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12 NOON 

PAPERS LAID ON THE TABLE 

1. STATEMENT   ON   ACTION   TAKEN   OR PROPOSED 
TO BE TAKEN BY THE GOVERNMENT OF INDIA ON THE 

RECOMMENDATION ADOPTED BY THE I.L.O.  
CONFERENCE. 

2. MINISTRY OF FOOD AND AGRICULTURE 
NOTIFICATIONS 

THE DEPUTY MINISTER FOR LABOUR (SHRI 
ABID ALI) : Sir, I beg to lay on the Table a Statement 
on action taken or proposed to be taken by the 
Government of India on the Recommendation adopted 
by the I.L.O. Conference at its 37th Session held in 
Geneva in June. 1954. [Placed in the Library. See No. 
S-448|55.] 

THE MINISTER FOR FOOD AND AGRICULTURE 
(SHRI A. P. JAIN): On behalf of my colleague Shri M. 
V. Krishnappa, I beg to lay on the Table, under sub-
section (6) of section 3 of the Essential Commodities 
Act, 1955, a copy each of the following Notifications 
of the Ministry of Food and Agriculture: — 

(i) Notification S.R.O.   No.   3406, dated the 1st 
November, 1955. 

(ii)  Notification  S.R.O.  No.  3407, dated  the  
1st  November,   1955. 

[Placed    in    the  Library.   See    No. S-451/55.] 

THE     STATES     REORGANISATION 
COMMISSION'S       REPORT,     1955— 

continued 
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achievements were big. We solved many 
intricate problems. We have solved r.he 
food problem. We have solved the 
princely States problem. We have 
completed the First Five Year Plan. And 
fortunately our country has established its 
role as peace-maker in the international 
world. We are really proud of these 
achievements. The credit goes to our 
revered leader Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru. 

In his greatness we are great and in our 
greatness he is also great. After tackling 
these problems, we have now to face a 
new situation. We have got independence. 
It was the most cherished-goal but, next 
to independence, an ordinary man living 
in towns and villages wants that the admi-
nistration should be conducted in the 
language which he knows well. So, the 
linguistic problem is most important 
according to him. In the world, there were 
various forms of States; there were 
theocratic states, there were autocratic 
states, there were plutocratic states, there 
were aristocratic states and there were 
bureaucratic states. In a democratic 
State—I do not want to enter into that 
controversy as to whether power is 
devolved from above or whether it is 
evolved from below, whether the Federal 
unit should have all the powers or 
whether the units should also have certain 
powers—the units have got an important 
place and that should be recognised. 
During the British regime, it was a 
bureaucratic State and they never cared 
for the sentiments of the people. They 
wanted that India should be ruled effec-
tively by division of India, if possible; 
therefore, they never yielded to our 
sentiments but a time has come when the 
cherished goals of the people must be 
respected. How can we do that? That is a 
question. Unfortunately for this country, 
the question of distribution of States has a 
very tragic history. In 1903 or 1904, Lord 
Curzon partitioned Bengal. Revolutionary 
tendencies came on the surface and 
ultimately the British Government had to 
yield before the popular will. That was 
not the end of the story.     We 
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carved out several separate States. Sind was 
carved out, N. W. F. was carved out and then 
Orissa was carved out but that was not the end. 
These communal divisions in India ultimately 
led to the division of India itself. Fortunately, 
that chapter has ended. There is no foreign rule 
in this country and no one would say that there 
should be communal divisions which would 
keep one group fighting against another. We 
have discarded communal divisions, we have 
discarded caste and now we are asking for the 
creation of States on a linguistic basis. I may 
be excused if I say that even in the case of the 
division of India, popular will of a section ulti-
mately prevailed. That was a sorry thing but 
after all we cannot annul history. So, we have 
now become independent and every one of us 
is desirous of making the Centre strong. How 
can that be done unless the units are well-knit 
and unless the units are self-developing? We, 
therefore, welcomed the formation of the 
Andhra State. There is absolutely no doubt in 
my mind that the creation of Andhra was on a 
linguistic basis. I do not mean to say that our 
Government yielded to this on account of 
pressure from those people, physical or 
otherwise, but we accepted in all goodness the 
insistence of the demand for the formation of 
Andhra. We accepted that principle. I should 
like to state that language has a great influence 
on the minds of the people and should be 
recognised as such. In making this statement, I 
have got good authority with me. The Nehru 
Committee accepted that principle as long ago 
as 1928. It said, "It becomes most desirable for 
the Provinces to be regrouped on a linguistic 
basis". I have another authority with me in no 
less a person than Mahatma Gandhi. This is 
what Mahatma Gandhi said in a letter to Dr. 
Radhakrishnan: 

"Sevagram 
Dear Sir Radhakrishnan, 

You know I have always aimed at a 
redistribution of Provinces on a linguistic 
basis. The cue was taken from    the    
Andhra    movement.    I 

should,     therefore, be more     than 
glad if Andhra could have its status 
as a Province recognised even now. 
Yours sincerely, 
M. K.  Gandhi". 

This was as long ago as 1938. I have got 
certain other articles in which Gandhiji has 
expressed himself clearly that there should be 
linguistic States in India. This is an article 
dated 19th April, 1942. Gandhiji says, "I 
believe that the linguistic basis is the correct 
basis for demarking Provinces". In the same 
article, he says, "the demand for amalgamation 
has to be made by Congressmen living in the 
respective areas. If it is unanimous, the 
Congress cannot resist it". In another article 
dated 30th November 1947, he says, "There 
can be no compromise with evil and since 
linguistic redistribution is desirable from 
almost every point of view, all delay in 
carrying out the projecfrshould be avoided." 
And, this is the last, in his speech of the 25th 
January 1948, that is six days prior to his 
death, Gandhiji said, "The Congress had 
already adopted that principle and had declar-
ed its intention to give effect to it 
constitutionally as soon as they came to power 
as such redistribution would be conducive to 
the cultural advancement of this country." So, 
if I say that in redistributing our States we 
should have the authority of politicians, of 
philosophers, of seers, of leaders, then I 
cannot be blamed. The leadership goes to 
Pandit Motilal Nehru and to Mahatma Gandhi. 

SHRI KANHAIYALAL D. VAIDYA 
(Madhya Bharat): They are all dead. 

SHRI T. R. DEOGIRIKAR:    I know 
that, Mr. Vaidya. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: You are not giving any 
new information. 

DR. P. C. MITRA (Bihar): Not dead. They 
are all living still. 

SHRI T. R. DEOGIRIKAR: Unfortunately, 
the sentiments or the thoughts expressed by 
Mahatma Gandhi are not wholly acceptable to 
present day leadership. My hon. friend, Mr. 
Dhage, yesterday asked, "How did this 
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about?" You would find the first phase of the 
change even in the Report of the Dar 
Commission. Then came the J.V.P. Report 
and subsequently, the States Reorganisation 
Commission also says that the States are not 
to be redistributed on a linguistic basis. 

Language is not the sole criterion for 
redistribution of States—that is what the 
S.R.C. has said. Mahatmaji was the Father of 
the Nation and we are his children. We abide 
by what he said. If somebody comes forward 
and says that the whole outlook is wrong, then 
of course I will say: Kindly excuse me. If it is 
my fault to demand Provinces or States on the 
basis of language, then kindly don't blame me. 
If you want to blame anybody blame Gandhiji. 
That is the stand which I have taken, and I ask 
you, Sir, how can a principle which was good 
when we were under foreign rule be bad when 
we have become independent? Principles do 
not change from time to time. They are one 
and indivisible. Gandhiji had accepted that 
principle and in all humility I say as a humble 
follower of Gandhiji: Kindly accept that 
principle. Let us accept that principle and try 
to avoid all ill-effects that will otherwise be 
produced by the redistribution of States. Let 
there be no linguistic fanaticism. I do not like 
linguistic fanaticism at all. But let us not say 
day in and day out that linguistic 
redistribution is bad and that we are creating 
them helplessly. That creates a very bad 
atmosphere. Unfortunately we were victims of 
that composite State and it is not our fault. We 
were victims from the British times, and if we 
are asking to give us redress, don't have any 
bad views about us. We are every now and 
then told: Look at the problem from the 
national point of view, from the point of view 
of unity and security. I admit that that is the 
uppermost thought, that ought to be the 
uppermost thought in everybody's mind, but if 
you go on saying every now and then that 
demanding linguistic States is something 
wrong,  something  sinister, 

something sinful, then it creates an inferiority 
complex in our mind. So kindly avoid it. If 
you want to change the basis of the 
redistribution of Provinces 01 any other thing, 
then kindly say so sc that we can mentally 
adjust ourselves to that view, but this 
helplessness and halfheartedness is not 
conducive to the growth of India. I should like 
to ask my leaders here: What is the binding 
force in a vast country like India? We have 
discarded religion; we have discarded caste, 
and rightly so. If we are discarding languages 
as well, I should like to ask how can man be 
bound to another man? What is common 
between us? Economic links are yet to be 
forged. Are we to wait till then to have 
redistribution of Provinces on those basis? But 
so long as economic links are not forged, we 
have no other alternative except the linguistic 
one. India, though free, is not yet, I must say, 
as united as we desire it to be. We fought 
bravely for our independence and we will 
fight bravely if the time comes. At the time of 
calamities the whole country becomes one and 
bravely fights the intruder, the aggressor, the 
evil-doer, but are you going to ask me that 
'you' invite calamities for that purpose? That 
will be wrong. In spite of our economic 
progress and our Five Year Plans we have not 
developed that feeling of oneness, and hence 
enthusiasm has to be whipped up for carrying 
out our programmes. I leave the subject here 
and I request my leaders to think about it. We 
have become free; we are economically 
advancing, but we are not coming nearer to 
each other. Let us try this experiment of 
linguistic States, and if you find that it creates 
fissiparous tendencies, let us readjust our 
States in any other way, but for the time being 
at least, don't abuse us and accuse us for 
demanding linguistic States. 

Sir, I welcome the appointment of the 
S.R.C. from that point of view. The Members 
of the Commission were good: they were 
laborious and talented, but I may say that they 
were not from the masses. They did not know 
the hearts of the people.    No  doubt 
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itiey were impartial, they were good, they 
were talented, but they did not know the mind 
of the people. I appreciate their services to the 
country and I am thankful to them. They had a 
difficult task before them. There were three 
inter-dependent problems, the problem of A, 
B, and C Class States, the problem of the 
native States merging in our union after the 
abolition of those Princely States and there 
was the third problem of creating new States 
on linguistic and other basis. This was a 
difficult job. It must be borne in mind that the 
Commission was not appointed for 
reorganising States on linguistic basis alone. It 
was a complicated problem and therefore the 
task was difficult. It is no wonder therefore 
that, after the publication of the report, there 
was great commotion and stir in the country, 
and I thank our Prime Minister for 
announcing that the decisions of the 
Commission were not final, that by 
discussions and negotiations the 
recommendations can be altered in such a 
manner as will be least unacceptable to the 
people, and that saved the situation to a great 
extent. 

Now I should like to state one or two things 
that may not be palatable. Before the report 
was out, the recommendations were known to 
the people. That was a very bad thing. 
Secondly, if they had to make certain recom-
mendations they ought to have taken certain 
people into confidence and thus could have 
avoided the situation which had arisen; the 
sweeping recommendations would not have 
come. We are not such bad people as not to 
know the difficulties of the Commission. We 
•could have adjusted our differences and 
could have agreed to certain things which 
would have oeen acceptable to the country. 
But that did not happen. Fortunately the 
Working Committee has taken that task and I 
am thankful to the Working Committee for 
that. 

1 am now coming to the vexed question of 
Bombay City. Bombay city is a vexed 
question, as you know. Unfortunately it is so. 
I am really sorry 

that it is taxing your brain; especially it is 
worrying Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru and 
Govind Ballabh Pant and other members of 
the High Command. I am extremely sorry for 
that, but I cannot help it. They are responsible 
people and they must solve it. 

I will consider now what is the Bombay 
problem. Bombay Province, as you know, is a 
composite province. In former days Sind was 
there; Guje-rat was there; Karnataka was 
there; Maharashtra was there and the Bombay 
city was there. But, after partition, Sind went 
out. 

SHRI H. D. RAJAH (Madras): Before 
partition. 

SHRI T. R. DEOGIRIKAR: Yes, in 1935 
Sind went out and the remaining four 
component parts remained. It was our desire, 
a long cherished desire, that all Marathi-
speaking people, who were scattered in three 
States,   should   be   united. 

Some of our people were in Madhya 
Pradesh, others were in Hyderabad State and 
the remaining were in Bombay State. So what 
is meant by Sam-yukta Maharashtra is not a 
very dangerous thing. We simply said, 'unite 
all the Marathi-speaking people together and 
solve that problem once for all'. That was our 
demand. Unfortunately, the Commission 
could not understand our sentiments. We 
were asking that brothers who were separated 
by various causes should be brought together. 
They could not enter into our hearts and 
therefore they could not understand our prob-
lem. 

SHRI H. D. RAJAH: Because there was no 
Maharashtrian in the Commission. 

SHRI T. R. DEOGIRIKAR: No, no. Do you 
think that Maharashtrians will not do injustice 
to us? 

So that was the problem. Nov/, look at the 
psychology in which the Commission 
proceeded. They proceeded from this point of 
view that Bombay city was  an  important city 
and that 
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protected.   That 'was   the hypothesis. 

SHRI S. N. MAZUMDAR (West Bengal):  
For whom? 

DR. R. B. GOUR (Hyderabad): From 
whom? 

SHRI T. R. DEOGIRIKAR: It should be 
protected because it is a city of importance 
and therefore their first consideration was to 
protect Bombay city. 

DR. R. B. GOUR: From whom? 

MR. CHAIRMAN:  Let him go on. 

SHRI T. R. DEOGIRIKAR: How can that 
city be protected? It cannot protect itself 
because it would have been a small State 
comprising of 30 lakhs of people and an area 
of 111 sq. miles. So Bombay city could not 
protect itself. It could not be given to Gujarat 
because there was no contiguity between 
Bombay and Gujarat. If I say a certain thing in 
a light vein, you will kindly excuse me. They 
committed a mistake. There was contiguity, if 
not by land, by sea or by air. But I am thankful 
to them for not bringing out such a formula 
that Bombay can be contiguous to Gujarat. 
They did not say that and I am thankful to 
them. This I am saying in a lighter vein and 
will excuse me. Bombay could not be given to 
Maharashtra because, Sir, representations 
were made to them and therefore they were 
afraid of Maharashtra. Sir, I say it is a natural 
division. If you look at the map of Bombay 
State, the map will speak about our demands. 
We need not say anything about it. The map 
will show what is the actual position—a 
hundred miles to the north, 200 miles to the 
South and a small pocket like Bombay in 
between. Fortunately, both the Commission 
and the Working Committee have accepted 
that geographically Bombay belongs to 
Maharashtra and I am thankful to them. 
Bombay could not remain separate; Bombay 
could not be joined to Gujarat but the 
Maharashtra's claim 

to Bombay  which was     natural  ar legitimate 
was brushed aside.    I wi tell you how it came    
about Snail; Therefore,  out of    helplessness, 
the came to the conclusion that Bomba should 
be a bilingual Slate.   That is dangerous 
doctrine.    If they had pre ceeded on the basis    
that    bilingus States should be created, then I 
woul not have objected to their findings bu if 
you come to a certain conclusion ou of  
helplessness,  why   do  you  try   t make virtue 
of necessity?     I am no able    to   understand    
that.       So  ou demand  was not    accepted    
by    th Commission and they created a Stati 
comprising Bombay  city,   Gujarat, anc 
Maharashtra;  Saurashtra     and  Cutcl were 
also added    and to    balance i Marathwada 
was also added.   So wha has now come about 
is neither a bilingual State nor a unilingual 
State bu' a balanced State and they are asking 
us to accept this balanced State.    Nc doubt 
there is a    slight    majority oi Maharashtrians      
in     that      so-called bilingual State. 

SHRIMATI LILAVATI MUNSHI 
(Bombay):  A majority of 70 lakhs. 

SHRI T. R. DEOGIRIKAR: Now, I must tell 
you why we are not accepting that balanced 
State. The first reason is that we do not want a 
bilingual State of S.R.U.'s conception. Out of 
16 States in India you have created 15 States 
on a linguistic basis while Bombay alone is 
made an exception. 

AN HON. MEMBER: Punjab is there. 

SHRI T. R. DEOGIRIKAR: You omit 
Punjab; I have no objection. You omit two or 
three more. But I must say that almost all 
States are formed on the basis of language but 
Bombay happens to be the one unfortunate 
State where linguism is not accepted. Why are 
we singled out? Are we such miserable 
creatures as not to get the benefit of linguistic 
States? 

SHRI V. K. DHAGE (Hyderabad): You are 
virile people. 

SHRI T. R. DEOGIRIKAR: Secondly, one 
portion of the    Marathi-speaking 
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people has been cut out. Tr-.ereiore n cannot 
be a bilingual State in the real sense of the 
term. 

Then there is another problem. After the 
creation of these linguistic States, a new 
complex has grown in people's mind and what 
is that complex? I must always be alert to see 
that the Gujarati does not get a majority in a 
composite State, in the Congress party itself. I 
for one would not like clashes to take place 
between Gujaratis and Maharashtrians. I will 
try to avoid them as far as possible. Why are 
you forcing the Gujaratis and the Maha-
rashtrians to fight each other in this way? I do 
not like such clashes any more in this country 
which will lead to disunity, insecurity and 
bitter results. 

SHRI M. GOVINDA REDDY (Mysore^ : It 
would mean co-existence. 

SHRI T. R. DEOGIRIKAR: Therefore even 
in a bilingual State there will always be a 
feeling of separate language groups. It will 
result in internal clashes and if we are to 
begin to build up a new State with this feeling 
of rivalry and feeling of dominance of one 
grouri over the other, then our administration, 
our economic progress, everything will suffer. 
Moreover, our relations with our Gujarati 
friends will not be one of cordiality but one of 
hostility. So the SRC. has sown the seeds of 
dissension whose germination we want to 
prevent. Therefore we have come to the 
conclusion that if we are to separate, let us 
separate here and now. 

There is one other reason—and it is a most 
important reason—to which I shall draw your 
attention to. It is this. Various allegations are 
made in the representations submitted by non-
Maharashtrians for not giving Bombay to 
Maharashtra and for not merging Vidarbha 
with Maharashtra. The Commission ought not 
to have mentioned those reasons. If they were   
convinced   about   those   reasons 

then they should have called us and asked us 
for our explanation. For your information, Sir. 
I will refer to some of them. On page 123 in 
para. 448,  they say: 

"There seem to be some prima fade 
justification for the suspicion1 that if 
Vidarbha joins Maharashtra, it cannot be 
certain that its resources will be spent 
within its own area on suitable 
development schemes  and   projects." 

So a suspicion has been expressed about 
Maharashtrians that we will not spend the 
money for projects and schemes if Vidarbha 
joins Maharashtra. Sir, I do not like that 
remark. Then in para 450, they say: 

"Communalism, it has been stated, may 
also be introduced into the political life of 
Vidarbha if it joins Maharashtra." 

So, Maharashtrians are stamped as 
communalists and which Maharash-trian will 
tolerate it, I ask. I am not at all angry, I tell 
you. But with all humility I say that these 
remarks are not proper and they oueht not to 
have been made. I say again and again that if 
the Commission wanted to make certain 
adjustments or certain reorganisation; where 
was the necessity for passing these remarks? 
They could have done so without entering 
into these, I should say, derogatory remarks. 
That could have been very  well  avoided. 

Then, we come to Bombay. The allegations 
referred thereto are more harmful. On page 
116, paragraph 418, it is stated: 

"We are impressed by the cogency of 
these arguments, but we cannot lightly 
brush aside the fears of the other 
communities." 

The fears of other communities with respect 
to Maharashtrians, other communities are 
afraid of us! Though our arguments for 
merger of Bombay with Maharashtra are 
cogent,  still  they  are     afraid.   They 
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They have got fears with regard to 
Maharashtrians. That is the third thing which 
we do not tolerate. And then if'you go a little 
further, on page 117, paragraph 421,  it is  
stated: 

"The likely psychological dissatisfaction 
of the Gujarati and other communities, in 
the event of Greater Bombay forming part 
of Maharashtra, may be very great, and it 
will be unwise to hope that the industrial 
and commercial life of the area will remain 
unaffected." 

So, they are looking only to the psychological 
dissatisfaction of the Gujarati and other 
communities. Maharashtrians' psychology 
was never before them. Why we thought of 
rejecting the recommendations was due to 
these considerations of the S.R.C. So, these 
are the things which have hurt us most. 

And I am going to show still further who 
generated these fears, who have created 
suspicions in the mind of the S.R.C. Look to 
the Bombay Citizens' Committee's Report 
which was quoted yesterday by Mr. Dhage. 
Substantially the whole line of argument has 
been incorporated in the S.R.C. Report from 
the Bombay Citizens' Committee's 
memorandum. I would most humbly request 
Pandit Pantji to go through this report and 
find out where the mistake lies. In the 
beginning, Shri Purshotamdas Thakurdas, 
who is the Chairman of that Committee, says: 

"The one common binding force that has 
drawn them together on the same platform 
is their desire to contribute towards the 
political solidarity and national unity of the 
country. (Mr. Deputy Chairman in the 
Chair). They have been unanimously of the 
view that unless the people are infused with 
the •spirit of national consciousness and 
rise above considerations of regional or 
sectarian interests, it would not be possible 
to consolidate the forces of    national    
unity,    for 

economic reconstruction, essential for the 
maintenance of iur hard-won freedom." 

What Shri Purshotamdas Thakurdas has said 
is perfectly all right. 

SHRI C. P. PARIKH (Bombay): What is 
the page? 

SHRI T. R. DEOGIRIKAR: It is in the 
introduction. If a person like Shri 
Purshotamdas Thakurdas—with due 
reverence to him I say—comes and tells me, 
begins to teach lessons on national security to 
us who passed the whole of our life in jail for 
fighting our cause—if somebody comes and 
teaches us these lessons, then it becomes very 
hard for us to digest. But they have done it. 
And look at the list of nersons. Mr. Dhage has 
read out the list, but I reread it and I found 
that there are certain Members of Parliament 
who have signed it. I do not want to name 
them. They will come forward. But I could 
not understand why the name of our B.P.C.C. 
chief was not there, Mr. S. K. Patil. Is he not a 
citizen of Bombay and why should his name 
not be there? It is an astounding thing. I could 
not understand it. And if you go through the 
pages, you will find how this fear complex 
has been engendered. On nage 26, Chandulal 
Bhaiji just refer to it—it is stated: 

"Besides, the trade, commerce and 
industry will be seriously dislocated as a 
result of inclusion of Bombay and its 
suburbs in a linguistic administration, - 
involving a great deal of hardship and 
harassment to a major portion of the 
populatioi of the City. The apprehensions 
stated above are not merely an expression 
of a fear complex." 

So, according to it, these apprehensions are 
real; they are not born out of a fear complex: 

"As a result of the agitation for linguistic 
States and the expression given to   the 
same   by sponsors of 
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the movement of United Maharashtra, 
several persons are reported to be making 
plans for moving to centres outside 
Bombay, if the City is to become a part of 
any uni-lingual State." 

So, before Bombay becomes a part of a 
unilingual State, these industrialists have 
begun to shift from Bombay! Can any one of 
us believe it? This was the threat given by 
them, if you will permit me to use that word, 
and this weighed greatly on the minds of the 
S.R.C. 

I do not want to read many more passages, 
but only one or two. They say: 

"While we strongly plead for the 
continuance of the present composite State 
of Bombay, which is necessary in the larger 
interests of the country as a whole and the 
component units of the present State in 
particular, we submit that in event of 
splitting up the existing State as a result of 
the persistent demand on the part of any 
linguistic group, the City of Bombay along 
•with its suburbs should be constituted into 
a separate unit and should not be made a 
part of unilingual State." 

This is what they have stated. 

At another place they have stated ihat the 
capital is theirs.   It    reads: 

"It may be safely asserted that (he vast 
bulk of the capital invested in the different 
industrial establishments has mainly come 
from the Parsis, Gujaratis, Bhatias. 
Marwaris and several other communities. 
The same is the case with our financial 
institutions, banking companies, insurance 
companies, and other trades and 
professions." 

They have stated that everything will be 
shattered if Bombay becomes part of a 
unilingual State. May I ask vou. gentlemen, 
whether it is showing    trust   towards     us   
or   distrust 
2  R.S.D.—5 

towards us? And of all persons the Members 
of the Commission ought not to have been 
influenced by what has been stated in the 
memorandum submitted by the Bombay 
Citizens* Committee. Unfortunately it is so. 
They could have said that in India how can 
one part of the country be afraid of the other 
part? There are sufficient guarantees 
everywhere. The Central Government is 
powerful and why should you be afraid of 
Maharashtrians? Bi't they have not done it, 
and they have incorporated certain things 
which are damaging to us. That is the reason 
why we do not want a State of the S.R.C's 
conception. I was thinking to myself if a 
foreigner reads these things attributed tc us, 
what impression will he carry about 
Maharashtrians? Let alone the foreigners, if 
persons in other States read these statements, 
they will say that these Maharashtrians are 
communal, they are untrustworthy. Why 
should we not be afraid of them? 

There are suspicions and many other things 
are attributed to us. Therefore, we do not want 
this State, if the S.R.C. wanted to form a State 
of the present conception, they could have 
taken shelter under good terminology, 
phraseology. They could have said, "India is in 
danger, in difficulties. We want to undertake 
various industrial programmes and why not 
live together?" That appeal would have been a 
fitting appeal and it would have touched our 
hearts. But instead of doing that, if you are 
going to condemn us and if you are going to 
ask us to come into the bilingual State, of 
course, no Indian, much less a Maharashtrian, 
will tolerate it. So, kindly excuse me if I may 
disagree with you and do not misunderstand 
me in the least. That I expect of you. Let me 
assure my Gujarati friends that they are not in 
this controversy. It is the Bombay merchants 
or capitalists. They have attributed certain 
things to us. I know Gujarati people and if a 
time comes, T   will   say   from    house-tc>s 
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are the best people in India. They are social. 
They are generous and very hospitable. You 
will rarely find such people in any other part 
of the country. But unfortunately, they have a 
mental outlook which is different from ours. 
They are always thinking in terms of rupees, 
annas and pies. And we always think in terms 
of Shakespeare, Kalidasa and Bhavabhuti. So 
how can that combination be compatible? 
Even if we lived for two hundred years, we 
could net identify ourselves with them.   
Kindly excuse me. 

SHRI R. U. AGNIBHOJ (Madhya Pradesh): 
Laksbmi and Saraswati live together. 

SHRI T. R. DEOGIRIKAR: Bwt they 
are  

By nature, they are not compatible. 
Therefore, Saraswati and Lakshmi cannot live 
together. 

The mental make-up of the Gujaratis and 
that of the Maharashtrians are quite different 
and therefore, though co-existence is possible, 
identification is not possible. Therefore, the 
S.R.C. Report is unacceptable to us and I am 
glad—I am thankful to the Working 
Committee for looking into the hearts of the 
Maharashtrians and keeping that Report aside. 
I am really thankful and grateful to them for 
understanding our sentiments and setting 
aside that Report. 

