discissions, and received so 
many representations. Finally they have 
drafted a Bill. Accept it; work it and see how 
things go on. If you find after a certain time 
that it cannot be worked, then that will be the 
time when you can again raise the matter My 
friend Jaspat Roy Kapoor, gave a beautiful 
example. He said "There is a damsel who 
wants to come to me and these people are 
dragging her away." My dear good man, the 
father gave her to me and now you want to 
take her away. What is this tamasha going 
on? 

AN HON. MEMBER: The father has no 
right to give away an adult daughter. 

DR. R. P. DUBE: The S.R.C. gave it to us 
and our leaders gave it to us and now you 
want to snatch it away. This is absolute 
abduction—it amounts to abduction. 
(Interruptions.) I cannot change his sex. 1 
have got one hon. Member sitting close to me 
who comes from Allahabad, who has been 
married and is for quite a long time in 
Baghelkhand. She now, at the old age, wants 
to go away to Allahabad which amounts to 
desertion. I say 'You please remain here, you 
will be perfectly happy as you have been so 
long.' I do not wish to say anything more on 
this subject. I say that the Bill has been 
framed after long discussions. And for the 
integrity, prosperity and good of the country 
please follow it and if you find that it works 
against you, then will be the time for you to 
grouse and change it. 

AN. HON. MEMBER:    What    about the 
capital? 

DR. R. P. DUBE: I have lost the capital. 
We have taken it very well. We wanted it at 
Jubbulpore. You say that the wishes of the 
people must be given consideration. Ours 
were not given. Everybody said that 
Jubbulpore should be the capital. The S. R. C. 
itself recommended that Jubbulpore should be 
the capital but they made Bhopal the    
capital.    We    kept 
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quiet. If you want to have any respect, if you 
have atay respect for your leaders keep quiet. 
If you say 'He is our leader", then follow him 
blindly. Otherwise don't pay lip-service by 
saying 'Oh! He ^s our leader but 1 wish he 
could do this but this he did not do although 
he was our leader.' This amounts to criticism. 
This is lip service—hypocrisy. Please be true 
to yourself and follow your leaders. That is 
all that I wanted to say. 

 
 



923        States Reorganisation              [ RAJYA SABHA ] Bill, 1956 924 

 



925 States Reorganisation      [ 1 MAY 1956 ] Bill, 1956 926 

 



927        States Reorganisation              [ RAJYA SABHA ] Bill, 1956 928 

[S. C. Karayalar.]  for reference of this Bill 
to the Joint Select Committee and I wish to 
confine myfalf only to a few observations at 
this stage, because the time allotted is so 
short. I shall confine my observations only to 
the Kerala State that is proposed and with 
which I am concerned at the moment. 

Sir, the. States Reorganisation Commission 
have in the opening chapters of their Report 
discussed the general principles governing the 
reorganisation of States and they have said 
that a balanced approach should be made in 
regard to making proposals for reorganisation 
keeping in view considerations of language, 
culture, geographical contiguity, adminis-
trative convenience and such other matters. 
Having kept all these considerations in mind, 
they have ultimately recommended the 
creation of the States on a linguistic basis. 
One of the reorganised States recommended 
by them will be known as the Kerala* State. I 
am mentioning the Kerala State because it 
will occupy a unique position in the future 
set-up of the country. This State will be the 
smallest unit in the country, comprising about 
15,000 sq. miles with a population of about 13 
million people. These facts have got a» very 
great significance in regard to the set-up of 
the government that may be formed in that 
State. Sir, we have seen in the past that in the 
case of the Travancore-Cochin State which 
was a very small State, the ministry has never 
been stable and I am therefore of the opinion 
that the stability of the ministry in any State 
is, more or less, dependent upon the size of 
that State. I am inclined to take the view that 
in the case of the future Kerala State also—of 
course this is only my prognosis—I am afraid 
that the stability of the ministry will be 
undermined by tlie smallness of the size of the 
State. 