Some of our leaders from Maharashtra had 
an interview with the Congress High 
Command. Their hearts were pierced by the 
S.R.C. I cannot forget the love and affection 
with which the High Command received us. 
We thought that we were approaching a kind 
mother, when we approached them. Have 
similies no place in politics? Certainly they 
have. Gandhiji once described the late hon. 
Ookhale as 'mother Ganges' and Tilak as 
'Himalaya1;'. Permit me to say, Sir When we 
went to the High Command, Pandit 
Jawaharlal nenru aDpeared to us like the Gan- 

ges and Pantji like the Himalayas. All the 
rivers flow from the Himalayas. They were so 
kind towards us that I have no words to 
express it. So were Mpulana Saheb and Shri 
Dhebar. They pointed out to us their 
difficulties. We appreciated their difficulties. 
In all sincerity I tell you that they were put in 
a difficult situation and we could understand 
their difficulties. On the second day, we told 
them that. We do not want the so-called 
bilingual State conceived by the S.R.C. 
Report. And if * bilingual State is at all to be 
formed why should our brothers from Vidar-
bha be kept aside? That was our natural 
demand. We ^aid. "Let all Maharashtrians and 
Gujeratis come1 together and let us again try to 
forge the bond of love and affection for a 
certain number of years." We were prepared to 
do it in the light of the difficulties through 
which the High Command  was  passing. 

AN. HON. MEMBER: No hostility 
afterwards? 

SHRI T. R. DEOGIRIKAR: No, no. 
Certainly not. You and I are friends. So, do 
not be afraid of clashes. 

But the Gujaratis thought that the proposal 
was made by us to keep them permanently a 
minority and that this was made mala fide. I 
tell vou that nothing is as hard as this from 
Gujarat. I never expected that they will 
question our bona fides. We went to the High 
Command with an-open heart and with all 
humility, and *aid. "Let there be the bilingual 
State of our conception. Let all the 
Maharashtrians and all the Gujaratis be 
brought together." The G.P.C.C. and B.P.C.C. 
rejected it. I did not question the doubts and 
difficulties they had. They were justified in. 
raising the objection to this proposal, because 
Chandu Bhai and myself are good friends, but 
we cannot <-ay what our followers will be. 
Therefore, there was this danger that the Guja-
ratis would have been permanently in minority 
and so we did not pursue ir. 
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Pradesh): They are disloyal followers. 

SHRI T. R. DEOGIRIKAR: Kapoor Bhai's 
followers also can be both loyal  and  
disloyal. 

Now, the Working Committee suggested a 
formula and that was the formula of three 
States. Really speaking, it is not a formula of 
three states. It is a formula for a separate 
Bombay City State. They came to this 
conclusion not in a spirit of di-gust or 
helplessness, but they thought that if the 
S.R.C. proposal which was best according to 
them, was not acceptable, then the second best 
was the three-State formula. I may not agree 
with them, but I do not question their good 
motives. Some of my friends from Gujarat 
and Bombay have tried to discredit me—
Deogirikar—personally, by saying that this 
proposal of three States has come from me 
and that I have originated it. If they are a little 
careful, they will see that the germs of this 
proposal are to be found in the Bombay 
Citizens' Memorandum. It has not come from 
the High Command or from Mr. Deogirikar. I 
emphatically deny the fatherhood of that 
formula. It is not mine—I say this not only 
once, but twice and thrice. I have nothing to 
do with it. But if anybody is responsible for it, 
it is the Bombay Citizens' Committee. 

SHRI C. P. PARIKH: Or the Dar 
Commission. 

SHRI T. R. DEOGIRIKAR: Or Brahma. I 
am not committed to anything. Let me assurr 
you. It is engineered by the Bombay Citizens' 
Committee, as I said. They are the authorities 
suggesting this formula in their memorandum. 
Just imagine for a moment what an ordinary 
small man like myself can do. The question 
was of bringing Vidarbha into Samyuktha 
Maharashtra and how can a poor Deogirikar 
say that he has got the capacity to bring 
Vidarbha into Maharashtra?    That can be 
done 

by the High Command alone, and none else. I 
have not got that capacity or status. That 
capacity and strength are with the High 
Command and they are trying for it. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Your time is 
up. 

SHRI T. R. DEOGIRIKAR: Nobody from 
Maharashtra is going to speak. I am the only 
spokesman. So kindly give me some more 
time. I may assure you that none from Maha-
rashtra will speak. 

The High Command alone can say that they 
will try to persuade the Vidarbha people to 
join Maharashtra and unless that is done, the 
three State formula cannot come for con-
sideration. That is the case regarding this 
proposal of the three State formula. Let me 
make my position as the Chief of the 
Maharashtra Provincial Congress Committee 
clear. We have simply stated that it does not 
commend itself to us. We have not said that 
we have rejected it. We have not said 
anything. And we welcomed the attempts cf 
the High Command in trying to bring Vidar-
bha into Samyuktha Maharashtra. These were 
our feelings and we expressed them in as clear 
terms as possible. Let there be. no misunder-
standing on that score. We 1 P.M. have made 
another proposal to the Congress High 
Command to kindly reconsider their proposal 
with regard to the creation of Bombay State. 
So, the three-State formula does not commend 
itself to us. We welcome the attempts that are 
being made by the High Command in bringing 
Vidarbha to us, but with regard to Bombay. 
with all humility, we are requesting the High 
Command to reconsider their decision. 

Now, I come to the very vexed question of 
creation of Bombay city as a separate State.-
The reasons why Bombay city is to be created 
as a separate State are these. The Bombay 
Provincial  Congress     Committee 
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a separate City State because according 
to them, they think, the best solution is 
the S.R.C. formula. If the S.R.C. formula 
is not acceptable, if there is no alter-
native, then create Bombay City as a 
separate city State they say. They are not 
doing it willingly but out of helplessness. 
They are not accepting Bombay city State 
as a separate State willingly. 

The Gujarat    Provincial    Congress 
Committee says    that    Bombay    city 
should not be the capital of a unilin-gal   
State.    They  will  have  a  separate State 
of their own.    They have got   industries.    
They  have   got    the capital.    Kandla is 
developing. Kak-rapara is there.   We say 
to our Guja-rati friends, "you    have got a    
good unit; you have got 75 textile mills in 
Ahmedabad.    There  may be  80  textile 
mills in Bombay.    You have got a self-
contained unit in Gujarat. Let us also have 
a self-contained unit in Maharashtra".      
They      say      "No." Gujaratis say they 
have a claim on Bombay because it was 
built up not only by   Maharashtrians but 
by    all communities together.   I do not 
deny that.   But they say that it cannot be 
the capital of a unilingual state. The 
interests of the capitalists are interwoven 
with Bombay.    No doubt, the capital 
came from Bombay capitalists but may  I 
say that     we Maharashtrians  are also    
responsible for    our share? 

SHRI C. P. PARIKH: Other com-
munities also. 

SHRI T. R. DEOGIRIKAR: Yes, 
Maharashtrian is one community, Mr. 
Chandulal. This is not the only com-
munity in Bombay; other communities 
are also there. 

Then, it is said that Bombay is a 
multilingual city. Why only Bombay? 
There are so many cities in India which 
are multilingual, but are you going to 
give separate city States because of that 
particular regard. 

SHRI PYDAH VENKATA NARA-
YANA  (Andhra):  Only Madras. 

SHRI T. R. DEOGIRIKAR: So many 
multilingual cities are growing today. 
These multilingual cities and cosmo-
politan nature of cities are growing. 

It is said Bombay has got cosmopolitan 
culture. I could not understand what is 
this "cosmopolitan culture." 

SHRI JASPAT ROY KAPOOR:  Let 
linguism  disappear. 

SHRI T. R. DEOGIRIKAR: Let us wait 
for that. So, it is said that Bombay is a 
cosmopolitan city; it has got 
cosmopolitan culture. 

AN. HON. MEMBER: Cosmopolitan 
outlook. 

SHRI T. R. DEOGIRIKAR: All right, 
let it be 'outlook'. But we Indians are 
under the impression that the culture of 
India is one which is a mixture of Aryan 
culture, Islamic culture, Buddhistic 
culture. Christian culture and so on. It is 
Sans-kriti Sangam. That is exactly what is 
meant by "cosmopolitan". There you do 
not find anything particular in 
cosmopolitan for which Bombay city 
need be kept as a separate city State. So, I 
do not agree with this view. 

DR. R. B. GOUR: What about the 
culture of stock exchange? 

SHRI T. R. DEOGIRIKAR: It Is certainly 
not "agriculture". These reasonings are not 
at all convincing. As I said, geographically 
Bombay forms a part of Maharashtra. 80 
miles ' to its north and 100-200 miles to its 
south and on the east there is Maharashtra 
area. Bombay is surrounded on all sides by 
Maharashtrian area. There are 49 per cent, 
or 48 per cent, or 44 per cent, of 
Maharashtrians in Bombay. Chandubhai 
will at once get    up    and    say    it    is    
43-6    per 
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cent. I may assure him that Maharashtrians are 
the biggest majority in Bombay city. You 
cannot deny that. As Mr. Dhage said 
yesterday, if you are going to give a separate 
status to the city of Bombay because the 
percentage of Maharashtrians is not in 
overwhelming majority, then why do you 
keep Bangalore in Karnataka where there are 
only 23 per cent, of Kannadigas. 

SHRI RAGAVENDRARAO  (Hyderabad):  
Hyderabad. 

SHRI T. R. DEOGIRIKAR: My friend says 
Hyderabad has got 49 per cent, of Urdu 
speaking people. That does not appeal to me. I 
say, even if Bombay had less percentage than 
43, 46 or 49, anyway, it is greater than 
Gujaratis percentage. Therefore Bombay 
ought to have been given to Maharashtrians. 
That is our argument. 

Now, I will give you some reasons why 
Bombay city should not be created into a 
separate city State. First of all I would like my 
friends to answer my question as to what is the 
problem of Bombay? Nobody has cared to 
understand as yet what the problem of 
Bombay city is. I will simply ask you to look 
at the Union list and the Concurrent List and 
you will understand that in the city of Bombay 
the State legislature has no power except the 
power of legislature and police. The industry, 
the transport, the finance, insurance, banking, 
commerce, everything is in the hands ot the 
Centre. Over and above that there is the 
powerful Bombay Corporation. What remains 
in the hands of the State Government is only 
legislative and police powers. Out of these 
two powers we are prepared to hand over the 
police power to the Corporation. So ultimately 
what remains in the hands of the State 
legislature is only the legislative power. 

SHRI    C. P.    PARIKH:       Nothing 
more? 

SHRI T.   R.   DEOGIRIKAR:      That will 
be not troublesome to you.  But 

certainly, Mr. Chandulai, you do not know 
the safeguards given in the Constitution. 

Secondly if you want to create a city State, 
certain elementary things are . required. A 
state must have cohesive element. People 
must be loyal to the State. They should De 
prepared for sacrifice for the maintenance of 
their State. Are any of these factors to be 
found in Bombay city? Yesterday some one 
asked me about the principles which have 
been disregarded by the S.R.C. Bombay is tk« 
typical example where no principle is 
applicable for forming it into a city State. So, 
the cohesive element is not there. 

The conception of a city State has been 
discarded by all modern political thinkers as 
the wants of the cities have grown. Unless 
they have got hinterland, city States cannot be 
formed. The S.R.C. Report said that Bombay 
city state should not be formed. The J.V.P. 
report and the Dar Commission report said 
that if at all Bombay was to be divided into 
three, four or more parts, Bombay city should 
form a separate unit. But, fortunately, for us 
the S.R.C. has recommended that Bombay 
city should not be formed into a separate unit, 
and they were right and wise in saying so. 
They have not accepted the recommendations 
of the Bombay Citizens' Committee. They 
have categorically stated that it will be a 
retrograde step if you form Bombay into a 
separate unit. 

The fact that Bombay is a port should not be 
forgotten. It has danger both from inside and 
outside. Unless the State has got vast area to 
protect it, it will not be in the interest of that 
particular area to get the status of a State. That 
is the third argument. I have just now said that 
there are so many eminent capitalists in Bom-
bay who have said that Bombay should be 
kept as a separate City State in the alternative. 
But I have here the names of a number of per-
sons  who have     said that     Bombay 
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formed into a separate unit at all. And their 
opinions count very much in the Indian 
politics. ..They are eminent economists and 
industrialists also (1) Shri John Matthai, (2) 
Shri V. IN. Chanda-warkar, (3) Dr. V. K. R. 
V. Rao, (4) Shri V. L. Mehta, (5) Dr. D. R. 
Gadgil, and (6) Shri A. D. Gorwala, Sir, the 
hon. Mr. Pant is not here at the moment, but I 
am sure that Mr. Pataskar will carry my 
humble message to him. In all humility I ask: 
Will you just ask Shri C. D. Desh-mukh about 
his views over this matter? And il all these 
economists say with one voice that there is 
danger in creating a separate Bombay City 
State, then it will be advisable lor the Central 
Government to think about it. So these 
disinterested parties' views count very much 
and they must be given proper attention to by 
our leaders, by our Cabinet Ministers. 

PROF. N. R. MALKANI (Nominated) : 
Kindly let us know as to how many non-
Maharashtrians wish for the merger of 
Bombay into Maharashtra? 

SHRI T. R. DEOGIRIKAR: Sindhis are 
among the non-Maharashtrians. 

PROF. N. R. MALKANI: You are 
mistaken.   I am a Sindhi. 

SHRI T. R. DEOGIRIKAR: Dr. 
Choithram Gidwani has said this thing 
many a time, and he is going to make 
a speech that Sindhis are not against 
the merger. I can correct my view, if 
you tell me something....................  

PROF. N. R. MALKANI: I am sorry to say 
that Dr. Choithram in this matter does not 
represent the Sindhis' opinion. 

SHRI T. R. DEOGIRIKAR: Then, I am 
subject to correction. I will then say that all 
Sindhis nre against the nerger. Are you 
satisfied Mr. Malkani? 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. 
Deogirikar,  it  is  time. 

SHRI T. R. DEOGIRIKAR: I shall finish 
within ten minutes. Sir, we will be uprooting 
the life of several thousand employees both in 
the Government and outside. I believe, one 
lakh of people will be affected, if you create a 
separate Bombay City State. Bombay has no 
hinterland, and industrial development is 
impossible. By creating such a State, you will 
no doubt be justifying the arguments given' in 
the S.R.C. Report about Maharashtrians. But I 
request you not to accept those reasonings and 
those arguments. Do not create Bombay as a 
separate State. What will be the fate of the 
Congress? I cannot imagine that. But I can tell 
you that if Bombay City State is formed, there 
is danger to Congress both in Maharashtra and 
in Bombay. Have you seen the results of the 
Corporation today? What has happened there? 
Mr. Patil was absolutely sure that he would be 
able to carry the S.R.C. Report through the 
Corporation. And today, you know that the 
voting is 50 against 46. That is what is going 
(o happen in Bombay. So for God's sake, 
avoid it. I tell you all this in the interest of the 
Congress itself and not  in the interest of 
Maharashtra. 

SHRI JASPAT ROY KAPOOR: But if you 
tell this to the Communist friends, they will 
be opposed to you. 

SHRI T. R. DEOGIRIKAR: Let them  be 
opposed. 

Then, Sir, I tell you one more thing. Do 
you know how many non-Maharashtrians, 
Gujaratis and others are today living in 
Maharashtra? Almost all the business is in the 
hands of the Gujarati friends for the last 
hundred years, and they have not made any 
complaint against us. We are living as good 
brothers. 

SHRI V. K. DHAGE: How many 
Maharashtrians are there in Gujarat? 
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there are 30,000 labourers. We Maharashtrians 
are only labourers and clerks, and nothing 
more than that. If you think that there is any 
substance in the tears and suspicions of the 
capitalists, you are welcome to safeguard their 
interests in any way you like. Our Constitution 
has made ample provision in this matter. For 
example, there are articles 301, 302, 303 and 
304 which protect such interests. And article 
307 has devised some machinery for that 
purpose. You can ask the capitalists if these 
provisions are not sufficient. If they don't find 
these provisions sufficient, give them 
whatever safeguards they demand. We have 
absolutely no objection to "that. But they must 
say so in the interest of the country. Then I can 
understand it. They are also our countrymen. I 
am not prepared to misunderstand that 
position. They are as much Indians as you are 
or I am, or any other person for that matter. 
So, if they have any fears and suspicions, root 
them out by giving them as many safeguards 
as they -want, provided you accept the posi-
tion that Bombay, geographically and 
administratively, forms part of Maharashtra. 
Sir, from whatever little information I possess, 
I can say that if this merger comes about, there 
will be no trouble and no opposition of any 
kind. I am absolutely certain that a formula, 
agreeable to all, can be evolved if we sit 
together. 

Then, Sir, I should like to make a few 
observations with regard to the border areas. 
Just as there is discontent in the various 
States, similarly there is discontent prevailing 
in the border area?. For many years, these 
areas had the same grievance as the States 
had, and there were constant clashes going on 
between them. The time has come when these 
problems should be resolved. Sir, between 
Maharashtra and Karnataka there are certain 
taluks—seven, I think—where the area-wise 
readjust- 

ment is necessary. North Karwar has three 
taluks which have been wrongly merged into 
Karnataka. The language spoken there is 
Konkani. It is a dialect of Marathi. They have 
no script or literature of their own. 
Devanagari and Marathi are their scripts. 
They have no literature of their own. The 
people of Supa, Haliyal and Karwar want a 
merger with Marathi areas. In Belgaum 
District, the Belgaum taluk, the Chikodi taluk, 
the Nipani area, and the whole of Khanapur, 
deserve a merger with the Marathi-speaklng 
areas. It has been said that these taluks cannot 
be split up. But I am asking one question, and 
that is this: if you are going to split up the 
States, then why can't you split up the taluks 
and do away with their grievances once and 
for all? That is my request to you with regard 
to that. 

Then. Sir. in the end. I should like to state a 
few things. Certain unwanted considerations 
have crept in, in the linguistic controversies. It 
has been argued that every question should be 
looked at from the point of view of tht 
country's unity and security, and from the 
national point Df view. I entirely agree with 
that view. Rut will you not also agree with me 
that we who fought for the independence of 
the country and suffered sr. much have also 
fought for justice? Then give us that justice. 
On behalf of Maharashtrians. I can assure you 
that we will sacrifice everything for the 
nation, for the unity and security of the 
country. I want to make it very clear here, Sir, 
that we will remain loyal to the Congress and 
to the High Command. Please, do not doubt it. 
We were born and brought up in the 
Congress. Do not ask us to lead a life of 
humiliation in the Congress with our mental 
dissatisfaction and with our distressed hearts 
we will not be able to give you strength. 

I am therefore again requesting the 
Government to give us justice.      To 
', my friends in  Gujarat  and  Bombay 
I appea. to give up all distrust about 
us.    Entertain no fears; they are all 
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no suspicions; they will ruin us. Let us be 
friends in the service of the country. Do not 
come in the way of justice. Be generous as 
you ever are. To my leaders 1 implore not to 
put us in an embarrassing position. I know 
that their task is difficult and that their 
responsibilities are great. They will have to 
solve our problems. We may have erred but 
might have erred in a right cause. Kindly 
excuse us if we have said anything 
inadvertently and hurt you. We have faith that 
truth will ultimately triumph. 'From darknes? 
lead us to light and from death to 
immortality.' Conquer us with overpowering 
love and give us justice. That is my demand. 

SHRI S. MAHANTY (Orissa): Mr. Deputy 
Chairman, it is a very unique report which we 
are discussing today. It is unique in many 
ways. If you look at the reactions, you will see 
that never before a blue book published by the 
Government had caused such serious riots in 
Belgaum and in Bombay and elsewhere in 
India. Never before a report was published the 
injustice of whose recommendations 
infuriated the people to such an extent that 
they preferred citizenship in prisons to 
citizenship outside. Never before a report was 
published which was burnt in public meetings 
at least in two States in India. 

AN HON. MEMBER: What are they? 

SHRI S. MAHANTY: None the less, the 
Commission have made many worth-while 
recommendations which certainly merit our 
appreciation Their recommendations for the 
formation of linguistic States like Kerala and 
Karnataka, the abolition of the Rajpramukhs, 
the provision of safeguards for linguistic 
minorities in Chapter IV of the report and 
lastly their equalisation of Part A. and Part B. 
States are certainly welcome 
recommendations which are worthy of 
acceptance. At the same    time.      there      
are      certain 

recommendations in this report which, I 
consider, are politically wrong, morally 
indefensible and rationally untenable. Sir, if 
you look at the recommendations for the crea-
tion of a separate Telangana which carries the 
germs of warfare between the Telugus of 
Andhra and the Telu-gus of Telangana for five 
years in the name of the unity of India, if you 
look at the recommendations for creating 
bilingual Bombay which has driven a wedge 
between the Maharashtrianf and the Gujaratis, 
if you look at the summary rejection of 
Orissa's claims for border readjustments, then, 
I am sure you will agree with me that the 
Commission leaves much to be desired. 

9ir, we have been asked to consider this 
report with respect. I yield to none in that 
desire. This is a report which has been drafted 
by three very eminent persons who are held in 
great esteem by all of us. But to hold a person 
in high esteem is completely different from 
respectful appreciation of his views. I may 
love you, Sir. but you should not expect me to 
love your dog too. Holding a man in esteem is 
completely different from holding his views in 
esteem. As you know, respect is reserved; 
respect is not commanded. I also tried to view 
this report with the utmost respect but I will 
take the House into confidence and confess 
that all my attempts have resulted in utter 
futility. I dc not hold it in any respect, nor 
does it command the respect of 15 million 
Oriyas. It is not merely a sentimental 
expression because the S.R.C. has ignored our 
claims, not that, but for very objective reasons 
which I will place before you. This report does 
not command the respect of 15 million Oriyas. 
In the first place, if you turn to page 24 of this 
report, you will find that the hon. Members of 
the Commission set out before themselves the 
task of giving satisfaction to a substantial 
majority of the Indian people. That, we con-
sider most unfortunate. This attitude of 
satisfying the majority at the cost 
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of the minority    is    something very  j 
repugnant to   the   political    concept that is 
obtaining today. 

 
SHRI S. MAHANTY: I am coming to that. 

Why should the hon.- Members of this 
Commission equate the majority with the 
nation? Here, they are sowing the seeds of 
dissension. If you want to give life to the unity 
of India, that mythical concept, if you want to 
infuse vitality into it, if you are going to make 
it something real, something abiding, then 
such mischie-vious doctrines of giving 
satisfaction to a substantial majority at the 
cost of the minority should  be eschewed. 

In the second place, why I do not hold this 
report in any respect, why Orissa does not hold 
this report in any respect, is because this report 
is alleged to have been altered at the eleventh 
hour.   I invite the attention of the House to a 
statement which was made by no less a person 
than   the Revenue Minister    of    Bombay, 
Shri B. S. Hirey, on the 21st October.   He 
issued  a  statement that  a prominent member 
of this Commission read out to him the chapter 
of the Commission relating  to    Samyukta    
Maharashtra conceding their demand, but he 
alleged that this report was altered at the 
eleventh hour.   Now, on October the 26th,  the   
Secretary   of  this   defunct S.R.C.  issued a 
statement contradicting those facts. 

SHRI T. BODRA (Bihar): Is it all relevant to 
the discussion here? We are concerned with 
only what is actuallv    contained    in    the    
report- 

SHRI S. MAHANTY: In the first place, if 
my hon. friend is ignorant, I cannot help it. If 
my hon. friend is ignorant, I cannot undertake 
his education on the floor of the House. He 
should go to the Library and make a reference 
to what has appeared in cold print. Sir, this is a 
very dangerous precedent. May I know when 
the S.R.C. ceased to exist? It ceased to 
function when it had submitted 

its report to    the    Government, and that was 
on the 30th September 1955. May I know what 
was the legal, what was the official, status of the' 
S. R. C. on  the 26th October?  If a  contradio 
tion was to be issued, if any rejoinder was to be    
issued,    then in the fitness of things it should 
have been issued  by  the  hon.  Members  of the 
Commission individually  and not by the 
Secretary of   this    defunct body. Therefore, to 
cut    the    matter short, here  remains  this   
contention  unchal lenged, and, therefore. Orissa 
believes that this report had been altered   at the 
eleventh hour, even though accord ing to a very 
prominent Member of the Commission who told 
me himself that in the beginning when they 
considered the    question    of    Seraikella and 
Kharsawan, they were agreed to settle it in 
favour of Orissa. 

SHRI R. U. AGNIBHOJ: I want to know 
from my hon. friend whether the Commission 
is not competent to change its own report 
before submission to the Government and 
before it was signed? 

SHRI S. MAHANTY: It is true, but the 
Commission should have said that 'we erred 
in the beginning but we have now corrected 
ourselves', but the Commission does not say 
anything like that, but the Secretary of this 
defunct body issues a statement contradicting 
certain allegations. 

In the third place, why we do not hold this 
report in any respect is because of the 
dissociation of the Chairman, Mr. Fazl Ali. I 
was very happy when the hon. the mover of 
the motion was paying a glowing tribute to 
Mr. Fazl Ali. I too had occasion to know him. 

I had occasion to know him as the 
Governor of Orissa. I was much impressed 
with his judicial sobriety and his judicial 
demeanour. Therefore it pains me that having 
been the Governor of Orissa, knowing fully 
that this Commission was going to adjudicate 
upon    the    rival      claims    between 
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between Bihar and Orissa, knowing fully well 
that he was called upon to decide these 
questions, at the last moment he dissociated 
himself from the discussions of these very 
burning questions on the ground of his long 
association with Bihar. I respect that sentiment 
but may I ask why this principle was not 
followed when it came to the question of U.P. 
? It is a matter of common knowledge that 
Justice Fazl Ali hails from U.P. and blood is 
thicker than water. So if he was so scrupulous 
not to associa te himself with Bihar-Orissa 
questions, why he associated himself with it 
when it came to U.P. We know this that the 
hon. Home Minister Govind Ballabh Pant, 
while he was Chief Minister of U.P., once said 
that U.P. is the land of Ganga and Jamna, U.P. 
is the land of Rama and Krishna. Also it is th t 
land of Pandit Govind Ballabh Pant and Pandit 
Jawaharlal Nehru. Therefore when it came to 
U.P. the gentleman associates himself even 
though he hails from that State, even though it 
is a matter of common knowledge that blood 
is thicker than water but when it comes to the 
question of Bihar and Orissa or Bihar and 
Bengal, the gentleman gives a note to justify 
his dissociation. I am not at all disrespectful 
when I say, therefore, that the Chairman—Mr. 
Fazl Ali fulfilled all his roles very judiciously 
except as the Chairman of the S. R. C. That 
makes a very big difference. For us it is not 
final, nor are we going to take it as final nor 
do we believe that a group of persons, 
however high, however mighty they may be, 
will put a final seal on the destiny of millions 
t>f people. However, the people have fought 
against any such decisions in the past and I am 
sure, given the blessings of our Prime Minister 
and of you, we will fight many more battles.   
Now let me come to Orissa. 

.  SHRI B. K. P. SINHA: Why require 
blessings for fighting? 

SHRI S. MAHANTY: Fighting for a good 
cause. Our independence was the child of a 
struggle. 

SHRI B. K. P. SINHA: Our struggle. 

SHRI S. MAHANTY: Now I come to 
Orissa. It is worth while here to indicate very 
shortly the background of Orissa's claims. 
Orissa was carved out of the ex-province of 
Bihar and Orissa in the year 1936. A Commit-
tee—the O'Donnell Committee which was 
appointed in the year 1931 to demarcate the 
territories, left out many essential Oriya tracts 
like South West Midnapur in Bengal on 
communal grounds—on the ground that the 
transfer of 10 lakhs Hindus from Bengal to 
Orissa will increase the Muslim majority in 
Bengal which was not liked by Congress 
politicians. Number two was, they left out 
Singh-bhum because they cited three reasons. 

1. Lack  of    geographical     contiguity; 

2. the indefinite attitude of pub- 
lic    opinion      towards      the 
question, and 

3.   lack of communication. 

Then they also left out many Oriya tracts in 
Madhya Pradesh like Deobhog and Phuljhar, 
and in the erstwhile State of Madras which 
was recommended by the Phillip Duff 
Committee of 1921. In the year 1948, on the- 
1st January all the Oriya speaking States of 
the Eastern States Agency including Serai-
kella and Kharsawan but excluding 
Mayurbhanj were merged with Orissa. It is 
better for the information of my friend Mr. B. 
K. P. Sinha that I should read out the 
Preamble of those merger agreements which 
was approved by the late Sardar Vallabh-bhai 
Patel. The Preamble of the Seraikella 
Agreement reads as follows: 

"Whereas in the immediate interest of 
the State and its people the Raja  of  
Seraikella  is  desirous 
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that the administration of the State should 
be integrated as early as possible with that 
of the Province of Orissa in such manner as 
the Dominion of India may think fit." 

The Preamble of Kharsawan agreement was 
more specific and it states: 

"Whereas by reason of its geographical 
situation, the smallness of its size and its 
resources and the oneness of its economic 
and cultural life with that of the province of 
Orissa, it is apparent that the complete 
merger of the State of Kharsawan in the 
province of Orissa is the only way of 
securing the peace, progress and prosperity 
.of its people." 

Here was an    agreement    which the 
Government of India lawfully entered with the 
rulers of those States knowing fully well of    
the   fact that this merger  was  in the best  
interests  of the people.   If my friend says that 
a lawful agreement which was entered by the 
Government of India is to be treated as a scrap 
of   paper,   well, I have no quarrel with him.    
So after Seraikella and Kharsawan and many 
other    Oriya    speaking    States were 
transferred to  Orissa,    a    movement was 
started in those merged areas for the creation of 
a Union on the pattern of PEPSU,  Himachal,  
Rajasthan and Vindhya      Pradesh.        
Unfortunately Seraikella  became  the  hub   
and  the centre of that movement and the Gov-
ernment of Orissa, for reasons which I am not 
going to discuss now, banned  it and they 
declared that movement as illegal.   Thereafter 
the issues were      confused.   The        
resentment against  this    kind    of    
undemocratic procedure was confused and was 
misrepresented by the leaders  of Bihar and by 
the press of Bihar like Searchlight and Indian 
Nation    as dissatisfaction    against    the   
merger      with Orissa.   Then there were my 
friends who have been clamouring for Jhar-
khand and they staged a demonstration in 
Kharsawan on the 1st August 1948 with bows, 
arrows and all kinds -of   lethal   weapons.     
Their    number ran into thousands and my 
friend wa? 

yesterday asking how many times the 
Government of Orissa shot at them. 
The reply is, as many times as tftese 
Adivasis—these innocent Adivasis— 
being incited by their sophisticated 
leaders, who are living far away from 
them, tried to create lawless situa 
tion, the Government of Orissa had to 
face them. Sir, it is an amazing 
story, what they did. In the year 
1950, human sacrifices were offered by 
my friends in Mayurbhanj and these 
are ...........  

SHRI S. M. HEMROM (Orissa) : Who 
was  responsible  for these.................... 

SHRI S. MAHANTY: I am coming to it. My 
friend has returned on Congress ticket. He 
should better ask his conscience, he should 
ask his political integrity, he should better ask 
the leader in his home State. 

SHRI B. K. P. SINHA: If they are all 
backward and uncivilized people, let them 
remain with us. 

SHRI S. MAHANTY: I am not going 
to yield to you. So these sophisticat 
ed, these urbanised tribal leaders who 
have got nothing in common With 
the tribal population, who never share 
the trials and tribulations and mise 
ries ..........  

(Interrv.ptions.) 

I am not yielding to you. You will 
have your chance. Here is my friend 
and his party offered human sacrifice 
in Bamanghati sub-division. It is 9 
story recorded in.................  

[THE    VICE-CHAIRMAN     (SHRI H. C. 
MATHUR) in the Chair.] 

SHRI S. M. HEMROM: There was 
an enquiry ..............  

SHRI S. MAHANTY: .... which has been 
recorded in human blood and my friend's  
denial is not going to wipe it. 

(Interruptions.) 

SHRI S. M. HEMROM: Who was 
responsible for these? 

SHRI S. MAHANTY: I am coming to 1   
that. 
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SHRI T. BODRA: On a point of 

information. If my friend can tell 
the number of the Adivasis killed by 
the Orissa firing ............  

SHHI S. MAHANTY: I am telling you, 
as many times my friend wanted to offer 
human sacrifice and wanted to create a 
situation where there will be no decency, 
no law and no order. 

SHRI T. BODRA: Who burnt the 
S.R.C. report? 

SHRI S. MAHANTY: I burnt like 
Mr. Karmarkar who way burning 
British products in the Satyagraha 
days.......... 

(Interruptions.) 
THE MINISTER FOR COMMERCE 

(SHRI D. P. KARMARKAR): May I suggest 
that they might be permitted to go out 
and settle the matter? 

SHRI S. MAHANTY: My time is 
limited and I am not going to enter into 
barren controversies. The facts are there, 
the history is there which no amount of 
bluff can change. 

In this context on the 1st January 1948, 
when these tribal leaders, inspired by 
foreign Christian Missionaries wanted to 
create a lawless situation in Kharsawan, 
they had to be faced and faced 
effectively. Thereafter the situation was 
confused and at that time Mayurbhanj 
was not merged with Orissa. There was 
no geographical contiguity. Therefore the 
Government of India had to transfer these 
two States temporarily to the district of 
Singhbhum. A temporary arrangement 
was sought to be made permanent even 
after Seraikella and Kharsawan no longer 
continued as isolated territories after 
merger of Mayurbhanj. So this is the 
background. Orissa was claiming Singh-
bhum Sadar Sub-division and the 
Seraikella Sub-division, and also a few 
areas from Madhya Pradesh and the 
Madhya Pradesh Government were also 
amenable to their transfer to Orissa. But 
if you look into the S. R. C. Report, you 
will find that 

without going through all these facts, 
without taking into considerations any of 
these circumstances, they have summarily 
rejected these claims to Seraikella and 
Kharsawan, just because after the transfer 
of a portion of Manbhum district to West 
Bengal, Dhalbhum in Bihar would be an 
isolated territory and it would have no 
geographical contiguity. As I have sub-
mitted in the very beginning, the whole 
underlying idea in this Report is the 
appeasing of the stronger units at the cost 
of the weaker ones, and the appeasing of 
the substantial majority at the cost of the 
minority. And so in keeping with that 
principle, they have said that because 
Dhalbhum will become an isolated 
territory, Seraikella and Kharsawan 
should not be transferred to Orissa. Sir, 
we have all read of Rip Van Winkle in 
fiction and Rip Van Winkle lives in our 
imagination, but I have yet to see three 
such Rip Van Winkles in 1955 who are 
still living in the year 1931. Of course, the 
O'Donnell Committee rejected Orissa's 
claim to Singhbhum on three grounds. 
The first reason was want of geographical 
contiguity between Orissa and 
Singhbhum. But in the year 1955, I may 
inform my hon. friend Mr. Sinha there is 
clear geographical contiguity. It would 
seem hon. Members did not even care to 
look at the map. In the year 1931 Orissa 
had no communication with Singhbhum, 
but today Orissa has at least six road 
communications with Singhbhum, 
whereas Bihar has only one road 
communication, and that through 
Chaibassa over the Tabo hills which is 
mostly impassable. The other reason was 
that public opinion in 1931 was somewhat 
vague, and the issue was not properly 
placed before the public. But in the year 
1955, as many as seven out of the twelve 
Members to the Legislature from 
Singhbhum Sadar, in their representation 
to the Commission and in the evidence 
that they led before the Commission have 
expressed themselves unequivocally in 
favour of these are»s going to Orissa. 



3473     States Reorganisation    [ 20 DEC. 1955 ] Commission's Report, 1955   3474 
SHRI S. M. HEMROM: TO which 

constituency does one of those seven belong? 

SHRI S. MAHANTY: 1 refuse to .yield. 
What this wonderful gentleman is blabbering I 
do not know. At least if he wants to say 
something, he •must speak out distinctly and 
clearly. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI H. C. 
MATHUR) : Please sit down. If the hon. 
Member yields, you can interrupt him, but if 
he does not yield, don't .disturb him. 

SHRI S. MAHANTY: Does he contest this 
fact that out of those twelve M.L.As. as many 
as 7 M.L.As. were in favour of this area going 
to Orissa? They submitted a representation to 
the Commission. Does he contest that? If not, 
he should accept what I said. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI H. C. 
MATHUR): You have only ten more minutes, 
Mr. Mahanty, and so <Io not be excited by the 
interruptions. 

SHRI S. MAHANTY: No, Sir. And you 
must protect me from these interruptions, for I 
am not yielding. 

(Interruptions.) 
THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI H. «C. 

MATHUR) :  Please do not interrupt. 
SHRI S. MAHANTY: You will kindly give 

me these two or three minutes also, Sir, that 
have thus been lost due -to these interruptions. 

So, they do not contest this fact that out of 
the twelve M.L.As seven of -them, in the 
memorandum that they submitted to the 
Commission and also in the evidence that they 
led before -the Commission were in favour of 
Orissa. And my hon. friends do not contest 
that. 

And now comes    the    question of 
language. Let me make it perfectly clear that 
my claim to Singhbhum Sadar is not based on 
language alone. 

SYED MAZHAR IMAM (Bihar): Why? 

SHRI S. MAHANTY: Ask the Commission 
why they have made their recommendation 
regarding Bidar, why with a Telugu 
population of 18 per cent. It should go to 
Telangana? Or Ask the Commission why 
Kolar with an "overwhelming Telugu 
population should go with Karnatak and not 
with Andhra? My hon. friend hafl^better ask 
them and they will give the reply. Therefore, 
consistent with the principle that has been 
adopted by the S.R.C. in all these cases, our 
claim to Singhbhum district is not based on 
language alone. I do not want to keep any fact 
secret from the House. What is the linguistic 
landscape of Singhbhum Sadar which we 
claim. The Hos predominate with about 59 per 
cent, and the Oriyas constitute about 18" 7 per 
cent, in Singhbhum Sadar. Now I ask my hon. 
friend if he cares, to look at the bilingual 
figures of the Census reports, he will find that 
the Hos have the maximum linguistic affinity 
with Oriya. They have more affinity with that 
language than with Hindi. Secondly,—and this 
is a very important fact which I would request 
the House to take into consideration—the Hos 
are found nowhere else in the Indian Union 
except in the Singhbhum District, and also in 
the neighbouring districts in Orissa. The whole 
population of the Hos is about 4.83 lakhs 
roughly speaking. In the whole Chotanagpur 
Division minus Singhbhum, the number of the 
Hos is only about 4,000. In Cut-tack which is 
in the interior of the coastal districts of Orissa 
their population is about 5,000 or more. 

SHRI T. BODRA: Therefore the whole of 
Orissa is Jharkhand. 

SHRI S. MAHANTY: I am perfectly in 
agreement with my hon. friend there. But 
what is the meaning of this term "Jharkhand"? 
it is interesting to learn what this slogan used 
by my hon. friends from Bihar means. Jhar 
means jungle and Khand means State, And so, 
my hon. friends, in the year 1955, when there 
is this Industries Fair which we had the 
opportunity to see, in the year 1955 when the 
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Damodar Valley is coming up, when 
the Hirakud project is coming up, these 
friends want a State of jungles. And 
who will be the citizens of that State? 
The citizens will be the tribals, rus 
tics for whom my hon. friends......................... 

SHRI T. BODRA: Sir, speaking of them as 
rustics is an insinuation at me. 

SHRI S. MAHANTY: No, I am a rustic, just 
as the tribals. 

SHRI D. P. KARMARKAR: Con-
gratulations. 

SHRI S. MAHANTY: The tribals and the 
peasants, they are rustics; but my hon. friend 
is not, he looks more like one of the 
streamlined heroes In a Hollywood film. 
What similarity has he got with the Hos? With 
their tears and tribulations, he has nothing in 
common. 

SHRI T. BODRA: I am a Ho myself. 

SHRI S. MAHANTY: If they want to have a 
Jharkhand as a heaven for foreign 
missionaries, let them have it. If the 
Government concedes such a Jharkhand, I 
may be willing to part with such areas where 
there is a concentration of tribals. But since 
the Jharkhand concept has been rejected by 
the Excluded and Partially Excluded Areas 
Committee of the Constituent Assembly 
which worked under the chairmanship of the 
late Thakkar Bappa, since that conception has 
been rejected by the S.R.C. also, since the 
Jharkhand concept is not going to materialise 
at all, the limited issue before us is whether 
Singhbhum Sadar should remain with Bihar or 
go to Orissa. 

Now, what are the tests that we should 
apply? Number one is language and linguistic 
affinity. If that test 1" applied Bihar's claim is 
untenable. As the hon. Home Minister has 
also conceded elsewhere, Bihar could have no 
claim on Singhbhum District linguistically. 
Number two is economical affinities of the 
Hos. Even my hon. 

friend will admit that the Hos have been 
migrating towards Orissa during the last 
decades in search of land, in. search of 
rehabilitation and in search of their livelihood. 
They are all being provided in Orissa, but not 
in Bihar. 

SHRI T. BODRA: Stones do not give bread. 

SHRI S. MAHANTY: It is most ungrateful 
on the part of my friend to say that. I will 
invite his attention to what has been observed 
in the Census Report of 1951. It is said that 
the pressure of population in Bihar is so high 
that they have no land in Singhbhum; they do 
not get any land in the Chotanagpur plateau 
and, therefore, they have been migrating 
continuously during the past decades to the 
neighbouring districts of Orissa where they are 
getting land, where they are being' 
rehabilitated. If the economic test is applied, 
Bihar's claim-is out of court. 

Thirdly, if the public opinion test is applied, 
then also the M.L.As. of Singhbhum in their 
representation to> the Commission and alsd to 
the Government, have expressed themselves in 
favour of transfer to Orissa. Therefore, I still 
believe that it is not as if Orissa is supplicating 
for a few hundreds of square miles. The claim 
of Orissa is not based on an expansionist 
motive. People are asking for Vishal Andhra, 
for Samyukta Maharashtra and so on but we 
are not asking for a greater Orissa or anything 
like that. We are only asking for a unification 
of the Oriya speaking areas under one 
administration. We are not asking for the 
moon; we are not going to stand in the way of 
expansion of Bihar or Bengal or of any other 
State. We wish the best of luck but they must 
also concede that here is a unit which has 
suffered most during the British days and 
which was thought fit to be left as a backwater 
of India, that in the interests of the unification 
of the Oriya speaking people in one S'ate, 
some steps should be taken and? that the 
demands put forward in that 
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connection should be conceded. This is, after 
all, a small demand and they should not have 
made this kind of a fetish   over   it. 

Coming to the question of Seraikella and 
Kharsawan, I have already referred to the 
agreement which the Government of India 
entered into with the Rajahs of those States. 
Therefore, legally also this is the position. 
The Oriyas constitute the single major 
language group there. It would be found that 
the candidate belonging to my party defeated 
the official Bihar Congress nominee in the 
last general election; he not only defeated him 
but also made the Congress nominee lose his 
deposit. My friend of the Jhar-khand Party 
also contested but got only 7,000 votes as 
against my party candidate who got about 
15,000 votes. That was in a way a plebiscite. 
That election was fought on the specific issue 
of the transfer of Seraikella and Kharsawan to 
Orissa. 

SHRI T. BODRA:   Wrong. 

SHRI S. MAHANTY; My hon. friend says 
it is wrong. Well, he cannot change facts. 

SHRI T. BODRA:   I will prove it. 
SHRI S. MAHANTY: You may prove it 

when you get your chance. Even according to 
the distorted translation of the election 
manifesto which was read out in the Bihar 
Assembly, there has been a frank confession. 
Even the States Reorganisation Commission 
was fully convinced that the majority of the 
voters—not in one single booth but in the 
constituency as a whole—were fn favour of 
merger with Orissa. This was the issue that 
wa_s placed before the three eminent peisuns 
of the States Reorganisation Commission. 
Without taking those facts into consideration, 
they have summarily rejecied our claim. They 
have rejected our claims on Seraikella and 
Kharsawan because if Manbhum is 
transferred to Bengal, if Seraikella and 
Kharsawan are transferred to Orissa, then 
Dhalbhum in Bihar will be reduced to   an 
isolated territory.     It 

is not a fact. They have not even made a 
mention about Orissa having preferred a claim 
to Singhbhum Sadar. That only indicates with 
what prejudice and with what closed mind, 
they had  approached this subject. 

Before I conclude, I will only say that we 
do not want to endanger the ,interests of Bihar 
or of Bengal or of any other State. When we 
speak of the unity of India, let it be very 
clearly understood that the unity of the nation 
or nations should not be equated with 
powerful units like Bihar or U.P. 

SHRI T. BODRA: I want one minule Sir. I 
want to know whether my hon. friend, Mr. 
Mahanty, can speak any of the Tribal 
languages, languages of, the people for whom 
he is milk and honey? 

SHRI S. MAHANTY: It is fantastic to say 
that if the border between Bihar and Orissa is 
rationalised the unity of India will be in 
danger. 1 do realise that the expansionist 
tendencies which have flowed through history 
since the days of Asoka may be endangered 
but that will not endanger any clear principle, 
to speak the least, the unity and  security of 
India. 

With these words, Sir, I appeal to the 
Government of India, I appeal to the 
Parliament of India, to remember the fact that 
it is not Orissa supplicating but that justice 
itself is on trial. The Government of India is 
on trial; their statesmanship is on trial; the 
entire Parliament is on trial. Fifteen million 
Oriyas will watch with interest the reply that 
is forthcoming. 

SHRIMATI LILAVATl MUNSHI: Mr. Vice-
Chairman, I speak in this debate with a great 
deal of hesitation and sorrow. I have heard my 
hon. friend, Mr. Deoginkar, very very 
carefully and I shall try to meet some of the 
arguments advanced by him. I would like to 
say here that even before the Report of the 
States Reorganisation Commission was out, 
much was said about regrouping States on a 
linguistic basis.  After the  Report was  
released, 
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discussed much. While expressing their 
opinions, champions of linguism have 
expressed themselves in a way in which they 
should not have done. Their expressions have 
created misgivings in the minds of people 
who are affected by this kind of militant 
approach to this problem. 

I do not want to discuss the problems of all 
the States with which I am not familiar. I am 
familiar only with two States, Uttar Pradesh 
and Bombay. On this occasion, therefore, i 
want to restrict my remarks to those two 
States only. Luckily U.P., which is a bulwark 
of stability for the whole of India, is not 
touched by the Report of the States 
Reorganisation Commission. Somebody here 
said lhat it was a giant; some other people 
called it an elephant. One can find similes 
with regard to anything and everything but I 
shall content myself oy saying that whether it 
is a giant or an elephant, U.P. adds to the 
strength and stability of the. whole of India. 

I shall now come to the State of Bombay. 
While I speak I do so in pain and sorrow. The 
protagonists of linguistic States have made 
Bombay city a prize territory over which the 
leaders of Samyukta Maharashtra have shown 
a great    deal of passion. 

Even  a    mildest    man    like 2 
P.M.    Shri    Deogirikar     here     has 

shown some passion. If I have to 
refer to these leaders in this regard J do so 
with distress because most of them are friends 
and they were comrades in the struggle for 
freedom. In their passion to annex Bombay to 
Maharashtra, what they have said and done 
wounds me and people like me very deeply. I 
am a Bombayite myself. I have a number of 
Maharashtrian friends and I believe they claim 
us as their friends. I have spent the best part of 
my life in Bombay and yet r and people like 
me, who were born north of Daman have been 
characterised as Jews, as aliens to be fought 
and to be driven out. 

SHRI A. ABDUL RAZAK    (Travan-cnre-
Cochin):   Very  unkind  remarks. 

SHRIMATI LILAVATI MUNSHI: They are 
very unkind no doubt. Shri Deogirikar has 
asked why people are afraid of 
Maharashtrians. 1 will give you presently the 
reason, Sir. A few weeks ago a number of 
Bombayites including women who happened 
to speak my language were spat upon in the 
streets of Bombay. Gandhi caps of many of 
the Gujaratis were snatched, their clothes were 
torn and the national flag on their shops and 
other places also was dishonoured. Stones 
were thrown at a public meeting at Shri 
Morarji Desai and Shri S. K Patil. This has not 
only hurt us, Gujaratis deeply, but it has also 
hurt the n'on-Maharashtrians and the sanei 
elements among Maharashtrians. They do not 
want such things to happen. 

SHRI V. K. DHAGE: Do you propose all 
Maharashtrians to leave Bombay? Will you 
be glad? 

SHRIMATI LILAVATI MUNSHI: 1 do not 
want anyone to leave. We all should live in 
Bombay, those who are living in Bombay 
now should live there. 

Then, Sir, it was said by Shri Deogirikar 
that the leaders do not know the masses. If 
these are the masses to be known, then 1 am 
quite sure that the leaders have come to know 
them very well. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI H. C 
MATHDR): He did not say that the 'leaders' do 
not know. 

SHRIMATI LILAVATI MUNSHI: I have 
taken down his words on paper. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI H. C. 
MATHUR): He said so about the members of 
the S.R.C. 

SHRIMATI LILAVATI MUNSHI : If so 
probably their fears are also justified if this is 
going to be the state of affairs. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI H. C-
MATHUR):  Say that. 
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Maharashtrians     lived     happily together 
for over a century. 

Now let me turn to the S.R.C Report. It is 
the report of those whose integrity and 
impartiality is unquestioned. The report is a 
balanced document deserving our admiration. 
They have rightly emphasised the unity of the 
country and produced a solution which, 
according to them, is in the best interests of 
the country. Suddenly they are all treated as 
unfair men. A responsible member of the 
Bombay Cabinet has gone so far as to say that 
they first wrote chapters in their favour and 
changed them later, thus imputing dishonest 
motives to the Members of the Commission. 
That was amply refuted there and the 
Members of the Commission are quite 
capable of defending themselves against such 
slander. 

DR. R. B GOUR: Mr. Hiray has 
contradicted   that   statement. 

SHRIMATI LILAVATI MUNSHI: I have not 
seen that at all. Anyway I need not say 
anything more on the subject, but may I ask 
those hon. Members who impute motives 
whether they consider all the three Commis-
sions which have gone into this question of 
Bombay at different times unfair and partial? 
During the last seven years three 
Commissions were appointed one after the 
other and we could not have found a better set 
of people to go into this question than the 
members of these Commissions But what did 
they say? They said that so far as the city of 
Bombay is concerned, they are all unanimous 
that Bombay should not be made a part of any 
uni-nnTual State. The JV.P. report says "that 
in case linguistic States are formed out of the 
present Bombay Province, the area of the 
greater Bombay will have to be constituted as 
a separate unit." Sir, I would have liked to 
quote the relevant portions of all the 
Commissions' reports, but the time at rhv 
disnosnl is very short, but I take it that all the 
Members are 
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rashtrians now want to possess. Just now 
Mr. Deogirikar said that they feel 
humiliated to stay in the bilingual State. 

SHRI V. K. DHAGE: No; you have 
misunderstood him.   He has............  

SHRIMATI LILAVATI MUNSHI: Let 
him contradict. Why do you want to 
interrupt? 

They say that Bombay, historically and 
geographically, is a part of the 
Maharashtra region but this claim is not 
supported by facts. Historically and 
geographically, Bombay was never a part 
of Maharashtra. 

SHRI V. PRASAD RAO (Hyderabad):  
The S.R.C. said that. 

SHRIMATI LILAVATI MUNSHI: You 
take only one portion which suits you. 

From the beginning of the Christian 
era, it was never a part of Maharashtra. 
North Konkan including the Island of 
Bombay which was then called the 
Seven Palm Island formed part of the 
Western coastal belt, called Aparanta, 
and later Lata, which was included in 
Gujarat. 

SHRI D. P. KARMARKAR: And then 
in Karnataka. 

SHRIMATI LILAVATI MUNSHI: This 
region was geographically distinct from 
Dakshinapatha, as the region of 
Maharashtra was then called. 

Here, Sir, I should have liked to give a 
few historical facts compiled from the 
books of Sir R. G. Bhandar-kar, Prof. 
Kane, Member of this august House, and 
Grierson, Gazetteer of Bombay and the 
Rise of Bombay by Edwards, but again 
my handicap is the time. If any hon. 
Member wants to know about these 
facts, I am prepared to give him a note 
on the subject. 

It was only in 1865, after the Railways 
were built across the hills and mills were 
erected that the Maha-rashtrians began to 
come to Bombay. 

DR. R. B. GOUR: What about Thana 
District? 

SHRIMATI LILAVATI MUNSHI: My 
hon. friend will kindly read history. 

Even in the beginning of the 20th 
century, their number was very negli-
gible; only 17,000 in the city of Bombay. 
In a brochure on textile industry written 
sometime in 1934, I think by one of the 
Maharashtrians, it is stated that the 
workers were drawn from the districts 
not only of Ratna-giri, Satara, but Surat, 
Broach, U.P., Hyderabad and parts of 
South India. Sir, Bombay city has been 
built by the joint efforts of all and its 
communications link with Maharashtra is 
in no way more intimate than with 
Gujarat and the economy of Gujarat 
depends to a large extent upon tho city of 
Bombay. So, Bombay was never a part of 
Maharashtra either geographically or 
historically. Even today, it has been 
linked by three bridges to the hinterland 
and its connection with Maharashtra is 
through a corridor mostly consisting of a 
mixed population. So the claim of Maha-
rashtra on this count is untenable. 

Sir, Shri Deogirikar quoted certain 
figures. I should here like to mention that 
according to the S.R.C. report there 
would be 220 lakhs Maharashtrians as 
against 150 lakhs of Gujaratis in the 
proposed bilingual State. That is, they 
will have a majority of 70 lakhs. But this 
large majority does not satisfy the 
champions of Samyukta Maharashtra. 
First they swore by the linguistic 
principle and wanted to form Samyukta 
Maharashtra with the city of Bombay and 
wanted to keep Gujarat out of Bombay. 
But when they found that they could not 
have Bombay in this way, they said—it 
may not be official but it was reported in 
the papers—that they were prepared to 
sacrifice their sacred principle of 
linguism by which they swore so much 
and said that if Saurashtra was excluded, 
that is, if the Maharashtrians became 220 
lakhs and the Gujaratis were reduced to 
110 lakhs, they would be prepared to 
remain in 



3487    States Reorganisation [ RAJYA SABHA ] Commission's Report, 1955   3488 
[Shrimati Lilavati Munshi.] tne bilingual 

State. They had a second proposal and that 
was that Vidarbha should be added. That 
means they would become 3 crores and the 
Gujaratis would be 1J crores. So the principle 
of linguism is sacred if the Bombay city could 
be appropriated to Maharashtra and Gujarat 
thrown out. The principle of bilingual State is 
also equally welcome to them provided the 
Maharashtrians are 70 per cent, and the 
Gujaratis are reduced to less than 30 per cent. 
That is the arithmetic which nobody men-
tioned here. And they would see to it that 
after five years, tired and frustrated the 
Gujaratis walk out. 

I am sorry to refer to these controversies 
but hon. Members of this House do not seem 
to know all the facts. They are not familiar 
with them; probably they have not gone into 
the details of this issue. That is why I have 
taken the trouble of giving these facts. 