I am mentioning this because we must be 
wise before the event and if it is at all possible 
to enlarge it or to merge it with a bigger State, 
say Madras, we should take steps    in 
advance 

so that the contingency of an unstable 
Ministry may be avoided in the future. The 
instability of a Ministry in a particular State 
will have repercussions on a wider basis and 
will also have repercussions on the adjoining 
State. This will undermine the unity of India 
as a whole. That is why I am emphasising that 
it has got a national importance and that we 
should take immediate steps Ho see that this 
State is merged intbigger State, say in the 
State of Madras. I should suggest that 
provision should be made even at this stage 
for the merger, even at a later stage, of these 
two States, Madras and Kerala, if it is not 
possible to enlarge the State of Travancore-
Cochin. Already disruptive forces are in 
action. One of the direct results of the 
formation of this small State of Kerala is that 
the Muslims of Malabar and Travancore-
Cochin are trying to revive the Muslim 
League. The Muslim League is not in 
existence either in Malabar or in Travancore-
Cochin now but with the prospect of the 
formation of the Kerala State, with the 
prospect of a bigger Muslim population 
having some say in the future set up, the 
Muslims are now trying to revive that organi-
sation. That I consider to be a disruptive force 
which will affect the future of the country. 
Safeguards must be provided even now to see 
that disruptive forces do not come into play. 

Having made these preliminary remarks, I 
would now make special reference to clause 4 
of the BH. Clause 4 provides for the transfer 
of some areas from Travancore-Cochin, that is 
the taluks of Agastheeswaram, Tho-vala, 
Kalkulam and Vilavancode of the Trivandrum 
district and the Shencot-tah taluk of the 
Quilon district, to the State of Madras. Of 
course, there is no difficulty in regard to the 
taluks of Agastheeswaram, Thovala, 
Kalkulam and Vilavancode but I want to make 
special reference to the difficulties in regard to 
the Shencottah taluk. The case of Shencottah 
was so clear—the .^ase for its merger with 
Madras—that the States Reorganisation 
Commission disposed of this in two sentences, 
but subsequently,  I  do not    know    what 
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happened behind the scenes. Without an 
opportunity being given to the parties 
concerned and affected, a por-consent.—But 
when it came tu be put tion of Shencottah 
talk is sought to be retained in the State of 
Tra van -core-Cochin which will ultimately 
go to the future Kerala State. The question of 
cutting up of Shencottah taluk was never 
before the public. It is very unfair to the 
parties concerned to take a derfsfon regarding 
an issue which was never before the public. 
The only issue that was before the public was 
the merger of Shencottah taluk with Madras. 
The case for cutting up Shencottah taluk was 
never before the public and it is not fair for 
any party to take a decision in regard to its 
cutting up. It is opposed to the general 
principle of natural justice to the people that 
they should have been shut out from giving 
expression to their views on this topic. Even 
in regard to this proposal, there is some 
contradiction between the Press Com-
munique issued by the Government on the 
16th January, 1956 and the provision 
contained in clause 4 of the Bill.   The 
Communique says: 

".... the portion of the westernmost 
pakuthy of the Shencottah taluk lying to 
the west of the ghats will be excluded from 
the areas proposed for transfer to Madras". 

[THE    VICE-CHAIRMAN     (SHRI    P. S. 
RAJGOPAL NAIDU)   in the chair] 