In pushing their demand, the Maha-
rashtrian leaders did not mind uniting with 
people with whom they have nothing in 
common. What is common between Shri 
Shanker Rao Deo, Shri N. V. Gadgil, Dr. 
Naravane and Shri Hiray on the one hand and 
Shri Dange, Shri S. M. Joshi, Shri Lalji 
Pendse and others on the other hand? It is a 
strange combination, which has only one 
thing in common and that is, opposition to the 
Gujaratis. The language that the leaders of the 
Samyukta Maharashtra have used has no non-
violence in it. While addressing meetings, 
first they incite the people and then they say 
that people should not loot or commit arson 
because they happen to be nonviolent, but 
they say that in such a way that people do the 
very same thing and we have seen the result. 
One leader is reported to have reminded 
everyone about the Marathas and Aurangzeb 
and how Surat was looted by the Marathas. 
They say that the Guiaratis are grocers while 
the Maharashtrians are prepared to nave 
akharas in the streets of Maha- 

rashtra. It was reported that a 
staunch Gandhian like Shri Shanker- 
rao Deo threatened to go on fast unto 
death. I do not know how far it is 
correct. I have taken only the news 
paper reports because I have got the 
cuttings of them. Then I have read 
in a paper that he said that he would 
go in trenches to fight for Samyukta 
Maharashtra..............  

SHRI D. NARAYAN (Bombay): Where 
did you read all this? 

SHRIMATI LILAVATI MUNSHI: It comes 
every day in the papers. 

SHRI D. NARAYAN: Will you please show 
them, put them on the Table of the House? I 
question that. I would like to see them. 

SHRIMATI LILAVATI MUNSHI: Yes, Sir, 
certainly I will. (Interruptions). 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI H. C. 
MATHUR) :  You cannot interrupt. 

SHRI V. K. DHAGE: If the statement is not 
true in fact, one cannot frame an argument on 
that. 

SHRIMATI LILAVATI MUNSHI: 
Now,   Sir............(Interruption). 

SHRI V. K. DHAGE: She is basing her 
arguments on information (Interruption) . 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI H. C. 
MATHUR): If she has referred to a document, I 
would have asked her to place it on the Table 
of the House. 

SHRI V. K. DHAGE: Let her pro 
duce the newspaper ................  

SHRIMATI LILAVATI MUNSHI: I do not 
say that he said it. I said I read it in the 
newspapers. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI H. C. 
MATHUR) : She is at perfect liberty to do that. 

SHRIMATI LILAVATI MUNSHI: Nobody 
can vouschafe for it. After all these things are 
reported day    afto 
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day and I am going to refer to them. If they 
are wrong my friends will say so. 

Then, Dr. D. R. Gadgil stated in 
unequivocal terms that when Bombay is 
included in Samyukta Maharashtra, Marathi 
would be the State language and under the 
specious plea of decentralization, he says that 
the industries would be diverted from the City 
of Bombay to Maharashtra—very peaceful 
intentions indeed! It is openly stated in 
Bombay that when Bombay is acquired for 
Maharashtra, the Marathi-speaking people 
would be able to capture the commercial 
power. Threats are being held out that if 
Bombay City were excluded from 
Maharashtra, it would strike at the very root 
of the peaceful formation and functioning of 
the Federal Union. 

Again, it is stated that conflicts will 
arise—conflicts which may give rise to 
most serious problems, both for Bom 
bay City and Maharashtra. Shri......................  
again I will refer to the Member without the 
name, is reported to have said that if Bombay 
is made the Capital of Maharashtra, we shall 
see the rich as a class are wiped out. You can 
imagine who has said that. There is not much 
difference between the language of one leader 
and the other. Is it any wonder...... 

SHRI A. ABDUL RAZAK: Let us now hear 
something about the speeches delivered by 
Shri Morarji Desai also. 

SHRIMATI LILAVATI MUNSHI: YOU 
quote them, I do not mind it. I have not 
quoted, you can quote them. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHBI H. C. 
MATHUR):  Please address the Chair. 

SHRIMATI LILAVATI MUNSHI: And so, 
Sir, I am just saying why we are afraid. The 
question was posed as to why we are afraid? 
Why other people are afraid? That is the only 
thing that I want to establish by this. Aud 
what is the position today? Out of the total 
population, there are about 4:5 lakhs 
labourers, 56:5 per cent, are 

non-Marathi-speaking people and 
Marathi-speaking are only 43 per cent, 
in the City of Bombay. Of the City's 
population, quite a large section .....................  

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI H. C 
MATHUR) : You have to wind up, Mrs 
Munshi.   It is time. 

SHRIMATI LILAVATI MUNSHI: But, Sir, 
they have taken so much of my time. I am 
sorry. You have given everyone more time 
than was allotted. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI H. C. 
MATHUR) : I have not done it. We have to 
stick to the schedule of time. 

SHRIMATI LILAVATI MUNSHI: Mr. 
Deogirikar was allotted 45 minutes and 
he spoke one hour and twenty 
minutes. Sir, if you will bear with 
me, I shall finish as soon as possible. 
Of the city's population, quite a large 
section of it as would appear from the 
huge meetings whica nave taken place 
in Bombay, do not want to join Maha 
rashtra—and my Sindhi friend here 
says that they do not want to join 
Samyukta Maharashtra—and until 
this claim to Bombay City was made 
a few years ago, no one thought that 
Bombay City was a part of Maharash 
tra; and in 1921, when the Congress 
also had a new constitution, they had 
a separate Bombay Committee. And 
if I mistake not even the Communist 
and Socialist Parties have recognized 
Bombay as a separate unit and they 
have separate committees—I speak 
subject to correction ................  

DR. R. B. GOUR: Bombay Communists 
are under the Maharashtra Committee. 

SHRIMATI LILAVATI MUNSHI: But 
I said subject to correction about 
those two Parties .....................  

PROF. N. R. MALKANI: So far as Sindhi 
friends are concerned, they will be bound by 
the High Command's decision, whatever it 
may be 

SHRIMATI LILAVATI MUNSHI: Now, we 
are told that Marathi-speaking people are 
willing to give guaran- 
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what has happened in Bombay recently, could 
anyone believe that their guarantee has any 
sanctity about it? Are they quite sure that even 
after five years, the next set of leaders will 
respect their guarantee? Even today, they say 
that they wanted masses to remain nonviolent. 
Did the masses listen to them? What is the 
sanctity of such a guarantee, I ask, and what 
authority have a few leaders of Maharashtra to 
give a guarantee on behalf of the people, who 
do not listen to them? Even now it was 
conceded that some other people will come 
and they may not listen to us. One plausible 
argument is that the Bombay City draws its 
supply of water and electricity from 
Maharashtra. What then? Are not Bombay and 
Maharashtra part of the same country? (Some 
hon. Members: Bombay and Maharashtra?). I 
mean Bombay city and Maharashtra. Is not 
electricity and water being supplied to 
Pakistan from India? Is not the Bhakra Nangal 
power going to be supplied to Rajasthan? 
Does not the Rihand Dam Project depend 
partly on Vindhya Pradesh? It would be 
catastrophic to the country as a whole if 
regions claim sovereignty in matters of natural 
resources which even nations have not 
ventured to claim. 

In such a case, one may ask what about 
Ganga? Is it to belong to U.P., is it to belong 
to Bihar, or is it to belong to Bengal? 

SHHI M. GOVINDA REDDY: It belongs to 
the whole of India. 

SHRIMATI LILAVATI MUNSHI: rhat is 
exactly my point. The Constitution has 
provision enough and I am sure the country as 
a whole has power enough to prevent any 
such regional exclusiveness. 

1-HE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI H. C. 
WATHUB) : Now, you have to wind up. 

SHRIMATI LILAVATI MUNSHI: Please 
give me five minutes more. Let me finish  my 
point.   The  contention 

that the Bombay City is too small a unit—I do 
not want to take that point as the time is short. 
The present Bombay population is 28-39 
lakhs. I must explain it fully. Economically 
Bombay is the nerve centre of India. Its port, 
naval and air bases can be compared to the 
finest in the world. And I can assure you, 
given ten years of time, to build up its own 
destiny, Bombay will be 60 lakhs strong, one 
of the greatest cities in the world. 

If you compare the resolutions passed by 
the Maharashtra, Gujarat and Bombay 
Provincial Congress Committees, you will 
And the difference of language and approach 
to the problem. 

Gujarat and Bombay accepted the bilingual 
State suggested by S.R.C., but Maharashtra 
did not. Even today, Maharashtra leaders are 
not accepting and yet people are asking 
Gujaratis and Bombayites to accept the bi-
lingual State. People forget that such union 
can only come about with goodwill on both 
sides. It cannot be forced upon people. 

Now, it was stated—again I have to refer to 
my friend—that it is humiliating to remain in 
a bilingual State. At the moment, most of the 
leaders at the Centre and in the States are 
Gandhian leaders who are steeped in the 
Gandhian traditions. If such people are guilty 
of using such language, what will happen 
when the present generation is gone and the 
new generation comes to rule? It was said: 
"we can be good neighbours, but we cannot 
stay together." This was stated in the other 
House and it cannot be contradicted. 
Personally, I wish them well. If we have to 
separate, is it not better to separate like two 
good brothers and thereafter live in peace 
instead of living together and quarrelling at 
tne slightest provocation? Marathas are a 
martial race no doubt but I hope tneir valour Is 
for fighting the enemies of the nation and not 
for fighting their own brothers. Like the big 
brothers that they are, we would like theiri to 
have  big  heaits   and  generosity   over 
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the smaller unit, instead of having a linguistic 
battle here. Just see the other points also. 
Even for them, the disgraceful happening at 
Bombay is a lesson. For a century and a half, 
Bombay has been built up as a great City in 
the whole of India. Its hinterland is not one, 
but many. There are lakhs of Southerners, 
Uttar Bhara-tiyas, etc. They have all 
contributed to its progress. 

AN HON. MEMBER. They all contributed 
to the Maharashtra. 

SHRIMATI LILAVATI MUNSHI: They did 
not. How can you prove that? Bombay 
belongs to no region. It belongs to the whole 
of the country. It has a cosmopolitan 
atmosphere. That is why I respectfully say 
that this difficult problem should now be 
solved by giving a separate Bombay City 
State as suggested by the Working 
Committee. 

Sir, mention was made of culture. I should 
like to say, "let us rescue culture from 
controversy." So faT Guja-rati and Marathi 
cultures were considered interwoven. They 
were part of the larger Indian culture. If now 
the Maharashtrians want to develop it on a 
line of their own, I have no quarrel with them. 
Even in a separate Bombay State, we will all 
be part of the great India and we will all be 
Bombayites. Let me say in the Home 
Minister's words: "There should be maximum 
opportunity for everyone to develop—
majority and minority all." Let us have 
integrated approach and let us guard against 
parochialism. Gandhiji was also quoted here 
yesterday. "Al' languages are languages of 
India and the languages should not be allowed 
to become a limiting   factor." 

I would, therefore, urge upon those who 
have the right to decide this matter not to 
hesitate in implementing the suggestion given 
by the Working Committee. Let us settle this 
matter, so that we all may live in peace. 

Sir, I would also urge upon Parlia ment to 
solve this problem once and for all and to 
make the city of Bombay 

constitutionally national, as it is already 
national in composition and spirit. 

DR. R. B. GOUR: In view of the minorities' 
strength in Ahmedabad would you also say 
that it should be a separate State? 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SKRI H. C. 
MATHUR): Weil, I do not know whe-.her the 
Maharashtrian friends will be generous to you 
but the Chair has been. 

SHRI N. C. SEKHAR (Travancore-Cochin): 
Sir, I have become a little bit nervous due to 
fear which Mrs. Munshi's speech has instilled 
in me that the Gujarati friends will claim 
Erna-kulam, a portion of which was built after 
the Gujaratis had migrated there as a 
commercial class, as well as the suburban 
towns, where the Gujaratis are a dominating 
commercial people against whom we have no 
grudge. But now this fear has been caused in 
my mind by Mrs. Munshi's speech that they 
will claim that tiniakulam as an ancient city 
had connection with Gujaratis and it was only 
after that that the vast hinterland between the 
far off Gujarat and Erna-kulam had come iato 
being and, there-lore, Ernakulam was theirs. 
That is the sort of fear in which I am. So I am 
re-thinking as to what to speak abou? this 
S.R.C. Report. 

There is a sort of gloomy feeling all over 
the country. But as for my part and also for 
the part of my country, Kerala, we have a sort 
of satisfaction because we have been given 
according to the recommendations Aikya 
Kerala for which we have been struggling for 
a long time. Also, Tamil Mad ha? been given 
a Tamil speaking State. Karnataka is going to 
have its own State. Because of all such things, 
we nave got a sort of satisfaction. More 
particularly, we are happy over the 
recommendation for the elimination or 
eradication of the institution of the so-called 
Rajpramukhs and Uparaja-pramuKhs from the 
face of this land Jut we are quite unhappy 
because certain anomalies were created    by 
the 
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Commission which created bilingual States 
like Bombay with Maharashtra and Gujarat 
put together and also a Punjab State. Then 
there is the problem of the Delhi State etc. 
These are the questions which create anxiety. 

Secondly, there was no recommendation for 
the appointment of a Boundary Commission 
to determine the boundaries of the 
reorganised States. We are afraid there are 
disputes, claims and counter claims from 
almost all parts of the country. These are 
questions to be   settled. 

In regard to the question of linguistic State, 
this is considered undesirable as it will 
produce flssiparous tendencies, creating 
disunity and insecurity in India. Sir, as many 
hon. Members stated here and in the other 
House and as has also been stated in the 
Report itself, this linguism has taken its birth 
in the course of our bitter struggle against the 
British Imperialism. It has a history of 35 
years. When the Congress adopted the 
principle of linguistic provinces, we saw that 
people from almost al] the linguistic 
provinces— even though not in existence 
then— rallied in the national struggle against 
the British Imperialism. We have now become 
free and we are also having freedom to 
develop our own language and culture as well 
as the social and economic environment which 
was absent during the administration of the 
British. It is in that eagerness and in that 
feeling that the people from all parts of the 
country have rallied themselves into the 
freedom struggle. It has been said by the 
Congress leaders very often to the people that 
their claims would not be renounced or denied. 
Even in 1946 or so, the Congress in one of its 
resolutions has stated that, if it came to power, 
it would implement its resolution in regard to 
the reformation of India on the basis of 
language. Let me re-emphasise the fact that no 
people from any part of the linguistic 
regions—a« some people desire to call them— 
bad ever demand3d that the reorgani- 

sation should be on the basis of separatism. 
We never demanded that we should be 
separate from the Central Government. We 
never even asked for self-determination which 
is a different principle in politics, because we 
feel that we are a nation with multi-lingual 
and multi-cultural characteristics. That is a 
historical fact recognized even by the S-R.C. 

SHRI A. ABDUL RAZAK: What about the 
Kerala Socialist Party? 

SHRI N. C. SEKHAR: I am coming to 
Kerala. Now, one of the hon. Members has 
asked whether to ask for a separate province 
would not be encouraging fissiparous 
tendencies. That tendency has been fought 
down with ail the vigour that the people have 
got—I assure you, it is the Kerala people, in 
spite of the Socialist Party and the P.S.P. It is 
we, the bulk of the democratic movement in 
Kerala, who fought for the separation and 
merger of the Tamil taluks of the Travancore-
Cochin State with their neighbouring Tamil 
area. Shri Abdul Razak must realise that. 
Similarly, we shall fight all flssiparous 
tendencies that will create disunity and 
disruption in our national life. 

[MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN in the Chair.] 

But the object of creating a union and a 
united nation is to enable the people to have 
the opportunity— equal opportunity—equality 
to develop their culture language and social 
life, as stated in our Constitution. What sort of 
union the British created? The Dar 
Commission and the S.R.C. say that the 
Britishers in spite of their creation of 
provinces on an artificial basis have created a 
sort of unity. That unity, that tendency is still 
amongst us. 

AN HON. MEMBER: Unity In bondage! 

SHRI N. C. SEKHAR: Unity in bondage, 
unity to disunite. That is the sort of unity 
which we are having. People have been kept 
oppressed and suppressed. That is why the 
people from *U orts of India,   from    Maha- 
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rashtra, from Gujarat—when I say Gujarat I 
do not mean the big capita-lists who are 
fighting for the Bombay-city, but the Gujarat 
peasants, workers and middle class 
intelligentsia,— want linguistic States. Mrs. 
Munshi in the course of her speech said that in 
the Gujarat', area even the irrigation facilities 
are absent. The so-called "Gujaratis" are 
interested in not creating the irrigation 
facilities for the poor peasants. Their object is 
to spread all over India to exploit the peasants, 
the owners of the land. That is not the sort of 
unity that we want. Gujarati people 
thamselves demand that they must have a 
separate Gujarat State. 

Coming to  Bombay,    Prof.  Malkani said 
that in Bombay    there are other   | people too 
who are not Maharashtrians   ' or Gujaratis. Of 
course, I know there   ; are about 3 lakhs of 
Malayalis and an   i equal number of Tamil-
speaking people and also Telugus. I    can    
vouch    that these    people     stand    united    
behind Maharashtra    demand for the merger of 
Bombay city with    greater    Maharashtra. 
These are very    clear    ideas; they have 
expressed   them not through microphones  but  
expressed  in  public meetings    in    which     
thousands    and thousands  gathered to express    
themselves on this issue. 

When we recognise this linguistic principle 
as the basic principle to reorganise the States, 
certainly, there cannot be any quarrel between 
States. But here our present Government is not 
in a mood to accept this principle. On the eve 
of his falling a victim to the bullet of a 
criminal, Gandhiji issued a statement 
regarding the reorganisation of provinces. I 
ftave heard certain Members misquoting 
Gandhiji to suit Iheir purpose, but I will give 
you the relevant portion which appeared in the 
Harijan two days after his assassination.    He 
said: 

"The Congress Working Committee had 
been discussing the quest1 or of reconstitution 
of provinces on a linguistic basis. The 
Cjngress had already adooted that principle 
and had declared its intention  to  give  effect 
to  it consti- 

tutionally as soon as they came to power, as 
such redistribution would be conducive to 
the cultural advancement of the country. 
But such redistribution should not militate 
against the organic unity of India. 
Autonomy did not and should not mean 
disruption, or that hereafter provinces could 
go the way they chose, independent of one 
another and of the Centre. If each province 
began to look upon itself as a separate, 
sovereign unit, India's independence would 
lose its meaning and with it would vanish 
the freedom of the various units as well. 

The   character   of' India's   independence  
as  conceived by the  Congress  was  based  
on village  autonomy.    But   all   the   
villages   were   to derive vitality from the   
Centre,   as the latter in its    turn    derived    
all power  and  authority  from  the  former.    
It would be fatal if it led to narrow 
provincialism, mutual bickerings   and   
rivalries—between Tamil and  Andhra  for 
instance,   Bombay and    Karnataka    and    
so    on.    The redistribution    of    provinces    
on    a linguistic  basis    was    necessary    if 
provincial   languages   were   to   grow to 
their full height. Hindustani was to be    the 
lingua    franca—Rashtra Bhasha—of  India,  
but  it  could   not take   the   place   of   the   
provincial tongues.    It could not be medium 
of instruction   in   ,the   provinces—much 
less  English.    Its function    was    to make    
them    realise    their    organic relationship 
with India.    The world outside did not know 
them as Gujaratis,      Maharashtrians,    
Tamilians, etc. but only as Indians. We must, 
thtrefore,  resolutely   discourage    all 
fissiparous   tendencies   and   feel   and 
behave as    Indians.    Subject to this 
paramount   consideration,   a   linguistic 
redistribution of provinces should give  an  
impetus   to   education   and trade." 

(Harijan February 1, 1948, as quoted in 
the A.I.C.C. Economic Review, 15 
October,  1955.) 

By this statement    Gandhiji    meant two 
things:   (1)  the reorganisation of 
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linguistic basis and (ii) where Hindi is not 
peoples' mother-tongue, the regional language 
should be allowed to be the medium of 
instruction. 

Redistribution of provinces on the basis of 
"linguism" has not been conceived by the 
Commission appointed by the Government. 
Who were the people on this Commission? As 
Mr. Deogirikar said. "They are very good 
people". There is one Judge of the Supreme 
Court, There is one statesman in the person of 
Mr. Panik-kar and then a public servant in the 
person of our hon. friend, Dr. Kunzru. But the 
point is that politically and socially they are 
not the brain of the common man who feels 
that he must have some part in the democratic 
set up of the Government. That is why in our 
part of the country the peasants and workers 
and the intelligentsia who do not know 
English are very happy that now they will be 
able to lend their mite in the development of 
their national life. That is their feeling. So 
also is the feeling of the Common man in 
Gujarat and Maharashtra. But here that feeling 
is not taken into consideration or respected by 
the responsible Commission which was 
appointed for that purpose. That is the training 
of the British imperialism. If I may say so, it 
is that 'divide and rule' policy which is still 
being retained. That is why I say we em-
phasize that the majority of the Indian 
people—those who are not interested in 
exploiting other people—are behind the 
demand of Samyukta Maharashtra with 
Bombay city merged into Maharashtra, 
Gujarat as a separate State and also Punjab. 

With regard to Punjab, people feel that 
Punjabi speaking State as demanded by the 
Punjab people should be allowed to be 
formed. Here my friends have pointed out the 
fear—expressed in the Commission's report 
as well as in the opinion expressed heVe—
that the Punjabi martial race will dominate all 
over north India or Mahara-shtrians, the 
warrior class, will domi- 

nate all over India. That will not happen. The 
history has now been changed. Now, we have 
democratic movements everywhere. In the 
present set up of the international world 
everything has become different. The 
common people have started playing a 
dominant part in moulding the history of our 
nation. Therefore 4here is nothing to fear. 
Nobody can dominate other people. That is 
not going to happen hereafter. (Time Bell). I 
am allotted 20 minutes, Sir, and I hav* taken 
only 15 minutes. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN. Two minutes 
more.    You  began  at 2-33. 

SHRI N. C. SEKHAR: The Government, 
Sir, must take courage in their both hands to 
reorganise the States on the basis of language. 
That should be the basic principle, and not 
any other principle. All these things must be 
settled in a proper way. And in order to 
decide the boundary question, the 
Government should appoint a Boundary 
Commission which can go into the whole 
question of boundaries and settle the matter 
once for all on the basis of village as a basic 
unit to determine the boundary. That is the 
only way in which this trouble with regard to 
boundaries can be put an end to. 

Then, Sir, I was talking about Pun 
jab, but I had to deviate ..................  

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Time is up. 

SHRI N. C. SEKHAR: Yes, Sir. Then, with 
regard to Manipur and Tripura, they are only 
small States, and the people there are mostly 
the tribal people. But now there is a 
movement there to form a democratic set up 
in which they can develop themselves as the 
people in other parts of India are doing. There 
is no justification for merging Tripura with 
Assam, where the. people are not of the same 
type as the people in Tripura. 

With these few words, Sir, I appeal to the 
Government not to get influenced by certain 
influential people, but lo implement the 
recommendations, so far as the South is 
concerned, with certain 
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suitable changes. We are prepared to rally the 
people behind the Central Government, and 
we shall allow no fls-siparous tendencies to 
exist. So, Sir, we are for a democratic set up, 
and not for a divide-and-rule policy. Thank 
you. 

PROF. N. R. MALKANI: Sir, I hope it is 
now widely recognised that the problem of 
reorganisation is a very urgent and a very 
pressing problem which cannot be shelved. It 
is fortunate that the Commission was 
appointed and it has submitted its 
recommendations. At present, there is a rising 
tide of provincial consciousness, sometimes 
healthy, sometimes unhealthy, but the 
consciousness is there, which makes it 
necessary to reorganise our States. When 
Andhra was separated, it had an explosive 
effect, a kind of a chain effect. When Andhra 
was separated, the question of separating 
Karnataka, separating other States, 
immediately arose. It was inevitable. And also 
because of the first Plan and because of the 
second Plan, reorganisation becomes 
important. Personally I feel that it is good that 
the problem should be solved here and now. 
The leaders that we have got now are well-
known and famous leaders. We are not likely 
to have them for all time. And it is good if this 
decision is made when Panditji is with us, 
Pantji is with us, Maulana Azad is with us, 
and Rajendra Babu is with us, because we do 
know that whatever may happen to India, they 
will be able to find out a solution for our 
greatest problems. They have faced many 
more difficult problems, and this problem too 
they will be able to solve well. And it is good 
that they are with us; it is good that they are 
there to solve one of the most complicated and 
most important problems of India. Therefore, 
Sir, I believe that this question of 
reorganisation cannot be put back, cannot be 
shelved, even when Rajaji says so. It has got 
to be faced. Sir, I also believe that the time 
has come for making decisions, final deci-
sions, and as quickly and as firmly as 
oossible. 

I am glad to say that the Commission 
consisted of very able members, very 
impartial members, and members who have 
put in national solidarity and unity as the first 
requisite of reorganisation, and they never lost 
sight of this when they made any re-
commendations. We here do lose sight of it 
here and there, but they never lost sight of 
this. And I do believe that the 
recommendations made by the Commission 
are, on the whole, very good with one 
recommendation which I consider bad, and 
that is the recommendation about the creation 
of a small and minor State of Vidarbha. Sir, I 
am very glad that as soon as the Report was 
out and placed on the Table, the Government 
and the Working Committee of the Congress 
took quick steps, firm steps, for consulting all 
sorts of people, consulting Legislatures, 
consulting Chief Ministers, consulting 
P.C.Cs. and consulting ah Parties, and making 
some decisions immediately final and some 
decisions semi-final; and I do believe that 
most of the decisions by the Working Com-
mittee will be finalised within the next few 
days. I congratulate them heartily for all that, 
because it is necessary that these decisions 
should be Anal, and these decisions should be 
firm, and these decisions should be 
implemented quickly. Otherwise what will 
happen? As I see it, everyone in our House is 
generally, sober and restrained. But even here 
I do find that on this matter we let ourselves 
go in a way that personally I do not like. I 
would therefore say that if even our House 
loses itself now and then, it is just a warning 
that we should take our decisions as quickly 
as possible. But may I say that even the 
Working Committee of the Congress has, to 
my mind, giving a decision—about Bom-
bay—with which I am unable to agree? 

Sir, why do I say that the Commission 
made a big mistake in the creation of 
Vidarbha? There was some internal tension in 
Madhya Pradesh. There is a tension within a 
family; tnere is a tension within a joint 
family; there is a tension here and there. In 
fact, life itself is tension; no tension, 
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But was the tension so great in Madhya 
Pradesh to justify the separation of 
Vidarbha— to create four districts, then add 
four more to it and make it eight—in breach 
of all the principles which have been asserted 
and stated by the Commission on every page, 
for example, geographical, historical, cultural, 
financial, and administrative? And I hardly 
And any reason among these five or six 
reasons why Vidarbha should have been 
separated and a small State created. It was 
bound to lead to great difficulties, and it has 
led to a chain of difficulties. They say some-
where that "the claim of Vidarbha can no 
longer be ignored". 
3 P.M. 

I do not know what would have happened 
if it had been "ignored", lust like I don't know 
what would happen if you ignore the claims 
of Sikhistan or a separate State in Punjab. I 
don't say that anybody's claims should be 
ignored, but immediately Vidarbha is 
mentioned, it produces a chain of effects that 
we are not able to control. The moment 
Vidarbha is created, Maharashtra claims it 
and we cannot deny it. By no logic can you 
deny Vidarbha to Maharashtra. Maharashtra 
has brotherly love for Marath-wada and 
fatherly or grand-fatherly affection for 
Vidarbha and you cannot say 'No' to it. You 
may say that Vidarbha never wanted it, that 
Vidarbha never wanted to be separated to be 
merged into Maharashtra; but Maharashtra 
claims it, and personally I think you cannot 
say 'No' to it. You have got to say, 'Take it'. 
And then the cry for Samyukta Maharashtra 
becomes stronger. 