The provision in the Bill is somewhat 
different from what was stated in the 
Communique. This also is something to 
which objection can be taken. The provision 
in clause 4 of the Bill is that "Shencottah 
taluk (excluding Puliyara Hill pakuthy) of 
Quilon district" will be added on to Madras. 
This is something different from the provi-
sions of the Press Communique. Moreover, 
there is no pakuthy known as the Puliyara 
Hill pakuthy. I do not know what significance 
will be attached to the exclusion of the 
Puliyara Hill pakuthy because there is no 
such pakuthy. 1 have already stated on 
another occasbn that the proposal is 
absolutely unfair to the people of the taluk; 
they have never been consulted 

| in the matter. I have also said on a I former 
occasion and I repeat it here now that the 
economy of the taluk is purely agrarian and 
cutting up the taluk into two portions and 
retaining one portion in the future Kerala 
State and adding on the rest of the taluk to 
the Madras State is disrupting the economy 
of the place. The economy of the place 
being entirely agrarian, the people of the 
taluk have got to depend almost entirely 
upon the adjoining forest area and cutting of 
this taluk means that you are disrupting the 
economy of the place to the serious dis-
advantage of the people. I say that this 
question of cutting up the Shencottah taluk 
into two areas—one to be retained in 
Travancore-Cochin and the other to be 
added on to Madras-should be re-opened 
when the border question is to be settled. 
The demarcation that has been made, 
temporarily or provisionally is not along the 
lines indicated in the Bill so that this will be 
a fit case for reference to the Boundary 
Commission as contemplated in paragraph 9 
of the Explanatory Memorandum attached 
to the Bill. 

This is a matter on which I had to 
express my opinion and I hope this 
question of the cutting up of Shencottah 
taluk will be considered as a boundary 
question and that it will be referred to a 
Boundary Commission and a solution will 
be found acceptable to the people of the 
taluk. 

SHRI T. BODRA (Bihar): Mr. Vice-
Chairman, we the people of Jharkhand also 
are facing crucial days just like any other 
citizen of India and, in my humble opinion, 
the remedy provided by the Government has 
been most inadequate. We need a dynamic 
change in the administration, a dynamic 
change in the thoughts, minds and deeds of 
our administrators. It is most unfortunate that 
our demand for the creation of a Jharkhand 
State was not acceded to by the eminent 
Members of the Commission. Today, what I 
we find is that there is a war going i on 
between Bihar and Bengal and Orissa. For 
whose land? For Serai-kella,     Kharaswan—
within    my    own 



931        States Reorganisation             [ RAJYA SABHA ] Bill, 1956 932 

district—and  for  a  portion  of  Man-bhum 
sub-division which is 70 miles from Ranchi.   
These are all territories which are mainly 
inhabited    by the Adivasis, by the Scheduled 
Castes, by the  Scheduled Tribes  and by    
other backward classes.      Had the Commis-
sion  decided upon this  question and acceded 
to the wishes of the people, they would not 
have cast to the winds the logic and 
acknowledged demands based  on  justice  
which  our     people have been putting 
forward.   We tried our best to convince the 
Commission that      for      self-determination      
and development      of      the      backward 
classes  of people  like us  a  separate 
administrative unit should be created. Anyway, 
Sir, I have no hesitation    in commending   
this   Bill     for     cosidera-tion to the Joint 
Select    Committee. Especially I am happy to 
see that the hon. the Home Minister has made 
a provision    in this    Bill in    Part    III about 
the Zones and the Zonal Councils. In  my   
humble opinion, Sir, so far as   the  aspirations  
and   self-development of the Adivasis and the 
Scheduled Castes and   Scheduled   Tribes   are 
concerned, there is a small ray of hope coming 
forth from these Zonal Councils and,  I hope,    
Sir,  and    earnestly hope that after the expiry 
of five years these Zonal Councils    will lose   
their advisory    character and will    become 
Zonal States and    again    after    the expiry of 
five years they would have grown into Unitary 
States.    Now, Sir, why do I say this?    It is    
because— perhaps the hon. the Home    
Minister is aware of it—of the fact of the mal-
administration of Bihar,  of the mal-
administration of Bengal, of the mal-
administration of Assam and    Orissa and  
Manipur  and  Tripura.    Just the other  day,  
on the 21st April, the Prime Minister    visited    
Muzzafarpur      and made a statement that 
Bihar is notorious for casteism.   Today on the 
floor of the House, Sir, Mr. Ghose said that 
perhaps   in   Bengal   there   is   bluffing   and   
cheating   going   on. Assam is notorious    for 
corruption    and this thin and hungry-looking 
Orissa is trying to be expert in hooliganism, 
trying to burn railway    stations and    other 
public  properties.    Even under these 

ostances the  Home Minister bas thought 
it fit that we    the backward people, who are 
educationally and economically backward, 
who are inarticulate   and    who   do    not     
own    any gigantic press to show our 
grievances against the    administration should    
be kept  under   these     mal-administered areas  
like     Bihar,     like Bengal, like Orissa and 
Manipur    and Tripura.    1 humbly   request 
the hon. the   Home Minister to make a note 
that we, about a crore of people, are groaning 
under the administrations of these States and I 
wish and I pray to God that these States are 
abolished in no time and I wish the    Central    
Government    had been  vested  with    powers 
to dismiss the Chief Ministers of Bihar, 
Bengal, Assam and Orissa.   When I say this I 
say    this    with    confidence    hecause a    
sense    of   desperation   has    crept In      my      
mind,      which      I        can ventilate    only    
here    on    thi   floor of    this    House.      
Again,  Sir,  when I say this I remember    the -
words of Dr. Ambedkar who said that we 
should have a number of smaller States, we 
should  have  preferred   smaller  States to be 
able to govern and to be able to look well after 
the administration    of the people inhabiting 
that area. When that was  not     possible  our  
hon.  the Pr'me Minister of India came out with 
a very good solution and he said: Let there be 
only five  zones. East,  West, North, South and 
the Central.   This is the position, Sir, in the 
whole of India that though everyone of us is 
speaking about the unity of India and everyone 
of us is trying his best for the security of life 
and property, if you come to the eastern    
zone, the eastern zone comprising the States    
of Bihar, West Bengal, Orissa and Assam, 
what Your Honour will find.    Your Honour 
will find that heinous crimes like decoities, 
murders, kidnapping, looting and rape are 
perhaps the highest.    Only on the llth of April 
about IOO Adivasis were coming home from     
the tea gardens. What happened at  10    
O'Clock there? About 5,000    people    of    
Warsaliganj attacked the train  there. They 
pulled out    the    Adivasis    and  six of them 
were murdered on the spot within the station 
premises.      When our M.L.As. 
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of the Bihar Assembly tabled an Adjournment 
Motion it was replied to "No. it cannot be 
allowed." Why? Because it is an incident which 
has taken place within the railway station 
premises. When I submitted my motion here the 
Chairman was pleased to disallow it saying that 
it was a question of law and order: Similarly, 
Sir, about two years back an Adivasi lady 
doctor of Sasaram was murdered in her own 
house, and I can tell you in detail many of the 
grievances, many of the incidents and many of 
the unfortunate happenings which we people 
are facing. The result is that a sense of 
depression and frustration has crept in us. What 
do we feel? We feel that our life is at stake; we 
feel that our property is at stake; we are not 
well looked after by the Government of Bihar, 
by the Government of Bengal and by the Gov-
ernments of Assam and Orissa, and today our 
lands are being bartered away amongst these 
four States, and the only hope that I can have is 
the one expressed by Mr. V. V. Giri—I am at 
one with him—when he said, "Let us all hope 
that these five Zonal Councils no longer remain 
Advisory Councils after the expiration of five 
years and these Advisory Councils be deve-
loped into Zonal States and again after five 
years each of the Zonal States become a unitary 
State of the Government. So, Sir I have no hesi-
tation in commending this Bill for the 
consideration of the Joint Select Committee and 
I implore them to make some provisions so 
that, just like the Tribals of Assam, when the 
Council meets, the tribal areas of Chota Nagpur 
Division, the tribal areas of Madhya Pradesh 
and the tribal areas of Orissa and Bengal also 
are .represented through their tribal M.L.As. in 
the Zonal Council. 