What is the next result? Madhya Pradesh 
plus Bhopal, plus Vindhya Pradesh* plus 
Madhya Bharat becomes one State. Look at 
the map and see how absurd it is 
administratively. geographically. From end to 
end, it is 800 to 900 miles long. Never were 
these areas together; they had no historical 
ties, no permanent common interests.    It will 
be a big headache to 

you the battle of capitals, if not nov, but some 
other time in the future -Jabalpur versus 
Bhopal versus Indore versus Rewa versus 
Gwalior. with Gwalior at one end and 
Jabalpur at the far end. The whole thing was £ 
surprise to me, pleasantly unpleasant surprise 
or unpleasantly pleasant surprise. It would 
have been a pleasant surprise if only Bhopal. 
Vindhya Pradesh and Madhya Bharat had 
been thrown together. That would have been a 
highly desirable thing. I know that nobody in 
Madhya Bharat was for it. The Pradesh 
Congress Committee of Madhya Bharat was 
against it. The Maha Sabha was against it. 
Some papers were against it. Yet we are today 
in for a Madhya Pradesh from Jabalpur right 
up to Gwalior. 1 do not like this State. I,may 
tolerate Uttar Pradesh but I cannot tolerate this 
Madhya Pradesh. It is much too big, too ill-
shaped and too ill-assorted. 

SHRI S. N. MAZUMDAR: Why this 
partiality? 

PROF. N. R. MALKANI: I am not Partial. It 
is much too big, much too sprawling. All this 
was brought upon us because of the creation 
of Vidarbha. If there had been no Vidarbha, 
the present Madhya Pradesh would have 
continued, and it would have been another 
Bombay, a very important and progressive 
bilingual State, which Bombay would not 
have been had it not been a bilingual State. 

SHRI V. PRASAD RAO: Which nobody 
wanted. 

PROF. N. R. MALKANI: I am not quite 
sure. I have lived among Guja-ratis for seven 
years there. I have been educated in Ferguson 
College among Maharashtrian friends. I know 
that both these groups, who are differently 
constituted and are different in temperament, 
have lived well with one another for several 
generations, making a great success of their 
State. This was another result of Vidarbha, 
that it made the demand for Samyukta 
Maharashtra with    Bombay in it 
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vre.-y strong now. Let me dispose of the 
Bombay question here. I am personally very 
much against the creation of Bombay cHy as a 
separate State. I personally feel that the High 
Command of the Congress has accepted it as a 
necessary evil, not as a necessary good. I have 
not yet come across any one who is for it, but 
everybody says that he cannot help it, and in a 
state of helplessness agrees to carve it up. If 
really the Maha-rashtrians love Bombay, then 
I would tell the Maharashtrians to talk in a 
different way. You know the story of a child 
which was claimed by two mothers, and the 
Qazi called the executioner to divide it in two 
parts and said, to both "You take one half and 
let the other take the other half". Then the real 
mother cried, 'No don't cut it up. Give tho 
child to the other woman. Let it be hers' If we 
are going to separate Bombay, then I say it is 
up to the Maharashtrians to say, 'Please don't 
cut it out. It is doing violence. Give it to 
Gujaratis, give it to anybody else but do not 
cut it.' This is the way to prove your real claim 
to Bombay, not by issuing veiled threats, not 
by showing bad temper inside the Legislature, 
not by riots in the streets of Bombay and so 
forth. At least from the Maharashtrians I 
expected some discretion, some 
statesmanship, some diplomacy, some 
shrewdness, for which they are known. You 
don't expect any shrewdness or diplomacy 
from the Sikhs in the Punjab. Master Tar a 
Singh is not much of a diplomat or statesman. 
He is ju<?t Master Tar a Singh. But for the 
Maharashtrians to behave like this savours of 
the Punjab. 

I would again say, 'Don't cut up Bombay.' 
You have got half a dozen reasons for not 
doing it; why half a dozen, I have got a dozen 
reasons why you should not cut it up and 
make it a separate State. If you do that, its 
commerce will dwindle, lis importance will 
dwindle. Bombay city is not like Delhi. You 
can cut up Delhi and present it to anybody, 
you can put it anywhere you like. Delni is 
3nly an official city.   You can 

cut it up and put it anywhere you like in the 
South, West or East, nut you can never do that 
with Calcutta. You cannot do it with Madras 
and you cannot do it with Bombay most of all. 
I would much rather say, 'Go Back to the 
bilingual State'. There should not be any 
serious objection to this. This will be the best 
solution possible. For Bombay does not be-
long to the Maharashtrians only but belongs to 
all of us. It belongs to the Sindhis, to the 
Bengalis and to everyone of us. You can 
certainly go back to Gujarati friends. I don't 
think that so much love has been lost that you 
cannot approach them. Gujaratis are on the 
whole behaving much better. Let us have 
rather huge State including Vidarbha and 
Kutch, from Bhuj right up to the northern 
point, but don't cut up Bombay. Bombay is a 
port of India. In fact it is more like London 
and belongs to the British if any. It remains 
British and European in character. If you want 
to transfer it to anybody, transfer it to the 
British, because it is they who created it and 
built it up. I would therefore tell the 
Maharashtrians and the Gujaratis to live 
together again as before. It is not very 
difficult. I am half Gujarati and I will tell my 
Gujarati friends, "Don't think of majorities and 
minorities. You are businessmen. You are 
very clever people. You are very shrewed 
businessmen. You do not think generally of 
minorities and majorities. You rule Calcutta 
but you are a minority there. You rule Madras, 
even though you are a minority there. Go with 
the Maharashtrians and make your State a 
great success;" and I am certain they will 
make a great success of it. 

At the same time I would say to my 
Maharashtrian friends: Stop making a fierce 
love to Bombay which frightens me. Don't 
make a fierce love, don't be greedy, don't be 
dizzy with greed as I would tell my Gujarati 
friends, "Don't be giddy with fears." You are 
both giddy. Looking at friends on the 
opposition side, they get a few fears and a 
few creeps. You please       don't      give      
them        the 
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fears are allayed and that there is no dizziness. 
Looking at the 12 storeys Df buildings and the 
big factories of Bombay, their mouth waters—
the Maharashtrian's mouth waters. He iees that 
he has no rupees in his pockets and the other 
man has cheque books but money cannot be 
got by pocketing Bombay. Business instincts, 
business training and business habits don't 
come like that, but have to be cultivated. You 
know politics is the art of achieving the 
possible and the practicable but it should also 
be the art of achieving the practicable which is 
desirable. You are achieving the possible 
perhaps but which is not desirable. I would 
even go so far as to give a challenge to my 
friends by saying, let the Gujaratis go out of 
this House and let the Maharastrians also 
follow them. Let the rest of us decide for you 
the fate of Bombay. But would you abide by 
it? As a matter of fact I will say that it should 
be the convention of this House that on this 
heated question of Bombay the Gujaratis 
should have only one representative and the 
Maharashtrians one representative and let the 
rest of them both keep quiet so that we the rest 
may listen. Otherwise we really don't listen to 
you. People who are partisan, I don't listen to. 
I, like others, am deluged with literature which 
I don't want to read. I am deluged with articles 
which I don't want. I want to hear non-
Maharashtrians and non-Gujaratis on this 
matter. When the Punjab question comes. 1 
don't want to hear a Sikh or a Punjabi at all. I 
want to hear a non-Punjabi because even if he 
talks nonsense, he will be non-partisan. So I 
again entreat both of you who are my friends 
to get together. Most of my Sindhis are in 
Bombay State and they are afraid one way or 
the other. We are full of fears—we are afraid 
of Maharashtrians and of Gujaratis by turns. 
We don't know what to do. So we simply 
sav—let us keep quiet. Whatever the High 
Command says we will bow to it. I may just 
give an advice to   my   Maharashtrian   
friends   here 

I have rarely heard you say that 'whatever the 
High Command says, we bow to it.' You don't 
say so. That creates fears within my own 
mind and your bona fides are questionable. 
You don't say "Whatever Panditji says, we 
will agree to it blind-fold." I would also say: 
You are all gentlemen and good sport, you 
better stop talking of the people, of public 
opinion, of the streets of Bombay etc. You 
say, "Didn't you see what happened on the 
17th November? It might come again." That 
kind of talk, that tone and manner do not be-
come the Maharashtrians. It might have 
become them, it may have suited them say 
years ago, two hundred years ago but today, 
this kind of language is quite out of place and 
out of order now. Here we are to sit 
together—and co-operate as friends and 
decide things for the good of India and 
Maharashtra and Gujarat. Thank you. 

SHRI S. N. MAZUMDAR: Empty pockets 
and bulging pockets cannot co-operate. 

PROF. N. R, MALKANI: You want 
to cut pockets................  

DR. P. V. KANE (Nominated): Sir, I must 
make it clear in the very beginning that I 
don't speak as belonging to any particular 
part. 

PROF. N. R. MALKANI: Thank you, so 
much the better. 

DR. P. V. KANE: And I must also say that I 
am only a nominated Member. I join with the 
others to some extent in praising the three 
gentlemen that took this onerous and rather 
thankless task of making a report on the 
subjects entrusted to them but I don't give any 
unqualified praise for that. I am going to 
show in the short time at my disposal that 
their report suffers from several drawbacks 
and the first and the most important drawback 
is that they do not lay down any fundamental 
broad principles which should govern their 
final decision. That was the matter entrusted 
to them.   If we look at the Resolution 
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which is set out in the beginning in the 
Introduction, the Government have laid down 
the following task. I read the last sentence of 
that Resolution which they quote: 

"The Government expect that the 
Commission would, in the first instance, 
not go into the details, but make 
recommendations in regard to the broad 
principles which should govern the 
solution of this problem and, if they so 
choose, the broad lines on which 
particular States should be reorganized, 
and submit interim reports for the 
consideration of Government." 

They were entrusted with three diffe 
rent tasks—broad principles. Secon 
dly, they were to show how reorga 
nisation will be made and were called 
upon to make interim reports if they 
thought proper. I regard that really 
they were bound to submit but they 
have said, "We were not bound to 
accept it." You look at the comma— 
after 'reorganized' it stops and 'sub 
mit    interim ......... "    that    shows    that 
Government wanted interim report so 
that they can say 'On the evidence so 
far advanced, this is the trend'. If there 
is any contrary trend, people should 
come  forward..............  

DR. W. S. BARLINGAY (Madhya 
Pradesh): There is one phrase 'if they so 
choose'. 

DR. P. V. KANE: That goes with the broad 
lines. My point is, they must submit. That 
was my idea That is what was laid down on 
them by the Resolution. Now they go on into 
history and they show that for many years—
for 40 years the Congress had passed 
resolutions about the reorganisation of States 
on the linguistic principles. Then they have 
shown that uptil 1945-46 when the manifesto 
fur election was put forward by Congress, 
they insisted on linguistic provinces. They 
show that. But when the Congress came into 
power in 1946-47, the attitude of some of the 
leaders changed and then we have the 3. V. P. 
report and many other reports—The   Dar   
Commission   report 

etc. There the position was shifted. They said 
not only that. Look at tne Dar Commission 
report which is summarised. They said, 'You 
must look into the history, geography etc' So 
many things they put down. Then other 
reports followed and now we have a jumble 
of principles. What was wanted was, what is 
the fundamental or first principle. They lay 
down national security and nobody denies 
that. Those who are great protagonists of the 
language basis don't say that security or unity 
of India should in any way be endangered. 
They all take it for granted. Therefore that 
principle should not be trotted out. The 
principle was linguistic province. They should 
have said that linguistic test is the most predo-
minent test and if we are to judge of a man's 
idea from the handiwork that he has 
produced, these people have produced 14 
unilingual States. If we have to judge from it, 
you must say that the most predominant 
consideration is language otherwise they 
should not have made two States taking 2 
languages, Andhra and Madras. They were 
reorganising. They could have therefore 
suggested that a composite State is the best 
thing for the unity and security of India. 
Therefore we shall divide India only into 7 
States—there are 14 languages and so 2 
languages for each State. If it is the principle 
then as far as possible anywhere not more 
than two languages may come but there must 
be a composite State always—if that is a sine 
qua non of unity and security. 

My submission is that this is only trotted 
out for separating certain people or for 
joining them. But throughout the Report, the 
whole object of the Commission has been to 
create unilingual States. Look at the 14 
languages and you find every langua-age has 
got one State. 

AN. HON. MEMBER: More than one State, 
some times. 

DR. P. V. KANE: Yes, in some cases the 
same language has more than one State. 
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There is then the colossus, the giant 

State of U. P. with more than 63 million 
people. As against that you create a small 
dwarf with 7 millions and then you ask 
the two to co-operate. How can the giant 
and the dwarf do that? You know how in 
the story, the giant got all the benefits 
and the dwarf got all the wounds. But 
that is how they have recommended, 
simply because they got frightened about 
Maharashtra and they have created this 
small dwarf of a State with 7 millions. 

SHRI H. P. SAKSENA: U.P. is not a 
giant, it is a lamb. 

DR. P. V. KANE: All right, all right. If 
not a giant, have it as a lion. Then it 
becomes a combination of the lion and 
the lamb. Well, there is this other 
colossus or lion or whatever you call it, 
which extends from below Agra in the 
north right down to Andhra in the 
south—about 800 miles or so, called 
Mahakoshal or whatever the name be. 

AN HON. MEMBER: A thousand 
miles. 

DR. P. V. KANE: About a thousand 
miles, a big chunk. 

(Interruptions) 

I would request my hon. friends not to 
interrupt me. I am an old man and time is 
short, and so many people are yet to 
speak. What I am pointing out is that 
these two colossuses—I will not call 
them giants, but colossuses—the Uttar 
Pradesh and Mahakoshal or Madhya 
Pradesh, or whatever you call it, have 
been created. Another colossus is 
Rajasthan, I mean in area it is. Look at 
the map and you will find that half of 
India is taken up by these three States. 
Therefore, my submission is that the 
Commission did not apply its mind to 
these things properly. They should have 
avowed the fundamental principle. 
Ultimately the principle is the same, but 
they have tried to whittle it down and that 
is what I do not like at all.   Either you 

do not accept the principle at all or you 
accept it properly. They actually say that 
language is a very important principle. 
Look at the summary of their findings 
and at what ultimately emerged. On page 
25 you will find what they say. I will 
read only a few lines, since there is very 
little time. This is what they say: 

"The principles that emerge may be 
enumerated as follows: 

(i) preservation and strengthening 
of the unity and security of 
India;" 

No one complains about that. Bombay 
was at one time qua/drilingual, with 
Marathi, Gujarati, Kannada and Sin-dhi. 
Gradually it became trilingual and now it 
is shedding its wings with Karnataka 
going and now it is bilingual. Why not 
have it unilingual? In those days the State 
stretched from Shikarpur in the north to 
Dharwar in the south, it did not come in 
the way of unity and security. Well, the 
next thing that emerges is: 

"(ii) linguistic and cultural 
homogeneity; 

(iii) financial, economic and 
administrative considerations; 
and 

(iv) successful working of the 
national plan." 

These are the principles which they say, 
emerge from the Reports. And looking a 
little further you find at page 29 
something else. After all linguistic 
provinces are merely a means to an end. 
They are not the end. But sometimes the 
means are so important that unless you 
emphasise the means, you cannot get the 
end that you want. Ultimately on page 
45, while summarising the conclusions, 
they say in paragraph 162: 

"We now summarise our final views 
on the role of language as a factor 
bearing on the reorganisation of States. 
After a full consideration of the 
problem in all its aspects, we 
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have come to the connclusion that it is neither 

possible nor desirable to reorganise States 
on the basis of the single test of either 
language or culture, but that a balanced ap-
proach to the whole problem is necessary in 
the interests of our national  unity." 
All the same, there are about fourteen 

linguistic States, and that it seems, does not 
come in the way of unity and security. But if 
you create one Maharashtra with Bombay, 
then the world will fall, the sky will fall down. 
That is the attitude of their minds, I might say 
with great respect. One was the Chief Justice 
in the Supreme Court. Another is Dr. Kunzru 
who has been in public life for more than 50 
years and the third gentleman is a very 
versatile genius. They are great men. But even 
great men commit mistakes. We know there is 
the Supreme Court to correct the mistakes of 
the High Court. And if there were a super-
Supreme Court, Supreme Judges will be 
corrected. In our Parliament, we can criticise 
everybody, provided it is honest criticism, 
however high his position may be. Parliament 
is the supreme authority and therefore I am 
■exercising that power to criticise, even if the 
people are of high position and they are 
entitled to great respect. I say this respect is 
there, but respect does not mean submission. 
Respect means also criticism, for that is a way 
to show respect. You can say, "You are a great 
man, but here you appear to have committed a 
mistake." That is my duty as a Member of this 
august House and I am performing that duty. 

So, they applied that single test to fourteen 
States, but they are afraid to apply it to two 
cases.—Maharashtra and Punjab. With the 
problem in the Punjab, I am not very familiar. 
There it seems, the battle is not one of lan-
guage, but one of scripts. I am told that the 
people there can understand both Hindi and 
Punjabi. I do not know, but I am told that it is 
not a question of languages as in the case of 
Kanarese and Marathi or between Hindi and 
Kanarese or Tamil and some other language. It 
is a fight on 
2 R.S.D.—7 

a different plane. So out of a multilingual 
State you create a bilingual State. 

Next they say that they have taken the 
district as the basis. Is that so? As a matter of 
fact, I have seen half a dozen instances where 
tehsils and talukas have been taken away from 
one State and placed in another. Those who 
are interested enough can look them up. For 
instance there is Kol-legal Taluk of 
Coimbatore district which has to go to Kerala. 
So also Kasaragod Taluk which is in South 
Kanara. And then there is the case of Kolar 
where the Telugus form some 54 per cent, and 
the Kannadigas only about 21 per cent, and 
yet Kolar is to be kept with Mysore. And 
there is another example. Even Loharu sub-
tehsil of the Hissar district is to be transferred 
to Rajasthan. Another glaring example is 
Chas—a revenue thana—and Chas has been 
separated from its old bindings and kept else-
where. So I say they have not applied the 
language principle as they should have. Then 
comes viability. And they also say that each 
case they have decided on its merits. That is 
what they say on page 66. But that gives great 
latitude to anything that one can do. 

This is what they say on page 66, 
paragraph 235, last sentence. "We have 
accordingly examined each case un its own 
merits and in its own context ....". They 
should have examined each case on the 
priority of principles.    They  did  not  do  
that.    It  is 
merely "......... on its own merits and on 
its own context and arrived at conclusions 
after taking into consideration the totality of 
circumstances and on an overall assessment 
of the solution proposed". There is no wcrd 
said about the dominant principle or the 
predominant principle. That word is not there. 
This is a kind of approach which one should 
not at all like. 

We  come   now   to   another     aspect. 
The question  is of giant States or of 
!   lesser States. About this, this is what 
they   say   and   yet   they   have   made, 
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or three big States   and  one  small    dwarf     
State. Paragraph 220 says: 

"In a matter like this, it would be unwise 
to be dogmatic or to rule out exceptions. 
When it is suggested that the weight of 
argument is in favour of large rather than 
small States, the objective is that every 
State should have adequate resources to 
assume the responsibility devolving on a 
full-fledged constituent unit of the Union. 
This, however, does not mean that units 
should be so unwieldy as to be without any 
intrinsic life.... 

Everywhere they quibble as it were, put in 
a proposition and then try to balance it. 

"............. of their own or to defeat 
the very purpose for which larger units are 
suggested, i.e., administrative efficiency 
and co-ordination of economic 
development and welfare activity." 
They talk of an unwieldy State. 

U.P. is one such with nearly 63 
million people and Vidarbha another 
with 7 million people. Look at Ame 
rica: At least in the Senate, New 
York which has about 1,20,00,000 
people has only two votes. Nevada 
which has only ten lakhs of people 
also has two votes. All the 48 
States have two votes each and in 
all 96 people are elected. It is only 
in the House of Representatives.................. 

SHRI J. S. BISHT (Uttar Pradesh): What 
are the powers of the Senate? 

DR. P. V. KANE: The Senate is far more 
powerful than the House of Representatives. 
If you look at American history you will find 
Senator this. Senator that and so on. These 
are the most powerful people, not the House 
of Representatives. You read properly 
American  political history, 

SHRI LAVJI LAKHAMSHI (Kutch): Why 
don't you suggest that our Rajya Sabha 
should be like this Senate? 

DR. P. V KANE I do noi. want to go into all 
that. I am giad that at least one out of the three 
members of the Commission is in favour of 
what I am saying. He has said that this is a big 
State. Sardar Panikkar has given a dissenting 
note saying that U.P. should be divided. I am 
not alone in that. That is all that I am saying. 

I now come to the State of Bombay. 
The hon. Minister in charge of this 
motion ridiculed—I do not want 
to say        invective—this idea. 
It should not be that I have got only fifteen 
minutes and so I must put forward only points 
relating to my State. If you had given me two 
hours, I should have covered the whole of the 
Report. That was not allowed and, therefore, 
everybody said something which was 
uppermost in his mind. The hon. Minister 
should not have referred to that; he should 
have said that everyone's views are correct so 
far as these things are concerned. There is 
another point that I want to touch upon. He 
said that there was no surprise. The Prime 
Minister is reported to have said that he was 
surprised but he never said what it was that 
surprised him. Now, we have a bhashya, a 
commentary, for it. It is said that if he was 
surprised, he may have been agreeably 
surprised. I may say, Sir, that I was 
disagreeably surprised at the Report. 

* 
Then we come to the Bombay State. Here 

again a personal explanation is necessary. 
Some gentlemen front. Bombay who are now 
there on that Committee whiteh my hon. 
friend, Mr. Deogirikar referred to, instead of 
counting their profits as directors commission 
and so forth, began to delve into ancient 
history when this (juestion arose I do not 
know whether they themselves wrote anything 
or read anything. They have so much of 
money; they must have employed a poor man 
like me who is interested   in   ancient     
history     The* 
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might have paid him Rs. 200 and asked him 
to find this out. That man being low paid got 
hold of an article contributed by me some 
forty years ago, in 1916 or 1917. The paper is 
headed "Ancient Geography of Maharashtra". 
From that, they have taken out a quotation 
saying Dr. Kane is in favour of saying 
Konkan. of which Bombay is now part, is not 
Maharashtra at all. I strongly repudiate this. 
There I was not concerned with the Bombay 
of the present day. I was concerned with the 
most ancient times a time about which there is 
no record up to 1,200 A.D. I made that clear 
in the beginning and I sa'd that although 
Konkan was separate from Maharashtra, the 
language was Marathi. In Maharashtra itself 
people were fighting in those days and there 
were several kingdoms. 

DR.   RAGHUBIR    SINH     (Madhya 
Bharat): What about Konkani? 

DR. P. V. KANE: I have to tell these 
people, those people who have become 
learned of ancient antiquities, that my paper 
was on the ancient geography. At that time 
Bombay was not even heard of. It was never 
heard of at that time and I must make that 
clear. Those days, Bombay was a small 
fishermen's village. In 1663 it came to the 
British Crown as part of the dowry of Princess 
Braganza to Charles II. It was so poor that 
Charles II gave that village at an annual rental 
of £10 to the East India Company which rent 
also was not paid. This rent was never paid by 
the Company. It was such a small place; its 
history is less than 300 years old. If anybody 
has made that great and prosperous, the first 
credit must go to the Englishmen. They 
worked and laboured. There were no Gujratis 
working there then. Then came the Parsis. 
Now we have the big houses of Wadias. 
Tatas, Sir Jamshedji, Petit and so on. They 
came there. The Wadias were very famous for 
their navigational [.kill. They were so famous 
that the Britishers thought   it   necessary   to   
put     curbs. 

Of course now they talk of free trade and all 
that but to prevent Indian ships going to 
London, they put up a duty of 100 per cent, 
on goods carried by Indian ships. These Parsis 
are big people and they are great geniuses. 
They are most adaptable. Whenever they 
were under Hindu Kings, they said, "We shall 
behave like you". When the Britishers came, 
the necktie and collar came. They are very 
good people. There are Parsis who were on 
this Bombay Citizens' Committee but I do not 
think that the Parsis, as a Samaj, have said 
anything in this dispute about Bombay or 
about Maharashtra. They say, "Whoever is 
the ruler we shall be all right". In the whole 
world they are not even two lakhs. 

DR.  M. D. D.  GILDER   (Bombay): One 
lakh and odd. 

DR. P. V. KANE: In Bombay they number 
some thousands. They are quite prepared and 
ready. So, the small energetic community of 
Parsis came. The Marathas did not come 
because they had then the whole of India, 
right from Delhi to Tanjore. They had the run 
of this whole land. They did not want 
Bombay at all at that time and, therefore, they 
did not come. When the British arms 
succeeded came the Marathas. Before the 
Marathas came the Gujratis. Now, I am afraid 
they will also go and probably the Marwaris 
will come. After all, Lakshmi is chanchal; 
you must remember that. Of course, the Parsis 
are there but they have not that importance 
that they enjoyed some hundred years ago. 
Now the Gujratis are there and they will also 
leave that and most probably the Marwaris 
will come in. Later on, we do not know who 
will come. 

MR.   DEPUTY CHAIRMAN-    It    is 
time, Dr. Kane. 

DR.   P.   V.   KANE:  I   want   five    to 
ten minutes to develop that point. 

SHRI H.  C.    DASAPPA    (Mysore): Let 
us hear him, Sir. 



3519 States Reorganisation [ RAJYA SABHA ] Commission's Report, 1955    352O 
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please finish 

in five minutes. 

DR. P. V. KANE: Now, take the question 
of ccmmeree and trade. I may tell you 
frankly as a lawyer that there was no 
Workmen's Compensation Act some 30 years 
back. In the mills, there was no provision of 
any such benefits. My colleagues in the 
schools used to work in the mills, Marathi' 
and other boys. If a leg was cut off. not a pie 
was ever paid. 

It is only during the last thirty years you 
have got the Workmen's Compensation Act. 
So what I am saying is that nobody should 
boast. These Gujaratis did no! bring money 
from Gujarat. They created money here and 
they have spent it here. They have spent the 
money in setting up mills. But they are not the 
only things that contributed to the growth of 
the Bombay city. There was the intellectual 
life, the life of art and so forth. Others have 
contributed by blocd, toil and tears. All have 
contributed. There were the Wadias, the 
Petits, and there were men like Sir Jamshedji 
Jeejeebhoy, Sir Dadabhoy Naoroji and Sir 
Feroze Shah Mehta. The Gujaratis were not 
prominent there a hundred years ago. During 
this period art, literature and science de-
veloped and with that they are also there. 
They have got many things. Let them have it. 
Nobody denies it. But do not insist that you 
have created Bombay. It has been created by 
the British, by the Parsees, the Gujaratis and 
by everybody. There are so many 
communities and everyone has given, 
according to his ability, whatever he can to 
the Bombay City. So that particular claim 
they have made I cannot allow to go 
unchallenged. 

Let me proceed to another point. The 
important paragraphs are those from 411. I 
am only dealing with Bombay State and to 
some extent with Vidarbha. I can only read 
some sentences. I cannot read all. The second 
sentence  of  paragraph  411   says.   "At 

the same time we cannot ignore the fact that 
important sections of public opinion in the 
Marathi-speaking districts of Madhya 
Pradesh"—this is the thin end of the wedge—
"do not subscribe to the ideal of Samyukta 
Maharashtra". I have shown seme incon-
sistencies. This is another thing, viz. 
vagueness. "Important sections of public 
opinion", who are those? I do not know whom 
they examined. I am told in the report that 
they examined 900 people, went to 104 
places, and examined 2,000 important memo-
randa. All that they have done. Here I do not 
want the names to be given; they should have 
given at least the number of people examined. 
I do not think the evidence is going to be 
printed. The University Commission 
published volumes of evidence. Here there is 
no volume of evidence. They should have at 
least said, "We have examined a 100 people 
on this point. Out of that so many, say 80 or 
50 or whatever that number be, were of this 
view." Not a word. It is vague. It simply says, 
"important sections of publi'c opinion do not 
subscribe 10 ine ideal of Samyukta 
Maharashtra'. May be your point of view, my 
point of view or their point of view or some-
body else's point of view. So this is too vague. 
So here I leave this paragraph. 