And lastly, Sir, ............  

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI P. S. 
RAJAGOPAL NAIDU) :  Your time is up. 

SHRI T. BODRA: And lastly, Sir, I would 
speak a few words about Himachal Pradesh. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN: Please    be !   
brief; your time is up. 

SHRI T. BODRA:   I am winding up 
in tn minutes. 

THE       VICE-CHAIRMAN:        One 
minute 

SHRI T. BODRA: Every word that was 
written by the Commssion about Himachal 
Pradesh was equally true Hi respect of our 
case also. Anyway Himachal Pradesh is 
fortunate in that it retains its separate entity, 
but what I fail to understand is that though 
Dalhousie, Bakloh, Kulu, Kangra and 
Kohistan districts are just adjacent to 
Himachal Pradesh and the problems of the 
people living in Kangra valley and others are 
identical with and the same as those of the 
people of Himachal Pradesh, these places have 
not been joined with Himachal Pradesh, which 
they should have been, and they should also 
have been protected along with Himachal 
Pradesh and I again implore the Joint Select 
Committee to consider this fact. 
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PROF. G. RANGA    (Andhra):    Mr. Vice-

Chairman,    it  is  clear  now tnai the whole    
House is    unanimous    in congratulating  the  
Government   upon having waded through so 
many troubles that  have  arisen  as  a  result  
ol the proposals of the States Reorganisation 
Commission, but at the    same time it is also 
equally clear that the House is not satisfied 
that the Government have given as much 
consideration to the settlement of the small 
problems  of boundaries  of towns,  of villages 
and of taluks as between the different   States   
as   they   have   given to the settlement of the 
bigger problems between State and State, their 
mergers and so on, with the    result that I 
think a very strong case arises for the 
Government    themselves    to give an 
assurance to this House and to the countrj' that 
at the earliest possible opportunity they would 
appoint suitable Boundary     Commissions     
to look into these matters in  as    much detail  
as is  deserving by  the    complexity of these 
problems, study them and then come to 
definite    decisions which would be binding 
upon all the parties  concerned.    If  such  a 
procedure is not followed then What is likely 
to happen is that while the country may be 
satisfied with the overall solutions found  by  
the     Government in various  parts  of  the  
country,  almost between every two States 
there would be groups of people, towns and 
villages which would be simmering with 
dissatisfaction  and unhappiness     and with 
very bad consequences     indeed and all the 
good atmosphere that has been sought to be 
achieved during the last four or five months 
and also as a result of the Bills that are    being 