I now come to paragraph 416 which is 
another important paragraph. This is the first 
portion, "During the course of our enquiry, a 
vast majority of persons who appeared before 
us ami did  not  belong  to  either  of  ths   
two 
contending language groups" ............ that is, 
they were neither Maharattas nor Gujaratis, I 
suppose; that is what Is in their mind, I 
think—"expressed themselves strongly to 
favour of placing the Bombay city unJ 
separate administratirn in the event of the 
disintegration of the State". They must say 
how many appeared. Maybe two. I challenge 
it. "Vast majority" means what? How many? 
Supposing they visited 100 places and on an 
average examined 90 people m one    place,     
they     should     say     out 
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of these 90 how many were examined, how 
many belonged to the Mahratti-speaking 
community, how many to the Gujarati-
speaking community and how many for and 
how many against. This term "a vast majority 
of persons" creates a false impression. They 
may say "several people" or "a large number 
of people". 1 object to these words being used 
unless we are given the means to verify 
whether this is the correct state of things. 
Then the same paragraph says in continuation, 
"We also noticed serious misgivings in the 
minds of large sections of the inha bitants of 
Bombay as well as persons outside about the 
future of the city, if it formed part of a 
unilingual State". Here again occur the words 
"misgivings in the minds of large sections". 
Later on the words used are "fears and 
suspicions". I wonder at these. At the head of 
this Commission there is a highest judicial 
officer. I have known that in law mere 
suspicion is not sufficient to convict a man. 
Supposing there is suspicion, supposing I 
know and the judges know in their minds that 
X has committed a murder, still, unless there 
is legal evidence, he must be given the benefit 
of doubt. It is not for me to tell the Chairman 
of this Commission. But there are two other 
gentlemen who probably are not lawyers. My 
idea is that this is all wrong, to proceed on the 
basis of mere apprehension and fear. This 
examination was all in camera most probably. 
Nobody else was present except these three, 
and these several persons' statements were 
never put to the people who were to be 
condemned ex parte. It is the general principle 
of law that nothing can be done against any 
man unless he is given an opportunity of 
being heard. Was there opportunity given to 
the Maharash-trians to show that all these 
apprehensions were wrong? I do not think. 
Let them say. Now let me proceed to another 
paragraph (418). 

Here they say,  "We are impressed by  the  
cogency  of  these  arguments, 

but we cannot lightly brush aside the fears of 
the other communities." Who are the other 
communities? According to their own figures 
43 or 44 per cent, are Maharashtrians. Only 
17 per cent, are Gujaratis. That comes to 
about 61 per cent. The balance belonged to 
the other communities. How many did they 
examine? Whom did they examine and what 
did they say? All this has been brushed aside 
as not worth the trouble to go into. 

SHRI T.  BODRA:  If  everyone does 
not stick to the time-table where is our 
chance to come for speaking? 

SHRI BARKATULLAH KHAN 
(Rajasthan): It is the inherent power of the 
Chair to allow any one to speak as much as 
the Chair permits. 

DR. P. V. KANE: The Commission says, 
"The position of the city, therefore, is 
different from that of Madras and Calcutta." I 
do not see how. Madras, Calcutta and 
Bombay were all small villages 300 years 
ago. There was the Fort St. George in Madras 
and Fort William in Calcutta built by the 
British. Only Calcutta had a large number of 
Bengalis and Bombay a large number of 
Maharashtrians. The majority in Bombay 
were Maharashtrians as Bengalis were in 
Calcutta. But Bengalis had nothing by way of 
commerce or trade, if I am not mistaken and 
most of the trade was in the hands of English 
and Marwari and Gujarati hands. My 
submission would be that all the three cities 
are on the same level. 

In the same paragraph in the end you find, 
"the views and apprehensions of the minor 
language groups." I do not want them to 
mention names, but let them say how many 
people were examined. 

SHRI C. P. PARIKH: These minor language 
groups »«» given in the census report. 
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DR. P. V. KANE; I want to know the 

persons examined by this Commission. They 
say, "the views and apprehensions of the 
minor language groups". How did they come 
to know? 

SHRI C. P. PARIKH: The number is given 
in the initial Introduction. 

DR. P. V. KANE: This is the language used. 
Why Bombay (.Time bell rings.) alone should 
be treated differently? My submission is all 
this more or less shows the views or the mind 
of the person who wrote this report. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Dr. Kane!    
Now you should close. 

DR. P. V. KANE: I now came to Vidarbha 
and I shall say one or two sentences. The 
pages I refer to are 122 to 125. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I suggest that 
you need not read the paragraphs but just give 
your observations. 

DR. P. V. KANE: I have already said that 
they say that Vidarbha has different land and 
tenancy laws, this and that and therefore they 
are unwilling to join Maharashtra. This factor 
does not appeal to them when they go to 
Malabar which has a different tenancy law 
and all that, different from Travancore-
Cochin, Therefore I say they are not logical. 
This is one charge that I make. Another thing 
they say about Vidarbha is that it is a very 
good State and all that. I want to challenge 
that the Commission is not quite correct there. 

SHRI H. P. SAKSENA: Which paragraph 
please? 

DR. P. V. KANE: I refer to paragraph 456. 
They say, "Vidarbha will be one of the most 
important cotton-growing areas in the 
country." I do not know whether they are 
aware of the fact that the indigo industry col-
lapsed because synthetic indigo was 
manufactured in America and other places.      
Americans  are now  finding 

out whether synthetic cotton can be 
manufactured and if they succeed all this 
importance attached to cotton-growing 
Vidarbha will go. 

Just one sentence and I shall finish. The 
Maharashtrians feel that they have been 
subjected, without any reason, undeservedly, 
to a sort of stigma, as itt were, in this Report, 
and that will rankle in our hearts till we die or 
even after perhaps if that is possible. The 
point is why should there be all this suspicion 
about Maharashtrians not in one place but in 
several places in the report. We do not want 
Bombay city to go. It is for the Government to 
see the justice of the case. We are loyal 
citizens of the Indian Union. We shall obey 
the laws, but do not take away our right to 
grumble or to complain or to criticise. This 
has always rankled in our hearts and will 
rankle. 

SHRI M. M. SUR (West Bengal): Mr. 
Deputy Chairman, Sir, at the outset I must say 
that I agree in general with the principle 
enunciated by the States Reorganisation 
Commission although I do not agree with 
much of its findings. There are many matters 
which I should like to criticise but the time at 
my disposal is short and therefore I shall 
concentrate only on one problem, that is, of 
Bengal. 

Sir, the Commission has not taken all the 
facts into consideration, particularly the 
injustice that was done to Bengal for over half 
a century during British rule, for no fault of 
her own except the fault of her spirit or 
nationalism, spirit of sacrifice and her 
capacity for bearing infinite pain. Having 
conquered the whole of India, the British 
rulers were after a cultural conquest. They 
were thrusting upon us European culture, 
European way of thinking and their 
conception of human values but the soul of 
Bengal revolted against this. There arose 
social reformers like Ram Mohan Roy, 
Keshab Chandra Sen, Iswar-chandra 
Vidyasagar, and last but not the least Bankim  
Chandra  Chatteriee 
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who composed the famous song Bande 
Mataram.    This was too much for the English 
Rulers;  they saw the  danger signal  and' the  
policy  of  persecution started.    They  divided    
Bengal     into several portions—Bihar, Orissa, 
Assam and Bengal.    They neglected the edu-
cation  of the Bengali boys and girls. Whatever  
education  they    could    get was  from   
private    enterprise    which started private 
colleges and even now 90  per   cent,  of  the  
Graduates    that the Calcutta University is 
turning out are  coming out from    these    
private colleges.    Then there was this political 
movement and it came up in rotation  almost 
every 10 or 12 years and Bengal was foremost 
in all these movements.    There were    
repressive    laws to curb the spirit of the 
Bengalis but notwithstanding all these facts, 
there arose also     during  this  last    half    a 
century Shri Arabindu of Pondicherry fame 
and Rabindranath Tagore.     The Britishers not 
only     neglected    their education but  they  
also ditf  not  give any    chance    to    the    
Bengalis    for employment  in   the  industries  
which they started,  in the jute mills  or in 
other  industrial  undertakings.    They sowed 
the seeds of provincialism starting from 
Bengal in all the provinces and  that is  the  
reason  why we are suffering now. There are 
now a large number     of     educated     
unemployed, both    boys     and    girls     and      
these educated   unemployed   are    a     source 
of  danger    to     any    province,     par-
ticularly to  a     frontier province like Bengal.   
It must be said to the credit of the present 
Government that they have been  able to keep   
the  students in  check but who knows, there 
may be an upheaval any time and that will 
endanger not only the safety  of  this small  
province  but  also   the  security of the whole 
of India.    In order to give employment   to   
all   these  young  men and also to the very 
large number of refugees  who  are  coming    
and    who cannot be settled in any other 
province because the climate and  the environ-
ment do not suit them and who have t^ be 
settled in this province, we have to  develop   
our  agriculture  and    our Industry.    In order    
to    develop    our 

agriculture we need water and water is 
unfortunately in the catchment area just  
outside  the  borders   of   ' Bengal. Therefore 
the West    Bengal    Government has asked for 
certain areas so that Bengal can  build her own 
dams and    hydro-electric  projects    without 
much   interference.    It     i's   true   that we  
have   this  River  Boards  Bill  and the Inter-
State    Water    Disputes Bill and  there can  be 
arbitration  and  .ill that,  but it takes    a long    
time.    Tn order that things can be done 
speedily they have  asked for a little of Man-
bhum,    a little   of   Santhal Parganas and   
Dhalbhum   so   that   Bengal   may develop her 
agriculture and her industry  and  also tackle  
the question   of the educated unemployed. The 
demand of    West    Bengal,      considering    
the problems that she has, is modest and if  we  
take  the  Hindi-speaking  areas of Uttar 
Pradesh and the newly suggested  Madhya  
Pradesh  and if lines of demarcation between 
them are readjusted, not only the demand of 
West Bengal  can   be  met  but  the  demand of  
Orissa  can  also  be  met     without difficulty.    
We have here a very vast population    who    
have    been    under repressive laws and whose 
spirit has been broken, but the talent is there. If 
it is properly utilised, given proper 
opportunities,   we  can    expect    there will    
again    rise men    like    Keshab Chandra    
Sen,    Tagore    and    Swami Vivekananda  for 
the benefit not only of Bengal but for the whole 
of India The people of Bjengal are not business 
people,  but there are men of talents among 
them and if proper scope for development is 
given    to    them    that would benefit the 
whole of India and that will  add    to   the 
glory    of    the country for  which    we    can    
all    be proud. 

4 P.M. 

DR. P. SUBBAKAYAN (Madras): Mr. 
Deputy Chairman, I am indeed sorry that we are 
in this plight today, brother against brother. I am 
more concerned with the unity of India than 
with any linguistic provinces. After thousands of 
years the '   country has become united once 
again 
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under the leadership of our Prime 
Minister and I hope this will be kept 
in mind all the time. And I feel the 
division into linguistic areas is going 
to cut right against this unity because 
it will tfeally result in everyone for his 
language and none for his country. 
Therefore, I hope, in considering this 
Report, we will not get lost in this 
linguistic tangle. As has been pointed 
out, linguism setems to have played a 
great part in the Report that has been 
submitted, except in one case, that is 
the new province of Bombay which 
they havte suggested. The whole prin 
ciple that has been in the minds of 
the framers of this Report has been 
language. We have new provinces 
likle Karnataka. Fortunately they 
still call Madras as Madras and I 
hope xe will keep to the name of 
Madras and not turn ourselves into 
Tamil Nad. Andhra, of course, 
really brought about all this trouble. 
I say it with all due apologies to my 
Andhra brethren ...........  

SHRI PYDAH VENKATA NARA-YANA: 
Because of Andhra you are getting the other 
linguistic provinces. 

DR. P. SUBBARAYAN: I did not hear the 
gentleman. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It is because 
of Andhra you are getting other linguistic 
provinces—he says. 

DR. P. SUBBARAYAN: That is 
why I say you are the guilty party. 
That is what I am contending. It is 
because of you all this trouble has 
comje. That is what I intended to 
say and I reiterate it ................  

SHRI H. C. DASAPPA: YOU did not retain 
them. 

DR. P. SUBBABAYAN: It is not a 
question of our retaining them. Mr. DSsappa 
is very wrong. We wanted nobody to leave us, 
we wanted thtem to remain with us. It is 
otherwise it i!s they who left us. Even today 
via are merely the residuary legatees, if I may 
use such a word. After Andhra and Kerala go 
out, we 

remain as Madras and not as Tamil 
Nad. Even today, the Commission! 
has called us as Madras and not Tamil 
Nad. I feel that it would have been 
better if the map had been redrawn 
as my friend Mr. Rajah suggested. 
It would have been the best thing for 
the whole of India if we could have 
had five big States with the Centre 
as the co-ordinating agency. But I 
am afraid Mr. Rajah and I are too 
late in this .............  

SHRI H. D. RAJAH: Nothing is late-in the 
life of a nation. 

DR.    P.     SUBBARAYAN:     If    the-
people  realise  that   as  tmie  goes  on, and  
the  unity of  India    really    gets 
strengthened, this is a solution which might  
come  at  the  end.   But  taking things    as 
they stand,    I    feel    that injustice  has  been  
done  to  the  new-State   of   Madras   in   
what   has   been suggested  by  the    
Commission.    And that is, with regard to 
Devikulam and Peermede—they say that the 
result of the   last   election   in   the  
Travancore-Cochin  State proves that the 
Tamils, are  united  in wanting to  go back  to 
Madras,   but  at  the  sarnie  time  they talk  of  
economic   considerations—that it would  
result in  the economic  instability     of     
Travaneore-Cochin     if Peermede and 
Devikulam are handed over to Madras.    Well,  
all that I say is that you cannot have two 
principles working     at    the    same    time.    
You either work on the linguistic principle or  
on  the  economic    principle.   You cannot  
apply  one when  it suits your convenience  
and  refer to    the    other because  it  does   
not   suit  your     convenience.    I  still feel 
that  it will be good if Travancore-Cochm and 
Madras could remain together.    But perhaps 
it is too late.    If that is not to be the case, I 
plead that there is a case for Devikulam  and  
Peermede  being  part of Madras.    They talk 
of engineering difficulties and irrigational    
facilities. May I  remind my Travaneore-
Cochin brethren  that  it was  they  who  were 
against the utilisation  of the Periyar water,  
though  they were  not  able to-use it 
themselves for irrigation?    Anr! 
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the   then   Madras  State    which     was 
composed   of Andhra as well   had to pay  a 
price  for    the    Periyar    dam. And  what is  
more    the  same    thing happened once again.    
When we wanted   to    generate    electricity    
in     the Periyar dam    built by ourselves, built 
at the expense of the   Madras   State, there    
again,    the    Travancore-Cochin Government 
claimed that more royalty ought  to  be  paid  
because  what  was conceded was not the    
production    of electricity but merely irrigation    
facilities.    That is how we behave when we 
get divided into  linguistic    areas. That is why 
I claim that the claim of Madras  for Peermede 
and Devikulam is really on a very sound basis.    
Even today  our   irrtgational   facilities   have 
been  exhausted  and  we    have    very few 
sources to tap.    The Cauveri has been fully 
exploited    and    whatever source of irrigation 
we can find must come  from  the  Western  
Ghats.    And if that is so, the importance of 
Devikulam    and    Peermede    for    Madras 
becomes apparent, if one would only open his 
eyes and see it.    There    are other new 
schemes of irrigation.    The waters  that  flow  
from  the    Western Ghats flow back    into    
the    sea.    If only they   could    be   dammed,    
they could be utilised     in  our area,     for 
irrigating some of our dry    districts like 
Coimbatore  and Ramanathapuram. And,    
therefore,   it is   necessary that Peermede and 
Devikulam should    be in the Madras State in 
order that these places may  be properly 
exploited for irrigational    purposes.    It    is     
really a    policy    of    dog   in    the   manger, 
because the Travancore-Cochin  State of  the  
future    will  not    be  able  to utilise these 
waters   because they have not got the land 
which they can irrigate  with  the  amount  of 
water that could be bunded.  And,  therefore, 
from every point of view,   either from  the 
population or the decision of the electorate,   or   
from   economic   considerations,     I  say with   
all    the  emphasis that  I  can   command  that    
Peermede and Devikulam really ought to 
belong to the new Madras    State.    (An hon. 
Member:   to  the  old  Madras   State.) The 
ol<? one is gone, when you reor- 

ganise the States, there is no om Madras 
State. Therefore, 1 do say this that with the 
new division as suggested by the S.R.C., most 
of the forest areas which we have develop ed 
ourselves would go out. For instance, the 
forests on the Malabar side of the Anamalais 
will go into the Kerala State. Kollegal—
rightly I admit, I do not claim it—has gone 
into Karnataka. But we have lost our forest 
wealth by Kollegal going into Karnataka. 
(Interruption.) Mr. Dasappa, if he listens to 
me, will know what I am saying. Well, if you 
consider the forest wealth of the old Madras 
State and what it is now, indeed you will find 
that what w be left over to the new Madras 
State will be very little in the matter of 
utilisation of forests. 

SHRI SHRIYANS PRASAD JAIN 
(Bombay): Socialistic pattern o* society. 

DR. P. SUBBARAYAN: My friend, Shri 
Shriyans Prasad Jain talks oi socialistic 
pattern of society. I would like to remind him 
that socialism does not mean robbing Peter to 
pay Paul and if he is really willing to do that, 
he may easily agree to share hi& wealth. 

SHRI H. C. DASAPPA: It is funny that 
both Dr. Subbarayan and Mr Jain talk of 
socialism. 

DR. P. SUBBARAYAN: My deal 
Dasappa, I have already been abolish, ed.    I 
hope you realise that. 

But leaving that apart,    considering the  
resources   that   will   be  necessary for a State 
to exist, I think that there is a case that some 
forest areas should at least   remain    with   us.   
I   really mean  by this  that there is    a  claim 
for    Gudalur    from    Kerala.    Having taken   
everything,  wanting  Peermede ' and   
Devikulam     and   wanting    back the five 
Tamil taluks which even the Commission      
could      not    think    of recommending    for 
them,    they still demand Gudalur as well. 
Gudalur   is very important from    our    point    
of 
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power station is in that area.    The Pykara 
Dam and perhaps,    the new Kunda scheme 
also will involve    Gudalur.    Therefore   lat 
them  be generous.    They want  us to be  
generous in    regard    to Peermede and 
Devikulam.    Let them be generous in regard 
to    Gudalur.    I    said that I  am willing  that 
they    should remain  with  us  but  if  they  
want   to go, I do not prevent their going.    
But 1 want my economic situation properly 
guaranteed    and    safeguarded    so that  I   
may  exist  by myself    I  may develop by 
myself:  so that  1   do  not lose   anything  in  
the  process   of   this linguistic tangle and 
linguistic babel— if I may use such word—
because that is what is resulting    from    this.     
I made an appeal  and I make it even now   to   
my  Karnataka   brothers   and that is this.    It 
will   be indeed   very good if there could be a 
big Southern State.    If     Kerala,     Karnataka     
and Tamil Nad could come together, then we 
shall have  really  an influence in the future on 
the Indian Union. 

SHRI H.   C.   DASAPPA:   Why have you 
left the Andhra State? 

DR. P. SUBBARAYAN: If the Andhras 
want to come, then let them come. They have 
just separated. If you come in, Mr. Dasappa, I 
think that the Andhras may easily follow suit 
when they see how we live together. You are 
not with us. Therefore, I am demanding that 
of you. I am asking you, "Better come along 
with us." That I am demanding of you in the 
interests of the Indian Union. 

Lots of people talk about the Uttar Pradesh 
being separated. I am not concerned with it. We 
want to separate ourselves. Why should we 
want some other State to be separated because 
we are separating into * various States? On the 
other hand, ■we can have a big State to 
counterbalance the great influence of Uttar 
Pradesh. What is wrong in it? There is nothing 
wrong in that. 

All this  is  because  of the  original 
intention  of   the     Congress  that  the States   
should   be   formed  on   a     linguistic   basis.    
But   let  us   divide   as brothers.     Let  us  
think first  of    the unity   of   India.    
Therefore,   I   would now   like to refer    to   
some of    the recommendations    which  have    
been made in their Report with regard to the 
Services. I am really rather enamoured of  
them.       They should not only  have  the  
Indian  Administrative Service and the Indian 
Police Service, but they also need an Indian 
Service of  Engineers.       I  hope  most  of  the 
States wi'll accept this suggestion.    The 
Engineering  Service  of  India  will  be able  
to  get  the best talent they can. Afterwards,    
it will    be    an    Indian Service of Engineers  
and not  merely a provincial    service.    The    
same    1 would say in regard to both the 
Medical and Public Health Services which 
have     also     been     recommended.    It 
seems  to  me that  we have  forgotten these 
important     suggestions  in    our fight   and   
conflict   in   regard   to  language.      These    
are    some    of    the recommendations which, 
I hope,    our leaders  in the Centre will carry 
out, because I feel that it will be a better thing 
if,   apart from the two   Services, i.e.,  
Administrative  and  Police,   other Services 
also,  like the Indian Medical and  Health 
Services and Indian Service  of Engineers  and 
even    a    new Indian  Educational  Service   
are  constituted  for  the  preservation   of   the 
unity  of  India. 

SHRI H.  C. DASAPPA: Forest? 

DR. P. SUBBARAYAN: Everything, 
because you are afraid of competition from 
others. I feel that that will really lead, in spite 
of the linguistic division, to the unity of India, 
when the Services would think of India as a 
whole and not of a particular linguistic area 
from which one may come. Therefore, I would 
very much like to commend this part of the 
Report of the States Reorganisation 
Commission. I hope that the leaders who are 
dealing with this will not forget that economic 
considerations should not be the only 
criterion; the 
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language plus the economic considerations 
should be the thing by which they could come 
to a Anal decision. 

SHRI T. BODRA: Sir, I thank you very 
much lor the opportunity given to me to 
express my views on the S.R.C. Report and 
place before the House the opinions of the 
peoples of the hills, the Adivasis, tribal 
people and some of the non-Adivasis living in 
Jharkhand. 

On the 19th of December, I had tabled an 
amendment to the motion of the hon. Home 
Minister, but the Chairman was pleased to 
cancel it while discussing this Report. My 
amendment was as follows: 

" ..........and having considered the 
same, this House is of opinion that 
Government should immediately take steps 
for the formation of 'Jharkhand State' 
constituting the following areas: 

(1) the five districts of Chota 
Nagpur division, viz., Ranchi, 
Hazaribagh, Palamau, Manbhum, 
Singhbhum and Santhal Par-ganas now 
in Bihar State; 

(2) the districts of Mayur-bhanj, 
Keonjhargarh and Sundar-garh now in 
Orissa State; 

(3) the districts of Surguja, Raigarh 
and Korea-changbhakar now in  Madhya  
Pradesh;  and 

(4) the adjacent hill tracts round 
about Chota Nagpur and the aforesaid 
Chota Nagpur States." 

Now,    Sir,  we have    heard    about 
Maharashtra,      about   Bengal,      about 
Orissa   and   I   am   the   only   Member who 
is    here    to tell you    something about   the   
Gonds,   Santhals,   Mundas and other   
people.      Now,    I    would remind    the    
House    that    the Chota Nagpur    division      
consists    of    five districts      and    then      
the    Santhal Parganas     which   is     the  
homeland of   the   Santhals   and   they   are 
in a  majority    there,    and    that    there was   
an     agitation    in  regard    to  a 

separate State according to the historic 
records. That information may even now be 
found in the Record Room. After 
Independence was attained by India, these 
Chota Nagpur States were transferred either 
to the administration of Orissa or Madhya 
Pradesh or Bihar. 

Now,     Sir,     this     is   the  position. 
According   to   the Census of 1951, there have 
been a population of 1,63,67,177. The area is 
63,859 square miles. I have given you now a 
rough idea of what this Jharkhand State is and 
we claim this area not only from Bihar, but also 
from Bengal, Orissa and Madhya Pradesh.    On 
what grounds?    Not on the linguistic  basis.    
On  the   14th,   I  was listening   to   the   
debate   in   the   Lok Sabha   and   the   hon.   
Home   Minister, Pandit Pant was good enough 
to  say that, although there are only fourteen 
languages  which   are   recognized,  that does 
not mean that about two to three crores  of  
people  whose  languages   do not  come  under  
these   fourteen   have not got the right to live or 
that they should     necessarily  have  a     
stunted growth.   The Gonds, Mundas, Santhals 
etc. who number about two to three crores have 
also got the right in this democratic India to 
grow according to their own individuality, 
although they have not got a language which 
comes under these fourteen languages.    But 
what   do   we   find   today?   Bengal   is 
claiming    parts of    Jharkhand    area, Bihar    
is    claiming    some    parts    of Jharkhand 
area, Orissa is also claiming     parts  of  
Jharkhand  area     and Madhya Pradesh is also 
claiming parts of our area.    I am dead carcass 
and these  four     people have been  saying 
"this area must come to me, this area must 
come to me and that area must come to me".   I 
put a question to the House?   Are  the  people   
of  this   area dead? I have just given you the 
population of this area as 1,63,67,177. They are 
not dead;   they   are   still   alive. Unless a 
plebiscite is taken, unless the wishes of the 
people are judged, you cannot   put   off  their  
just   claims   by saying that this belongs to 
Bihar, this belongs  to     Orissa,  this  belongs     
to 
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belongs to Bengal. Simply because the tribals 
and the Adivasis have been exploited for 
centuries together, because they are 
inarticulate today, the advanced brethren of 
India should come forth under the cloak and 
garb of administrative convenience and say 
that this is mine, this is mine and this is mine. 
This is fantastic. 

I am very sorry that this attitude has been 
taken. The members of the Commission 
visited this Jharkhand area. Lakhs and lakhs 
of peopie staged demonstrations, from 
Kishan-ganj to Dumka, from Dumka to Jam-
tara, from Jamtara to Chittaranjan, from 
Chittaranjan to Dhanbad, Dhan-bad to Purulia, 
Purulia to Ranchi, Jamshedpur, Seraikella and 
everywhere in a stretch of hundreds of miles 
lakhs and lakhs of Adivasis staged 
demonstration. Mr. Panikkar and Dr. Kunzru 
heard the cry of "Jharkhand Alag Prant", 
"Jharkhand Alag Prant". They have also 
remarked "this cry of Jharkhand Alag Prant 
will go down till they breathe their last". I am 
very sorry, today in this S.R.C. Report 1 find 
that their findings are entirely different. 
According to the Commission "this demand 
does not represent the majority view, even in 
South Bihar. While outside the opinion is 
against separation, this separation will affect 
the entire economy of the existing State and 
upset the balance between agriculture and 
industry". The demand, therefore, has not 
been conceded and a special development 
board for South Bihar has been recommended 
to avoid any complaint of neglect from this 
area. 

Your honour will find that in these six 
districts'—five districts of Chota Nagpur 
division and one district of Santhal 
Parganas—there are 87 constituencies. Out of 
these 87 constituencies, in 52 constituencies 
we stood for the separation from Bihar. The 
Jharkhand party fought the election on the 
clear manifesto that we do not agree with the 
colonial policy of Bihar. 

The Lok Sevak Sangh in Manbhum captured 8 
seats on the clear manifesto of separation from 
Bihar. The Chota Nagpur and Santhal 
Parganas Janta Party also fought the election 
on the same "basis. They won 8 seats. Then 
there were independents. So out of 87 
constituencies, we captured 52 seats. The 
Members of the Commission ought to have 
realised that this is the majority and not the 
minority view. Jharkhand Party contested the 
elections in the districts of Ranchi, Singh-
bhum and Santhal Parganas. Jharkhand is not a 
party of multi-millionaries, of capitalists. We 
have no gigantic press like the Patrika and 
Indian Nation. We have no great man like 
Tagore and this and that. We are the Party 
whose people have been exploited and 
suppressed by their advanced brothers of India. 
It never occurred to the Commission that Jhar-
khand is not demanded only for six: districts of 
South Bihar. They are oblivious of the fact that 
there are three districts in Orissa and three 
districts in Madhya Pradesh which the 
Jharkhand Party has claimed for amalgamation 
to the aforesaid six districts now in South 
Bihar. 