passed here is likely to be vitiated and it  will 
only  leave  an awful  trail  of unnappiness in 
different parts of the country.   It is from this 
point of view that I wish to draw the attention 
of the House and the    country    to the 
statement made  by the hon.     Home Minister  
the  other  day  in  regard  to Bellary;  and I 
have    another    town also  in which the 
Andhras are very much  interested   and  that    
is    Parla-kimedi.    He has given reasons 
which are very important, I am sure, to the 
Andhra Government and are certainly 
embarrassing to many Members 'of this House 
as well as the other House. He    gave    the    
jiipression    to    th* House      and       the     
country       that Bellary   was being given   up   
so far as    the    Andhras    were    concerned 
Bellary     was    being    handed    over to    the    
Kanarese   from us,  or    the status  quo was  
being  maintained  or tfie new status quo was 
being maintained,  because  there  was  not  
sufficient  demand  from  the  Andhras for 
Bellary.   I would like to have further 
enlightenment from the Governments— 
whether  Ihe Pradesh Congress Committee  in 
Andhra has not asked for Bellary, whether the 
Andhra Government  has  not  supported  that  
claim, whether there was    any    individual 
Minister or group of Ministers or and the 
Legislature  there  in Andhra not. asking   for  
Bellary,   not  pressing   the claim of Andhras 
for Bellary?    Whether there was even one 
Andhra M.P. in  either  of the     two     
Houses—not belonging to the Communist    
Party— who could be said to have opposed or 
to have been indifferent to the claims of 
Andhra for Bellary?    What is the justification  
for  my  hon.  friend,  the Home Minister,  to 
have    made    the statement   that  Andhras   
really  were not  so  very   keen  and,   
therefore,   it was being handed over to the 
Kanarese friends?    Now, I do not    know 
what they mean by the demand that is being 
made by anybody.    Do they mean by demand 
the kind of demonstration that we had in 
Bombay?    Do they mean by  demand the     
kind of 'Satyagraha' that was being organised 
by various people in defferent States and 
appointing their dictators and all 
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the rest of it? And then, again, who is to 
demand this Bellary—the people of Bellary or 
the Andhras? If it is the people of Bellary, is it 
not a fact that a gentleman called Kami Reddy 
went on hunger strike and went on fasting for 
more than forty days and he had to be 
dissuaded from continuing that hunger strike 
until death by various appeals that were sent 
from the Central Government, the State 
Government and also the Pradesh Congress 
Committee and so on? Ii they mean the 
demand of the people only from the whole of 
Andhra, then surely the whole of Andhra has 
been unanimous about it. On the other hand, if 
they were to say that the Andhras were so 
much satisfied with Vishalandhra, that they 
were not so very particular about this matter 
only are we to understand that Vishalandhra 
was being given, because the Andhras have 
asked for it or because the S.R.C. has 
recommended in favour of it or because the 
Union Government themselves were so very 
keen about it? I would like to take the House 
into my confidence by saying that more than 
one Minister in the Union Government had 
asked ime to use my good offices with the 
friends in Telangana in order to persuade 
them to favour this Vishalandhra. And I did 
my best and in the end in my own speech here 
I made it perfectly clear that even a person 
like me, who was closest to them who was 
most sympathetic in their own State, was 
determined to have Vishalandhra anyhow. But 
if they were persistent about it, then they 
could at best ask for a benefit of five years 
and not thereafter. That made it clear to them 
that there was not even one Andhra in the 
whole of Andhra districts who would be 
prepared to support them. And that helped 
them to make up their mind that it is much 
better to have Vishalandhra here and now and 
ask for safeguards. Who was responsible for 
giving all the safeguards to Telangana? Is it 
not a fact that the Union Government 
themselves were mostly responsible for it? 
We are thankful that they have done it; we 
congratulate them also, because they 

have brought about a peaceful atmosphere 
between Andhra and Telangana. But at the 
same time it was the Union Government 
which was so very keen about it. And under 
those circumstances, why should the Union 
Government now come forward and say 
because the Andhras were getting 
Vishalandhra, they were prepared to give up 
Bellary? Was there any kind of agreement 
between the Union Government and so called 
Andhras? Then, who are those Andhras? I am 
led to think—and it pains me to have to think 
like that, that all of us here—Members ot 
Parliament in both Houses—do not count for 
anything, all that we say is of no use at all. 
Somebody somewhere in political zanana 
says something to some top people here and 
that holds good. Once they make up their 
mind they seem to think that it ought to be 
enough and all that we say is in vain. Is that 
the atmosphere that they want to create? Is 
that the feeling that they want to create? 