In Orissa and Madhya Pradesh the 
Jharkhand Party members joined the-congress 
after a compromise because of the firings 
opened on them. Sunder Mohan and Ghasi 
Ram were elected to the Orissa Assembly but 
they did. not find a place of honour for them-
selves. 

AN HON. MEMBER: They were-made 
Ministers. 

SHRI T. BODRA: Yes, the Orissa 
Government made Sona Ram Manjhi insane. 
He was put in the Ranchi Mental Asylum. 
After he was discharged from the Asylum the 
Orissa Government  again made him insane. 

SHRI BISWANATH DAS (Orissa): Mr. 
Manjhi is the elected representative of 
Adivasis along with his friends. 

SHRI T. BODRA: I am coming to-that.     
Let  the  hon.     Member  have- 
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patience. I will tell you what you have done. 

Out of these 87 seats we captured 52.   
That is the majority view. 

There is another remark by the 
Commission that "the entire economy of the 
State will be upset". I give you the 
comparative figures to show that only six 
districts of Chota Nagpur and Santhal 
Parganas—I am not talking of other districts 
claimed by Jharkhand— gives the necessary 
requirements: 
State Area     Population      Revenue 

(Sq. miles) (Million.)   (Rs. Crores; 
Assam x.5.000 9 n   39 
Orissa 60,000 14 n -9^ 
Cho'a Nagpur 

(6 districts) 64,000 16 23-60 
So, the very recommendation of the S. R. 
Commission that we do not represent the 
majority of the view, or that the entire 
economy of the Bihar State will be upset 
when this part is separated, is entirely wrong. 

May I submit, Sir, that Jharkhand area is 
the richest in minerals in India. It has the 
largest concentration of India's ancient 
Adivasis. This is an area in which one-fourth 
of the total tribal population of the whole of 
India is concentrated. It is particularly lucky 
inasmuch as the mineral deposits are 
concerned. This area has got iron, coal, mica, 
manganese, copper, chro-mite, lime-stone, 
bauxite, asbestos, kaolin, kyanite, chalk, gold, 
tin-stones, graphites, glass, sand and even 
uranium is located in Singhpura district. On 
the eve of India's rapid industrialisation we 
have got so much natural resources, as a result 
of which big industrial towns are developing. 
Bokharo Thermal Plant is situated in 
Jharkhand, Rourkela Steel plant is situated in 
Jharkhand, Indian Copper Corporation is 
situated in Jharkhand and so many industries 
are developing in Jharkhand. For these there 
are claims and counter-claims by Bihar, 
Bengal, Orissa and Madhya Pradesh. The 
result is that the whole progress of 
industrialisation of the whole of India is 
retarded. 

Because  of  their   appeasing  policy the 
Government  of     India will  give 

something to Bengal, something to Bihar, 
something to Madhya Pradesh and something 
to Orissa. I submit, Sir, that we must look to 
the interests of mother India in which every 
one of us should be interested. If you do not 
give Jharkhand to the Adivasis, do not give it. 
But I must say that Adivasis have been treated 
like pariahs and they have not been cared for 
for centuries together. They have been dying 
of starvation. I do not mind whether you give 
us Jharkhand or not. But let everyone here 
know that the treatment that has been meted 
out to Adivasis is far from satisfactory. We 
have got to strengthen all the units if we look 
to the interests of the mother India. I appeal to 
all the Members in this House to bear in mind 
the fact that we have got to industrialise ' the 
whole of our country rapidly so that we may 
not have to depend on America, Russia and 
England for our requirements. 

Sir, I have seen that some hon. Members 
stated that Adivasis have become Christians, 
and therefore their movement is nothing but a 
movement of the Christians. But if they had 
paid any attention to what the hon. Home 
Minister said on last Sunday, they would not 
have said so. Sir, the hon. Home Minister 
said, "Christianity is a religion of India. Just 
as Hinduism and Islam are the religions of 
India, similarly Christianity is also a religion 
of India." Therefore, Sir, there is no harm if 
the tribals have become Christians, if the 
Nagas and the Khasis have become Christians, 
or if the people of Himachal Pradesh have 
become Christians. You must realise that it is 
you people who have been neglecting them, 
and who have always been casting a sort of 
capricious eye on their wealth. And I say that 
the Nagas and Khasis have never been looked 
after well. I am surprised at the wisdom of 
two Members of the Commission who say that 
Himachal Pradesh must be merged into 
Punjab. But thanks to the Chairman of the 
Commission, Mr. Fazl Ali, has given a minute 
of dissent.   And I hope that. 
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[Shri T. Bodra.] the Government will 

accept his note of dissent. 

Sir, I submit that today we are partitioning 
India, and let us not forget that this partition 
of India can never be annulled and cancelled 
for some centuries together. 

SHRI B. B. SHARMA (Uttar Pradesh): It is 
not partitioning the country. 

SHRI T. BODRA: I say it is partitioning the 
country. You search your hearts and find it 
out. Sir, let it not be said by the children of 
ours, who grow up after 25 years, that the 
Members of Parliament had not given a right 
decision. So, Sir, I submit that Jharkhand is 
the richest area in minerals in the whole of the 
world, and yet its inhabitants are so poor and 
so down-trodden. Why is that so? Because 
there is the largest concentration of India's 
Adivasis, the first citizens of India, 
comprising one-fourth of the total tribal 
population of India, which is uncared for. The 
total area is composed of 12 districts; and in 
the capital of Ranchi, they have a revenue of 
Rs. 22 crores. Sir, we demand Jharkhand on 
the grounds of administrative convenience, 
economic development, geographical 
situation, ethnological and political grounds, 
and on the grounds of peace and justice. We 
do not get justice in the court and we do not 
get peace anywhere. Sir, our friend was 
flowing with love and honey, and he has all of 
a sudden become a friend of the tribal people. 
I ask my friend. Mr. Mahanty. to go through 
the Civil List of the Orissa Government and 
let my Bengali friends go through the Civil 
List of the Bengal Government, and find out 
therefrom how many Santhals have become 
gazetted officers. 

SHRI S. MAHANTY: Let him give me the 
candidates. 

SHRI T. BODRA: If the candidates are not 
coming forth, it is your  fault.     Sir,  we  find     
that  the 

tribals are practically half-naked and not 
properly clothed. They have got nothing on 
their bodies excepting some rags. And yet my 
friends here are showing their love for the 
tribals. 

Now, Sir, the non-Regulation period was 
from 1833 to 1854. There was no ruler 
whatsoever. And from 1854 to 1935 it was a 
non-Regulation Province. Then, Sir, these 
Adivasis and the tribal people revolted against 
the British Imperialism. And it was Santhal 
Hul then. From 1880 to 1900 it was Laraka 
Ho Rebellion and Sardari Larai. Then there 
was the Birsa Munda Rebellion. That was 
from 1900 to 1903. I am sorry that nobody has 
spoken about Birsa Munda. Everybody in 
every corner of India had accepted the 
subjugation of the British people. But Birsa 
Munda rebelled against the British Imperia-
lism till 1903, when he was captured and he 
was poisoned to death. He was also a great 
national, and he had to fight against the 
British bayonets, and we are very proud of 
that. 

Then, Sir, what happened after India 
became independent? People sacri 
ficed their hearths and homes. I want 
to know if there is anybody here who 
is going to deny that fact. They had 
to leave their lands, and it is very 
unfortunate that those lands have not 
yet Deen restored to them. What has 
now happened, Sir, is that the so- 
called plain people have become 
British people and are working against 
our interests. There was a firing at 
several places in the year 1947, and in 
the subsequent years. There was a 
firing in Kharsawan on the 1st 
January, 1948, when the people of 
Kharsawan said, "We are part and 
parcel of Chota Nagpur and we will 
live along with the people of Chota 
Nagpur." It is a matter of shame that 
over 1,200 people were killed, includ 
ing women and children. There 
were bullets and sten-guns were 
freely used there. Let Mr. Mahanty 
and Mr. Dwivedy deny that. 
(Jnterruption.) You should be 
ashamed of that. That blunder was 
done during the regime of Mr. 
Mahtab............  
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SHRI BISWANATH DAS: May I 

request you to rule these things out, 
because it is stated ................  

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Bodra, 
all that is not relevant. 

SHRI T. BODRA: Sir, they fired at several 
places, including Kharsawan, Mayurbhanj 
and so on and so forth. And then it is a fact 
that all these firings were declared illegal. 
Can anybody deny that? 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: All that is not 
relevant to the discussion. 

SHRI T. BODRA: Then, Sir, with regard to 
the question of compensation, Bengal says, 
"Oh, I must be compensated." So, Bihar 
should be compensated, Orissa will claim 
something    else,    and    Bihar      will    say 
^i] m <ft ITTTTT «TT =ff *Pff ^?rr TIT, and 
Bengal will say f% £Wt ^PTJTWT ^fazf I So 
the question of compensation either to Bengal 
or to Bihar or to Madras is absurd. 

So, this question of compensation does not 
come. I will come to the other items. 

As a result of the partition, West Bengal 
was left with 40 per cent, of the area and 36 
per cent, of the population. As a result of the 
D.V.C. and Mayurakhi project, the economic 
capacity and potentialities of West Bengal 
have been increased and West Bengal can 
now support a much larger population. 
Ninetynine per cent, of electrical energy and 
the tea-growing tracts of Bengal have enrich-
ed West Bengal. They have the city of 
Calcutta, the emporium of North East India 
and a great financial and commercial centre. 
Undivided Bengal had a revenue of Rs. 44 
crores with a population of 60 • 8 millions. 
West Bengal has a revenue of Rs. 31 crores 
with a population of 21.8 millions, i.e., two-
thirds of the revenue but one-third of the 
population of undivided Bengal. The per 
capita revenue available to West Bengal has 
doubled as a result of partition. What more do 
they want?    If they want Manbhum, with 

the D.V.C, where shall be the San-thals, it is 
not Bihar which will be sacrificing. It will be 
we, the tribals, who will be sacrificing. Nine 
thousand acres in 35 "villages have been sub-
merged. In Purulia also, 13,000 acres in 40 
villages have been submerged. The Santhals 
have claimed compensation for this, land for 
land, but up till now nothing has happened. 
We, the Adivasis, are making Bihar and 
Bengal' richer, but there is nothing for us. The 
question for them is always 'Give, give' but 
they never believe in give and take. Similarly 
in the Rourkela steel plant area also, many 
thousands of persons have been displaced 
from their hearths and homes. The scheduled 
castes and others have made sacrifices for this, 
but they are only being exploited. 

SHRI S. MAHANTY: Mr. Jagjivan Ram is 
there to safeguard them. 

THE MINISTER FOR COMMUNICATION 
(SHRI JAGJIVAN RAM): I am not an Adivasi. 

(Time bell rings.) 
SHRI T. BODRA: Sir, so many Members 

exceeded their time, but they were allowed to 
continue. I am the only one of my party to 
advocate their lost cause. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You object to 
other Members exceeding their time and so 
you should not break the rules. 

SHRI T. BODRA: Thev are trying to take 
away Dhanbad also. The Members of the 
Commission have given Purulia to Bengal. 
Dhanbad is only a sub-district, having a Sub-
Treasury, the A.S.P. or the D.S.P. for police 
administration and an additional District 
Collector. Now, the members of this 
Commission are wrong in this also. Most of 
the roads pass through Purulia. From Dhanbad 
to Ranchi it Is via Purulia; from Muri to 
Dhanbad via Purulia. The Commission mem-
bers have also recommended that a-portion of 
the Kishanganj sub-division should also be 
transferred to Bengal on the same principle, 
i.e., the portion' 
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[Shri T. Bodra.] east of Mahananda. I do not 

understand on what principles the members of 
the Commission have recommended this. We 
have recently got from the Planning 
Commission sanctioned for a project on the 
Kasai and Ajay rivers, which is going to cost 
about Rs. 3 crores. Bengal will say, 'I won't 
give you water, if you don't take our men.' If 
these portions are taken away by Bengal, it will 
be absurdity. 

So far as my friends from Orissa is 
concerned, they also want Seraikella and 
Kharsawan, even though their population is 
only about 18 to 20 per cent. The Hos are 68 
per cent. I am a Ho. 

SHRI S. MAHANTY: He has interrupted me 
often. Let me ask him a question. May I know 
if it is not a fact that the candidate of the 
Ganatan-tra Parishad defeated his party candi-
date and his party candidate had to forfeit  his  
security? 

SHRI T. BODRA: If the ruler ot Hyderabad 
happens to be a Muslim, it does not mean that 
the Hyderabad people are all Muslims. 

 
This language affinity does not mean anything. 
The Commission has rightly said that 
Seraikella and Kharsawan should not be given 
to Orissa. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That will do. 
SHRI T. BODRA-. 7 will just give some page 

numbers. I will request hon. Members to read 
page 13 of the Orissa Assembly proceedings, 
pages 44—46 of the Bihar Assembly proceed-
ings, and 103 of the Orissa Assembly 
proceedings. On page 22 of the West Bengal 
Assembly proceedings, it is clearly accepted 
that there are only 6£ lakhs of Santhals in West 
Bengal, while the Santhals in the areas now 
claimed by them are 15 lakhs. Should those 6 J 
lakhs come to us or should these 15 lakhs go 
there? 

Now, in the Bihar Vidhan Sabha, you will 
find the speech of Ghaniram Santhal on page 
22; on page 25 and 26 the speech of Haripada 
Singh, and on pages 64—67 the speech of 
Sidue Hemron, and on page 70 the speech of 
Sirish Chandra Banerjee. All these speeches 
will show that it is Jharkhand that they  are 
claiming. 

Then, Sir, in the end, having carefully 
considered the Report of the S.R.C., the 
Working 1 Committee of the Jharkhand Party 
condemns the recommendations particularly 
in regard to West Bengal, Orissa, Madhya 
Pradesh, Uttar Pradesh and Bihar. In the 
national interest, the Jharkhand party has 
always stood for the consolidation of the 
Jharkhand area and it reiterates its firm and 
irrevocable resolve to continue and intensify 
the struggle to achieve constitutionally its 
objective, namely, a separa'e administrative 
unit of the Jharkhand area with Hindi as the 
State language. It calls upon all Jharkhandis to 
resist any attempt at the disintegration of the 
Jharkhand area and to make every sacrifice to 
attain their real political and administrative 
integration. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN (Hydera 
bad) : Mr. Deputy Chairman, I have 
heard with great attention the 
speeches since yesterday. I have read 
with great respect the speeches that 
were delivered in the other House. I 
have read with keen interest the 
comments and criticisms that have 
come regarding the S.R.C. report 
since the beginning of October and I 
am convinced of two facts—one, that 
the great emphasis on the unity and 
security of India was perfectly justi 
fied and the other fact is that the 
S.R.C.'s recommendations, in view of 
all considerations, are the best that 
we could have had in the present cir 
cumstances. These are the two con 
clusions to which I have come. I am 
in support of these conclusions and 
I would submit before this House my 
own view based on facts and 
figures ............  
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DR. R. B. GOUR: Of India of 

1945..........  

(Interruptions.) 
PROF. G. RANGA (Andhra): You have had 

enough of interruptions since yesterday. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Let there be 
no interruptions. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: Regard 
ing the unity and security question, 
my learned friends on the side 
opposite including both the parties 
and some on this side have raised 
a protest saying, "Where was the 
question and where was the necessity 
to think of security and unity. It is 
an insult to us that such a proposi 
tion has been put forward." It has 
also been suggested and with great 
vehemence that this Commission not 
only did go wrong but the Congress 
has gone back or has repudiated its 
policy of Unguis ic S a'es if I may 
so call it, which was recognized in 
1920 at the Plenary Session of the 
Congress at Nagpur. They have gone 
further and said that this introduc 
tion of administra'ive convenience, 
financial viability and security and 
unity are things which ought to be 
discarded and simply a Commissioner 
or a Settlement Officer should be 
appointed to draw a line, find out the 
language and then divide the whole 
of India on that basis. When the 
matter was first referred to the Dar 
Commission, my hon. friend Mr. 
Dhage was to this extent correct that 
there were certain psychological 
factors on account of the partition of 
India etc. But I do not agree with 
him when he says that because in the 
Dar Commission there were three 
persons, although capable, although 
honest but they belonged to North 
India and that is why they could 
not appreciate and they could not 
give   a   proper  judgment .................  

SHRI V. K. DHAGE: They suffered from 
fear psychosis. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: If that was the 
only basis, in addition to that 
2 R.S.D.—8 

Oksis you have given another basis also. Now 
I would say that after the advent of 
independence, certainly the emphasis was 
changed—and perfectly correctly—from 
linguistic States or provinces to other 
factors— political and economic—and I agree 
to a certain extent what my hon. friend says, 
about the Dar Commission but I would 
submit that after the Dar Commission, when 
this report was submitted in the Jaipur Con-
gress, the Congress appointed a Committee of 
persons of whom we are all proud—Pandit 
Jawaharlal, Sardar Patel and Dr. Pattabhi 
Sitaramayya —and this fact has not been 
clearly noticed. Now you will see that these 
people did not belong only to North of India 
and I would like to just read one or two 
passages from this J.V.P. Committee report, 
as it is called. It is given on page 16 of this 
Report also: 

"(a) When the Congress had given the 
seal of its approval to the general principle 
of linguistic provinces it was not faced 
with the practical application of the 
principle and hence it had not considered 
all the implications and consequences that 
arose from this practical application; 

(b) The primary consideration 
must be the security, unity and 
economic prosperity o'f India and 
every separatist and disruptive 
tendency should be rigorously dis. 
couraged; 

(c) Language was not only a binding 
force but also a separating one; and 

(d) The   old Congress policy   of 
having linguistic provinces could only be 
applied after careful thought had been 
given to each separate case and without 
creating serious administrative dislocation 
or mutual conflicts which would jeopardise 
the political and economic stability of the 
country." 

If the S.R.C. has given consideration to these 
factors, could anybody today 
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chalked out their own path? This path is 
supported by these three eminent sons of this 
great country. Not only this. In the Hyderabad 
Congress in 1953 and in the Kalyani 
Congress in the year 1954 the same principle 
was reiterated and I very much remember 
when in the A.I.C.C. Session the Mysore 
Chief Minister brought a Resolution which 
was, to a certain extent, to weaken this 
position, it was absolutely thrown out. Now 
after that the position was going further and 
in 1953 on 2nd October when Panditji was 
speaking in Madras—the Hindustan Times 
and Standard gave that—he said: 

"I do not want at this stage to refashion 
the States and establish a Commission" 

but when the demand and the urge was 
submitted on the part of the persons who 
thought very much of the linguistic problems, 
he, as a democrat, had to yield and just two 
days after —as today is 20th, on the 22hd of 
December 1953, he made the announcement 
in the Parliament appointing the  S.R.C. 
5 P.M. 

This is the background of the shift in the 
policy. Do my learned friends want that the 
emphasis that the Congress or rather the 
country gave to greater power being with the 
provinces, should be there even now? Do they 
want that even today we should lay greater 
emphasis on the powers of the States? If there 
is a shift, it is a well-considered shift. It is a 
shift which has resulted after looking into the 
problems with great care and scrutiny. That 
was the position so far as this language policy  
is concerned. 

Now I may just give you the reasons why it 
is necessary to give so much importance to 
the question of unity. Just glance through the 
history of our country and see how many 
times    we had    a united    and 

Tong centra! Government in India. The 
tendencies generally were fis-siparous and 
centrifugal, with rivalries between petty 
States and so on. Really speaking, there were 
few periods, say, during the reigns of Asoka 
the Great or Akbar the Great, when the 
country could be said to have some strong 
central government. 

SHRI R. C. GUPTA (Uttar Pradesh): Or 
ancient India. 

SHHI AKBAR ALI KHAN: May be in 
ancient India. And then we come to the period 
of the English in this land. Then, of course, 
due to the influence of university education 
and to the establishing of means of com-
munications, there was a unity created in the 
intelligentsia. In these circumstances and 
under these conditions now we have to look at 
the problem. The unity which is at present 
created has been created by the Congress and 
naturally our thoughts go back to those 
martyrs and in particular, Sir, to the year 1920 
when under the dynamic personality of the 
Father of the Nation, the struggle for freedom 
was started, and most of us have had the 
privilege and honour of taking part in it, as 
studentsi as teachers, as lawyers and so on. 
My submission is, in view of these facts, was 
it not right on the part of the Commission to 
have given greater consideration to unity and 
security? It is not because of any distrust of 
the South or the North as has been pointed out 
here or of my dear Maharashtrian brothers or 
anybody else. There is no question of any 
distrust. It should not be taken in that light. It 
is a phenomenon. It is a problem, it is a 
question which you have to solve. In view of 
that, I submit that the recommendations of the 
S.R.C. will have to be looked into with this 
background, with these factors in  mind. 

There is another factor which deserves our 
consideration. We have to see what will 
happen after twenty years. Do not see what is 
today or what will be tomorrow.   But we 
have 
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to imagine and see about the future, for we 
have got a great responsibility. We are 
certainly confronied with a challenge and that 
challenge is this sentimental approach. This 
problem in itself is not a big problem. But 
this sentimental approach and the emphasis 
on language have made this problem a big 
one. So I would request all hon. Members to 
consider this problem with farsightedness and 
to have a long range policy. 

| THE    VICE-CHAIRMAN      (DR.     P. 
SUBBARAYAN)   in the Chair.J 

There is another factor which we have to 
bear in mind. Are we here to advocate the 
cause which each represents? Or are we here 
in the position of judges, in the position of 
persons to decide and determine these affairs 
and who will be responsible to the coming 
generations? I would respectfully point out 
that whenever we make a suggestion, it 
should be a workable suggestion. Sir, we 
have had great saints. We have had great 
professors and we have had great 
philosophers and great scientists. 

DR. R. B. GOUR: And barristers also. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: I thank my 
lion, friend very much for the remark. But 
though we have produced these great persons, 
one thing we have lacked and that is the co-
operative working spirit, the spirit to work 
together. That has been our deficiency. We 
have not developed that part of it. 

Now, coming to the present problem. I say 
that while it is true that the last word rests 
with Parliament, yet we should remember that 
we have appointed three most eminent people 
in India—and I am glad none in this House 
has suggested anything against their 
impartiality, against their ability and against 
their character. In fact, one of the leaders— 
Acharya Kripalani—in a statement has asked 
the people to blindly follow  the   S.R.C.   
Report.    Similarly,   I 

have got papers and    quotations    t« 
show that practically the whole country has 
welcomed the Report. The Commission had 
great difficulties. They, of course, had to 
decide. Now we see how on questions of 
border disputes so much heat is generated, 
say between Bihar and Orissa. We have seen 
the differences between Bengal and Bihar. 
And you, Sir. very correctly while 
emphasising unity in your speech, have also 
said that there is some grievance in Madras 
against Kerala. So starting from Himachal 
Pradesh down to Kerala, there are differences 
and there are difficult problems. But taking 
all these into consideration, the Commission 
have come to certain decisions. They have 
come to certain conclusions and they are in 
the Report. So I would say. let us honour this 
Report. This is not for good, for if there is 
arty difficulty it could be corrected in future. 
And some of the points raised by my learned 
friend Shri Deogirikar and others deserve 
serious consideration and nobody would put 
them aside lightly—those difficulties will be 
dealt with. But I would beg of all my friends 
who do not agree, to think of India. Think of 
Bharat. Sir, you very correctly asked this 
question: If everybody thinks of his own 
territory, who is going to think of India?" 

DR. W. S. BARLINGAY: Was the 
Commission in the position of an arbitrator? 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: I submit we 
should give it that position, in view of the 
great task that was entrusted to them. They 
gave the task nearly two years—21 months to 
be exact—and they have examined 9.000 
witnesses. They have gone through 2,000 
memoranda and a lakh and odd other 
documents. 

DR. R. B. GOUR: Then why did the 
Congress Working Committee modify it? 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (DR. P. 
SUBBARAYAN) :  Order, order. 
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SHH AKBAR ALI KHAN: I will 

give an answer to my hon. friend. 
What I submit is that the best minds 
have been applied to this problem and 
the Commission had given it its best 
thoughts, and I would certainly 
request even the Congress Working 
Committee to follow up this Report 
and to endorse the Report, 
because............  

SHRI R. B. GOUR:  Because it is in 
your interest. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: Well, my hon. 
friend is thinking of his own interests, while I 
am thinking of the interests of India. That is 
the whole difference. 

Now, with this background, I would like to 
say something about other factors. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (DR. P. 
SUBBARAYAN) : There are only two minutes 
more. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: No, Sir. I am 
coming now to the question of Telangana. 
This much was only by way of giving the 
background to justify S.R.C. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (DR. P. 
SUBBARAYAN) : It is not my fault if you come 
to it only now. You have only two more 
minutes. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: But everybody 
has had half an hour here. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (DR. P. 
SUBBARAYAN) : I am only following what has 
been put down here. You have only one or 
two minutes more. 

DR. R. B. GOUR: You wind up, otherwise 
the security of India is in danger. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: Coming to the 
point, so far as the homeland theory, viz., one 
language one State, is concerned, I would 
point out that this Commission has strongly 
condemned it unequivocally and I would just 
read out a few sentences. 

PROF. G. RANG A: If you read, you will 
not have time to say anything. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: I will not read 
it. I would refer to pages 42 and 44. I had 
wanted to read about half a dozen sentences 
but due to the limited time at my disposal I 
will only read one sentence. It is in paragraph 
157. 'The idea that all people who speak the 
same language and constitute a majority, 
whether in a village or a taluk, should be 
attached to their homeland will do immense 
harm to our national growth and must, 
therefore, be rejected unequivocally. The 
allegation, "one language one State" is 
absolutely repudiated. 

DR. R. B. GOUR: They should be attached 
to other languages? 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: I am coming to 
this. So far as Telangana is concerned, the 
S.R.C. has given an opinion after considering 
all the factors. They said: Andhra and Telan-
gana have common interests. They hope that 
these interests will tend to bring them closer 
to each other. If, however, our hopes for the 
development of the environment and condi-
tions congenial to the unification of the two 
areas do not materialise and if public 
sentiment in Telangana crystallises itself 
against the unification of the two States. 
Telangana will have to continue as a separate 
unit. 

SHRI V. PRASAD RAO: Separa'e 
Telangana is  no separatist tendency? 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: I hope, Sir, that 
you will allow me some concession for the 
time taken away by these interruptions. So far 
as the question of public sentiment is con-
cerned, it has been challenged by my hon. 
friends on the other side and by my hon. 
friend, Mr. Gurumurthy, on the other side. I 
accept the challenge, Sir, and would request 
anybody from this House or the other House 
or any one so appointed to go 
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there and satisfy himself whether it is or it is 
not a fact that 95 per cent of the people are for 
a separate Telangana and then only vote for it. 
Otherwise not. 

- 
(Interruptions.) 

SHRI BASAVAPUNNAIAH (Andhra):  I  
accept that  challenge. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (DR. P. 
SUBBARAYAN) : One minute more and no 
more. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: My submission 
is the challenge that I havj thrown stands 
good. My friends wanted to address a public 
meeting and, in spite of the previous record of 
service and the popularity, they could not do 
so. 

AN HON. MEMBER: Because of your 
goondaism. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: Certainly not—
the public tempo. So far as that criterion is 
concerned, I will leave it to the House. My 
friend, Dr. Raj Bahadur Gour also said that 
some Educational Director told him that 
educational facilities will not be there, that 
hospitals will not be run and also threw out a 
challenge saying that if anybody want? to 
convince he would be convinced. I am here 
and now prepared to accept that challenge and 
to convince you provided you are reasonable. 
As there is not much time, I am unable to give 
facts and figures about economic viability and 
all other factors to justify Telangana. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (DR. P. 
SUBBARAYAN) : I gave you three minutes and 
the time is now over. Please resume your seat. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: Yes, Sir, I am 
concluding my remarks, by saying that in the 
interests of Bharat, I appeal to all, especially 
to my Bombay and Punjab friends and also to 
my Andhra friends to respect the S.R.C. 
Report and be respected by the whole of Indi* 

DR. M. D. D. GILDER: When w* were in 
our teens, in schools and colleges, we used to 
dream as to how we should run the world's 
business. When the hon. Minister for Legal 
Affairs and I were in Opposition in the 
Bombay Council, we also dreamt dreams of 
how the business should be conducted and 
how the administration should be run. So, the 
Congress also in its teens, if one may say so, 
long before it dreamt of coming into power, 
passed some resolutions. One of them was that 
the Viceroy should get not more than Rs. 500. 
The brunt of that fell on the first Congress 
Ministers; the Ministers could not get more 
than Rs. 500. Similarly, Sir, the Congress 
passed a resolution about linguistic provinces 
at a time when it did not think it would come 
into power; but there was something behind 
the scenes in that Resolution. At that time 
Gandhiji was taking the Congress from the 
intelligentsia to the masses and in order to take 
the Congress to the masses, linguistic pro-
vinces or linguistic divisions were necessary. 
It has been said that Gandhiji was for 
linguistic division. Yes, in those days, but 
Gandhiji is gone now and I do not know what 
he would have done now. Since the Congress 
came into power, it had been saying that not 
only linguistic considerations but also 
considerations of security, financial and 
administrative arrangements and economic 
viability should also be the considerations. 
You will see in the Resolution appointing this 
Committee that these things are definitely 
stated. If my linguistic friends wanted to 
quarrel, that was the time for them to quarrel. 

Nobody has anything to say about the 
personnel of the Commission. Everybody 
praises them for their integrity, for their 
acumen and for their sincerity of purpose but 
when the Commission has not taken the view 
that one takes up, faults are found with the 
Commission. It is said that it did not submit 
an interim 
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the conflagration that has been lighted 
after the Report was released and I think 
the Commission was wise in not 
submitting an interim report and thus 
extending the time of the conflagration. It 
is said that the Commission did not go 
throughout the country. I do not know 
which part of the country they did not go 
to. It has been said that the Commission 
did not take people into their confidence. 
If you appoint a Commission then 
naturally you must leave it to the 
Commission to decide things. It has been 
said, if fourteen linguistic States could 
have been formed why not one or two 
more which have been left out? If even in 
spite of the other considerations like 
security of the State, financial and 
administrative arrangements, if States 
could be formed on linguistic basis, they 
have done so. If the considerations 
mentioned above did not stand in the 
way, they formed the linguistic States. 
These considerations did not stand in the 
way of the fourteen States but they stand 
in the way of these others. Therefore it is 
that they have proposed the other 
arrangement. Our Leader who has 
inherited from Gandhiji the habit of 
thinking aloud, in one of his speeches 
said that he was surprised at the report. 
Naturally, Sir, I was surprised too but I 
was very pleasantly surprised. It was a 
pity that he omitted the adjective because 
that has been misrepresented in some 
quarters. That was asked even of the hon. 
Home Minister. 

Before I come to give my remarks on 
the other proposals, let me talk about the 
Chapter on minority rights. The 
Commission has gone into the question 
of the protection of minorities in 
different countries and has found that our 
Constitution gives sufficient protection to 
the minorities excepting in the case of 
primary education. where they 
recommend the enacting of 
Constitutional provisions. They say that 
if there is sufficient number of students, 
piimary education    should be    given in    
the 

language of those students. They ilso say 
that the Central Govern-. ment should 
take over the power of direction. There 
had been a case in the Supreme Court in 
which this question was raised. 

The next question is about the 
recruitment to the services. That is 
certainly an administrative matter. Even 
in Bombay State, before the Constitution 
came into force, domicile was one of the 
considerations and for this there were 
about 30 questions to be answered by the 
poor man who had applied for any post 
He had to reply to them before a 
Magistrate who in turn had to certify that 
he was satisfied that the man had a 
Bombay domicile. After the passing of 
the Constitution, especially article 16, 
directives were issued but there are many 
States which have not followed those 
directives. 

Therefore, Sir, I think it ought to be 
put on a legal basis. The Commission has 
said that the Public Service Commission 
should be appointed by the President. I 
do not know whether that would make 
any difference because, after all, human 
nature is human nature, and whether the 
man is appointed by the President or by 
the Governor would not make much of a 
difference. 

SHRI GULSHER AHMED (Vindhya 
Pradesh): Need not be of the same State. 

DR. M. D. D. GILDER: That I agree 
but after all human nature is human 
nature, and if there is a candidate from 
that State, the State to which a member 
of the Public Service Commission 
belongs, it would be said that he favoured 
a member from his State. It may be right; 
it may be wrong. 

Then, Sir, supervisory authority is 
proposed to be given to the Governor to 
see whether these minorities are 
safeguarded. But, Sir, has the Governor 
got that power to call for the papers? Has 
the Governor got any sanction? 
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PROF. G. RANGA: That is the difficulty. 

DR. M. D. D. GILDER: Can he interview 
the Secretaries as the Governors in the British 
days used to do? There are only two clauses 
about discretionary power to be given to' the 
Governors, but how far he w.ould exercise 
that discretionary power should be made 
specific. I quite agree that the Governor may 
be the protector of the minorities, but how 
that can be done is a thing that requires 
consideration. 

SHRI P. S, RAJAGOPAL NAIDU 
(Madras): The Commission has suggested 
amendment of the Constitution to    that 
effect. 

DR. M. D. D. GILDER: Then I come to the 
question of the services. I quite agree that the 
administrative and security services, for rea-
sons of safety and security, should be under 
the Centre. But when we come to the • 
technical services there are the difficulties that 
I found as a Minister in administering these 
technical servrces. The usual formula 
"'existing and accruing rights of the services" 
would again come. If you remember, in the 
old days, the Indian Medical Service people 
claimed naturally to hold the top administra-
tive posts both on the side of medicine and on 
the side of public health, and "the Minister 
had nothing to say. The Central Government 
sent the Surgeon-General who may or may 
not carry out his (Minister's) policy. Besides, 
Sir. say for instance a professor of anatomy is 
taken from the Services. Where will they get 
the demonstrators and the readers? Ordinarily 
as in other services, the demonstrators become 
lecturers, readers, assistant professors and so 
on. But. as has happened in the days of the 
Indian Medical Service, you may have a 
reader or an assistant professor of long 
experience and on top of him a freshly, passed 
student is put in, and i*t is said. "This is only 
a leave vacancy".    So   I   am   not   
agreeable 

to the technical services being centra. Used. 

Now, Sir, coming to the "game of grab" 
that has been played here all the day, I feel 
sorry. I eongraw-late my hon. friend, who 
spoke for Mahar^.ihtrians, for the high tone 
of his speech, but 1 arn afraid, 011 a good 
many points I do not agree with him. I also 
appreciate the speech of Professor Kane, who 
spoke so highly of the Parsoes. But. Sir, 
when he referred to paragraphs 411 and 416 
where the Commission says that a good many 
people were of the contrary view, he 
challenged the veracity of the statement of 
the Commission. Would that be proper? Then 
he said that the Commission talked of 
'suspicion'. Of course he has a legal mind and 
he says "Leave aside the 9P guilty persons 
but don't convict an innocent person." But. 
Sir, we are not talking of technical justice 
"We are talking of feasibility, possibility and 
so on. and if a good many people come and 
sav that they have got suspicions, surely the 
Commission has    got to take notice of it. 

For instance I will read out to you one 
piece, what an economist of Maharashtra 
says. "The future of Bombay is in the long 
run bound up almost exclusively with 
Maharashtra. Thi's will reduce the industrial 
importance of Bombay for those parts and 
also stop the flow of industrial labour from 
distant regions. Bombay's all-India 
importance for certain specialised activities 
may remain; but it will exist chiefly as the 
port and economic centre of Maharashtra, 
which is the role indicated by its geographical 
location." He says further on, "He would 
impose a ban on the establishment of new, or 
expansion of old industrial undertakings 
within a distance by road or rail of, say, 50 
miles of the Fort area." Fifty miles take us to 
the foot of the Shia-dari mountains. That 
means that these industries can be established 
only on the top of the mountains. 

Well, Sir, if these are some of   the 
pronouncements     of       Maharashtram 
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not    possible    that non-Maharashtrians 
would have some suspicions and fears of what 
may happen   to them? 

DR. W. S. BARLINGAY:  What book is 
that? 

DR. M. D. D. GILDER:  He is Professor 
D. R. Gadgil. 

PROF. G. RANGA:  Of the   Gokhale 
institute. 

DR. M. D. D. GILDER: I must say from my 
knowledge of the Bombay city, where the 
bones of several generations of my ancestors 
lie, that there were a good many people in 
Bombay City who were indifferent as to 
where they would go, but, after the publica-
tion of the reoort and after what they saw 
what has happened in Bombay and gone on in 
this House and the ether, many of them have 
changed their opinion and have taken a 
definite point of view now. Take for instance 
the Maharashtra alternative. They wanted 
Vidarbha to be joined so that the 
Maharashtrians would be 66 per cent. Then 
they wanted a companionate marriage. They 
said Gujarat can go away in five years if it 
likes so that Bombay city (the dowry) will 
remain exclusively with Maharashtritans. We 
do not know of companionate marriages yet 
in this country. They are not legalised 
anyway. But that was what was proposed. I 
personally would have much liked that the 
Report of the S. R. C. had been put into 
execution in toto and we would have 
honoured them. We would have taken their 
verdict as the verdict of God. But since now 
my Maharashtrian friends have fallen out and 
they have stated that they cannot conceive of 
Samyukta Maharashtra without Bern-bay City 
as its capital, I am sorry to say that we cannot 
be partners and we have got to be neighbours. 
Sir, the situation is very delicate. I would stMl 
suggest to my Maharashtrian friends and my 
Gujarati friends and to the people from Bom- 

bay City that they sit without the diehards on 
either side and come to some solution. We 
would much rather prefer that with the feeling 
that we would be sorry to part company. 
What would be the state of Bombay City will 
have to be decided, whether it would be a 
separate State or a centrally administered 
State or an annexe of the Central 
Government. That will have to be considered 
too. With regard to our Five Year Plans which 
were made when the States were together, 
with the separation of Bombay City as a 
separate State 1 am perfectly sure that they 
will be considerably delayed, but I hope that 
we shall be able to put them into execution 
even then. 

DR. SHRIMATI 9EETA PARMANAND 
(Madhya Pradesh): Vice-Chairman, I feel that 
we are discussing a very delicate subject 
indeed and while paying compliment to the 
members who served on the Commission who 
were among the best in our country who could 
be found to do the job—people with wide 
experience and with mature judgment—who 
have spent two years in meeting people, 
getting evidence and submitting their report, 
still the report has failed to satisfy, as was 
expected, a number of people. Sir, I am one of 
those persons who would not have liked even 
to see the appointment of this Commission. 
But what happened in Andhra? After Andhra 
province was conceded, everyone was 
suddenly very eager to see that the once-made 
promise—the promise made by the 
Congress—of division of the country on a 
linguistic basis was carried out. As has been 
rightly pointed out by the hon. Member from 
Hyderabad, Mr. Akbar AH Khan, those people 
seemed to have forgotton what ultimately 
would happen, when the report was submitted 
and when the actual division of the country 
had to take place. They forgot that our unity 
has not gone deep down after the British had 
left. They forgot that the common bond of 
language which brought all    the    provinces    
together 
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who has to put up a brief saying that this is the 
case and we should willingly—and when I say 
willingly it should be really willingly—be 
prepared io accept the decision whatever that 
may be. Only if we speak in this tone in both 
the Houses the country will take the report 
with utmost calmness. For that reason I feel 
that though there are certain questions relating 
to Madhya Pradesh, I should not, as far as I am 
concerned, refer to them as demands but reter 
to them as a case just for consideration because 
even if this House were to give a decision this 
is not the time to give a decision. The 
expression ol views in this House would be 
taken into consideration by those in power, by 
the party in power. It would have been better if 
whatever the Commission has decided were 
considered Anal just as you do nol go beyond 
the Supreme Court, but here the case is slightly 
different because Parliament is considered to 
be the over-all authority and by Parliament is 
meant the Government in power and it is that 
which should give the final decision but it is 
the duty of all Members of the party in power 
to make the task of those in power so easy that 
it does not cause any division. As I have come 
from Madhya Pradesh, I would just make one 
point with regard to the capital. Of course, 
Madhya Pradesh can have no grievance 
because so many provinces are joined on to it 
and it has become bigger beyond perhaps 
management but I suppose it will not be so. 
Still it has become very huge but this is not the 
time to go into that because I for one am 
prepared to follow the rule of discipline and 
accept whatever has been stated in the report 
of the Commission. They have stated that 
Jabalpur, being centrally situated, would be 
suitable as capital and this seems to be a 
suitable recommendation. Sir, I would not go 
into the question of Bombay. So many people 
have already spoken on that and I again may 
be called an Interested person because I once 
belonged to Bombay 

Presidency and as such I would not touch on 
that question but that question certainly 
deserves consideration from the various 
points of view already expressed. One more 
thing is about Karnataka. A little bit of 
injustice, they say, has been done, may be due 
to oversight, because that Is what people 
mean when they object to people from the 
north dealing with southern parts. It is not 
always possible to take into consideration 
such vast evidence before them, all factors of 
language, dialects and region and so on, and 
as a result the tehsil of Belgaum which really 
should have— if we accept this principle of 
linguistic division—gone into Maharashtra 
has by mistake gone into Karnataka. And that 
will create difficulties with regard to the 
university teaching and other teaching.    This  
deserves looking  into 

I must here refer to Uttar Pradesh 
and there I think as a number of peo 
ple from U.P. are present I am per 
haps treading on other people's pet 
corns .......  

SHRI H. P. SAKSENA: Spare us for 
Heaven's sake. 

DR. SHRIMATI SEETA PARMANAND: I 
must say that I fully endorse the minute of 
dissent of Mr. Panikkar. As Pandit Kunzru 
happens to be from U.P. he himself would like 
that the opinion of his other colleagues should 
be given more weight and this being put 
before the Government. The point is this, as 
Mr. Panikkar himself has stated, that a number 
of people from U.P. themselves—as is the 
wont of the people in every State to say—■ 
have stated that the east te being in a way 
looked after at the cost of the western part of 
the State. I feel there has been evidence led on 
that. In order to make people in the South feel 
that unwieldy States are not put there and in 
order also to make people feel that the wishes 
of some of the people from the western side 
are considered—perhaps if Government is 
thinking In terms of readjustment—then the 
western part of U.P. could be joined! on with    
some    other    districts, say 
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from north, Gwalior on that side and 
another State formed ..................  

SHRI SHRIYANS PRASAD JAIN; Do you 
welcome Madhya Pradesh, an unwieldy 
State? 

DK. SHRIMATJ SEETA PARMA-NAND: 
Well, personally I don't for reasons already 
stated. As I am saying, even here, as far as 
U.P. is concerned, if Madhya Pradesh has to 
be kept as recommended by S.R.C., U.P. has 
to be kept. But as far as Madhya Pradesh is 
concerned, 1 do think it has become like an 
octopus, rather too big a State. But still I do 
not know on what evidence the Commission 
came to the conclusion—and I have not 
before me all the evidence— and, therefore, it 
is not easy to say anything on the point. 

Sir, I would like to say a word about Delhi. 
I would like to endorse the S.R.C.'s 
recommendation. In spite of the agitation 
staged more prominently here than in any 
other part of the country,—which reaches 
people Jn power more easily—in spite of the 
agitation that the State should be kept 
separate as it is, I hope that the Government 
will not yield on that point and will not make 
unnecessarily small States a cumbersome 
charge on the taxpayer with the paraphernalia 
of Ministers, different departments,  etc.,  etc. 

Finally, I would like to endorse the point 
raised by you yourself, Sir, about the 
Services, and that has been pointed out by the 
Commission. I sm not satisfied with more 
Services being made all-India Services. That 
will not be enough guarantee for the unity 
and security of the country. I for one have 
always held that only in bilingual States lies 
the security of India. This is not the time for 
me to go into the history of all these past 
1,100 years or 1,200 years. I need not remind 
the House of our weaknesses, how we at the 
slightest provocation, as I have already 
referred to, become provincial minded, how 
we become proud of our own provincial 
culture, language, literature, etc. I do not want 
to refer further to show 

how these are inherent dangers to the security 
and unity of the country The whole world is 
watching us as to how we would be tempted 
in our present passions raised for the division 
of the country, which would weaken our 
strength, so that some amongst them might 
get perhaps a chance to benefit by it. 

So, what I would like to see is and 
Government ^to consider is, as was suggested 
by many people outside, though not in the 
House,—I am not the first to suggest that 
here—that if the country is to be divided, 
maybe for the sake of economy, maybe for 
the sake of administrative convenience, 
because of common languages, there ought to 
be a unitary Government. And if that is not 
there—even now we have been fighting for 
our share in the economy of the country 
because of the prosperous business of a 
certain State, because of the share in income 
tax and as we are even now fighting for the 
possession of Bombay and trying to say, who 
is responsible for this prosperity—a time 
would come wken perhaps the strong hands 
that are today would not be there to control, 
when our fusion has weakened on account of 
the tie of language, which always binds 
people, having disappeared. I am one of those 
people who feel that in spite of Hindi being 
made the national language, it is the English 
language which has bound us together and 
which people in the South think is easier for 
them to learn, as they are already used to it. 
And also because of the very difficult legal 
terminology in Hindi and case law, etc. of 
High Courts and the Supreme Court being in 
English language, the English language will 
have to remain. If that tie of a common 
language is weakened then unless there is a 
unitary Government at the Centre, through 
this vicious circle of having appointed a 
Commission, having to adopt its Report, 
having to go through the consequences, 
perhaps we are paving the way for insecurity 
of the State. 

With these few words I feel that the Report  
should  be  accepted  as  it 
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make the task of the Government easy and 
give a lead to the people in the country so that 
people do not feel that only by doing what 
they did in Andhra, by forcing the hands of 
the Government, or by staging what they did 
in Bombay the other day, last month on the 
22nd November, they can force the hands of 
Government into doing anything that they 
liked it to do. That would be the very 
negation of Government and administration 
and ushering in of chaos. 

SHRI P. S. RAJAGOPAL NAIDU: Mr. 
Vice-Chairman, after having seen what'has 
happened in the country after the S.R.C. 
Report, I feel that there should be no States 
formed on the linguistic basis. But when 
matters have reached this stage, when almost 
all the States in India have considered the 
S.R.C. Report and have come to some 
decision or other and since Parliament has 
wasted so much of its precious t'me in 
discussing this Report. I do not know whether 
I will be justified in saying that this should be 
shelved for some more time, to enable the 
people who speak different languages, who 
belong to various States, to sit and think about 
this in a calm and dispassionate way and 
come to an amicable settlement as to which 
area should belong to whom. I for one coming 
from the South having recently witnessed the 
separation of Andhra from Madras State feel 
that there should be no States formed on the 
linguistic basis. I agree with the learned 
speech, which you, Sir, made a little while 
before and also the opinion of Mr. Rajah that 
as far as the South is concerned, just to 
counter-balance the mighty U. P. we should 
have a Southern State formed with Madras, 
Karnataka and Kerala and if Andhra is 
willling, Andhra also. That is, the region 
south of Hyderabad State is to be formed into 
a State and called the Southern State. Why I 
say that is this. It may be said that we speak 
four different languages—Tamil, Malayalam, 
Kanada and Telugu. But for a person like me 

who knows both Tamil and Telugu well—I 
feel—there is not much difference between 
these four Southern languages. A man who 
can read Tamil can easily read Malayalam; 
and he can understand it also to a certain 
extent. Persons who read Telugu can easily 
read Kanarese—I can read Kanarese of 
course, without knowing much what it means. 
But so far as the characters are concerned, 
they are the same. A person knowing Telugu 
can easily read Kanarese, but with some 
difficulty. In my opinion, there is not much 
difference between all these four languages. I, 
for one, will feel that it will not be difficult to 
have common characters for these languages 
to enable all these four States to come 
together and form a Southern State with a 
common language, if possible. 

I am now coming to the S.R.C. Report; lest 
I may not have time at the end to offer my 
opinion, I am coming to my own State. I shall 
deal with the injustice that has been done so 
far as Madras is concerned. Dealing in brief 
with Bombay as to whether it should remain 
in Maharashtra or whether there should be a 
bilingual State as has been suggested by the 
Commission or whether Bombay should be a 
City State, I, for one, feel that, when it is 
accepted as a broad principle by the 
Commission that language should be the basis 
for the formation of States and when we find 
that Marathi is the largest spoken language of 
Bombay, why should not Bombay belong to 
the Maharashtri-ans? I feel that the Himachal 
Pradesh should remain as a separate State by 
itself. If there is time, I shall give out my 
reasons. I feel that Bellary should remain as it 
remained with Andhra and the Kolar Gold 
Fields should either go to Andhra or if it is 
not possible, it should go to Madras and  
definitely not to Mysore. 

Coming to Madras State which is my own, 
I was rather amused, when the S.R.C. Report 
was published, to find that only five taluks 
from the Travancore-Cochin   State  have    
been 
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allotted to Madras and    not all    the  ] nine 
taluks for which there had been ■an agitation. 

AN HON.    MEMBER:    What    about   I 
those who migrated? 

SHRI P. S. RAJAGOPAL NAIDU: J will 
come to that late and I shall deal with it. 

If they had stated in the Report that from 
the point of view of financial viability, the 
two disputed taluks of Devikulam and 
Peermede are essential for Travancore-
Cochin, "whatever be the other factors, I, for 
one, will feel that the Commission has dealt 
with this properly. But, with great respect to 
the members of the Commission, I would say 
that I do not agree with the various arguments 
advanced by the Commission. The arguments 
were just like those of a lawyer who argues 
before the Judge, just to buttress his point of 
view. 

It has been stated in the Report in para 295—
and it is only about four or five lines—as 
follows: "The Devi-lculam and Peermede 
Taluks stand on a somewhat different footing. 
These are hilly areas which, for . various 
economic and other reasons are of great 
importance to the State of Travancore-Cochin." 
That is the point. The percentage of Tamil-
speaking peopel in the Devikulam Taluk is 72 
per cent, and yet it does not go to Madras. The 
population of Peermede taluk is 44 per cent. "It 
has, however, been stated before us that thi* 
fairly large Tamil population of these two 
taluks is accounted for, in part, by a floating 
corps of labourers employed by plantations in 
this area. Recent figures for the Peermede and 
Devikulam taluks show that the Tamil migrant 
population constitutes 30 per cent, and 46 per 
cent, leaving behind 14 per cent, and about 26 
per cent, as the non-floating Tamil-speaking 
population in the two taluks respectively." With 
great lespect    to    the    Commission,    I    do 

not know from what statistics they got these 
figures and I do not also know on what basis 
they arrived at this conclusion regarding this 
floating population. 

Sir. I tried to go through the Census 
Reports for the years 1931. 1941 and 1951. 
For 1931, the Devikulam population was 
51,730; for 1941 53,394 and for 1951, 
62,130. The Malayalee population was 3,894 
for 1931, 8,282 for 1941 and 16,050 for 1951. 
So, in the year 1951, the Tamil speaking 
population in Devikulam was 62,130 and the 
Malayalam-speakinp population constituted 
only 16,050. And yet, Devikulam is included 
only in Travancore-Cochin now. 

Coming to Peermede, it is here tha' this 
question of floating population comes. The 
Tamil population in 1931 was 24,776 and the 
Malayalee population was 19,284; for 1941 
the Tamil and Malayalam speaking 
population was 31,911 and 31,748 
respectively. In the 1951 Census, we find that 
the Malayalees have made a jump over the 
Tamil population—the Tami'-speaking 
population being 42,570 and the Malayalam-
speaking persons being 50,440. 

I read out these figures for ihe 
purpose of showing to the House as 
to who are the migrants and which is 
the       floating       population. The 
Tamilians in Peermede in 1931 were 24,776 
and Malayalees 19,284 and in 1951, they 
were 42.570 and 50,440 respectively.    What 
does this show? 

AN HON. MEMBER: Do any o? them have 
families in Tamil Nad? 

SHRI P. S. RAJAGOPAL NAIDU: I will 
come to it. 

In 1931. the Malayalees were less 
than the Tamilians and in 1951 they 
are more. They have gone up by 
about 8,000. So, this increase is due 
to the floating population from Tra 
vancore-Cochin—the Malayalee- 
speaking persons from Travancore- 
Cochin    migrating  to  this  area    and 
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[Shri P. S. Rajagopal Naidu.] 
predominating the   Tamil  population. So, 
the floating population is not    of 
Tamils, but it is the Malayalees. 

On the basis of the 1951 Census figures 
whieh indicated that only 26 per cent, of the 
Tamilian population in Devikulam and 14 per 
cent, in Peermede represent persons who had 
been born within the Travancore-Cochin 
State, the Commission assumed, in my 
opinion, that the rest of the Tamilian 
population there was part of the floating 
population of persons who had come to these 
two taluks for working in the estates there. 
Persons born in Travancore-Cochin State, if 
they happened to be Tamilians, were taken to 
be the permanent inhabitants by the 
Commission and those born outside 
Travancore-Cochin State have been taken as 
outsiders who could have come only recently 
for the purpose of being employed as 
labourers. After all, even a person born in one 
State may migrate to another State and can 
settle there. 

On this basis, the question should have- 
been considered. But, on the other hand, they 
took into account only the Tamilian 
population represented by persons who had 
been born within the Travancore-Cochin State 
and drew the conclusion that the rest of the 
Tamilian population was floating population 
who had gone there for doing labour. Forget 
all these things and take an average of the 
Tamil speaking population and the 
Malayalam speaking population of these two 
taluks. These two taluks taken as a unit it 
comes to 57 per cent. Tamil speaking and 43 
per cent. Malayalam speaking. Even on that 
basis, these two taluks should come to Madras 
State. 

Sir, one more point about Peermede and 
Devikulam. The S.R.C. has dealt with 
Kollegal taluk in Coimbatore district. The 
Kannadiga population there is 77 per cent, 
and the Commission has suggested their 
merger with Karnataka. Why not the same 
one principle is applied in the case of 



3573    States Reorganisation   [ 20 DEC. 1955 ] Commission's Report, 1955  3574. 
SHW P. S. RAJAGOPAL NAIDU: My 

friend asks me how I am interested in Andhra. 
Am I not interested about other States as a 
citizen of India? The Nizam had ceded some 
of the Telugu-speaking area contiguous to 
Hyderabad to the British. The language is the 
same; the culture is the same. Of course, the 
two mighty rivers Godavari and Krishna also 
flow through Telangana and Andhra area, but 
as I stated before, it should not be forced upon 
the people of Telangana; it should be left to 
them. They should come *o a conclusion by 
referendum or    by any    other means 

whether     they  should  remain     with 
Andhra State or not. 

I do not want to take up any more-time 
since the House is waiting fcr me.    Thank 
you. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (DR. P. 
SUBBARAYAN) : The House will now adjourn 
to meet    again tomorrow at 
11   A.M. 

The House then adjourned at five 
minutes past six of the clock till 
eleven of the clock on Wednesday, 
the Hist December 1955. 