They talk about this Bellary being in the 
Kanarese area. Then, what about 
Parlakimedi? Parlakimedi is an enclave of 
Andhra and yet it is sought to be given over to 
the Oriya people—and it has been there for 
the last twentyfive years—in spite of the 
people themselves, in spite of their expressed 
wishes repeatedly. Now should we not insist 
that the same rule should apply to both? Then, 
again, they said that Bellary is predominantly 
in a Kanarese area. What about Belgaum? Is it 
not a fact that in Bellary the overwhelming 
majority of the people are Telugus. Have they 
not been asking for it? Is it not a fact that the 
non-Telugus also, even the Muslims, are 
supporting the claim of these Telugus to be 
associated with Andhra? Is it not a fact that 
Mr. Gangappa, who has been elected there as 
an M.L.A., who was there till the other day as 
M.L.A. in the Mysore Assembly, has resigned 
as a protest and has challenged our friends to 
come and prove that the majority of the 
people in that    area—Rupangudi, 
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I think, and Bellary city—on which 
side they would like to be asso 
ciated and with whom? Then, 
my hon. friend, Mr. Dasappa, 
was good enough to propound 
that principle, let it be settled 
by the people themselves, either 
through the Assembly elections or 
through a regular plebiscite. We are 
prepared to accept that. And I am 
not bothered just now about Tunga 
bhadra in view of Home Minister's 
assurances so much as I am bothered 
about Bellary city itself from the very 
beginning. The hon. Home Minister 
was saying the other day that since 
we are making the necessary arrange 
ments in regard to the Tungabhadra 
project, the Andhras need not be very 
particular about Bellary city. But I 
have been insisting upon Bellary city 
ever since the beginning ...............  

SHRI H. C. DASAPPA: May I point out 
to my hon. friend that all this and much 
more has already been placed before the 
concerned authorities like Mr. Jutice 
Wanchoo and Mr. Justice Misra and it is not 
a new case? 

PROP. G. RANGA: All those things 
are there. What happens is even in 
our own law? When two laws are 
passed, it is the latest law which 
holds good. The latest law is the 
S.R.C. Report. They have made out 
a case for Bellary being transferred 
to Andhra........... 

SHRI H. C. DASAPPA: Not on that 
ground. 

PROF. G. RANGA: Please don't 
waste imy time. I have given way to 
my friend once. I must gain that 
time........ 

SHRI H. C. DASAPPA: Not on this 
ground, but on other grounds, namely, 
Tungabhadra project. 

PROP. G. RANGA: Now, my hon. 
friend had time to talk and now he 
wants to rob somebody else of his 
time.   I cannot yield.............  

SHRI H. C. DASAPPA: I am very 
sorry.  

PROF. G. RANGA: On other grounds also. 
That is why I was saying that I have always 
been standing up for Bellary, not so much 
because of this Tungabhadra argument. The 
Tungabhadra project is an additional argu-
ment that was advanced by the S.R.C. Now, 
on what grounds have the Government of 
India agreed to accept the S.R.C. 
recommendation in Tegard to Belgaum where 
fiftyone per cent of the people are 
Maharashtrians? And yet they are very glad to 
have them— to use a colloquial word 
'grabbing' it. Now, please at the same time 
why should my friend or anybody else get 
excited when we say the same rule should 
apply to this also and Bellary should go to 
Andhra. 

Coming to Parlakimedi, the fact is that so 
long ago, the O'Donnell Committee itself said 
that it was predominently an Andhra city, they 
talk in Telugu and they wished to go to 
Andhra. But at the same time to accommodate 
the wishes of the Raja of Parlakimedi, they 
were handing it over to Orissa. The S.R.C. 
repeated that argument. Therefore, there are 
very strong reasons why this case ought to be 
placed before a Boundary Commission, in 
regard to Parlakimedi as well as Bellary. 

I want to take up another matter. The Kolar 
District ought to go to Andhra. The 
Commission have themselves admitted that 
the majority of the people are Andhras. Yet it 
is not being given to Andhra. They themselves 
said that it was because they were 
recommending in favour of returning Bellary 
and the other three taluks to Andhra. It is now 
said that Andhra should be willing to give up 
Bellary and also Kolar. Some friends say, 
"Everything we would have and at the same 
time we would oppose others." Very 
reasonable persons they are! Then they say, 
"Why should you not be content with having 
Vishal Andhra—the whole of Telangana?" 
They are happy in getting the Karnataka 
districts of Mysore, the Karnataka Districts of 
Bombay and the earlier Karnataka Indian 
States also. We do not begrudge them.    They 
are 
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having Samyukta Karnataka. We are very 
happy. We do not want even one extra village 
from any of their areas. Similarly, we expect 
that the case of Bellary should be settled by 
the by-election caused by Sri Gan-gappa's 
resignation and that should take place as early 
as possible—before they make their final 
decision, before the Joint Select Committee 
makes its own report and this House puts its 
imprimatur on the Bill. Let that •by-election 
take place. Let it be decided at the earliest or 
otherwise, let them go to the Prime Minister 
with this plea that a Boundary Commission 
should be appointed in order to decide 
whether Bellary City and the neighbouring 
villages connected with Andhra should go to 
Andhra or they should remain in Karnataka. I 
will give you my last answer why I am so 
particular about this town. Let 'half-a-dozen 
non-South Indians— impartial-minded 
people—go there. Let them see how those 
people today are living—whether they are 
living or whether they are existin e; whether 
they are languishing or they are prosperous. I 
am prepared to accept their decision. The fact 
is that they are languishing. Bellary has been 
connected with Rayalaseema culturally and 
socially. Now a large number of business 
people have left and are leaving it. The value 
of house properties has fallen. Nobody can 
deny that. There is a first class hospital there 
with about 200 or 300 beds. And the status of 
that hospital has come to be reduced and the 
whole city is languishing. Is it the intention of 
the Government to make reorganization in 
•such a way that people in towns and villages 
become impoverished? On the other hand, the 
reorganization should be such that our people 
become rmore and more prosperous and 
happy. 

Therefore, Sir, from these points of view, 
there is an irrefutable case tor the appointment 
of Boundary "Commissions in order to settle 
the -fortunes of these places, or for that matter  
other places  also.    There  are 

i those troubles between Bihar and Bengal, 
between Bihar and Orissa and also Bengal and 
Assam. We have heard of troubles between 
Karnataka and Malabar, Malabar and Madras. 
Therefore, these small problems should be 
referred to Boundary Commissions. Let not 
Government simply close their eyes and then 
say, "We have settled these big things" and so 
we will leave out the small things because 
the^' will go on fostering the body politic. I 
wish to conclude by saying that certainly the 
country is grateful to the Government and to 
Pandit Pant in particular and I think that I 
have a special duty to pay my compliments to 
him because I have known from inside how 
much trouble he has taken and how much 
patience he has exercised to come to a 
solution at every stage during all those 
troubled negotiations that were being carried 
on between people over the Vishal Andhra 
question and also over this Punjab question. 
The whole country is grateful to him and also 
to the Government and the national 
leadership, especially because they have 
settled these too knotty problems. There is the 
Bombay trouble. Such big troubles are bound 
to come to the Government. Therefore, I hope 
that the Government would find some way—
some equitable way—by which they would be 
able to establish peaceful atmosphere in that 
quarter  also. 
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more time, I may also kindly be allowed 
because my name also is there. Such time as 
she wants may also be given to me. 

SHRI B. B. SHARMA: I withdraw my 
name, and my time also may kindly be added 
to her time. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI P. S. < 
RAJAGOPAL NAIBU) : Please resume your seat. 
There are one or two hon. Members of this 
House who are very particular about speaking. 
Is it the intention of the House to sit for at least 
ten or fifteen minutes more. 

PROF. G. RANGA: There is no harm. We 
can wait for another half an hour. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN: Is it the intention 
of the House to sit for another ten or fifteen 
minutes more so that they may have a 
chance? 

HON. MEMBERS:    We will sit. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI P. S. 
RAJAGOPAL NAmu): Will you please wind up 
your speech in one minute? 
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THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI P.'S. 
RAJAGOPAL) : The Home Mini*-ter will reply 
to the debate tomorrow. The House now 
stands adjourned till 11 A.M. tomorrow. 

The House then adjourned at 
fifteen minutes past six of the clock 
till eleven of the clock on 
Wednesday, the 2nd May   1956. 

41 RSD—7 

 


